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pension risk preferences

Abstract

Pension plan managers are increasingly expected to demonstrate 

that the risk preferences of plan participants are adequately 

reflected in the asset allocations of their plans. Yet, it remains 

unclear whether managers should elicit the subjective risk prefer-

ences of individual participants to achieve this goal, or instead 

rely on objective and more readily available indicators, such as 

the socio-demographic characteristics of participants. To address 

this question, we have developed an augmented lottery choice 

method, tailored to the pension domain, to measure the risk 

preferences of individuals. Results from 7,894 participants from 

five different Dutch pension plans show that risk preferences vary 

substantially, but that only a small fraction of this heterogeneity 

can be explained by directly observable characteristics. We show 

that variations in risk preferences, along with individual charac-

teristics and market conditions, generate differences in optimal 

asset allocations among plans. However, the risk preferences to 

be elicited for a pension plan depend on the composition of the 

participant population, as well as on expected market conditions. 

We provide a framework that pension plan managers can use to 

gauge the value of elicitation of risk preferences in the population 

of their funds, so that they can perform their own cost-benefit 

analysis of the exercise. We illustrate how this framework can be 

applied by Dutch pension plan managers in deciding on whether 

to elicit the risk preferences of participants or not.
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1. Introduction

Pension capital constitutes a major component of the savings of 

many persons worldwide. The investment decisions of pension 

plan managers significantly impact the retirement income and 

retirement risk of large segments of the population (OECD, 2013a). 

Pension plan managers are faced with the complex task of 

allocating plan assets across many different investment options. 

Optimal asset allocation depends primarily on the outcome of a 

rigorous financial optimization process that takes into account 

pension plan-specific variables, such as the current and projected 

retirement age of plan participants as well as the targeted 

replacement ratio (Bodie and Treussard, 2007; Sundaresan and 

Zapatero, 1997). Pension plan managers are also expected to 

guarantee that plan asset allocation adequately reflects the 

risk preferences of individual pension plan participants (EIOPA, 

2013; Frijns, 2010; Rozinka and Tapia, 2007). The latter require-

ment is challenging, since these risk preferences are not directly 

observable and must instead be derived from preference models 

or elicited from individuals through surveys. However, elicit-

ing preferences in the pension domain is challenging as well, 

as beliefs are not always accurate. Wrong beliefs tend to distort 

choices, biasing the elicitation of preferences (Brown and 

Weisbenner, 2014).

 The literature shows that individuals differ in their investment 

risk preferences (Holt and Laury, 2002; Harrison et al., 2007; Van 

Rooij et al., 2007; Kapteyn and Teppa, 2011) and that these differ-

ences also imply different optimal asset allocations among their 

investments (Bodie et al., 1992; Campbell et al., 2003; Viceira, 

2001). Despite this research, many pension plan investment 

strategies in practice follow a one-size-fits-all approach that 
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ignores risk preference heterogeneity and pools the investments 

for all participants (Frijns, 2010). For example, pension plans 

that are offered collectively commonly pool investments at the 

industry or employer level without taking differences at individual 

level into account (Clark and Bennett, 2001).

 Heterogeneity in risk preferences can often be partially 

explained by directly observable differences among individuals, 

such as gender (Powell and Anisc, 1997; Jianakoplos and Bernasek, 

1998; Schubert et al., 2000), age (Deakin et al., 2004; Yao et al., 

1997; Bagliano et al., 2014), and income and wealth (Ali, 1977; 

Binswanger, 1980; Kachelmeier and Shehata, 1992). These charac-

teristics may vary systematically among industries. However, large 

heterogeneity among individuals may remain, due to unobserved 

individual or environmental factors (Cesarini et al., 2009; Grable 

et al., 2004). In addition, despite research on the investment 

consequences of age heterogeneity among pension plan partic-

ipants (Bikker et al., 2012; Molenaar and Ponds, 2012), it remains 

unclear to what extent other forms of heterogeneity (explained 

and unexplained) in the risk preferences of pension plan partici-

pants affect optimal allocation of assets in real-world settings.

 The pension domain differs from other domains in several 

respects, necessitating a domain-specific analysis of this problem. 

In particular, we address three critical refinements to the general 

finance literature. First, choices in the pension domain are mostly 

made by delegation. Pension fund participants need not have 

the financial literacy that is necessary to make adequate invest-

ment choices for retirement savings (Lusardi and Mitchell, 2007; 

Balloch et al., 2014), but their preferences still need to be taken 

into account in the portfolio of a pension fund. This calls for a 

measurement instrument that appropriately balances normative 

theory and participant preference heterogeneity. Second, 
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government policy may strongly interfere with the impact of 

risk preferences on optimal investment portfolios. In particular, 

the presence of a low-risk state pension and the income taxes 

charged on pension benefits may influence investment decisions 

(Fischer and Jensen, 2014), thus calling for a highly contextual 

analysis. Third, in many countries, participation in a specific 

pension fund is mandatory. As participants in these pension 

funds cannot vote with their feet, there is an increasing call for 

other ways to incorporate participant preferences in pension fund 

investment decisions. However, the costs of doing so are relatively 

high, and the impact of heterogeneity on investments in the 

pension domain is not well understood. This paper is the first to 

address this important empirical question.

 Our research contributes to the finance literature by providing 

both important new empirical insights and a new methodological 

approach to measure the risk preferences of pension plan partic-

ipants. For our empirical contribution, we analyze how optimal 

pension plan allocation relates to explained and unexplained 

heterogeneity in risk preference. We do so by using unique data 

from 7,894 participants in five Dutch pension plans. These provide 

real-world empirical insight into the degree of explained as well 

as unexplained heterogeneity in the risk preferences of pension 

plan participants. We use a simulation model to derive the 

optimal pension plan asset allocation for each individual, based 

on their observed risk preferences, income, and age (Viceira, 2001; 

Campbell et al., 2003). For our methodological contribution, we 

introduce an augmented lottery choice method that is tailored 

to individual pension risk preference elicitation. In particular, 

the lottery choice questions (Holt and Laury, 2002) are person-

alized to each individual’s pension income, based on current 

income and age (i.e., years to retirement), to accurately reflect 
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risk versus return trade-offs. In addition, the method combines 

information from the lottery choice method with that from two 

other risk preference elicitation methods (Kapteyn and Teppa, 

2011; Van Rooij et al., 2007) in order to reduce the level of random 

error in the risk preference measure. The responses to the three 

measures are integrated into a single composite risk preference 

score that expresses each individual’s relative risk aversion. 

Thus, the proposed method addresses several shortcomings (i.e., 

dominated choices, domain dependency, and white noise) that 

were observed in earlier research on lottery choice-based risk 

preference elicitation (Harrison et al., 2007; Dave et al., 2010; 

Weber et al., 2002).

 Using the augmented lottery choice method, this paper investi-

gates whether the pension risk preferences of individual partic-

ipants should be elicited so as to ensure an adequate match of 

plan asset allocation with participant preferences. This question 

is vital because pension plan participants may face substantial 

retirement welfare losses in case of a mismatch between their risk 

preferences and the plan’s asset allocation. This may imply, for 

example, that participants incur a much higher risk of low income 

than they wish to have, or that they lose out on the risk premium 

that they prefer. We investigate whether the pension risk prefer-

ences of participants can be accurately predicted using directly 

observable variables. If this is possible, then there is no need 

for elicitation of preferences from the participants. In addition, 

we study the practical impact of heterogeneity (explained and 

unexplained) on pension asset allocations. If this impact is only 

very small, then plan management may largely ignore differences 

in preferences among participants in setting the plan’s asset 

allocation. In both instances, pension plan managers can avoid 

costly, time-consuming risk preference elicitation.
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2. Eliciting pension plan participant risk preferences

During their working lives, pension plan participants contrib-

ute a substantial fraction of their income to pension capital. 

Pension plan managers (e.g., pension fund trustees and pension 

asset managers) invest this pension capital to let it grow over 

time. At retirement, the pension capital is converted to monthly 

benefits, either by regular withdrawals or through purchase of a 

lifelong annuity. Besides participant income and the contribu-

tion rate, final pension benefits depend to a large extent on asset 

allocation. Higher-risk asset allocations (such as investments in 

equities) yield higher expected returns than lower-risk invest-

ments (such as fixed income securities), but they are more volatile 

(Dimson et al., 2003). For pension benefits, this means that 

high-risk asset allocations can lead to higher retirement benefits, 

but with a wider distribution of possible outcomes (i.e., greater 

risk).

 The optimal asset allocation for an individual depends on 

the individual’s risk preferences (Bodie et al., 1992; Campbell 

et al., 2003; Viceira, 2001). In pension plans, the asset alloca-

tion decision is normally at the discretion of the pension plan 

manager, but it has a strong impact on the retirement income 

and retirement income risk of pension participants (OECD, 2013a). 

Research shows that individuals differ significantly in terms of the 

ways in which they trade off (expected) returns with the risk of 

financial investments in general (Holt and Laury, 2002; Weber et 

al., 2002; Tversky and Kahneman, 1992). Therefore, pension plan 

participants are likely to also differ in terms of the extent to which 

they trade off (expected) pension benefits and the risk level of 

those benefits. This implies that the optimal pension asset alloca-

tion is likely to differ among plan participants.
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 Furthermore, Weber et al. (2002) find that risk preferences are 

domain-dependent, meaning that individuals differ in their risk 

preferences depending on which domain their choice refers to. 

Van Rooij et al. (2007) show that pensions are cognitively classi-

fied as a separate risk-decision domain by individuals, and that 

financial risk aversion is highest in the pension domain compared 

to other types of investment. For pension plan managers, this 

implies that risk preferences should be elicited within the context 

of the pension domain to be relevant for their decision-making.

