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a target-date fund. One possible explanation for this effect is 
that the diversification benefits of the multi-fund strategy are 
more apparent than those of a single multi-asset fund strategy, 
i.e., the participant sees eight or more funds in the portfolio 
versus holding a single target-date fund, which looks like a 
black box.

We also find that participants ages 55–70 who had higher  
allocations to an annuity that provided guaranteed lifetime 
income were less likely to trade during 2020. This suggests that 
guaranteed or protected income products have the potential to 
simplify retirement-income decision-making and also may 
improve trading behaviors.

Overall, this analysis suggests that through thoughtful plan 
design, in particular by encouraging use of a professionally 
managed portfolio and offering guaranteed income strategies, 
plan sponsors can help participants stay the course during peri-
ods of market volatility.

2020 WAS AN UNPRECEDENTED YEAR
Although 2020 started normally, COVID-19 suddenly and sig-
nificantly impacted the economy and financial markets. Market 

The rise of defined contribution (DC) plans requires 
households to make a number of complicated deci-
sions about funding retirement, and it is not clear if they 

are up to the task. This research explores trading decisions of 
730,533 Prudential DC plan participants during 2020 in order 
to understand how the use of professionally managed portfolios 
and allocations to guaranteed income relate to participant trad-
ing activity. 

We find that participants who allocated their entire balances  
to one of three types of professionally managed portfolio  
solutions were less likely to trade in 2020 than those who were 
self-directors. Among self-directors who traded in 2020, older 
participants made the most changes and also were significantly 
less likely to use a professionally managed portfolio option.  
If we presume, for good reason, that more-frequent trading 
during volatile markets is imprudent, then these results suggest 
that the DC plan participants who may benefit most from pro-
fessional investment management are not the ones receiving it.

Participants who defaulted into a multi-fund professionally 
managed portfolio traded less than those who defaulted  
into a single-fund professionally managed strategy, e.g.,  
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Figure
1

S&P 500 INDEX LEVEL AND 10-YEAR GOVERNMENT BOND YIELD DURING 2020

Source: St. Louis Federal Reserve, Yahoo! Finance
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Therefore, products and strategies that can keep participants 
invested during periods of market turmoil can be especially 
valuable because they effectively protect participants from 
themselves. This research explores the relationship between  
the use of professionally managed portfolios and guaranteed 
income products and participant trading during 2020 to better 
understand how offering these solutions may improve partici-
pant decision-making.

DATASET
Data for the analysis is obtained from Prudential Financial Inc., 
formerly a top U.S. defined contribution plan recordkeeper  
with more than 4,300 plans covering approximately 4 million 
plan participants and more than $300 billion in assets as of 
March 31, 2021. The primary objective of the analysis is to 
understand the impact of professionally managed portfolios 
and in-plan guaranteed retirement-income options on partici-
pant investment behaviors during 2020.

To be included in the analysis, the plan had to offer IncomeFlex 
(IFX), Prudential’s guaranteed lifetime income product (GLIP) 
to participants as of December 31, 2019. This requirement lim-
ited the initial dataset to 730,533 participants. We limited the 
initial dataset to these plans so we can observe behaviors of  
participants who allocated to IncomeFlex and control for access, 
i.e., all participants in the dataset had access to a GLIP.4

A number of filters are included on the initial dataset. For 
example, participants had to be active as of December 31, 2019,  
and December 31, 2020. Each participant needed to have a  
balance of more than $100, be of a reasonable age and have a 
reasonable salary, and have a balance that did not decrease sig-
nificantly over the year, which would suggest a possible rollout. 
Although deferral rates are available for roughly half the partici-
pants, income information is less available, so these variables 
are not included.

The dataset includes both 401(k) plans and 403(b) plans. A flag 
indicates whether the participant defaulted into the portfolio. 
Only participants defaulted into a plan offering Prudential 
GoalMaker, i.e., a multi-fund professionally managed invest-
ment solution built with funds from the underlying core menu, 
or a target-date fund, are considered. These filters reduce the 
test population to 389,195 participants.

volatility resulted in substantial concern among investors and 
notable changes in participant behaviors. Figure 1 shows the 
S&P 500 Index1 and the yield on 10-year government bonds2 
in 2020.

