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Abstract
Research to date has shown that childhood financial socialization is significantly associated with the financial attitudes and
behaviors of children, youth, and adults. However, the extent to which childhood financial socialization is connected to
marital outcomes remains largely unknown. Using data from 1,473 newly married couples who participated in a nationally
representative study, we examined the relationship between childhood financial socialization and reported marital financial
disagreements by utilizing actor-partner interdependence structural equation models (APIM SEM). Our results suggest that
implicit (i.e. parental modeling) and explicit (i.e. direct conversations or experiential learning) financial socialization significantly and negatively relate to marital financial disagreements for both men and women. Further, having a spouse who
was explicitly taught about finances is significantly and negatively associated with financial disagreements, independently
of one’s own explicit financial socialization. These results highlight the importance of considering marital outcomes in the
financial socialization literature and suggest that childhood financial socialization is a protective factor for marital financial
disagreements.
Keywords Financial socialization · Family finance · Disagreements · Marital conflict · Parental modeling

Introduction
Research to date has found that financial disagreements are
negatively associated with relationship satisfaction (Britt and
Huston 2012) and positively associated with divorce, even
more strongly than other types of marital disagreements
(Dew et al. 2012). Scholars have argued that financial disagreements have a particularly pronounced impact because
they are more salient to couples, are harder to resolve, and
are typically associated with less effective conflict resolution
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tactics than those that are employed in other types of disagreements (Dew et al. 2012). Furthermore, discussions about
finances are often socially regarded as being taboo or private
matters (LeBaron et al. 2018a). Hence, individuals tend to
possess fewer skills – whether directly taught to or modeled
for them – with which they can navigate financial conflict in
marriage. Consequently, we propose that financial socialization in childhood may meaningfully shape the nature of
marital financial disagreements.
Financial socialization in childhood may be an important
correlate to marital financial disagreements for two major
reasons. First, by definition, adults who experienced effective financial socialization as children have been exposed
more frequently than those who have not to financial conversations, possibly making these issues less emotionally
charged and more commonplace. Thus, adults who experienced financial socialization as children more often have
models, social scripts, skills, and reasonable expectations
around discussing finances than those who did not. And,
second, adults who experienced childhood financial socialization are often more financially competent (e.g., Jorgensen
et al. 2017; Kim and Chatterjee 2013). Therefore, any
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financial disagreements likely involve less risk or are taking
place within a more stable financial context.
Family scholars have consistently used broad definitions
of financial socialization, incorporating both explicit and
implicit learning (Gudmunson and Danes 2011). A small
body of research has examined the effects of childhood
financial socialization on young adults, finding it significantly related to financial behaviors like cash management,
capital accumulation, and credit management (e.g., Hancock
et al. 2013; Jorgensen et al. 2017). However, no known studies have followed the influence of childhood financial socialization into marriages.
In this study, we argue that childhood socialization is
likely related to marital outcomes. Previous research has
documented that childhood experiences are crucial to social
and emotional development over the life course and specifically influence marital quality and other adult romantic relationships (McCarthy and Maughan 2010; Truant et al. 1987).
Therefore, we expand current understanding by examining
the relationship between financial socialization and marital
outcomes using data from a nationally representative study
of newly-married U.S. couples, the Couple Relationships
and Transition Experiences (CREATE) project.

Background
Financial Disagreements
Previous studies have shown that financial disagreements
are strongly related to marital outcomes. Using data from
the National Survey of Family and Households, Dew et al.
(2012) found that financial disagreements were positively
and significantly related to divorce. Moreover, financial disagreements were more strongly associated with divorce than
other types of marital disagreements such as those about
chores, time together, in-laws, or sex. A handful of other
studies that also used nationally representative samples
found that financial disagreements are negatively associated with relationship satisfaction (Britt and Huston 2012)
and that finances are a commonly cited reason for filing for
divorce (Amato and Previti 2003).
Financial disagreements between married couples likely
influence marital outcomes because they are, on average,
more intense and longer lasting than other forms of disagreements. For example, when examining dyadic data from 100
heterosexual couples, Papp et al. (2009) found that, although
couples did not cite financial disagreements as being the
most frequently occurring topic of their conflicts, they
reported that financial disagreements were more problematic, recurrent, and were more likely to remain unresolved
when compared with other forms of marital conflict. Financial disagreements also elicited more negative feelings (e.g.,
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anger) and behaviors (e.g., “angry behaviors”, as defined
by respondents) than other forms of disagreements. These
findings have been supported by the results of several other
studies of marital disagreements (e.g., Dew and Dakin 2011;
Stanley et al. 2002).
Furthermore, several researchers have identified important gender differences between the behaviors and responses
of individuals in the context of financial disagreements. For
example, in one study, researchers reported that, although
husbands and wives reported similar levels of financial disagreements, husbands’ reports of financial disagreements
were more strongly related to divorce than wives’ reports of
financial disagreements (Dew et al. 2012). The authors of
this particular study concluded that such differences—seemingly signaling the greater saliency of finances for husbands
as compared to wives—could be attributed to the fact that,
due to historical and cultural norms, husbands generally have
greater power over finances than wives. Similarly, the findings of other studies have indicated that husbands’ reports of
financial disagreements were more strongly related to conflict resolution tactics than wives’ reports (Dew and Dakin
2011). And, when asked to provide a list of important and
problematic topics or issues within their marriages, husbands tended to rank money at a higher position on the list
than their wives (Papp et al. 2009).

