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Changing Patterns in Household Ownership of Municipal Debt: 

Evidence from the 1989–2022 Surveys of Consumer Finances 

Abstract 

The ownership structure of municipal debt has changed significantly since 1989, with ownership 

becoming concentrated in a smaller number of households over time. According to the Federal 

Reserve Board’s Surveys of Consumer Finances, the share of households holding any municipal 

debt fell from 4.6 percent to 2.3 percent between 1989 and 2022. The share of total debt held by 

the wealthiest 0.5 percent of households rose from 24 percent to 51 percent over the same period. 

These changes have coincided with the growth of tax-deferred retirement investment accounts 

such as 401(k) plans as a primary location for household investing.  Municipal bonds, which pay 

tax-exempt interest, are almost never held inside these tax-deferred accounts. These changing 

patterns of ownership may have implications for the political economy of the municipal bond 

market. 
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Municipal bonds have been an extremely safe investment, with the annual default rate for 

rated municipal issuers averaging 0.02 percent during 1970-2022 (Moody’s, 2023). By way of 

comparison, the annual default rate on the rated corporate issuers during this period was 1.69 

percent. This high credit quality and the municipal tax exemption have made municipal bonds an 

attractive investment for many households, and direct household investment has been an 

important part of the ownership structure of municipal debt.  

Figure 1 shows the ownership profile, by sector, of municipal bonds, corporate bonds, 

and US Treasury securities in 2025, using data from the Federal Reserve Board’s “Financial 

Accounts of the United States”. The household sector, as defined in these data, accounts for 

almost half of the municipal bond market, and holdings via mutual funds and exchange-traded 

funds are another quarter of the market.   

Figure 1 here 

But over the period since 1989, the breadth of direct household ownership of municipal 

bonds has fallen significantly. This pattern is not visible in aggregate statistics, which show a 

consistently high overall household ownership share. In this paper, we use household data from 

the 1989 through 2022 Surveys of Consumer Finances to investigate changes in the patterns of 

municipal debt ownership. A clear picture emerges from these survey-based data: the share of 

households holding municipal bonds has shrunk over time, and holdings have become 

increasingly concentrated among wealthy households. As Figure 2 shows, the share of 

households holding any municipal debt fell from 4.6 percent to 2.3 percent over these 33 years, 

and as Figure 3 shows, the total share of debt held by the wealthiest 0.5 percent of households 

rose from 24 to 51 percent. 



 

Figure 2 here 

Figure 3 here   

Municipal bonds are unusual among financial assets in seeing this degree of increase in 

ownership concentration over this period. The share of households owning any stock has risen 

from 27.3 percent to 42.7 percent since 1989, and the share of households owning any non-

municipal bonds has risen from 45.3 percent to 46.8 percent.  

Over this period, the location of household savings has also shifted toward tax-deferred 

accounts such as 401(k)s, 403(b)s, and IRAs. Because municipal bonds are typically tax-exempt, 

they tend in equilibrium to pay pre-tax yields below the pre-tax yields of otherwise comparable 

taxable investments. The tax exemption and resultant lower pre-tax yields mean that tax-exempt 

bonds are an unusual and generally inappropriate asset for tax-deferred accounts. The declining 

share of households holding municipal debt has coincided with a shift in household portfolios 

toward accounts that are ill-suited to tax-exempt assets like municipal bonds.  

When we fit empirical models explaining the determinants of the household decision to 

hold bonds, we find that the household attributes correlated with municipal debt ownership have 

changed over time. In 1989, family income was a very strong predictor of ownership of 

municipal bonds, as was a household’s estimated marginal tax rate. The relative predictive power 

of net worth and income has changed over time: by the end of the period we study, net worth had 

become a much stronger predictor of ownership. Across all surveys, the share of household 

financial assets held in tax-deferred accounts has been a dominant predictor of whether a 

household holds municipal bonds.     



 

Breadth of ownership is important for many reasons; among these reasons, municipal 

credit quality and breadth of ownership may be related. To the extent that repayment of 

municipal debt is based in part on the political will of the issuer to repay, a broad base of holders 

who are directly exposed to an issuer’s municipal debt creates a constituency that can be counted 

upon to support repayment. The relatively high credit quality of municipal bonds is based on 

issuers' political will to make hard choices that lead to debt repayment.  

