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Why do women have higher inflation expectations?

An empirical fact whose causes matter for (a) women’s investment for retirement and (b) effectiveness of monetary policy communication
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2. Empirics

Bundesbank Online Panel (BOP-HH) FRBNY Survey of Consumer Expectations (SCE) Michigan Survey of Consumers (MSC)

Timing: April 2020-September 2022 Timing: June 2013-November 2020 Timing: June 1978-December 2022

Participants: 2.000 German households/month Participants: 1.200 US households/month Participants: 500 US households/month

1., Inflation” qualitatively (5 point scale), quantitatively and pro- 1. ,Inflation” qualitatively (3 point scale), quantitatively and proba- 1. ,Prices in general“ qualitatively (3 point scale) and quantita-
babilistically + short definition bilistically tively (probing if expectation >5%)

2. Financial literacy test in January 2022 2. Financial literacy test

3. Grocery shopping since April 2021

Mechanism: Gender Gaps in Financial Literacy Key Result: Financial Literacy and Experience Robustness
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Observation 2.1: The gender gap in inflation Observation
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Observation 2.4: The magnitude of the gender

gap is unresponsive to the size of food price in-

Result: Grocery shopping increases inflation ex- Aation rela-
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