The Role of Childhood Financial Socialization
One possible explanation for the unique intensity of financial disagreements is the taboo nature of discussions about
money (Solheim et al. 2011). Many college students, when
reflecting on their upbringing, indicated that they learned,
or had been taught, that money was a “secret, private matter” (p. 106). At the extreme, some students reported that
their parents had implied that discussions about finances
were inappropriate, even among spouses. This type of taboo
stigmatization inhibits children from learning skills, scripts,
or models with which they can engage in healthy financial
discussions.
Social learning theory posits that children learn by
observing and mimicking the behaviors of those who are
like them, those who are high in status, and those who are
nurturing (Grusec and Hastings 2014). Although many individuals can function as socializers, including romantic partners (Curran et al. 2018; Serido et al. 2015), family finance
scholars recognize parents as “primary” socializers (Serido
and Deenanath 2016). This status is afforded to parents due
to biological predispositions, societal expectations, the conventional proximity of a parent to their child, and parental
control over children’s material and economic resources
(Gudmunson and Danes 2011, p. 646). Consequently, a
substantial body of literature has examined the nature of
childhood financial socialization, focusing on parents, and
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its relation to financial behaviors and attitudes through adulthood (for a review see Gudmunson and Danes 2011). This
perspective, financial socialization, adapted social learning
theory to explain this nuanced, specific phenomenon: the
transfer of financial behaviors and attitudes.
Childhood financial socialization is defined broadly in
this literature. In a thorough review on family financial
socialization, Gudmunson and Danes (2011) posed the following as the “spearhead” definition: “processes by which
young people acquire skills, knowledge, and attitudes relevant to their functioning as consumers in the marketplace”
(Ward 1974, p.2). This definition does not include specific
age criteria. However, for the purpose of this study, we
focus on children, defining a “child” as any individual who
is under the age of 18. The aforementioned definition of
financial socialization refers to both implicit and explicit (or
purposive) socialization: an important distinction that has
been made in past literature (Gudmunson and Danes 2011;
LeBaron et al. 2018c).
Implicit financial socialization, or role-modeling, has
been noted as likely the most prevalent form of socialization
(Serido and Deenanath 2016). The term is used to describe
parents who model certain financial behaviors without intentionally teaching these behaviors or skills to their children.
Examples of implicit financial socialization include parents
demonstrably working for money, avoiding debt, or budgeting. For example, a respondent in one qualitative study
described the experience of watching her mother input grocery receipts, among other things, into a Microsoft Excel
spreadsheet daily in order to ensure that she adhered to her
budget (Rosa et al. 2018). The respondent asserted that her
mother had never deliberately drawn her daughter’s attention to the spreadsheet or explicitly discussed or taught her
how to budget effectively. Nonetheless, through her mother’s
example, the respondent learned how to budget. Similarly,
implicit socialization can also include the example of parents talking to or arguing with each other about finances
without intentionally involving their children in their dispute
(Rosa et al. 2018). In this instance, children learn how to
(mis)manage financial conversations through their parents’
example.
Implicit financial socialization is significantly associated with financial behaviors. Implicit socialization is, for
example, positively and significantly associated with cash
management (e.g., budgeting), credit management (i.e.,
credit card possession, payments, and the avoidance of debt),
capital accumulation (e.g., saving and investment behavior), and general management (e.g., long-term planning and
assessment) (Hibbert et al. 2004; Jorgensen et al. 2017). Furthermore, these associations are relatively strong. Having
parents who fought about money, for example, was more
strongly associated with the number of credit cards college
students’ held than the nature of their work experience, their