Another area of potential concern, and one where politics matter, has been the municipal 

tax exemption. Tracing the economic effect of the tax exemption through the economy is a 

complex exercise, and economic theory shows that the net cost of a tax (or benefit of a subsidy) 

is not necessarily borne by the person who directly pays the tax. Recent work (Galper et al. 

2014) has suggested that some households that don’t own municipal bonds benefit from the tax 

exemption via the exemption’s effect of subsidizing the provision of public sector goods and 

services.  Even so, a declining share of households that hold municipal bonds and perceive 

themselves as benefiting from the tax exemption may place the municipal tax exemption on a 

shakier political foundation.    

Our paper has four sections.  The first section describes the Surveys of Consumer 

Finances.  The second section describes patterns of municipal debt ownership. A third section 

fits probit models predicting household municipal ownership, and a final section concludes.    

1. The Surveys of Consumer Finances 

The Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF) is a survey of US households, conducted every 

three years by the Federal Reserve Board, in cooperation with the Internal Revenue Service. The 

modern incarnation of the survey began in 1983, and the questionnaire and sample design have 



 

been relatively stable since 1989, allowing comparison across surveys in different years.  Since 

that time the survey has been constructed as a repeated cross-section rather than as a panel study 

following the same household across different surveys. The SCF is widely used by academic and 

government researchers studying household portfolio choice and related decisions. SCF data are 

regarded as the most reliable and extensive data on household wealth available for the United 

States (Dettling and Hsu, 2014). 

A key feature of the SCF is the dual-frame sampling design (Kennickell, 2005). The dual-

frame design means that part of the sample comes from an area-probability sample, and a second 

part comes from what is called the ‘list sample.’  The area-probability sample represents about 

2/3 of the total sample, and is constructed through geographically stratified sampling of a 

national sampling frame developed by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) at the 

University of Chicago. The list sample is used to over-sample households likely to be wealthy, 

and is based on a sample of individual tax returns developed by the IRS’s Statistics of Income 

(SOI) Division.   

Over-sampling wealthy households is particularly important given that wealth is 

concentrated in a relatively small number of households. The combination of an area-probability 

sample with a list-sample which over-samples the wealthy means that the SCF can be used to 

investigate both behaviors that are widely distributed in the population (for example use of credit 

cards) and behavior that is more concentrated in the very wealthy (for example ownership of 

stock or mutual funds.) In our context, the sample design means that the same survey is useful 

both for investigating the share of households with municipal debt and for examining the 

structure of municipal debt ownership among the relatively small number of households that own 

municipal bonds.   



 

The SCF is notable for its high level of detail on the disaggregated components of wealth. 

This disaggregation means that the survey is particularly useful for investigating questions about 

household portfolio shares across different assets (Poterba and Samwick, 2003) and can also be 

used to investigate household assets held both inside and outside tax-deferred accounts, such as 

defined contribution pension plans (Bergstresser and Poterba, 2004).  For example, the SCF asks 

questions about both municipal bonds held directly and tax-exempt municipal bond mutual 

funds, a feature we exploit in this work.  The SCF also asks demographic questions, for example, 

household composition, ages, educational status, and occupational and employment status.   

SCF observations come with analysis weights that are intended to specify the number of 

households in the larger population that are similar to the survey household (see Kennickell and 

Woodburn, 1999). These analysis weights can be thought of as the inverse of the probability of a 

household being selected into the sample. The weights allow researchers using the survey to 

address questions such as the distribution of wealth ownership in the population from which the 

survey is drawn, which is the population of US households.   

A key feature of the SCF is the use of multiple imputation for handling nonresponse in 

the survey.  Rubin (1987) provides details on multiple imputation in surveys, and Kennickell 

(1999) describes its use in the SCF. As with any survey, some households in the SCF decline to 

answer certain questions about wealth or income, or provide only a range for a given variable 

rather than a dollar amount. The SCF handles these missing observations using a multiple-

imputation approach, meaning that missing observations are recoded with values based on the 

variable's sampling distribution and the characteristics of the household for which the data are 

missing. This approach is standard practice for using household survey data and minimizes bias 

and statistical inefficiency due to survey nonresponse.  