2.1 A formal measure of individual pension risk preference

To express the pension risk preferences of participants, we 

constructed a metric that is based on a commonly used financial 

measure of risk preferences, namely the (constant) relative risk 

aversion (r) coefficient of individuals, (Chiappori and Paiella, 

2011; Beetsma and Schotman, 2001). This metric expresses how 

risk-averse an individual is relative to wealth or income. It 

captures risk aversion in a single coefficient that is independent 

of an individual’s wealth and that can be easily used to assess 

distributions of (pension) outcomes. Positive values of r indicate 

risk aversion, while negative values indicate risk seeking. A value 

equal to zero indicates risk neutrality. Individuals who are more 

risk-averse require higher return premiums before they will be 

willing to accept a risky investment. In the expected utility (or 

EU) framework, risk aversion depends on the concavity of the 

utility function (Arrow, 1965; Pratt, 1964) and can therefore can be 

defined as:

 

ri =Pi * –U"(Pi )–U '(Pi )  (1)
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where ri is (constant) relative risk aversion and Pi is pension 

income for individual i. U' and U" are the first and second deriva-

tives, respectively, of U, which is the utility function for pension 

income. 

 From this equation, it is clear that the value of r depends on 

the shape of the utility function. To infer preferences for pension 

risk from observed risky decisions (e.g., lottery choices), we use 

the following utility function (Holt and Laury, 2002; Harrison et 

al., 2007):

 

Ui(Pi )= Pi1–ri1−ri  (2)

where Ui is utility, Pi is pension income, and ri is (constant) 

relative risk aversion for individual i.

 Next, EU can be used for (ordinal) comparison of different asset 

allocation options for each individual. The EU of an asset alloca-

tion is obtained by multiplying the utility of each outcome by 

the probability of that outcome. The option that has the highest 

EU is the option that gives the highest utility to an individual on 

average over all possible outcomes, given the individual’s relative 

risk aversion:

 
EUi = j=1n∑ Pj *Uij  (3)

where EUj is expected utility of total pension income and Uij 

is utility of total pension income for individual i, with pj the 

probability of state of the world j.

 Although EU can be used to select the optimal option per 

individual, it does not allow for intuitive comparison of the 

welfare of individuals between two options. For this we use the 

certainty equivalent, the amount that is obtained with probabil-

ity 1 (certainty), the same utility as the EU of an option, and that 
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therefore allows for comparison of different options in monetary 

amounts. 

 
CEi =(EUi(1–ri )) 11–ri  (4)

where CEi is the certainty equivalent of the uncertain total 

pension income, EUi the expected utility of total pension income 

and ri the (constant) relative risk aversion for individual i. 

 This framework can be used to assess an individual person’s 

pension asset allocation. The asset allocation that gives the 

highest EU is the option that is expected to be optimal for the 

pension plan participant. The difference among asset allocations 

can be compared via the certainty equivalent, which translates 

the differences to annual pension benefits while removing the 

uncertainty. This provides pension plan managers a metric to 

calculate the match between the pension plan’s asset allocation 

and the risk preferences of participants if these preferences are 

known.

 However, March and Shapira (1987) show that managers tend 

to make risk-return investment decisions primarily on the basis 

of performance targets (e.g., return and liquidity). These perfor-

mance targets may not represent the preferences of the partici-

pants, at least not perfectly. To prevent such potential mismatch, 

supervisors, such as central banks, increasingly require that 

pension plan managers guarantee that their pension plan asset 

allocation adequately reflects the risk preferences of individ-

ual pension plan participants (EIOPA, 2013; Frijns, 2010; Rozinka 

and Tapia, 2007). Pension plan managers can match the asset 

allocation to the risk preferences of participants only if these risk 

preferences are known. Nevertheless, it is unclear whether plan 
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managers should elicit the risk preferences of individual partici-

pants as input for this process, or whether they should apply the 

common practice in the industry of relying on other indicators, 

such as socio-demographics and industry sector employment 

(i.e., to include industry sector selection effects) to project the 

risk preferences of project participants (Bikker et al., 2012). To 

disentangle the determinants of pension risk preference, we 

have developed a measurement instrument for risk preferences 

of individuals that is tailored to the pension domain, to observe 

the heterogeneity of preferences of participants in five large Dutch 

pension funds.

2.2 A tailored individual pension risk preference elicitation 

method

The elicitation of risk preferences in this study expands and tailors 

the traditional multiple lottery choice (MLC) method (Binswanger, 

1980; Holt and Laury, 2002). The MLC method is a well-accepted 

risk preferences elicitation method (Dohmen et al., 2011; Andersen 

et al., 2008; Harrison et al., 2007; Pennings and Smidts, 2000). It 

introduces a series of choices between two lotteries. Both lotteries 

have a good and a bad state, with equal probability for realiza-

tion of both states for each question. The lotteries differ in their 

dispersion: the ”safe” lottery has outcomes that do not deviate 

much, while there are large differences between the good and 

the bad state for the ”risky” lottery. For the first question (see 

Figure 1) the probability of the good state is low, making the safe 

lottery dominant for all except extremely risk-seeking individ-

uals. In subsequent questions the probability of the good state 

increases, making the risky lottery gradually more attractive. The 

higher an individual’s risk aversion, the more questions it will 

take before such individual switches to the risky lottery. Therefore 
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the higher the risk premium (i.e., the expected value of the risky 

lottery minus the expected value of the safe lottery) will be that 

this individual demands for accepting the risk of the bad outcome 

(i.e., the bad state with the risky lottery).

 Although the MLC method is well accepted and frequently used, 

it is cognitively demanding for the respondent, thus frequently 

leading to bias. First, the results from this method are often 

noisy and depend on the exact framing of the question. Second, 

a substantial number of respondents are found to choose a 

dominated option (i.e., an option that is lower in both states 

of the world). Third, the relative risk aversion results of previous 

studies are limited to ranges rather than to a specific point, 

which is necessary for use in asset allocation. Finally, previous 

studies are not linked to the pension domain and not related to 

respondent income (Dave et al., 2010; Harrison et al., 2007; Holt 

and Laury, 2002)). For pensions, this is a prerequisite because of 

the domain dependency of risk preferences. In particular, Weber 

et al. (2002) find that individuals have different risk preferences 

depending on which domain a risky choice refers to. 

 In our study we tailor the MLC method to the pension domain 

and augment its results with information from additional 

measures to overcome the previously mentioned concerns (i.e., 

domain dependency, white noise, and selection of dominated 

options). First, the amounts of both lotteries relate to the pension 

domain and are denoted in monetary units (euros), including 

the state old age pension and after tax. The amounts presented 

to the respondents are derived from their income and are 60% 

(bad state) or 70% (good state) of current net income for the safe 

lottery and 40% (bad state) or 90% (good state) of current net 

income for the risky lottery (rounded to 10 euro). The state old 

age pension and tax deductions are included in these amounts 
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to keep as close to the actual situation as possible. An example of 

the resulting question is presented in Figure 1. 

 Each possible switch point in the MLC method corresponds 

with a range of relative risk aversion. This range can be obtained 

by calculating, for each choice, the value of relative risk aversion 

that makes an individual indifferent between the two options. 

Assuming a power utility function (Equation 2) and linear 

probability weighting yields a closed-form solution that can be 

easily solved (Holt and Laury, 2002). The range of relative risk 

aversion for a given switch point is then the range between the 

point of indifference for the last choice of the safe lottery and the 

point of indifference for the first choice of the risky lottery. The 

results of these calculations, presented in Table 1, are irrespective 

of income (as the options are constant shares of income). 

Figure 1: Example of adjusted MLC question

You have indicated that your after-tax monthly income is between €1,800 
and €2,000. The amounts in this question are based on this income level. 
They represent monthly net income levels, including the state old age pen-
sion. The probabilities changes with your choice. 
At which probability would you switch from Plan A to Plan B?

Plan A Plan B

Your guaranteed income is: € 1,140 €   760

In addition, you have a probability of 10% 10%

of receiving additional income of: €    190 €    950

So you have a 10% probability of a 
total pension income of: 

€ 1,330 € 1,710

  

Plan A   Plan B

Notes. Example for a participant with a net monthly income between € 1,800 and 
€ 2,000. This example represents the first choice out of a sequence of ten in which 
the probability (bold figures) systematically increases for the additional pension 
income.  
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  To obtain an unbiased estimate of the distribution of relative 

risk aversion, responses are randomly distributed within the 

implied ranges, using a uniform distribution (to prevent underes-

timation of variance). For the first and last switch point, these 

are, in first instance, set equal to the upper and lower bound of 

their respective ranges. Since this will underestimate the variance, 

the open ranges are, in turn, re-estimated using the upper 

and lower tail of the normal distribution with the mean and 

standard deviation found in the preceding setting. This procedure 

(which increases the variance) is repeated until there is sufficient 

convergence (change from re-estimating becoming smaller than 

0.00001% of the standard deviation). 

 Next, in line with Kapteyn and Teppa (2011), the results from 

the MLC method are combined with the results of two alterna-

tive methods into a single composite score to provide more 

stable measures of risk preferences (Ackerman and Cianciolo, 

Table 1: Adaptation of the Holt and Laury MLC method

Number of  
safe choices

Equal to switch point with 
probability of good state

Range of relative  
risk aversion for

0 10% r < -4,82

1 20% -4,82 < r < -3,00

2 30% -3,00 < r < -1,82

3 40% -1,82 < r < -0,86

4 50% -0,86 < r < 0,00

5 60% 0,00 < r < 0,85

6 70% 0,85 < r < 1,76

7 80% 1,76 < r < 2,85

8 90% 2,85 < r < 4,46

9-10 100% 4,46 < r

Notes. Ranges of relative risk aversion scores depending on the number of safe 
choices and switch point. 
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2000)). Contrary to the MLC method, these methods do not 

involve amounts and probabilities and therefore do not allow 

for computation of a relative risk aversion coefficient. Although 

the results of these methods can therefore not be used directly 

to define an investment portfolio, these methods are less 

time-consuming and cognitively less demanding than the MLC 

method (Abdellaoui et al., 2011; Kapteyn and Teppa, 2011; Van 

Praag, 1991). These methods involve, first, two self-description 

tasks (”Stated tolerance”1 and ”Careful”, based on Kapteyn and 

Teppa, 2011) with the question: ”Are you willing to take risk with 

your pension?” and the statement ”My friends describe me as a 

careful person”, answered on a seven-point Likert scale (”Totally 

disagree” = 1 to ”totally agree” = 7) and, second, a simplified 

portfolio choice question (”Portfolio choice”, based on Van Rooij 

et al., 2007), for which respondents must divide their pension 

capital between equity (described as risky investments with an 

expected return of 6% per annum) and bonds (described as 

savings with a guaranteed return of 2% per annum). 