The S&P 500 closed at 3,386.15 on February 19, 2020, and did 
not close above that value again until August 18, 2020, when it 
closed at 3,389.78. During this period the stock market dropped 
as low as 2,237.40 on March 23, 2020, for a 34-percent decline. 
This drop and rebound compares favorably from a timing per-
spective to other historical market drops. For example, the  
maximum decline during the Global Financial Crisis was 
approximately 57 percent with a 66-month recovery, compared 
with an 86-percent drop and 298-month recovery during the 
Great Depression.

The volatility experienced during 2020 was also high compared 
with past market events. Figure 2 shows daily closing values of 
the VIX index, which is referred to as the “fear index” and is an 
implied volatility measure used in options pricing.3 The VIX 
recorded its largest historical closing value since 1990 during 
2020, peaking at 82.6 on March 16, 2020. 

Figures 1 and 2 suggest that DC plan participants were under 
market stress in 2020. Investors tend to react to downturns or 
market volatility by moving to more-conservative portfolios. 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

01/90 06/95 06/2012/00 06/06 11/11 05/17

VI
X 

In
de

x 
Le

ve
l

Figure
2

HISTORICAL VIX LEVELS: 1990–2020

Source: Chicago Board Options Exchange

INVESTMENT GROUP AND  
PARTICIPANT COUNT

Group Count

Self-directors 145,028

MFp, defaulted 97,829

TdF, defaulted 31,969

MFp, opt-in 114,369

Total 389,195

Table
1

Products and strategies that can keep 
participants invested during periods of 
market turmoil can be especially valuable 
because they effectively protect participants 
from themselves.
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Plan balances provide some information about the implied 
sophistication of the respective groups. Figure 4 shows median 
and average plan balances. Balances are highest for self-
directors, followed by MFP opt-in, and then the defaulted  
participants, both MFP and TDF.

Table 2 provides additional information regarding the break-
down of age, balance, and investor type. Self-directors have 
much higher balances across the age spectrum, followed by the 
MFP opt-in group, and then the two defaulted groups, each of 
which have relatively small balances. This is important informa-
tion for future analysis, particularly in light of other research 
showing that self-directors tend to underperform the defined 
contribution industry as a whole.

Table 3 provides additional descriptive statistics about the  
participants included in the analysis. Most of the variables are 

Participants are divided into four investment-type groups:  
self-directors (SD), those who defaulted into a professionally 
managed multi-fund portfolio (MFP), those who defaulted  
into a target-date fund (TDF), and those who opted into  
a professionally managed MFP. In order to be considered  
a TDF investor, the participant must be 100-percent invested 
in a target-date fund. Participant counts by investment group 
are shown in table 1.

Figure 3 shows the total count and distribution of participants 
by investor type and age. Figure 3 shows that counts decline  
for each group as the participants age. Likewise, the percent-
ages of participants in professionally managed options increase 
up until age 50, when they start declining as participants age. 
This effect is related to the fact that older investors tend to have 
higher balances. It also indicates a gap between the use and 
acceptance of professionally managed portfolios by age.

Figure
3

Figure
4

PARTICIPANTS BY INVESTOR TYPE AND AGE

PLAN BALANCES BY INVESTOR TYPE

(a): Counts

(a): Medians

 (B): distribution

(B): averages
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information is provided about whether the participant is coded 
as single or married, and unknown is the omitted variable. 
Change refers to the percentage of participants who altered 
allocations over the period, and tenure is the length of time in 
the plan.

2020 TRANSFER RATE
Participants were coded as initiating a transfer in 2020 if they 
made any kind of transfer or investment election during the 
year. Figure 5 shows transfer rate by age for each of the four 
investment groups.

Approximately 12.8 percent of all self-directors traded, versus 
5.5 percent for MFP opt-in, 5.5 percent for TDF defaulted, and 
4.2 percent for MFP defaulted. 