level of financial knowledge, and their personal attitudes
towards having and using credit cards (Hancock et al. 2013).
Alternatively, explicit financial socialization refers to
deliberate interactions and discussions between parents and
children about finances. This largely includes family conversations about money, whether initiated by a parent or a
child, and forms of experiential learning such as children
making their own money or creating a budget (LeBaron et al.
2018c). Explicit financial socialization has a significantly
stronger association with financial attitudes and behaviors
than implicit financial socialization (e.g., Jorgensen and
Savla 2010). This is likely because there is a greater risk of
implicit teaching content being misinterpreted (Serido and
Deenanath 2016). Explicit financial socialization has been
significantly linked to an individual’s ownership of financial
assets and their possession of a positive attitude towards
personal finances (Kim and Chatterjee 2013), as well as
their maintenance of higher credit scores and lower levels
of credit-card debt (Grinstein-Weiss et al. 2011; Norvilitis
and MacLean 2010) and a tendency to exhibit saving behaviors and set financial goals (Koonce et al. 2008; Webley and
Nyhus 2006).
With regard to both implicit and explicit socialization,
most studies that have examined childhood financial socialization to date have explored its relationship to children’s
or young adults’ financial behaviors or attitudes (e.g., Hancock et al. 2013; Hibbert et al. 2004; Jorgensen et al. 2017;
Jorgensen and Salva 2010; Kim and Chatterjee 2013). We
argue that childhood financial socialization may be similarly
related to marital outcomes for two major reasons.
First, financial socialization, by its very nature, exposes
children to financial conversations, either deliberately or
through example. Therefore, children who report that they
have experienced financial socialization have, at a minimum, watched other adults discuss finances, thereby normalizing these interactions. Even if only through example,
these types of interactions and forms of modeling can be
powerful (Grusec and Hastings 2014). Explicit socialization
teaches children – to an even greater degree – how to have
purposive conversations about finances; it exposes them
to financial conversations that are not emotionally charged
(LeBaron et al. 2018c, 2020). As such, explicit socialization
affords children with access to models, skills, and scripts
upon which they can draw when navigating financial matters
throughout their lives, including in their marriages.
Second, financial socialization in childhood, especially explicit financial socialization, relates closely to an
individual’s financial competency and stability in adulthood (e.g., Hancock et al. 2013; Jorgensen et al. 2017).
Therefore, adults who report having experienced financial
socialization in their youth are likely to be in better financial situations than those who do not. Consequently, the
financial discussions that take place within the marriages
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of those who have been effectively financially socialized
in their childhoods are likely to be lower-risk and may lead
to fewer or less intense disagreements.
We acknowledge that it is likely that much of this
association is due to socioeconomic status, in that those
who have a higher socioeconomic status are more likely
to possess considerable financial knowledge and to have
access to a myriad of financial institutions (Johnson and
Sherraden 2007). However, previous studies have not been
able to adequately address this issue. This is, in large part,
because samples have typically been limited to college students (e.g., Hancock et al. 2013; Hibbert et al. 2004; Jorgensen et al. 2017; Jorgensen and Savla 2010; Serido et al.
2015). The data set that we have used in this study enables
us to isolate this association more fully by accounting for
differences in socioeconomic status.

Sample

The Present Study

Measures

Based on our review and interpretation of the existing literature that pertains to family financial socialization theory, we hypothesize that implicit and explicit childhood
financial socialization will be significantly and negatively
associated with marital financial disagreements for both
men and women. We further anticipate that this relationship will be stronger for explicit financial socialization.
Differentiating this study from previous studies on this
topic, we will explore both actor and partner effects. We
will further explore differences in these relationships by
gender.
This study fills an important gap in the literature by
expanding family financial socialization scholarship to the
examination of marital outcomes. Moreover, our use of a
nationally representative data set on newly married couples
allows for a more generalizable examination of childhood
financial socialization.

Dependent Variables

Data and Methods
We used data from the Couple Relationships and Transition
Experiences (CREATE) project: a longitudinal project that
was designed to examine how marital relationships develop
over time (Yorgason et al. 2018). CREATE followed a
nationally representative, random sample of 2,187 newlymarried (married between 2013 and 2015) couples for three
years (2016–2019). CREATE selected their participating
couples by using a two-stage cluster stratification sample
design. The first stage was to sample counties; the second
stage involved sampling newly-married couples within those
counties by using publicly available marriage records.
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We utilized data from Wave 3, the only wave in which
financial disagreement measures were collected. Over the
course of the study, couples dissolved, and some individuals re-coupled. For the purposes of this study, we focused
only on couples who were originally sampled, excluding
new partners (n = 12). Wave 3 included 1,536 couples in
which both of the spouses had completed the questionnaire.
We excluded same-sex couples (n = 63) so that we could
more fully explore the gendered nature of these processes,
matching the approach of previous studies (e.g., Dew et al.
2012), and because we did not have enough same-sex couples to be able to fully explore their variability. However,
we conducted sensitivity analyses which included same-sex
couples; we have described those results below. Our analytic
sample included 1,473 heterosexual couples.