 The composite score is formulated as the average of the 

standardized (z-scores) risk preference of all elicitation methods 

(Ackerman and Cianciolo, 2000)). Factor analysis can be used 

to verify whether all elicitation methods load on one common 

underlying risk preference factor, and only elicitation methods 

that do so are used in calculating the composite score. If a 

respondent has failed to respond to one of the elicitation 

methods, only the observed values are included in the compos-

ite score for that person. The results of the MLC method (i.e., 

switch points) are transformed into a percentile score before they 

are standardized. The composite measure is thus the average of 

1 This method was inverted to ”Stated aversion” such that higher values, in line 
with the other methods, indicate more risk
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the available and the relevant standardized elicitation results. 

We assume that noise in the measurement of risk aversionis 

Independent and identically distributed. The composite score will 

therefore contain substantially less measurement noise than the 

individual methods, although such noise will not be completely 

absent. 

 As the MLC method is the only method that allows us to 

measure risk preferences in terms of relative risk aversion, the 

composite score is then rescaled to the domain of relative risk 

aversion by regressing the relative risk aversion measure of the 

MLC method (see previous section) on the composite score. The 

parameter estimates in this regression allow us to calculate a less 

noisy measure of relative risk aversion for each individual, which 

is based on the composite score. We thus obtain a more robust 

risk preferences method, which can be defined in terms of relative 

risk aversion and can therefore be used to determine optimal 

asset allocation. 
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3. Participant risk preference heterogeneity at five Dutch 

pension plans

In this section we discuss the results of a large-scale data collec-

tion that we conducted to empirically assess the effect of hetero-

geneity in risk preferences on optimal asset allocation. Data were 

collected through an online survey with pension plan partici-

pants of five Dutch pension plans. The survey was administered 

by a consultancy firm with several of its clients, i.e. companies 

with pension plans. Before the survey was sent out, it was first 

tested with a paper version for a small representative popula-

tion and then tested online with the consultancy firm’s own 

employees (N = 172). After some minor adjustments, the question-

naire was sent to the active members of five pension plans of 

five companies from different industries (i.e., transportation, 

manufacturing, automotive, and leisure). All plan members were 

invited via regular mail and/or email, depending on their channel 

preferences and the contact possibilities of the companies’ 

pension plans. Participants were informed that their responses 

would be used for future decision-making by the management 

of the pension plan in which they participated, with the aim of 

making more informed decisions about how to bring the pension 

plan’s investment policy in line with participants’ preferences. 

The surveys were conducted in the first half of 2013. 

 Table 2 presents the summary data for the populations as a 

whole and for the response for each pension plan separately. 

Males and elderly people had a higher response rate and are 

therefore slightly overrepresented in the results. Other reasons for 

differences in response rate may be differences in the method of 

inviting respondents and in the efforts that companies put into 

requesting participants to complete the survey. 
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 Respondents’ risk preferences were elicited using three differ-

ent risk elicitation methods: the MLC method, the Likert scale 

self-description method with two questions, and the portfolio 

choice method. Principal component analysis showed that the 

MLC method, the pension-related self-description question, and 

the portfolio choice method loaded on a common factor (factor 

loadings of 0.87, 0.82 and 0.50 respectively). The general self-de-

scription question Careful had a loading of only 0.39 on this 

factor, which we considered to be insufficiently strong (below our 

predetermined limit of 0.40); this item was therefore eliminated 

from further consideration in calculating the composite score. 

The three elicitation methods were then combined into a single 

composite score and rescaled to relative risk aversion (see Section 

2.2). The resulting values of the rescaled composite score are 

presented in Figure 2. 

 Relative risk aversion has a mean value of 1.92 and a standard 

deviation of 2.15. This mean value is categorized by Holt and Laury 

(2002) as highly risk averse. This confirms that risk preferences 

Table 2: Summary data

Plan Response Response
rate

% Men Average age Average 
income 
 (in €)

Average  
education

Sample Total Sample Sample Total Sample Total Sample Total Sample Total

1 5,094 29,738 17.1% 86% 78% 50.1 47.4 1,952 - 3.8 -

2 1,176 11,093 10.6% 90% 85% 53.8 51.3  1,613 - 3.0 -

3 873 2,057 42.4% 80% 76% 44.8 45.1 1,668 1,460 3.5 -

4 437 8,015 5.5% 25% 20% 52.2 47.6 1,395 - 4.5 -

5 314 4,211 7.5% 66% 55% 48.5 43.1 1,922 2,191 4.1 -

Total 7,894 55,114 14.3% 82% 69% 50.1 47.8 1,843 - 3.7 -

Notes: Number of observations, response rates, percentage of men, average age, 
average monthly net income and average education (ranging from 1 (primary 
school) to 6 (university)) for total population and the sample.
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are relatively high in the pension domain. The high standard 

deviation indicates that individuals are strongly heterogeneous in 

their risk aversion; this we investigate next. 

3.1 Drivers of heterogeneity in pension risk preferences

We now analyze to what extent the observed heterogene-

ity in pension risk preferences is predictable, and whether 

Figure 2: Histograms of relative risk aversion

Notes. Results are given for plans 1 to 5 respectively and for the total population. 
The red line represents risk neutrality and the black line represents the popula-
tion’s median relative risk aversion score. 
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plan managers can use risk-preference models to approximate 

risk-preference heterogeneity in their plan participants. To do 

so, first an ordinary least squares regression is utilized, with risk 

preference as the dependent variable and pension plan dummies 

as independent variables, to represent the current system, in 

which heterogeneity is facilitated only at pension plan level (i.e., 

a common asset allocation for all pension plan participants). 

Column 1 of Table 3 shows both economically and statically signif-

icant heterogeneity in the risk preferences of the populations of 

different pension plans. Adding the available socio-demographic 

information in column 2 greatly increases the explanatory power 

of the model (i.e., R-squared increases from 0.007 to 0.056) and 

reduces the size of pension plan dummy effects. We can therefore 

conclude that heterogeneity in risk preferences is present mainly 

at the individual level, and to a far lesser extent at the pension 

plan population level (i.e., among pension plans). More specifi-

cally, Table 3 (column 2) shows that relative risk aversion correlates 

negatively with income and positively with age. Both effects 

decline with higher levels of income and age, respectively. 

 These findings are in line with previous results reported by Dave 

et al. (2010), Bellemare and Shearer (2002), Pålsson (1996), and 

Riley Jr and Chow (1992), who all found similar effects of income 

and age. With increase in income, also disposable income rises, 

which in turn increases the ability and willingness of individu-

als to accept greater risk (Riley Jr and Chow, 1992, p.35). Higher 

age leads to a shorter period until retirement. This reduces the 

number of options for a participant to make up for low invest-

ment returns (e.g., by increasing savings) and therefore reduces 

the participant’s ability and willingness to accept greater risk. In 

addition to the effects of income and age on relative risk aversion, 

the optimal level of risk in the optimal asset allocation may be 



26 design paper 62

affected by other effects, such as the state pension leverage effect 

and the reduction of the investment horizon. These effects are 

included in the following analysis. 

 Including all these variables, the model has an explanatory 

power (R-squared) of 0.056, meaning that the model explains 

approximately 5.6% of variation in risk preference. Although 

additional variables could be added to this model, it is unlikely 

that such a model could ever adequately predict risk preferences, 

since a substantial amount of heterogeneity is non-measurable 

(i.e., either inherited or acquired (Cesarini et al., 2009)). 

 The results reported in this section show that there is large 

heterogeneity in the risk preferences of pension plan participants 

and that only a relatively small part of this heterogeneity can be 

explained by available socio-demographic information (5.6%). 

Thus, confirming Van Rooij et al. (2007), we find that financial 

risk aversion is relatively high in the pension domain. We add 

to these authors’ insights by demonstrating that pension risk 

preferences are quite heterogeneous. Further, we show that only 

some of this heterogeneity can be predicted using socio-demo-

graphic information. A substantial fraction of the heterogeneity is 

unexplained and random (inherited or acquired) at the individual 

level. Our conclusion is therefore that pension plan managers 

can accurately know the risk preference heterogeneity of pension 

plan participants only by eliciting it directly from the partic-

ipants themselves. Yet to be determined is what the effect of 

this heterogeneity is on optimal asset allocation of pension plan 

participants. We evaluate this issue in Section 4 below.
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Table 3: Results of regression analysis

Variables (1) Relative risk aversion (2) Relative risk aversion

Constant 1.841*** 
(0.027)

2.444***
(0.518)

Plan 2 0.176***
(0.061)

-0.054
(0.063)

Plan 3 0.238***
(0.070)

0.062
(0.070)

Plan 4 0.595***
(0.095)

0.148
(0.105)

Plan 5 0.393***
(0.110)

0.347***
(0.109)

Income (€ 1,000) -0.455***
(0.053)

Income (€ 1,000) 0.033***
(0.004)

Age 0.054**
(0.022)

Age -0.001**
(0.000)

Male -0.498***
(0.063)

Has partner 0.145**
(0.063)

Owns house -0.225***
(0.061)

Education 2 -0.303*
(0.178)

Education 3 -0.452**
(0.176)

Education 4 -0.394**
(0.186)

Education 5 -0.625***
(0.182)

Education 6 -1.070***
(0.191)

R-squared 0.007 0.056

Notes. Results of regression analysis of observable characteristics on relative risk 
aversion. Standard errors in parentheses, N = 7,894,  
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 
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4. Impact of risk preference heterogeneity on pension asset 

allocation

We analyzed the effect of risk preference heterogeneity on optimal 

asset allocation using a simulation model. In this model, pension 

incomes are simulated for an individual defined contribution 

plan without annuitization at the retirement date. Pension plan 

members invest their pension capital with a simplified asset 

allocation consisting of different shares of fixed income and 

equity. Asset returns are simulated using the model of Koijen 

et al. (2010) and the parameters found by Draper (2014). During 

retirement, each year a portion equal to the expected average 

of pension capital for the remaining years is withdrawn from 

pension capital. Using a CRRA power utility function (Holt and 

Laury, 2002), pension incomes are translated to utility from 

pension income. Taking the average utility over 10,000 simula-

tions provides us with an expected utility from pension income, 

which is used to compare different asset allocations. The asset 

allocation with the highest expected utility is considered to be the 

optimal asset allocation. For a more detailed description of the 

simulation model specifications we refer to Alserda et al. (2016). 