The gap is sizeable between the self-directors and those using 
the three professionally managed investment strategies, which 
had similar trade rates. We also observed a pattern associated 
with age along with a notable balance effect. The balance 
effect, again, is important because older participants typically 
have higher plan balances and therefore financial implications 
are magnified.

self-explanatory; however, additional information is required 
for gender and marital status because both fields technically 
have three fields. For gender, each participant is coded as male, 
female, or unknown. Therefore, information is provided about 
whether the participant is coded as male or female, and 
unknown is the omitted variable. For marital status, each partic-
ipant is coded as single, married, or unknown. Therefore, 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS BY AGE, BALANCE, AND INVESTOR TYPE
Self-Director MFP, Defaulted

Balance Quintile Balance Quintile

Age Group 1 2 3 4 5 Total Age Group 1 2 3 4 5 Total

<30 13 12 16 23 37 100 <30 23 23 22 19 12 100

30–39 13 14 17 22 34 100 30–39 26 26 22 17 9 100

40–49 12 14 18 24 32 100 40–49 32 29 21 13 5 100

50–59 12 14 19 24 31 100 50–59 36 30 20 10 4 100

≥60 13 15 19 24 29 100 ≥60 37 31 19 10 4 100

Average 13 14 18 23 33   Average 31 28 21 14 7  

MFP, Opt-In TDF, Defaulted

Balance Quintile Balance Quintile

Age Group 1 2 3 4 5 Total Age Group 1 2 3 4 5 Total

<30 17 17 19 22 26 100 <30 24 26 20 16 13 100

30-39 17 19 21 22 21 100 30-39 29 24 19 15 12 100

40-49 18 21 22 22 18 100 40-49 34 25 19 13 8 100

50-59 20 22 22 21 16 100 50-59 37 27 18 12 6 100

≥60 19 23 22 20 15 100 ≥60 39 24 18 13 7 100

Average 18 20 21 21 19   Average 33 25 19 14 9  

Table
2

Table
3 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Change Age Tenure Balance Male Female Single Married IFX% Equity% 401(k)?

Average 0.07 44.77 8.21 $89,605 51% 44% 0.31 0.39 2.78 67.59 0.74

Median 0.00 45.00 5.48 $23,623 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 78.08 1.00

Std Dev 0.26 12.08 7.76 $182,937 0.50 0.50 0.46 0.49 14.66 28.57 0.44
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Figure
5

PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS WHO 
TRADED BY AGE AND INVESTMENT TYPE
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relatively weak). The type of DC plan was also a factor; partici-
pants in 401(k) plans were more likely to trade. The probability 
of trading is lower for women and single individuals.

Participants in a professionally managed solution had a lower 
probability of making a trade. The fact that the coefficient for 
participants in the opt-in MFP strategy is the most negative 
suggests the actual trade rate is lower than expected when  
controlling for balances.

Participants with higher balances have a much higher probabil-
ity of making a trade. Participants in default investments (either 
TDF or MFP) had much lower balances.

Overall, the analysis provides evidence of the benefits of offer-
ing and actively promoting professionally managed investment 
options to participants in defined contribution plans.

TRADING DECISIONS AMONG SELF-DIRECTORS
We observe a higher trade rate among self-directors, whom we 
would expect to be more active. It’s also worth understanding 
how things such as equity allocation and age related to the 
trades. Figure 7 provides some information about how self-
directors varied by age and equity allocation, based on equity 
allocations as of December 31, 2019.

Figure 7 shows the weak relation to equity allocation; the trades 
across the groups are not monotonic, i.e., the trades are con-
stantly increasing or decreasing. In contrast, the age relation is 
stark, i.e., older participants were increasingly likely to transact. 
These results are similar to the results shown in figure 6, but 
they provide additional information about the possible effect  
of equity level.

A series of probit regressions are performed exploring  
self-directors only, with results reported in table A2 in the 
appendix. The results for self-directors are similar to the 
results for all participants, shown in table A1. Again, the most 
notable finding is the lack of general significance for age when 
controlling for balance.

Figure 6 shows average trade rates by investor type by both age 
and balance, controlling for either factor. This information helps 
us to understand whether trade rates vary more by age or balance. 

The relation between trade or change rate and age or balance 
varies by investor type, although balance has a stronger general 
effect than age. In other words, the probability of trading is 
related more to having a higher balance than to being older,  
all other things being equal, although the two obviously are 
related. For example, the spread between the youngest and old-
est groups for self-directors is 6.7 versus 19.0 for balance. 

Because certain types of strategies may be more popular 
among different demographics, e.g., higher balances and older 
workers, it’s important to control for factors that could be driv-
ing the results. To do this, we run a series of probit regressions 
and focus on the marginal effects. These regression results are 
shown in the appendix. 