We measured both wives’ and husbands’ reports of financial disagreements by using three survey items. The first
asked respondents, “How often in the last year have you
had open disagreements about money with your spouse?”
with response options 1 = never; 2 = once or twice; 3 = a
few times; 4 = about once a month; 5 = about once a week;
6 = several times a week or more. The second asked, “How
well are you and your spouse able to communicate about
money?” with response options 1 = extremely well; 2 = very
well; 3 = okay; 4 = not very well; 5 = not well at all. And
the third survey item measured how much respondents
agreed with the following statement “Our finances strain
our marriage,” with response options 1 = strongly agree;
2 = agree; 3 = somewhat agree; 4 = neither agree nor disagree; 5 = somewhat disagree; 6 = disagree; 7 = strongly disagree. We reverse coded the third item so that it would match
the other two financial disagreement measures. These three
measurements had high internal reliability (a = 0.77). We
estimated these variables in our SEM model as latent variables separately for husbands and wives in order to create
financial disagreements constructs. We used mean scores to
report descriptive statistics for these variables, as presented
in Table 1.
Primary Independent Variables
We measured financial socialization for husbands and wives.
Respondents were asked, “How would you describe how
finances were communicated in your family?” and had the
following response options 1 = my parents usually argued
about the finances; 2 = my parents explicitly taught me about

Journal of Family and Economic Issues
Table 1  Percentages and Means
of Characteristics of NewlyMarried, Heterosexual Couples,
2018, United States (N = 1,473)

Mean or percent
Husbands

Significantly differenta

2.59

2.54

− 1.97*

26.54
44.59
28.87
29.70
7.20

26.23
48.85
24.92
31.68
9.37

− 0.30
1.97*
− 1.90
− 15.95***
− 2.05*

87.29

77.84

8.47***

68.01
6.95
11.82
13.21
74.07

67.55
8.62
11.56
12.26
92.60

− 0.74
3.66**
− 0.18
− 0.74
− 13.96***

15.41
1.25
53.19
82.47

–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–

Wives
Individual characteristics
Financial disagreements scale (0–6)
Childhood financial socialization
None
Implicit
Explicit
Age
Previously married
Education
Some college or more
Race
White
Black
Latino
Other
Employed
Couple characteristics
Months married at Wave 1
Number of children
Annual household income over $70,000
Joint bank account

Data: Couple Relationships and Transition Experiences (CREATE), Wave 3
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001

a

Determined by paired sample t-tests; t-values reported

finances (e.g., credit cards, debt, budgeting, savings); 3 = we
didn’t talk much about finances but I learned (implicitly)
from their examples; and 4 = I didn’t learn about finances
from my parents implicitly or explicitly. Participants were
permitted to select more than one response. We created a
categorical variable measuring whether respondents had
reported no financial socialization (0), implicit financial
socialization (1), or explicit financial socialization (2). We
have not accounted for whether respondents’ parents usually argued about finances in the presented analysis. We
did, however, include that as a dichotomous control variable
(1 = “parents argued about finances”; 0 = “they did not”) in
sensitivity analyses and substantive results remained similar
to what we have presented in this study (see Table A3 in the
online appendix).
Control Variables
We accounted for individual-level and couple-level characteristics that are likely associated with financial socialization and financial disagreements. We measured the age
of both husbands and wives in years and whether they had
been previously married (1 = had been previously married;
0 = had not been previously married). Further, economic

advantage gives families greater ability to teach and demonstrate financial principles (Gudmunson and Danes 2011).
Therefore, to account for this discrepancy, we accounted
for family advantages. We accounted for the education
(1 = some college or more; 0 = less than some college), race
(1 = White; 2 = Black; 3 = Latino; 4 = other) and employment
status (1 = employed; 0 = not employed) of both husbands
and wives.
In terms of couple characteristics, we controlled for the
number of months for which a couple had been married when
they entered the study, their number of children, and whether
their annual household income was above the median household income for the study (1 = $70,000 or higher; 0 = lower
than $70,000). It was particularly important for us to account
for income. Previous studies have shown that income is
positively and significantly associated with marital outcomes (e.g., Gibson-Davis 2009). Moreover, because past
studies have shown that the sharing of a joint bank account
by spouses is significantly associated with higher levels of
relationship quality – especially for women (e.g., Addo and
Sassler 2010) – we accounted for whether or not couples had
a joint bank account (1 = any bank account is joint; 0 = no
bank account is joint). We measured number of children,
income, and having a joint bank account by using wives’
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reports, rather than husbands’, because husbands’ and wives’
reports were strongly correlated (r > 0.7).
None of the included variables were strongly correlated
(see Table A1 in the online appendix). The most strongly
correlated variables were wives’ and husbands’ reports of
financial disagreements (r = 0.6), race (r = 0.5), education
(r = 0.4) and age (r = 0.6), as well as the ages of wives and
whether or not wives had previously been married (r = 0.3),
and the ages of husbands and whether or not husbands had
previously been married (r = 0.4).