4.1 Optimal asset allocation

The results of the asset allocation model are presented in 

Table 4. This table shows the result for our baseline model 

(income € 38,000). Column 1 shows the results when a risk-free 

state pension is granted, in this case the state pension of the 

Netherlands. When a state pension is granted, the allocation 

to equity is maximized for the majority of participants (more 

than half a standard deviation from the mean), but it decreases 

substantially with further increases in relative risk aversion. 
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An increase of relative risk aversion of one standard deviation 

(beyond the threshold) can reduce the optimal allocation to 

equity by up to 25% in this case. In addition we find a negative, 

but economically minor, effect of age on the optimal allocation to 

equity.

 Traditionally, the research on asset allocation focused 

exclusively on the risk-bearing part of pension income, normally 

the second-pillar occupational pension (Viceira, 2001; Campbell 

et al., 2003). However, many countries have systems that include 

a risk-free first-pillar pension (e.g., France, the Netherlands, 

Table 4: Optimal allocation of pension assets to equity

(1) Total pension  
including state pension

(2) Total pension  
without state pension

RRA 25 46 67 RRA 25 46 67

0.0 100 100 100 0.0 100 100 100

0.5 100 100 100 0.5 100 100 100

1.0 100 100 100 1.0 100 100 100

1.5 100 100 100 1.5 100 100 100

2.0 100 100 100 2.0 83 78 78

2.5 100 100 100 2.5 69 64 62

3.0 100 100 100 3.0 59 55 52

3.5 100 100 100 3.5 52 47 44

4.0 95 95 98 4.0 46 42 39

4.5 90 89 90 4.5 42 38 34

5.0 86 84 83 5.0 38 34 31

5.5 82 79 77 5.5 35 31 28

6.0 78 75 72 6.0 33 29 26

Notes. Allocation to equity (in %), given a specific starting age and relative risk 
aversion. Results are presented for total pension including a state pension (in the 
Netherlands) and for total pension without a state pension. Results are given for 
different starting ages and levels of relative risk aversion (RRA). Starting income is 
fixed at € 38,000. 
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and the USA), such as a state pension (e.g., the American social 

security system). The amount that is relevant for people is their 

total retirement income, including both risk-bearing pension and 

the state pension (after taxes). This is the amount that people 

can use for consumption and which determines their standard 

of living (Merton et al., 1987). Therefore, the survey in this paper 

focuses on total retirement income, and relative risk aversion 

scores are valid for the combined retirement income. 

 Table 4, column 2, shows the results in the absence of a 

risk-free state pension (which may apply for countries such as in 

Chile). Without a state pension, optimal asset allocation becomes 

substantially less risky, with allocation to equity declining by as 

much as 45%. Although a large share of participants still have a 

maximum allocation to equity, the threshold occurs before the 

mean. Also the reduction in allocation to equity with risk aversion 

is stronger than when a state pension applies. Separate analysis 

shows that the effect of (progressive) income taxes is negligible. 

The reason is that the reduction in income resulting from taxes 

compensates for the reduction in risk that stems from taxes.

 It is worth noting that the effect of the state pension depends 

on the income of the participant. As income increases, the relative 

importance of the state pension declines, same as the relative 

size of the risk-free part of retirement income. As a result, the 

participant will need to take relatively less risk in the second pillar 

to get total retirement income at the desired level of risk. This 

result is presented in Table 5. Therefore, if income goes to infinity, 

the asset allocation converges to the optimal asset allocation in 

a system without a state pension. The effect of higher levels of 

income is similar to reductions in the state pension, with the 

relative importance of the first pillar (certain or otherwise) declin-

ing along with the allocation to equity.
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 Our findings provide a refinement of the research by Bucciol 

and Miniaci (2015) because of our finding that, due to the 

dampening effect of state pensions, higher benefits may lead to 

less risk taking (in particular for individuals who are averse to 

risk). For individuals who are willing to take risk, higher benefits 

may lead to stable, even high risk taking.

4.2 Value of optimal asset allocation

We now use the certainty equivalent concept to determine 

in monetary terms how much EU is lost when a pension plan 

manager selects a suboptimal asset allocation for the pension 

plan participants population. This allows us to obtain a monetary 

Table 5: Optimal allocation of pension assets to equity

(1) Income: € 23,000 (2) Income: € 38,000 (3) Income: € 54,000

RRA 25 46 67 RRA 25 46 67 RRA 25 46 67

0.0 100 100 100 0.0 100 100 100 0.0 100 100 100

0.5 100 100 100 0.5 100 100 100 0.5 100 100 100

1.0 100 100 100 1.0 100 100 100 1.0 100 100 100

1.5 100 100 100 1.5 100 100 100 1.5 100 100 100

2.0 100 100 100 2.0 100 100 100 2.0 100 100 100

2.5 100 100 100 2.5 100 100 100 2.5 100 100 100

3.0 100 100 100 3.0 100 100 100 3.0 99 97 99

3.5 100 100 100 3.5 100 100 100 3.5 91 89 88

4.0 100 100 100 4.0 95 95 98 4.0 85 82 78

4.5 100 100 100 4.5 90 89 90 4.5 79 76 71

5.0 100 100 100 5.0 86 84 83 5.0 74 71 65

5.5 100 100 100 5.5 82 79 77 5.5 70 66 59

6.0 100 100 100 6.0 78 75 72 6.0 67 62 55

Notes. Allocation to equity (in %) for different levels of (starting) income. Results 
are given for different starting ages and levels of relative risk aversion (RRA). A 
gross monthly state pension of € 1,104.95 is reflected in the analysis.
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value for matching participant risk preferences in the five pension 

plans studied. We can thus determine the financial impact of 

the observed risk preference heterogeneity when a pension plan 

with a uniform asset allocation policy switches to a policy that 

incorporates risk preference heterogeneity.

 Figure 3 shows the certainty equivalents for a participant 

who joins the pension plan at age 25 with an initial income of 

€ 38,000, for different levels of relative risk aversion. The graph 

shows that a suboptimal asset allocation can reduce the expected 

value of pension benefits by 55.0%, while it can reduce the 

certainty equivalent of pension benefits by 20.9% for an individ-

ual with r = 6. The loss in certainty equivalent increases exponen-

tially with larger deviations in asset allocation.

 Figure 4 shows loss in certainty equivalents (left axis) for partic-

ipants in the five company pension plans studied, dependent on 

the risk preferences of the participants. The certainty equivalents 

hold for a participant who joins the pension plan at age 25 with 

an initial income of € 38,000. The bars (right axis) present the 

total percentage of participants in each of the respective ranges 

of relative risk aversion. The results show that every single asset 

allocation in our study is too safe given the preferences of their 

participants, since even the most risk-averse participants prefer 

more risk (having income losses due to undesirably low allocation 

to equity). This holds especially for the relatively large fraction 

of participants who are risk-neutral or have relatively little risk 

aversion. Increasing the allocation to equity moves all the graphs 

downward until they eventually turn upward, starting with the 

most risk-averse individuals. An OLS regression shows that there 

is a significant (t = 6.67, N = 7,895) effect of measured relative risk 

aversion on a plan’s current allocation to equity (b = - 0.216). 

However, in economic terms the size of this effect is relatively 
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minor. Differences across members in terms of pension domain 

risk preferences thus do not seem to be an important determinant 

for the current practice of managers of the five pension funds that 

we studied in how they establish their plans’ asset allocation. 

This underlines the relevance of our findings for improvement of 

the match between the risk preferences of pension plan partici-

pants and the pension plan allocations in practice. 

 Finally, Table 6 shows the loss in certainty equivalent for differ-

ent asset allocations and risk preferences compared to optimal 

asset allocations. This table shows again that optimal asset 

allocations (allocations with zero welfare losses) have relatively 

high allocations to equity. Asset allocations close to the optimal 

asset allocation have small welfare losses, but the welfare losses 

increase exponentially as the asset allocation deviates further 

from the optimal asset allocation 

Figure 3: Certainty equivalents

Notes. Certainty equivalent plotted against allocation to equity for a participant 
enrolling at age 25 with an income of € 38,000. The certainty equivalent is given 
for four levels of relative risk aversion. The certainty equivalent is highest (optimal 
allocation) for an allocation of 100%, 100%, 95% and 78% for relative risk aver-
sion levels 0, 2, 4, and 6, respectively. 
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 Our simulations show that most of the welfare losses that we 

find are the result of unduly low allocation to equity. The results 

for the five pension plans that we studied demonstrate that 

pension plan managers can satisfy the risk preferences of almost 

all participants by allocating all capital to equity. A maximum 

allocation to equity will be optimal for most participants, while 

the remainder will incur only small welfare losses (see Table 6). 

We wish to emphasize that these results depend on the parame-

ters assumed, the characteristics of the pension plan, and the 

characteristics of the participant. We base our parameters on 

Figure 4: Loss in certainty equivalent

Notes. Loss in certainty equivalent (in € ) for levels of relative risk aversion, given 
asset allocation of the respective company pension funds (lines and left axis). Per-
centage of respondents with relative risk aversion, truncated at zero (bars and 
right axis). Certainty equivalents are given for a 25-year-old participant, with ini-
tial income of € 38,000. 
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the historical setting, whereas currently many estimates for risk 

premium in the future are lower (Draper, 2014; Dimson et al., 

2015). Differences in risk premium have a large effect on the 

allocation to equity, i.e. lower risk premiums reduce the optimal 

allocation to equity. And if future risk premiums are lower, the 

impact of risk preference heterogeneity will be larger. In addition, 

as shown in Section 4.2, the income and age of the participant, 

as well the amount of the state pension, influence the optimal 

allocation to equity. For countries with lower state pension levels, 

the impact of risk preference heterogeneity will also be higher.