Probit regressions are used when the dependent variable, i.e., 
the variable of observation, is binary, i.e., one of two values. 
More-traditional regression techniques, such as ordinary least 
squares, are generally less appropriate for these situations.

The regression shown in table A1 in the appendix demon-
strates that the likelihood of trading is related to age, but the 
nature of the relationship is more nuanced. It’s appropriate to 
say that older participants were more likely to trade, but that 
age is not the primary demographic driver of trading. 

This point is important for plan sponsors and consultants inter-
ested in identifying certain groups that may be more likely to 
transact. Although age would capture part of the effect, it 
appears to be secondary to other participant attributes such as 
balance (and likely income as well).

The results of the regression also suggest that the probability of 
trading increases for older participants as well as for those with 
longer tenure, with higher balances, who are men, and who 
have higher equity allocations (although this latter relation was 

Figure
6

TRADE RATE BY AGE AND BALANCE, BY INVESTOR TYPE
(a): Trade Rate by age and Investor Type, Controlling for Balance (B): Trade Rate by Balance and Investor Type, Controlling for age
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participants had stronger reactions to market volatility than 
younger participants—and older participants who decided  
to transact likely significantly underperformed as a result 
given the rally in equities during the latter part of 2020.  
Again, the impact of doing this on a larger balance must be 
seriously considered.

This trading activity is perhaps counter to expectations. In  
theory, older participants are more experienced, and likely 
more sophisticated, so they should be less likely to trade. In 
reality, they were the participants who tended to make the most 
extreme trades. This suggests that they could benefit the most 
from any type of professionally managed strategy to help them 
stay the course. At the same time, though, older participants 
are most likely to self-direct their accounts.

OPTIMAL DEFAULT: MULTI-FUND PORTFOLIOS 
VERSUS TARGET-DATE FUNDS
Next, we investigate whether multi-fund portfolios (MFPs)  
or target-date funds (TDFs) resulted in lower trading activity, 
i.e., performed better as a default investment. Evidence from 

Next, we try to better understand the changes in risk allocation, 
i.e., equity allocation changes, made by self-directors who 
traded. Figure 8 shows the average equity allocation shift by 
age group and equity allocation. 

Figure 8 shows a clear pattern. Older participants who  
were invested more aggressively made the largest shifts  
to more-conservative portfolios. This suggests that older  
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Figure
8

SELF-DIRECTORS WHO MADE A TRANSFER, BY EQUITY ALLOCATION AND AGE

EQUITY ALLOCATION SHIFT AMONG SELF-DIRECTORS WHO MADE A TRANSFER
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TRADE RATE DIFFERENCE FOR DEFAULTED 
PARTICIPANTS, MFP MINUS TDF
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figure 5 suggests that participants in MFPs had a lower trade 
rate than participants defaulted into a target-date fund. 
Figure 9 shows the difference in the trade rate among partici-
pants defaulted into an MFP versus those defaulted into a TDF. 

The trade rates are lower, i.e., more negative, at older ages for 
the MFP. In theory, this suggests that the MFP is a “stickier” 
default for older participants; however, other variables may be 
driving this effect, so a series of probit regressions are per-
formed, and the results are included in table A3 in the appendix.

The results suggest that participants defaulted into an MFP 
were less likely to trade versus those who defaulted into a 
target-date fund; however, there is no statistically significant 
age effect. In other words, although the probit regressions pro-
vide strong evidence that participants who defaulted into an 
MFP versus a TDF were less likely to transact overall, age isn’t 
a factor in this relationship. 

Overall, this result suggests that multi-fund portfolios and 
target-date funds offer significant and similar benefits to par-
ticipants. If another element, e.g., perceived better diversifica-
tion, leads one to be stickier than the other, we also must take 
that into account in plan design as well as product design.

GUARANTEED INCOME ANALYSIS
Finally, we want to understand the impact that allocating to a 
guaranteed lifetime income product (GLIP) had on participant 
behaviors. A GLIP is a retirement-income strategy that pro-
vides guaranteed lifetime income that can never decline regard-
less of the performance of the market. All participants included 
in the analysis were in a DC plan that offered IncomeFlex, i.e., 
Prudential’s GLIP. In theory, having an allocation to a product 
that provides guaranteed income would reduce participant trad-
ing behaviors.
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Figure
10

PARTICIPANTS WITH A BALANCE IN A GUARANTEED LIFETIME INCOME PRODUCT  
BY INVESTOR TYPE AND AGE
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For this analysis, the sample is limited to participants ages 
55–70, because that is the target age for IncomeFlex, and age 
55, i.e., 10 years until retirement, is when it is included in the 
default investment allocation. There are 94,216 participants in 
this age group, and 10,260 have an allocation to a GLIP.