Analytic Strategy
First, we reported descriptive statistics (means and percentages) across all the included variables for husbands and
wives. We then estimated actor-partner interdependence
structural equation models (APIM SEM) in Mplus Version
8 (Muthén and Muthén 2017). We chose this model over
others, like OLS regression, because this model allowed us
to test all paths together in one model (testing more accurately for both actor and partner effects), use latent variables,
account more accurately for measurement error, and assess
model fit (Kenny et al. 2006; Muthén and Muthén 2017).
Our adoption of this approach included two steps. First, we
created models in SEM to examine factor loadings and the
model fit of latent constructs for financial disagreements.
Our dependent variables – namely, financial disagreements
reported by wives and husbands – were the only latent constructs that we used our models to estimate. We tested measurement invariance in financial disagreement across spouses
and the results indicated that no measurement properties
were invariant (Wald test of parameter constraints testing
factor loading invariance = 15.62 (3), p = 0.001). As such,
we did not include any measurement constraints in our later
models.
Second, by using the measurements that we had created
during the first step, we estimated APIM SEM models to
test both actor effects (e.g., wives’ financial socialization on
wives’ reports of financial disagreements) and partner effects
(e.g., husbands’ financial socialization on wives’ reports of
financial disagreements). We estimated both wives’ and husbands’ reports of financial disagreements as dependent variables. No included variable was missing more than 15% of
cases. We accounted for missing data by using the full information maximum likelihood method (FIML) in SEM, which
is comparable to multiple imputation (Newman 2003). FIML
does not include missing cases on model predictors but does
allow missing data on model outcomes. For all models, we
utilized the couple as the unit of analysis, accounted for
couple-level non-independence through covariances across
partner variables, and employed sampling weights. Model
fit for our APIM SEM models fell within acceptable bounds
(Hu and Bentler 1999; χ 2 = 2501.37 (147), p = 0.000;
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Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.95; Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.03 (lower CI = 0.025,
upper CI = 0.035)).

Results
Our descriptive results show that both wives and husbands
reported relatively low levels of financial disagreements (see
Table 1). Wives reported a slightly higher average on the
scale of financial disagreements (2.6) than husbands (2.5),
and this difference was statistically significant (p < 0.05).
In terms of childhood financial socialization, both husbands and wives reported similar levels of having either
experienced no financial socialization or explicit socialization. About one fourth (26%) of both husbands and wives
reported that they had experienced no financial socialization,
whereas about 29% of wives and 25% of husbands reported
having experienced explicit financial socialization. Alternatively, more husbands (49%) than wives (45%) reported
having implicitly been financially socialized by, or through,
their parents. This difference was statistically significant
(p < 0.05).
We also found notable demographic differences between
husbands and wives. For example, husbands were significantly older than wives, on average (the mean age for husbands was 32 years old while it was 30 years old for wives)
and were more likely to have been previously married than
wives (9% of husbands had been married before versus
7% of wives). Wives were, in contrast, more likely to have
undertaken some college education than husbands (87% of
wives versus 78% of husbands), and this difference was statistically significant (p < 0.001). Our findings regarding race
were very similar for husbands and wives – most respondents (about 68% of both husbands and wives) were white,
about 12% were Latino, and 13% identified as another race.
The only statistically significant difference that we found
between husbands and wives was among Black respondents; 7% of wives were Black in comparison to 9% of husbands. Unsurprisingly, husbands were more often employed
(93%) than wives (74%). On average, at the time of first
entering the survey, couples had been married for approximately 15 months and had one child. Around 82% of couples
reported having at least one joint bank account.
Our APIM SEM results unambiguously supported our
hypotheses that childhood financial socialization would
be significantly and negatively related to marital financial
disagreements. Both implicit and explicit forms of childhood financial socialization were significantly and negatively associated with reported marital financial disagreements for men and women (see Fig. 1). In Fig. 1, we present
standardized coefficients from the full model. Wives who
reported implicit (b = −0.08) or explicit (b = −0.11) financial
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Fig. 1  Actor-Partner interdependence structural equation
model (APIMSEM) of Wives’
and Husbands reports of financial disagreements and financial
socialization (N = 1,473)

socialization scored significantly lower on the scale of financial disagreements than wives who reported no financial
socialization; these relationships were statistically significant (p < 0.05). This means that women who experienced
implicit financial socialization scored 0.08 standard deviations lower, and women who experienced explicit financial
socialization scored 0.11 standard deviations lower, on the
six-point financial disagreements scale when compared with
women who reported having experienced no financial socialization whatsoever, notable differences. Similarly, husbands
who reported implicit (b = −0.09) or explicit (b = −0.12)
financial socialization scored significantly lower on the
marital financial disagreements scale when compared with
husbands who reported no financial socialization; these relationships were statistically significant (p < 0.05).
We further hypothesized that explicit socialization would
be more strongly related to marital financial disagreements
than implicit socialization. This hypothesis was supported by
the reports of wives, but, interestingly, not by those of husbands. The standardized coefficient for explicit socialization
(b =  − 0.11) was larger than that for implicit socialization
(b =  − 0.08) for wives; this difference was statistically significant according to a post-estimation Wald test (p < 0.01).
Explicit socialization, therefore, has a stronger association
than implicit socialization for women’s reports of marital financial disagreements. As with the results for wives,
husbands’ explicit socialization had a larger association