Table 6: Loss in certainty equivalent

Allocation 
to equity

R = 0 R = 1 R = 2 R = 3 R = 4 R = 5 R = 6

0% 21,471 14,178 10,400 8,034 6,419 5,341 4,581

10% 20,476 13,202 9,443 7,095 5,496 4,434 3,691

20% 19,266 12,053 8,348 6,052 4,501 3,484 2,781

30% 17,820 10,734 7,142 4,947 3,488 2,552 1,924

40% 16,160 9,293 5,888 3,854 2,532 1,716 1,192

50% 14,298 7,778 4,649 2,836 1,696 1,029 630

60% 12,207 6,216 3,469 1,940 1,016 518 251

70% 9,835 4,632 2,385 1,195 510 185 48

80% 7,101 3,048 1,429 619 181 23 2

90% 3,888 1,493 627 221 21 13 89

100% 0 0 0 0 15 131 282

Notes. Loss in certainty equivalent (in € ) of different asset allocations and risk 
preferences compared to the optimal asset allocation. Values are given for a par-
ticipant aged 25 with initial income of € 38,000. 
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5. Discussion

Using an augmented lottery choice method, tailored to the 

pension domain and adding information from alternative 

methods, we have introduced a more reliable elicitation method 

for risk preferences in the pension domain. This reduces several 

shortcomings, such as dominated choices, domain dependency, 

and white noise. Risk preferences obtained with the augmented 

lottery choice method show higher, and more heterogeneous, risk 

preferences in the pension domain compared to other financial 

domains. These findings are in line with previous studies, such as 

by Van Rooij et al. (2007) and Harrison et al. (2007). By combining 

three methods, our results are more robust while retaining the 

practical application of risk preferences expressed in RRA. 

 In accordance with the intentions of pension plans, respon-

dents in our surveys were informed that results from the survey 

would be used for future decision-making by the management of 

the pension plan, to enable it to make more informed decisions 

about how to bring their plan’s investment policy in line with 

participants’ preferences. This implies that the questions were at 

least partially consequential for respondents, thus increasing the 

external validity of the results compared to purely hypothetical 

choices (Holt and Laury, 2002). However, respondents’ choices did 

not directly influence their personal pension investments, so that 

some uncertainty remains with respect to how they interpreted 

the impact of their responses. Therefore, some caution may still 

be needed in terms of interpreting participants’ risk preferences, 

as these may depend on how confident participants were that 

pension plan management would actually incorporate the results 

from the survey in their plan’s investment policy. 
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 The value of an optimal asset allocation goes hand in hand 

with the value of eliciting risk preferences. The value of eliciting 

risk preferences for setting the optimal asset allocation depends 

on a number of factors. These are summarized in Table 7, which 

shows the maximum welfare losses in the case of the observed 

median asset allocation of the funds in our sample (i.e., 42% 

equity). The potential welfare losses are presented as a percent-

age of total income with optimal asset allocation. Potential 

welfare losses in this case are the largest for people far away 

from retirement (i.e., younger people), in case of high income to 

state pension ratios, with higher risk premiums, and with more 

variation in risk preferences. In all cases involving risk-bear-

ing pension, there are positive welfare losses, showing that the 

observed median asset allocation of the funds in our sample is 

suboptimal. Table 7 again shows that the observed asset alloca-

tions of the funds in our sample involve large (potential) welfare 

losses. Asset allocation for these funds is, from a participant 

perspective, overly conservative. In Section 6 we will discuss 

several reasons that may explain this observation. 

 Table 8 shows the potential welfare losses compared to a 

strategy of optimizing for the mean level of risk preferences (i.e., 

RRA = 2). This would be an alternative, more simple, approach 

to measuring risk preferences, but it causes welfare losses in the 

heterogeneity of risk preferences. The results presented can be 

interpreted as the value of eliciting risk preferences.

 The effect of time to retirement (age) is twofold. First, shorter 

periods to retirement cause a shift in the optimal asset allocation 

for the mean risk preferences, i.e., shorter periods to retirement 

have less offensive optimal asset allocations. This leads, in first 

instance, to higher potential welfare losses for shorter periods to 

retirement. However, with shorter times to retirement also the 
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investment period is shorter, reducing the effect of asset alloca-

tion and therefore the value of eliciting risk preferences. State 

pension, compared to total income, determines what fraction 

of pension income is affected by the asset allocation. Higher 

incomes, and therefore more risk-bearing pension, increase the 

influence of asset allocation, and therefore also increase the 

value of eliciting risk preferences. Higher levels of heterogeneity 

increase the value of eliciting risk preferences. Intuitively, in the 

absence of heterogeneity there is no value in elicitation of risk 

preferences. So depending on the characteristics of the pension 

plan (i.e., participants and market condition), elicitation of risk 

preferences may be worthwhile and may lead to greater welfare. 

Finally, larger risk premiums make the effect of asset allocation 

more pronounced; however, the optimal asset allocation for 

the average risk preferences also moves towards more equity. 

Therefore, in Table 7 the potential welfare losses increase, because 

the losses of the suboptimal (overly conservative) asset alloca-

tion become more pronounced. On the other hand, in Table 8 

the effect is the opposite, as the optimal asset allocation moves 

Table 7: Current potential welfare losses

Variables Low Maximal welfare loss (%) High

Period to 
retirement

0 years 9.01 17.07 21.83 24.61 26.62 52 years

State 
pension %

Full state 
pension

0.00 18.37 21.83 24.24 26.31 Income 4 times 
state pension

Hetero-
geneity

None 6.55 9.35 12.71 16.77 21.83 RRA 0-6 
(observed)

Risk premium 1% 8.66 14.98 21.83 29.06 36.53 5%

Notes. Maximum welfare loss as a percentage of total pension income. Values for 
median observed asset allocation of the funds in our sample (equity = 42%). 
Values are fixed at income = € 38,000, age = 46 years, and risk premium = 5%, 
unless these are varied for the simulation purpose. 
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towards full allocation to equity, therefore reducing the difference 

in optimal asset allocations, and thus the value of eliciting risk 

preferences. 

 The results are qualitatively summarized in Table 9. This shows 

that the contribution of eliciting risk preferences depends on 

the properties of a pension plan’s participant population and 

the pension system involved. Pension funds that have an older 

population, with many retired participants, will find that the 

value of eliciting risk preferences is relatively modest. The invest-

ment horizon is short, so that the effect of asset allocation is 

lower. Pension funds with a high income population, or in a 

country with low state pensions (e.g., Chile) are responsible for 

a large part of retirement income. Therefore the influence of the 

asset allocation on retirement income, as well as the value of 

eliciting risk preferences for these situations, is larger. In pension 

fund populations with high heterogeneity of risk preferences 

(such as in industry-wide pension funds), the variance in optimal 

asset allocations is larger. This makes eliciting risk preferences 

more valuable.

Table 8: Value of eliciting risk preferences

Variables Low Maximal welfare loss (%) High

Period to 
retirement

0 years 3.79 5.25 5.10 4.91 4.99 52 years

State 
pension %

Full state 
pension

0.00 2.50 5.10 6.48 8.32 Income 4 times 
state pension

Hetero-
geneity

None 0.00 0.83 2.28 3.75 5.10 RRA 0-6 
(observed)

Risk premium 1% 5.84 5.80 5.10 4.11 2.67 5%

Notes. Maximal welfare loss as a percentage of total pension income.  
Values compared to optimal asset allocation for mean risk preferences (RRA = 2). 
Values are fixed at income = € 38,000, age = 46 years, and risk premium = 3%, 
unless these are varied for the simulation purpose. 
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 Finally, market conditions, especially the risk premium, impact 

the value of elicitation by influencing the trade-off between 

equity and fixed income. With high risk premiums, equity 

becomes dominant, and as all participants invest almost fully in 

equity, the value of elicitation diminishes. 

 Our findings thus lead to the conclusion that substantial 

welfare losses can occur when asset allocations are not adjusted 

to individual risk preferences. With heterogeneous risk prefer-

ences, a system of collective asset allocation will by design yield 

suboptimal asset allocations to large percentages of the pension 

plan population. These losses will need to be weighed against 

Table 9: Value of elicitation

Variable Low High

Pension plan population

Age A young population should invest 
in equity anyway, so risk 
preferences are less relevant. 
However, due to the longer 
horizon, differences become 
more pronounced.

An old population may differ in 
terms of optimal asset allocation. 
However, due to the shorter 
period, the effect is less 
pronounced.

Income State pension is paramount, so 
asset allocation is less relevant. 
This holds for low-income 
workers and/or in Beveridgean 
pension systems.

State pension is less relevant, so 
asset allocation, and thus risk 
preferences, become more 
important. This holds for high 
income workers and/or in 
Bismarckian pension systems.

Hetero-
geneity

For a homogeneous population, 
elicitation may not be 
worthwhile. A sample may 
suffice. Homogeneous 
populations may occur in niche 
industry wide pension funds or 
in company pension funds.

Variety in risk preferences can 
make elicitation worthwhile. In 
large, widely defined industry 
wide pension funds (e.g. civil 
servants), heterogeneity is likely 
to be large.

Market conditions

Risk 
 premium

Large variety of optimal asset 
allocations, thus preferences are 
more important.

Equity is mostly optimal, so risk 
preferences are not relevant.
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the benefits of collective investment, such as the opportunity 

for (intergenerational) risk sharing (Van Ewijk et al., 2014) and 

the possibility to overcome constraints on individual invest-

ments, such as borrowing constraints (Bovenberg et al., 2007). 

Although individual welfare losses cannot be prevented with 

collective investment, elicitation of risk preferences can soften 

this downside of collective schemes by using the measurement of 

participants’ risk preference to bring the collective asset allocation 

more in line with preferences on an overall basis. However, this 

latter goal also raises challenging questions about how different 

participant preferences should be incorporated. For example, 

how should the risk preferences of different participants (i.e., age 

and income groups) be weighed? This is a policy question that we 

cannot address based on the current study.
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6. Implications for the Dutch pension sector

The need for measuring the individual risk preferences of the 

participants in a pension fund highly depends on the domain and 

characteristics of the relevant country. Therefore, to facilitate the 

interpretation and application of our research, in this section we 

apply our findings and the summary of factors in Table 9 specifi-

cally to the Dutch pension sector. 