Figure 10 shows the number and distribution of the 10,260 par-
ticipants using a GLIP across the four investment types.

Most participants (58 percent) with a GLIP allocation defaulted 
into the product, and allocations through an MFP were more 
common than through a TDF. 

The allocations to a GLIP, as a percentage of total balance, 
were relatively constant across ages, as shown in figure 11.

It is difficult to define who should be considered a participant 
allocating to a GLIP given the differences in allocations. For 
example, we could assume that any participant with a GLIP 
allocation of more than one penny to be a “GLIP investor”; 
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DISTRIBUTION OF GLIP AS A PERCENTAGE OF 
TOTAL BALANCE BY AGE
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to 99 percent. We then compare the trade rates for participants 
with and without GLIP allocations. We run the analysis sepa-
rately for each of the four investment types and show the results 
in figure 13.

The results in figure 13 also suggest that the probability of a 
participant making a trade declines for higher allocations, con-
sistent with figure 12, although there are differences across the 
respective strategies. For example, the trade rate appears to 
decline the most for self-directors and the least for those in a 
target-date fund.

Finally, we perform a series of probit regressions to understand 
whether the general relationship is significant after controlling 
for additional participant demographics; the results are shown 
in table A4 in the appendix. The regressions suggest that 
higher GLIP allocations were associated with a lower trade rate. 
There does not appear to be an age effect, i.e., age is not a sig-
nificant driver in how participants responded to owning the 
GLIP; however, there was a balance effect, whereby participants 
with higher balances were less likely to transact if they had a 
GLIP allocation.

In summary, there did appear to be a benefit to holding a GLIP 
during 2020 among older participants; however, additional 
research should be conducted on this topic with a larger sample 
to better understand its actual significance, and how to ensure 
it can be replicated before the next downturn.

CONCLUSIONS
Although the 2020 market shock was significant, its effects on 
financial markets were relatively short-lived, even as broader 
medical, economic, and social events persisted. We’re grateful 
for the market bounce-back, but of course the old saying con-
tinues to resonate: “Past performance is no guarantee of future 
results.” The brief 2020 shock, however, provides insight into 
how participants respond to market volatility, especially given 
the structural changes in the DC space since the major shock  
of 2008, when there was less use of default investments, e.g., 
target-date funds and annuities.

however, this would not capture the implications by relative bal-
ance weight. Therefore, we focus on the percentage of the bal-
ance in the GLIP using two different tests, the first focusing on 
grouping and the second on relative thresholds.

For the first test, participants are assigned to one of 12 groups 
based on GLIP allocation as of December 31, 2019. For each 
group the percentage of participants who made a trade is esti-
mated. The results are shown in figure 12.

Figure 12 shows that the probability of making a trade decreases 
as the GLIP allocation increases. In other words, the more a  
participant had in a guaranteed lifetime income product the less 
likely that individual was to trade during 2020; however, partici-
pants with smaller allocations (less than 30 percent) had trade 
rates that were higher than those without any GLIP allocation. 

Next, we conduct a threshold analysis, in which participants are 
assumed to be allocated to the GLIP if the allocation weight 
exceeds a threshold value, which we vary from 0.0001 percent 
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Controlling for age by investment type using a threshold model
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This analysis suggests that access to and use of professionally 
managed portfolios can reduce trading activity among DC partic-
ipants. Older self-directors seemed to make the worst decisions, 
i.e., selling out of equities; however, they make up the cohort that 
is least likely to use a professionally managed solution.

Evidence suggests that all default investment structures were 
effective and that displaying a portfolio as a multi-fund option 
may have an added behavioral benefit. It may be that partici-
pants do not understand the underlying diversification implicit 
within a single multi-asset fund, and that owning the underly-
ing components more directly may reduce anxiety during peri-
ods of market turmoil.