(b =  − 0.12) than implicit socialization (b =  − 0.09) with
husbands’ reports of financial disagreements. However,
this difference was not statistically significant according to
a post-estimation Wald test.
We also found evidence of partner effects. Generally,
spouses’ childhood financial socialization was significantly
and negatively related to reports of marital financial disagreements, independent of the respondents’ own childhood
financial socialization. For wives, husbands’ explicit financial socialization was significantly related to lower scores
on the scale of financial disagreements when compared
with those of wives whose husbands reported no financial
socialization (b =  − 0.11, p < 0.001). This means that women
whose husbands had experienced explicit childhood financial socialization scored 0.11 standard deviations lower on
the scale of financial disagreements than women whose
husbands had reported no financial disagreements. However, husbands’ reports of implicit financial socialization
had a non-significant relationship with wives’ reports of
financial disagreements. For husbands, both wives’ implicit
(b =  − 0.10) and explicit (b =  − 0.20) financial socialization
were significantly related to husbands’ reports of financial
disagreements (p < 0.05).
We found that both the respondents’ own financial socialization and that of their partners were significant and notable
when predicting marital financial disagreements. However,
we did not find that one was more strongly associated with
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financial disagreements than the other. Although wives’
explicit childhood financial socialization (b =  − 0.20) had a
larger standardized coefficient than husbands’ own financial
socialization (b =  − 0.12), over one and a half times larger,
when predicting husbands’ reports of marital financial
disagreements, these differences were not statistically significant according to post-estimation Wald tests. Similarly,
husbands’ financial socialization related equally to wives’
reports of marital financial disagreements when compared
with wives’ own financial socialization.

Several control variables were significantly associated
with reported marital financial disagreements for men and
women (see Table 2). For women, having attended at least
some college was significantly and positively associated
with reported marital financial disagreements, net of other
covariates (b = 0.09, p < 0.05). Further, having a husband
who reported having some college or more (b =  − 0.14,
p = 0.001), having an annual household income of over
$70,000 (b =  − 0.09, p = 0.02), and having a joint bank
account with their husband (b =  − 0.14, p = 0.001) were

Table 2  APIM SEM Predicting Financial Disagreements among Newly-Married, Heterosexual Couples, 2018, United States (N = 1,473)

Childhood financial socialization
None (reference)
Implicit
Explicit
Age
Previously married
Some college or more
Race
White (reference)
Black
Latino
Other
Employed
Spouse characteristics
Childhood financial socialization
None (reference)
Implicit
Explicit
Age
Previously married
Some college or more
Race
White (reference)
Black
Latino
Other
Employed
Couple characteristics
Months married at wave one
Number of children
Annual household income over $70,000
Joint bank account

DV: wives’ reports of financial disagreements

DV: husbands’ reports of financial disagreements

Unstandardized

Standardized

P

Unstandardized

Standardized

p

–
− 0.14 (0.08)
− 0.22 (0.09)
− 0.004 (0.01)
− 0.14 (0.13)
0.20 (0.10)

–
− 0.08
− 0.11
− 0.02
− 0.04
0.09

–
0.02
0.01
0.67
0.26
0.04

–
− 0.16 (0.08)
− 0.22 (0.08)
0.001 (0.01)
− 0.07 (0.10)
− 0.19 (0.08)

–
− 0.09
− 0.12
0.01
− 0.03
− 0.11

–
0.04
0.01
0.87
0.48
0.01

–
0.06 (0.20)
− 0.08 (0.12)
− 0.19 (0.10)
0.08 (0.07)

–
0.02
− 0.03
− 0.07
0.04

–
0.76
0.52
0.06
0.27

–
0.12 (0.18)
0.001 (0.10)
0.06 (0.09)
− 0.06 (0.10)

–
0.04
0.00
0.02
− 0.02

–
0.52
0.10
0.53
0.58

–
− 0.12 (0.08)
− 0.23 (0.09)
0.003 (0.01)
− 0.03 (0.11)
− 0.29 (0.09)

–
− 0.07
− 0.11
0.02
− 0.01
− 0.14

–
0.13
0.01
0.72
0.78
0.001

–
− 0.16 (0.08)
− 0.35 (0.08)
− 0.01 (0.01)
0.05 (0.11)
0.18 (0.09)

–
− 0.10
− 0.20
− 0.05
0.02
0.09

–
0.04
0.00
0.32
0.67
0.04

–
0.02 (0.19)
0.10 (0.13)
0.04 (0.10)
− 0.05 (0.11)

–
0.01
0.04
0.02
− 0.01

–
0.91
0.43
0.68
0.67

–
− 0.12 (0.18)
− 0.12 (0.11)
− 0.23 (0.08)
0.08 (0.07)

–
− 0.04
− 0.06
− 0.10
0.04

–
0.52
0.24
0.01
0.25

− 0.001 (0.01)
0.04 (0.03)
− 0.12
− 0.31 (0.09)

− 0.01
0.05
− 0.09
− 0.14

0.81
0.23
0.02
0.001

− 0.01 (0.01)
0.03 (0.03)
− 0.09 (0.07)
− 0.23 (0.08)