 We propose that pension fund managers follow a three-step 

approach in investigating the likely benefits of eliciting individ-

ual participants’ risk preferences when it comes to matching the 

fund’s investment strategy to its participant population’s pref-

erences. First, the relevant socio-demographic characteristics 

of the plan’s population need to be explored, since the added 

value of risk elicitation depends on the income and age profiles 

of the population (cf. Table 9 and 10). Second, market conditions 

that determine the impact of accommodation of risk preference 

heterogeneity for investment strategy need to be investigated, 

so as to determine whether a non-uniform asset allocation is 

worthwhile. Third, if steps one and two support the elicitation 

of individual participants’ risk preferences, then the method 

and corresponding costs of risk preference elicitation need to 

be assessed. Jointly, these steps enable the decision whether or 

not individual pension participants’ risk preferences should be 

elicited.

 When we look at the characteristics of the participant popula-

tion (step one) for most Dutch pension plans, it is clear that 

their population is getting older and that the life expectancy of 

many people is increasing (Worldbank, 2016). This may suggest a 

slightly higher need for preference elicitation, since the differ-
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ences between older and younger pension plan participants may 

become more pronounced.

 Average personal income in the Netherlands is above the OECD 

average (OECD, 2016). At the same time, the Dutch state pension 

level is also higher (Worldbank, 2016). For the median Dutch 

participant, the state pension constitutes more than 32% of gross 

retirement income (OECD, 2013b). This implies that, even for a 

very low overall pension risk preference, most participants have 

high assurance about a large portion of their pension income. 

Hence, participants will be more strongly inclined to prefer more 

risk taking in the occupational portion of their pension income, 

meaning an increase of the allocation of equity in the optimal 

asset allocation. This high impact of even a very small preference 

for risk taking implies a low need of risk preference elicitation, 

as most participants will prefer the same (riskier) investment 

strategy, irrespective of their actual risk preference level. 

The heterogeneity within a pension plan population depends on 

the type of pension plan. Three different pension plan types exist 

in the Netherlands: industry-wide funds, company funds and 

occupational funds. The populations of industry-wide funds will 

differ most in terms of income, education and age, and therefore 

also in terms of risk preference (Table 3). The populations of the 

remaining two types will be more homogeneous, and the value 

of eliciting risk preferences will be lower. The large number of 

participants that are covered by an industry-wide pension fund 

in the Netherlands increases the expected heterogeneity between 

participants within pension funds and makes elicitation of risk 

preferences more worthwhile.

 Step 2 looks at the market conditions for Dutch pension funds. 

A key factor is that the state pension age is now automatically 

adjusted to increases in life expectancy. Therefore, the total 
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expected number of years in retirement will remain relatively 

constant. 

 As to the risk premium that pension funds in the Netherlands 

can achieve, it is important to note that they are not obliged to 

invest in Dutch assets. They can thus fully benefit from foreign 

investments and do not face a different risk premium compared to 

pension funds in other countries. However, Draper (2012) suggests 

that the expected risk premium worldwide will in the near future 

not be as high as in previous periods. This trend reduces the 

difference in expected returns between safe and risky allocations, 

so that fewer participants will prefer a full allocation to equity. 

In combination with the relatively high amount of state pension, 

this will increase the variance in optimal asset allocations and 

make risk preference elicitation more worthwhile (see Table 5). 

 Based on our empirical analysis, we conclude that a relatively 

large percentage of Dutch pension participants will thus favor 

full allocation to equity due to the large role of the state pension 

income. This preference may shift if returns on equity drop more 

strongly relative to less risky investments. The aging of the Dutch 

labor population may also increase the need for eliciting risk 

preferences, as older employees may seek less risk; hence full 

allocation to equity may be sub-optimal. Table 10 can be used 

to assess the usefulness of eliciting risk preferences for Dutch 

pension funds.

 Finally, in step 3 the method and corresponding costs of risk 

preference elicitation need to be assessed. In this paper, as Dutch 

pension funds have traditionally used rather ad hoc participant 

risk preference measures, which were unsuited for determin-

ing pension fund allocation decisions (Dellaert and Turlings 

2011), we have proposed a new approach that is more reliable 

and practically feasible, one that has been implemented by 
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real-world pension fund partners and that is well aligned with 

the asset investment decisions of pension plan managers. Other 

approaches have also recently been proposed, but these are more 

elaborate. For example, Dellaert et al (2016) suggest the Pension 

Builder tool, which interactively elicits a participant’s pension 

income risk preferences. Such approaches can provide promising 

new avenues for risk preference elicitation in the future.

Table 10: Decision framework for Dutch pension funds with respect 

to participant risk preference elicitation

Average income of plan population

Low High

Anticipated 
return on 
equity 

Low Consider elicitation,
especially if participant 
population is likely to be 
heterogeneous.

Elicit risk preference.
Strong impact of risk 
preferences on 
investment strategy.

High No elicitation. All partici-
pants are likely to benefit 
from same (high risk and 
high return) portfolio.

Consider elicitation,
especially if participant 
population is likely to be 
heterogeneous. 



46 design paper 62

7. Conclusion

This study measures risk preferences in the pension domain 

of 7,894 participants in five Dutch pension plans, using an 

augmented version of the MLC method via an online survey. Using 

data from two alternative measures, we assigned personal values 

of relative risk aversion to the participants in these pension plans 

and succeeded in overcoming several difficulties related to this 

method (i.e., dominated choices and white noise). 

Our results show that the level of relative risk aversion is high 

in the pension domain, with high heterogeneity. Heterogeneity 

in risk preferences is far higher between participants than 

between the populations of different pension plans. Aside from 

general differences between pension plans, risk preferences are 

dependent on income, age, education, and other socio-demo-

graphic characteristics. Still, these variables account for only 5.6% 

of variation, so that modeling of risk preferences with observable 

socio-demographic information cannot replace the measurement 

of risk preferences. 

 Using a simulation, we have investigated the effect of hetero-

geneous risk preferences on optimal asset allocations of a pension 

plan (i.e., the asset allocation that gives the highest expected 

welfare). The results show that risk preferences are an import-

ant determinant of optimal asset allocation. In the optimal asset 

allocation, allocation to equity increases by up to 30% in our 

baseline model. Inclusion of the state old age pension increases 

the security of total retirement income, thus it substantially 

increases the allocation to equity. Other variables that influence 

optimal asset allocation (given risk preferences) are income, age, 

and risk premium. 

 In addition, a suboptimal asset allocation leads to significant 

welfare losses for pension plan participants. A suboptimal asset 
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allocation can reduce welfare in monetary amounts by up to 

55.0% for a risk-neutral (r = 0) individual and up to 20.9% for a 

highly risk-averse (r = 6) individual. All pension plans measured 

in this study show substantial welfare losses for all groups of 

participants. 

 Finally, the value of eliciting risk preferences depends on a 

number of pension plan characteristics and market expectations. 

Firstly, higher levels of income, compared to the state pension, 

increase the effect of the asset allocation on total pension 

income, and therefore increase the value of elicitation. Secondly, 

both lower risk premiums and more heterogeneity of risk prefer-

ences increase the variance of optimal asset allocation, and 

increase the value of elicitation. Lastly, age influences the value 

of elicitation over the full investment horizon. Shorter periods 

to retirement cause more variation in optimal asset allocations. 

However, as the investment period also diminishes, differences 

due to asset allocation become less pronounced.

 All in all, our framework provides insight for the cost-benefit 

analysis that pension fund managers have to perform. They must 

assess whether the costs of measuring risk preferences of their 

plan participants is worth the effort. This can be done via welfare 

analysis of the asset allocation. The welfare for each individual 

that can be gained from an optimal allocation can be compared 

to the uniform allocation that the fund has chosen. The more 

these two diverge, the more can be gained from measuring risk 

attitudes and tailoring the asset allocation.

 Finally, we wish to emphasize that our study revealed that risk 

attitude cannot be determined on the basis of population charac-

teristics and individual socio-demographic characteristics alone. 

Since these factors explain no more than a mere 6 percent of 

variation, genuine insight into the risk attitude of plan members 

requires measurement of risk attitudes at individual level.



48 design paper 62

8. References 

Abdellaoui, M., A. Driouchi, and O. l’Haridon (2011). Risk aversion elicitation: rec-
onciling tractability and bias minimization. Theory and Decision 71 (1), 63-80.

Ackerman, P. L. and A. T. Cianciolo (2000). Cognitive, perceptual-speed, and psy-
chomotor determinants of individual differences during skill acquisition. Jour-
nal of Experimental Psychology: Applied 6 (4), 259. 

Ali, M. M. (1977). Probability and utility estimates for racetrack bettors. The Journal 
of Political Economy 85 (4), 803-815.

Alserda, G.A.G., B.G.C. Dellaert, L.A.P. Swinkels, and S.G. van der Lecq (2016). Risk 
preference heterogeneity and optimal pension asset allocation. Mimeo, Eras-
mus School of Economics, Rotterdam.

Andersen, S., G. W. Harrison, M. I. Lau, and E. E. Rutstrom (2008). Eliciting risk and 
time preferences. Econometrica 76 (3), 583-618.

Arrow, K. J. (1965). Aspects of a theory of risk bearing, Yrjö Jahnsson lectures, Hel-
sinki. Reprinted in Essays in the theory of risk bearing (1971). Chicago: Markham 
Publishing Co. 

Benninga S. and M. Blume (1985). On the Optimality of Portfolio Insurance, Journal 
of Finance 40, 1341-1352.

Bagliano, F. C., C. Fugazza, and G. Nicodano (2014). Optimal life-cycle portfolios for 
heterogeneous workers. Review of Finance, 18(6), 2283-2323.

Balloch, A., A. Nicolae, and D. Philip (2014). Stock market literacy, trust, and par-
ticipation. Review of Finance, 18(6), 1-39

Beetsma, R. M. and P.C. Schotman. (2001). Measuring risk attitudes in a natural 
experiment: data from the television game show Lingo. The Economic Journal, 
111(474), 821-848.

Bellemare, C. and B. Shearer. (2010). Sorting, incentives and risk preferences: Evi-
dence from a field experiment. Economics Letters, 108(3), 345-348.

Benartzi, S. and R. H. Thaler (1995). Myopic loss aversion and the equity premium 
puzzle. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 110 (1), 73-92.

Bikker, J. A., D. W. G. A. Broeders, D. A. Hollanders, and E. H. M. Ponds (2012). 
Pension funds asset allocation and participant age: A test of the life-cycle 
model. Journal of Risk and Insurance 79 (3), 595-618. 