PROBIT MARGINAL EFFECTS REGRESSION RESULTS,  
DEPENDENT VARIABLE = IF TRADE, ALL PARTICIPANTS

Variable Model1 Model2 Model3

age 0.098*** −0.002 0.015***

Tenure −0.135***

ln(Balance) 1.857*** −4.121***

ln(Balance)² 0.302***

Male 1.139***

Female −1.175***

Single −0.971***

Married −0.131

Equity% 0.003*

401(k) plan? 0.949***

MFp, defaulted −6.159*** −3.712*** −3.777***

TdF, defaulted −4.058*** −1.827*** −2.105***

MFp, opt-In −7.016*** −5.648*** −5.333***

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p <0.05

PROBIT MARGINAL EFFECTS REGRESSION RESULTS,  
DEPENDENT VARIABLE = IF TRADE, SELF-DIRECTORS ONLY

Variable Model1 Model2 Model3

age 0.187*** −0.078*** −0.007

Tenure −0.344***

ln(Balance) 4.737*** −5.214***

ln(Balance)² 0.490***

Male 2.755***

Female −2.815***

Single −1.673***

Married 0.271

Equity% 0.000

401(k) plan? 0.581**

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p <0.05

Table
A1

Table
A2

APPENDIX

There also appears to be some benefit for participants who allo-
cated to an annuity that provides guaranteed lifetime income, 
and we will continue our research into the levels at which this 
offers a significant improvement to participant behavior.

This analysis suggests that getting DC plan participants to del-
egate management of their portfolios to an investment profes-
sional, e.g., a target-date fund, is likely to result in better 
investment outcomes, and that doing this should be of the 
utmost importance to DC plan sponsors and consultants. 

David Blanchett, PhD, CFA®, CFP®, is a managing director and head 
of retirement research for PGIM DC Solutions. Contact him at david.
blanchett@pgim.com.
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PROBIT MARGINAL EFFECTS REGRESSION RESULTS,  
DEPENDENT VARIABLE = IF TRADE, ALL PARTICIPANTS AGES 55−70

Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4

age −0.003 0.000 −0.006 0.009

Tenure −0.123*** −0.122*** −0.122*** −0.083***

ln(Balance) −5.937*** −5.880*** −5.878*** 3.067***

ln(Balance)² 0.426*** 0.423*** 0.423***

Male 1.360*** 1.360*** 1.359*** 1.275***

Female −0.813* −0.832* −0.835* −1.017**

Single −0.703** −0.704** −0.708** −0.869***

Married 0.492* 0.492* 0.491* 0.457*

Equity% 0.016*** 0.017*** 0.017*** 0.019***

401(k) plan? 0.655** 0.698** 0.696** 0.952***

MFp, defaulted −5.002*** −4.797*** −4.795*** −4.683***

TdF, defaulted −1.669*** −1.459*** −1.447*** −1.071**

MFp, opt-In −6.992*** −6.944*** −6.943*** −6.870***

GlIp% −0.018*** −0.096 0.061

GlIp% × age 0.001

GlIp% × n(Balance) −0.008**

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p <0.05

Table
A4

ENDNOTES
 1.  See https://finance.yahoo.com/quote/%5EGSpC/history?p=%5EGSpC.
 2.  See https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/dGS10.
 3.  See https://www.cboe.com/tradable_products/vix/vix_historical_data/.
 4.  prudential IncomeFlex has two variants: IncomeFlex Select, now 

closed to new flows, and IncomeFlex Target, which remains open. 

PROBIT MARGINAL EFFECTS REGRESSION RESULTS,  
DEPENDENT VARIABLE = IF TRADE, DEFAULT PARTICIPANTS ONLY

Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4

age 0.054*** 0.050*** 0.001 −0.002

Tenure −0.019 −0.019

ln(Balance) −2.224*** −2.224***

ln(Balance)² 0.148*** 0.148***

Male 1.957*** 1.961***

Female 1.580*** 1.585***

Single −1.248*** −1.250***

Married −0.670*** −0.671***

Equity% −0.018*** −0.018***

401(k) plan? 2.323*** 2.321***

MFp, defaulted −1.687*** −2.011*** −1.965*** −2.184***

MFp, defaulted × age 0.006 0.004

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p <0.05

Table
A3

Select has a minimum investment age of 50, and Target is open to 
investors of all ages. That said, its use tends to be among the older 
population (age 55+) because this is the group whose shrinking time 
horizon coupled with typically lowered risk tolerance can begin to 
benefit from an income guarantee.
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