− 0.04
0.05
− 0.06
− 0.11

0.29
0.23
0.17
0.004

Data: Couple Relationships and Transition Experiences (CREATE), Wave 3
Standard errors in parentheses
Model fit: Chi-square = 2501.37 (147), p = 0.000; CFI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.03 (lower CI = 0.025, upper CI = 0.035)
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significantly and negatively associated with reported marital
financial disagreements for women.
For men, having some level of a college education or
higher was significantly associated with lower scores on
the scale of financial disagreements (b =  − 0.11, p = 0.01).
Moreover, having a wife who had some level of a college
or more was positively and significantly associated with
financial disagreements (b = 0.09, p = 0.04). Having a wife
who was of a race or ethnicity other than Black or Latino
was significantly and negatively related to financial disagreements when compared to having a wife who was White
(b = -0.10, p = 0.01). And, similar to women, having a joint
bank account was shown to be significantly and negatively
related to husbands’ reports of marital financial disagreements (b = -0.11, p = 0.004).

Sensitivity Analyses
To ensure confidence in our results, we estimated our presented models under four additional specifications (see the
online Appendix). First, we included same-sex couples
in APIM SEM models and randomly assigned same-sex
partners as “partner one” or “partner two” (see Table A2).
Second, we included respondents’ reports of their parents
arguing about finances as an additional control variable
(1 = parents usually argued about finances; 0 = parents did
not usually argue about finances) to partially account for the
quality or tone of the financial socialization (see Table A3).
Third, we included a measure of the frequency of financial
disagreements as the dependent variable rather than a scale.
Here, we used responses to the question “How often in the
last year have you had open disagreements about money
with your spouse?”, with the following response options
1 = never; 2 = once or twice; 3 = a few times; 4 = about once
a month; 5 = about once a week; 6 = several times a week
or more (see Table A4). Fourth, we included a measure of
the quality of communication as a dependent variable rather
than a scale (see Table A5). In doing so, we used responses
to the question “How well are you and your spouse able
to communicate about money?”, with response options
1 = extremely well; 2 = very well; 3 = okay; 4 = not very well;
5 = not well at all.
Specifications 1, 2, and 4 garnered nearly substantively
identical results when compared to the presented findings.
The only major difference between these specifications and
the presented results is that partner one’s implicit financial
socialization was no longer significant in predicting their
own reports of financial disagreements when including
same-sex couples (specification 1) or measuring the quality
of communication about finances (specification 4). Notably,
the control variable indicating whether respondents’ parents
fought about finances was not significantly predictive of

either of the partners’ reports of financial disagreements.
This may be because this variability had already been captured when we measured implicit financial socialization.
The results were different when we estimated a model
using a measure of the frequency of financial disagreements
as the dependent variable (see Table A4). In this specification, financial socialization was not significantly related to
women’s or men’s reports of marital financial disagreements,
regardless of whether it was implicit or explicit. Only one
finding remained significant under this specification: wives’
explicit financial socialization (b = −0.13, p < 0.01) was
negatively and significantly related to husbands’ reports of
the frequency of financial disagreements. The lack of findings under this specification may relate to the multidimensional nature of financial disagreements. Perhaps financial
socialization is not related to the frequency of disagreements
because those who are financially socialized are more willing to discuss, rather than avoid, financial topics, increasing their exposure to disagreements. Meanwhile, those who
have not been financially socialized may avoid discussing
these topics where possible but disagree with their spouses
more often when they arise in conversation. This interpretation is further supported by the significant results that we
obtained by using quality of communication about finances
as the dependent variable. The ways in which couples discuss finances – rather than how often they disagree about
finances – appear to be particularly salient in the context of
financial socialization.