Binswanger, H. P. (1980). Attitudes toward risk: Experimental measurement in rural 
India. American Journal of Agricultural Economics 62 (3), 395-407.

Bodie, Z., R. C. Merton, and W. F. Samuelson (1992). Labor supply flexibility and 
portfolio choice in a life cycle model. Journal of Economic Dynamics and Con-
trol 16 (3), 427-449.

Bodie, Z. and J. Treussard (2007). Making investment choices as simple as possible, 
but not simpler. Financial Analysts Journal 63 (3), 42-47.

Bovenberg, L. et al. (2007). Saving and investing over the life cycle and the role of 
collective pension funds. De Economist 155 (4) 347-415.

Brown, J. R. and S. J. Weisbenner (2014). Why do individuals choose defined con-
tribution plans? Evidence from participants in a large public plan. Journal of 
Public Economics 116, 35-46.



pension risk preferences 49

Bucciol, A. and R. Miniaci (2015). Household portfolio risk. Review of Finance 19 (2), 
739-783.

Campbell, J. Y., Y. L. Chan, and L. M. Viceira (2003). A multivariate model of strate-
gic asset allocation. Journal of Financial Economics 67 (1), 41-80.

Cesarini, D., C. T. Dawes, M. Johannesson, P. Lichtenstein, and B. Wallace (2009). 
Genetic variation in preferences for giving and risk taking. Quarterly Journal of 
Economics 124 (2), 809-842.

Chen, D. H., R. M. Beetsma, E. H. Ponds, and W. E. Romp (2014). Intergenerational 
risk-sharing through funded pensions and public debt. Journal of Pension 
Economics and Finance, 1-33.

Chiappori, P.-A. and M. Paiella (2011). Relative risk aversion is constant: Evidence 
from panel data. Journal of the European Economic Association 9 (6), 1021-1052.

Clark, G. L. and P. Bennett (2001). Dutch sector-wide supplementary pensions: 
fund governance, European competition policy, and the geography of finance. 
Environment and Planning A 33 (1), 27-48.

Dai, Q. and K. J. Singleton (2002). Expectation puzzles, time-varying risk premia, 
and affine models of the term structure. Journal of Financial Economics 63 (3), 
415-441.

Dave, C., C. C. Eckel, C. A. Johnson, and C. Rojas (2010). Eliciting risk preferences: 
When is simple better? Journal of Risk and Uncertainty 41 (3), 219-243.

Deakin, J., M. Aitken, T. Robbins, and B. J. Sahakian (2004). Risk taking during 
decision-making in normal volunteers changes with age. Journal of the Inter-
national Neuropsychological Society 10 (04), 590-598.

Dellaert, B.G.C. and M. Turlings (2011). ‘Risicoprofielmeting voor beleggingspensio-
enen,’ Netspar NEA discussie paper, Tilburg: Netspar.

Dellaert, B., B. Donkers, M. Turlings, T. Steenkamp and E. Vermeulen (2016). Naar 
een nieuwe aanpak voor risicoprofielmeting voor deelnemers in pensioenre-
gelingen, Netspar Design Paper 49, Tilburg: Netspar.

Dimson, E., P. Marsh, and M. Staunton (2003). Global evidence on the equity risk 
premium. Journal of Applied Corporate Finance 15 (4), 27-38.

Dimson, E., P. Marsh, M. Staunton, D. Holland, B. Matthews, and P. Rath (2015, 
January). Credit Suisse global investment returns yearbook 2015. Technical 
report, Credit Suisse.

Dohmen, T., A. Falk, D. Huffman, U. Sunde, J. Schupp, and G. G. Wagner (2011). 
Individual risk attitudes: Measurement, determinants, and behavioral conse-
quences. Journal of the European Economic Association 9 (3), 522-550.

Draper, N. (2012). A financial market model for the US and the Netherlands. 
Netspar Discussion Paper 1 (20), 1-22.

Draper, N. (2014). A financial market model for the Netherlands. Netspar Discussion 
Paper 3 (70), 1-23.

EIOPA (2013). Survey of EU practice on default investment options. Technical report, 
EIOPA.

Fischer, M. and B. A. Jensen (2014). Taxation, transfer income and stock market 
participation. Review of Finance 19(2), 823-863.



50 design paper 62

Frijns, J. (2010). Dutch pension funds: aging giants suffering from weak and 
inconsistent risk management. Rotman International Journal of Pension Man-
agement 3 (2), 16-23.

Grable, J., R. Lytton, and B. O’Neill (2004). Projection bias and financial risk toler-
ance. The Journal of Behavioral Finance 5 (3), 142-147.

Harrison, G. W., M. I. Lau, and E. E. Rutstrom (2007). Estimating risk attitudes in 
Denmark: A field experiment. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics 109 (2), 
341-368.

Holt, C. A. and S. K. Laury (2002). Risk aversion and incentive effects. American 
Economic Review 92 (5), 1644-1655.

Jianakoplos, N. A. and A. Bernasek (1998). Are women more risk averse? Economic 
Inquiry 36 (4), 620-630.

Kachelmeier, S. J. and M. Shehata (1992). Examining risk preferences under high 
monetary incentives: Experimental evidence from the People’s Republic of 
China. The American Economic Review 82 (5), 1120-1141.

Kapteyn, A. and F. Teppa (2011). Subjective measures of risk aversion, fixed costs, 
and portfolio choice. Journal of Economic Psychology 32 (4), 564-580.

Koijen, R. S., T. E. Nijman, and B. J. Werker (2010). When can life cycle investors 
benefit from time varying bond risk premia? Review of Financial Studies 23 (2), 
741-780.

Lusardi, A. and O. Mitchell (2007). Financial literacy and retirement preparedness: 
Evidence and implications for financial education. Business Economics 42 (1), 
35-44.

March, J. G. and Z. Shapira (1987). Managerial perspectives on risk and risk taking. 
Management Science 33 (11), 1404-1418.

Merton, R. C., Z. Bodie, and A. Marcus (1987). Pension plan integration as insur-
ance against social security risk. In: Issues in Pension Economics, pp. 147-172. 
University of Chicago Press.

Molenaar, R. D. J. and E. H. M. Ponds (2012). Risk sharing and individual life-cycle 
investing in funded collective pensions. Journal of Risk 15 (2), 103.

OECD (2013a). Assets in pension funds and public pension reserve funds, in pen-
sions at a glance 2013: OECD and g20 indicator. Technical report, OECD Publish-
ing.

OECD (2013b). Pensions at a Glance 2013: Country Profiles – Netherlands. Technical 
report, OECD Publishing.

OECD (2016). Average annual wages. OECD. Stat: https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?-
DataSetCode=AV_AN_WAGE

Pålsson, A-M. (1996). “Does the degree of relative risk aversion vary with house-
hold characteristics?” Journal of Economic Psychology 17.6: 771-787.

Pennings, J. M. E. and A. Smidts (2000). Assessing the construct validity of risk 
attitude. Management Science 46 (10), 1337-1348.

Powell, M. and D. Ansic (1997). Gender differences in risk behaviour in financial 
decision-making: An experimental analysis. Journal of Economic Psychology 18 
(6), 605-628.

Pratt, J. W. (1964). Risk aversion in the small and in the large. Econometrica: Jour-
nal of the Econometric Society 32 (1/2), 122-136.



pension risk preferences 51

Riley Jr., W.B., and K. V. Chow (1992). Asset allocation and individual risk aversion. 
Financial Analysts Journal 48(6), 32-37.

Rozinka, E. and W. Tapia (2007). Survey of investment choice by pension fund 
members. Technical report, OECD Publishing.

Sangvinatsos, A. and J. A. Wachter (2005). Does the failure of the expectations 
hypothesis matter for long-term investors? The Journal of Finance 60 (1), 179-
230.

Schubert, R., M. Brown, M. Gysler, and H. W. Brachinger (2000). Gender specific 
attitudes towards risk and ambiguity: an experimental investigation. Institut 
für Wirtschaftsforschung, Eidgenossische Technische Hochschule.

Sundaresan, S. and F. Zapatero (1997). Valuation, optimal asset allocation and 
retirement incentives of pension plans. Review of Financial Studies 10 (3), 631-
660.

Tversky, A. and D. Kahneman (1992). Advances in prospect theory: Cumulative rep-
resentation of uncertainty. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty 5 (4), 297-323.

Van Ewijk, C., Lever, M., Bonenkamp, J., and Mehlkopf, R. (2014). Pensioen in dis-
cussie. CPB Policy Brief, 2014-06. Den Haag: Centraal Planbureau/Netspar. 

Van Praag, B. M. (1991). Ordinal and cardinal utility: An integration of the two 
dimensions of the welfare concept. Journal of Econometrics 50 (1), 69-89.

Van Rooij, M. C. J., C. J. M. Kool, and H. M. Prast (2007). Risk-return preferences in 
the pension domain: are people able to choose? Journal of Public Economics 91 
(3), 701-722.

Viceira, L. M. (2001). Optimal portfolio choice for long-horizon investors with non-
tradable labor income. The Journal of Finance 56 (2), 433-470.

Weber, E. U., A.-R. Blais, and N. E. Betz (2002). A domain-specific risk-attitude 
scale: Measuring risk perceptions and risk behaviors. Journal of Behavioral 
Decision Making 15 (4), 263-290.

Worldbank (2016). Earnings related schemes, Design, options and experience.
http://www.worldbank.org/content/dam/Worldbank/Event/pensions/3.%20White-

house_Basic%20pensionomics%20v5.pdf
Yao, R., D. L. Sharpe, and F. Wang (2011). Decomposing the age effect on risk toler-

ance. The Journal of Socio-Economics 40 (6), 879-887.