Discussion
Using data from a nationally representative study of newlymarried couples in the United States, we examined the
relationship between childhood financial socialization and
marital financial disagreements. Although other studies
have examined the role of childhood financial socialization
among other behaviors and attitudes in childhood and adulthood (for a review, see Gudmunson and Danes 2011), this
was the first known study to examine the role of childhood
financial socialization in marriage.
Our study has served to deepen understanding about
childhood financial socialization, offering several important
findings. First, we found that childhood financial socialization was significantly and negatively related to marital
financial disagreements for both men and women. Financial socialization in childhood may be protective against
marital financial disagreements for several reasons. Most
notably, financial socialization exposes individuals to models and scripts for navigating difficult topics within a marriage. Financial disagreements have been found to be “more
pervasive, problematic, and recurrent, and remained unresolved” more often than other forms of disagreements (e.g.,
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Papp et al. 2009, p. 91) and elicit poorer conflict resolution tactics when compared to most other types of marital
disagreements (Dew and Dakin 2011). Therefore, children
may heavily benefit from exposure to the models and skills
that are taught through financial socialization. Furthermore,
financial socialization in childhood is related to advantageous financial behaviors in adulthood (e.g., Hancock et al.
2013; Jorgensen et al. 2017). Consequently, we contend that
an individual who has encountered financial socialization in
some form is more likely to find themselves in better financial contexts in the future in which disagreements are less
likely to occur.
Second, we found that, although both implicit and
explicit financial socialization were negatively associated
with financial disagreements, explicit financial socialization was more strongly related to financial disagreements
than implicit financial socialization for women. Previous
research has highlighted the importance of both forms of
financial socialization (Gudmunson and Danes 2011). However, our study provides quantitative evidence that explicit
financial socialization is especially important. This may be
because explicit financial socialization is more likely to be
positive and healthy. When parents deliberately teach their
children about finance, these conversations are often calm
and can even provide opportunities for bonding (LeBaron
et al. 2018c).
Alternatively, implicit financial socialization experiences
can be much more varied and can often involve children
picking up on negative, unhealthy, and unintentional messages from their parents (LeBaron et al. 2018a; Solheim
et al. 2011). Moreover, explicit teaching invites children into
financial conversations, thereby increasing their experiences
in discussing important matters as well as improving their
communication skills. This finding has several policy implications as programs can teach parents how to effectively
and intentionally teach their children financial skills. Our
findings imply that this type of training would not only help
children to learn to be more financially savvy but would
also improve the quality of their marriages when they reach
adulthood.
Third, we found evidence of partner effects. For both
women and men, their spouses’ explicit financial socialization was significantly and negatively associated with
reported marital disagreements, independently of the
respondent’s own financial socialization. These results suggest that spouses’ levels of skill and comfort in discussing
finances are especially impactful. Understanding these partner effects and their mechanisms would constitute a fruitful
area for future research.
Notably, we found minimal gender differences. Money
is closely associated with gendered norms (Cherlin 2014;
LeBaron et al. 2018b). Although women have been entering
the workforce in large numbers since the 1960s (England
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2010), the breadwinner model remains salient and stubbornly pervasive (e.g., Cherlin 2014). Supporting this view,
previous studies have found that marital financial disagreements are particularly significant for husbands (Dew et al.
2012). In fact, financial disagreements were the only type
of disagreement that could reliably predict divorce among
husbands, whereas several types of disagreements (i.e., sex
and finances) predicted divorce among wives (Dew et al.
2012). In contrast, our results were substantively similar for
men and women. Perhaps this is because financial socialization is associated with ‘gender-neutral’ aspects of financial
communication within marriages but does not change the
perceived meaning of these arguments after the fact. Perhaps
it is the post-argument meaning that is gendered and especially meaningful for men. We conclude that parents should
explicitly teach all of their children about finance, regardless
of their child’s gender.
Our results have several implications for both research
and policy. Our findings point to the important role that
financial socialization plays in marital contexts. Future studies would benefit from undertaking systematic examinations
of the impact of financial socialization in childhood on marital processes and outcomes. Moreover, our results suggest
that encouraging and supporting financial socialization can
weaken the documented weight of financial disagreements
or conflict within marriages (e.g., Amato and Rogers 1997;
Britt and Huston 2012; Dew and Dakin 2011; Dew et al.
2012; Gudmunson et al. 2007; Hill et al. 2017). Furthermore, our findings highlight the important role of explicit
financial socialization. These results suggest that children
would benefit from efforts (e.g., parenting programs) that
teach and encourage parents to directly and purposively discuss finances with their children.
Our study is not without limitations. Most notably, we are
limited by the ambiguity in our financial socialization measure. Respondents could select any number of boxes from the
four available response categories – “no financial socialization”; “parents fought about finances”; “implicit learning”; and “explicit learning” – and this could, in turn, have
clouded the results. For example, implicit financial socialization does not necessarily denote explicit financial socialization. Conversely, participants who experienced explicit
financial socialization likely also experienced implicit financial socialization (Gudmunson and Danes 2011). We, like
past scholars (e.g., LeBaron et al., in press), see this as a
meaningful direction for future research: the development
of clearer, more nuanced measures of childhood financial
socialization.
Further, our study cannot account for the quality of the
financial socialization that our respondents experienced.
Parents may directly teach their children ineffective or
unhealthy financial skills. Alternatively, and, likely, more
frequently, parents may set a less-than-ideal example for
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their children to follow. The CREATE data set does not provide the information that we would need to be able to parse
out such nuance. Finally, because measurement invariance
was not established between husbands and wives on financial disagreement latent variables, we cannot know if the
structural differences that we observed were due to construct
associations or measurement differences. Individuals who
undertake future research into this area should explore the
ways in which financial disagreements may be measured
differently among husbands versus wives and how such
differences may impact the relationships between financial
socialization and marital financial disagreements.
Despite these limitations, this study provides a first step
toward exploring the connections between financial socialization in childhood and marital processes. Our study points
to the importance of financial socialization for spousal interactions; as such, we argue that the further examination of
these relationships is an important area for future research.
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