1 Naar een nieuw pensioencontract 
(2011)

 Lans Bovenberg en Casper van 
Ewijk

2 Langlevenrisico in collectieve pen-
sioencontracten (2011)

 Anja De Waegenaere, Alexander 
Paulis en Job Stigter

3 Bouwstenen voor nieuwe pensio-
encontracten en uitdagingen voor 
het toezicht daarop (2011) 
Theo Nijman en Lans Bovenberg

4 European supervision of pension 
funds: purpose, scope and design 
(2011) 
Niels Kortleve, Wilfried Mulder and 
Antoon Pelsser

5 Regulating pensions: Why the 
European Union matters (2011) 
Ton van den Brink, Hans van 
Meerten and Sybe de Vries

6 The design of European supervision 
of pension funds (2012) 
Dirk Broeders, Niels Kortleve, 
Antoon Pelsser and Jan-Willem 
Wijckmans

7 Hoe gevoelig is de uittredeleeftijd 
voor veranderingen in het pen-
sioenstelsel? (2012) 
Didier Fouarge, Andries de Grip en 
Raymond Montizaan

8 De inkomensverdeling en levens-
verwachting van ouderen (2012) 
Marike Knoef, Rob Alessie en 
Adriaan Kalwij

9 Marktconsistente waardering van 
zachte pensioenrechten (2012) 
Theo Nijman en Bas Werker

10 De RAM in het nieuwe pensioen-
akkoord (2012) 
Frank de Jong en Peter Schotman

11 The longevity risk of the Dutch 
Actuarial Association’s projection 
model (2012) 
Frederik Peters, Wilma Nusselder 
and Johan Mackenbach

12 Het koppelen van pensioenleeftijd 
en pensioenaanspraken aan de 
levensverwachting (2012) 
Anja De Waegenaere, Bertrand 
Melenberg en Tim Boonen

13 Impliciete en expliciete leeftijds-
differentiatie in pensioencon-
tracten (2013)

 Roel Mehlkopf, Jan Bonenkamp, 
Casper van Ewijk, Harry ter Rele en 
Ed Westerhout

14 Hoofdlijnen Pensioenakkoord, 
juridisch begrepen (2013) 
Mark Heemskerk, Bas de Jong en 
René Maatman

15 Different people, different choices: 
The influence of visual stimuli in 
communication on pension choice 
(2013) 
Elisabeth Brüggen, Ingrid Rohde 
and Mijke van den Broeke

16 Herverdeling door 
pensioenregelingen (2013) 
Jan Bonenkamp, Wilma Nusselder, 
Johan Mackenbach, Frederik Peters 
en Harry ter Rele

17 Guarantees and habit formation in 
pension schemes: A critical 
analysis of the floor-leverage rule 
(2013) 
Frank de Jong and Yang Zhou

overzicht uitgaven  
in de design paper serie 



18 The holistic balance sheet as a 
building block in pension fund 
supervision (2013) 
Erwin Fransen, Niels Kortleve, Hans 
Schumacher, Hans Staring and 
Jan-Willem Wijckmans

19 Collective pension schemes and 
individual choice (2013) 
Jules van Binsbergen, Dirk 
Broeders, Myrthe de Jong and 
Ralph Koijen

20 Building a distribution builder: 
Design considerations for financial 
investment and pension decisions 
(2013) 
Bas Donkers, Carlos Lourenço, 
Daniel Goldstein and Benedict 
Dellaert

21 Escalerende garantietoezeggingen: 
een alternatief voor het StAr RAM-
contract (2013)

 Servaas van Bilsen, Roger Laeven 
en Theo Nijman

22 A reporting standard for defined 
contribution pension plans (2013) 
Kees de Vaan, Daniele Fano, Herialt 
Mens and Giovanna Nicodano

23 Op naar actieve pensioen consu-
men ten: Inhoudelijke kenmerken 
en randvoorwaarden van effectieve 
pensioencommunicatie (2013) 
Niels Kortleve, Guido Verbaal en 
Charlotte Kuiper

24 Naar een nieuw deelnemergericht 
UPO (2013)

 Charlotte Kuiper, Arthur van Soest 
en Cees Dert

25 Measuring retirement savings 
adequacy; developing a multi-
pillar approach in the Netherlands 
(2013) 
Marike Knoef, Jim Been, Rob 
Alessie, Koen Caminada, Kees 
Goudswaard, and Adriaan Kalwij

26 Illiquiditeit voor pensioenfondsen 
en verzekeraars: Rendement versus 
risico (2014) 
Joost Driessen

27 De doorsneesystematiek in 
aanvullende pensioenregelingen: 
effecten, alternatieven en 
transitie paden (2014)  
Jan Bonenkamp, Ryanne Cox en 
Marcel Lever

28 EIOPA: bevoegdheden en rechts-
bescherming (2014) 
Ivor Witte

29 Een institutionele beleggersblik op 
de Nederlandse woningmarkt 
(2013) 
Dirk Brounen en Ronald Mahieu

30 Verzekeraar en het reële 
pensioencontract (2014) 
Jolanda van den Brink, Erik Lutjens 
en Ivor Witte

31 Pensioen, consumptiebehoeften 
en ouderenzorg (2014) 
Marike Knoef, Arjen Hussem, Arjan 
Soede en Jochem de Bresser

32 Habit formation: implications for 
pension plans (2014) 
Frank de Jong and Yang Zhou

33 Het Algemeen pensioenfonds en 
de taakafbakening (2014) 
Ivor Witte

34 Intergenerational Risk Trading 
(2014) 
Jiajia Cui and Eduard Ponds

35 Beëindiging van de doorsnee-
systematiek: juridisch navigeren 
naar alternatieven (2015) 
Dick Boeijen, Mark Heemskerk en 
René Maatman

36 Purchasing an annuity: now or 
later? The role of interest rates  
(2015) 
Thijs Markwat, Roderick Molenaar 
and Juan Carlos Rodriguez

37 Entrepreneurs without wealth? An 
overview of their portfolio using 
different data sources for the 
Netherlands (2015) 
Mauro Mastrogiacomo, Yue Li and 
Rik Dillingh



54

38 The psychology and economics of 
reverse mortgage attitudes. 
Evidence from the Netherlands 
(2015)

 Rik Dillingh, Henriëtte Prast, 
Mariacristina Rossi and Cesira Urzì 
Brancati

39 Keuzevrijheid in de uittreedleeftijd 
(2015) 
Arthur van Soest

40 Afschaffing doorsneesystematiek: 
verkenning van varianten (2015) 
Jan Bonenkamp en Marcel Lever

41 Nederlandse pensioenopbouw in 
internationaal perspectief (2015) 
Marike Knoef, Kees Goudswaard, 
Jim Been en Koen Caminada

42 Intergenerationele risicodeling in 
collectieve en individuele 
pensioencontracten (2015) 
Jan Bonenkamp, Peter Broer en 
Ed Westerhout

43 Inflation Experiences of Retirees 
(2015) 
Adriaan Kalwij, Rob Alessie,  
Jonathan Gardner and Ashik 
Anwar Ali

44 Financial fairness and conditional 
indexation (2015) 
Torsten Kleinow and Hans 
Schumacher

45 Lessons from the Swedish 
occupational pension system (2015) 
Lans Bovenberg, Ryanne Cox and 
Stefan Lundbergh

46 Heldere en harde pensioenrechten 
onder een PPR (2016) 
Mark Heemskerk, René Maatman 
en Bas Werker

47 Segmentation of pension 
plan participants: Identifying 
dimensions of heterogeneity (2016) 
Wiebke Eberhardt, Elisabeth 
Brüggen, Thomas Post and Chantal 
Hoet

48 How do people spend their time 
before and after retirement? (2016) 
Johannes Binswanger

49 Naar een nieuwe aanpak voor 
risicoprofielmeting voor 
deelnemers in pensioenregelingen 
(2016) 
Benedict Dellaert, Bas Donkers, 
Marc Turlings, Tom Steenkamp en 
Ed Vermeulen

50 Individueel defined contribution in 
de uitkeringsfase (2016) 
Tom Steenkamp

51 Wat vinden en verwachten Neder-
landers van het pensioen? (2016) 
Arthur van Soest

52 Do life expectancy projections need 
to account for the impact of 
smoking? (2016) 
Frederik Peters, Johan Mackenbach 
en Wilma Nusselder

53 Effecten van gelaagdheid in 
pensioen documenten: een 
gebruikersstudie (2016) 
Louise Nell, Leo Lentz en Henk 
Pander Maat

54 Term Structures with Converging 
Forward Rates (2016) 
Michel Vellekoop and Jan de Kort

55 Participation and choice in funded 
pension plans (2016) 
Manuel García-Huitrón and Eduard 
Ponds

56 Interest rate models for pension 
and insurance regulation (2016) 
Dirk Broeders, Frank de Jong and 
Peter Schotman

57 An evaluation of the nFTK (2016) 
Lei Shu, Bertrand Melenberg and 
Hans Schumacher

58 Pensioenen en inkomens ongelijk-
heid onder ouderen in Europa 
(2016) 
Koen Caminada, Kees Goudswaard, 
Jim Been en Marike Knoef

59 Towards a practical and scientifi-
cally sound tool for measuring time 
and risk preferences in pension 
savings decisions (2016) 
Jan Potters, Arno Riedl and 
Paul Smeets



 55

60 Save more or retire later? Retire-
ment planning heterogeneity and 
perceptions of savings adequacy 
and income constraints (2016)  
Ron van Schie, Benedict Dellaert 
and Bas Donkers

61 Uitstroom van oudere werknemers 
bij overheid en onderwijs. Selectie 
uit de poort (2016) 
Frank Cörvers en Janneke Wilschut

62 Pension risk preferences. A 
personalized elicitation method 
and its impact on asset allocation 
(2016) 
Gosse Alserda, Benedict Dellaert, 
Laurens Swinkels and Fieke van der 
Lecq



This is a publication of:

Netspar

P.O. Box 90153

5000 LE Tilburg  

the Netherlands

Phone 013 466 2109

E-mail info@netspar.nl

www.netspar.nl

July 2016

Pension risk preferences

Pension plan managers are increasingly expected to demonstrate that 

the risk preferences of plan participants are adequately reflected in the 

asset allocations of their plans. Yet, it remains unclear whether managers 

should elicit the subjective risk preferences of individual participants to 

achieve this goal, or instead rely on objective and more readily available 

indicators. To address this question, Gosse Alserda, Benedict Dellaert, 

Laurens Swinkels (all EUR) and Fieke van der Lecq (VU A) have developed 

an augmented lottery choice method, tailored to the pension domain, 

to measure the risk preferences of individuals.
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