 

Beyond non-response to individual questions, there is an issue in the SCF (and in any 

survey) with non-response to the entire survey. According to Kennickell (1999), in 1995, 66 

percent of the eligible area-probability sample participated in the survey, which is an astounding 

level of participation given the high level of detail collected by the survey. One explanation for 

the high participation rates is that potential participants receive a letter from the Chairman of the 

Federal Reserve Board describing the importance of the survey and assuring potential 

participants of the confidentiality of their responses.1  Participation rates for the wealthier list 

sample are lower, ranging from 44 percent in the lowest wealth stratum to 13 percent in the 

highest. Adjusting for non-participation involves adjusting sampling weights, a process that is 

made easier in the case of the list sample because at least some information about 

nonparticipating households is available from the Internal Revenue Service. 

Table 1 describes the observations in the 1989-2022 surveys, cutting the data by the 

distribution of household financial assets.  Our measure of financial assets includes checking 

accounts, IRA accounts, CDs, savings accounts, money market accounts, savings bonds, 

publicly-traded stock, bonds, mutual funds, the cash value of whole life insurance, trusts, defined 

contribution pension plans, and a measure of ‘other funds,’ which, according to SCF staff, is 

mostly hedge funds.  Assets excluded from our measure of financial assets include privately-held 

businesses, homes, and other real estate.  

Table 1 here  

The 2022 SCF surveyed 4,595 households, and the multiple-imputation process yields a 

dataset with 22,975 observations. The implied household population from these observations is 

 
1 The Chairman’s letter for the 2013 survey is available at 

http://www.federalreserve.gov/scf/bernankeletter2013.htm.  

http://www.federalreserve.gov/scf/bernankeletter2013.htm


 

131.3 million households, with an average financial asset portfolio of $456,016. Average 

financial assets in the bottom half of the distribution are $6,392, and in the top half-percentile are 

almost $27 million. The finding that wealth has been stagnating at the bottom and rising at the 

very top of the distribution is not new; what is new in our analysis is the decline in the share of 

households that hold any of this asset class.    

2. Patterns of ownership of municipal debt, 1989-2022 

In this section, we investigate patterns of municipal debt ownership using the Surveys of 

Consumer Finances from 1989 through 2022. We find that ownership is becoming more 

concentrated, with a small number of households holding a larger share of the debt.     

Table 2 shows patterns in household ownership of municipal debt, broken out by 

percentiles of total financial assets, between 1989 and 2022. The measure of financial assets used 

to group the sample in the panels of Table 2 includes all financial assets listed above except 

municipal bonds and municipal bond mutual funds. Panel A of the table shows the average 

amount of municipal debt held by group and by year.  The measure of municipal debt used in 

this table aggregates bonds held directly and bonds held indirectly, through tax-exempt mutual 

funds. The average household held $18,000 in municipal bonds in 2022. This calculation 

includes bonds held directly and bonds held through mutual funds.  

Table 2 here 

Panel B of Table 2 shows the share of municipal debt (directly and indirectly) across 

different parts of the wealth distribution (based on financial assets) between 1989 and 2022. In 

1989, households whose non-municipal bond financial assets put them in the top 0.5 percent of 

households also held 23.8 percent of the municipal debt recorded in the survey. By 2022 that 



 

share had grown to 50.7 percent. Panel C shows the implied total amount of municipal debt held; 

these numbers are derived by weighting each observation by the number of households in the 

population it represents. The growth in the concentration of municipal ownership has outpaced 

the growth in the concentration of overall financial assets: the top 0.5 percent of households 

owned 25.5 percent of total financial assets in 1989 and 29.4 percent in 1989.   

Table 3 has two panels: Panel A shows the share of households holding any municipal 

debt, and Panel B shows municipal bond holdings as a share of total household financial assets. 

If Table 2 was focused on the question: “which households are important for the municipal 

market, and how has that changed”, Table 3 focuses on the question “how important are 

municipal bonds for different types of households”.  

Table 3 here  

 The share of households owning municipal bonds fell by half between 1989 and 2022. 

Ownership rates among the top 0.5 percent started at 55.2 percent in 1989 and were at 58.2 

percent by the final survey in 2022. The collapse in overall ownership rates is driven by a decline 

not among the very top but among households that are affluent but that are outside the top 0.5 of 

the distribution of financial assets. The share of households at percentiles 90-95 that own any 

municipal bonds falls from 17.1 percent in 1989 to 7.8 percent in 2022.  

 Panel B of Table 3 shows the declining weight of municipal bonds in these households’ 

portfolios. Municipal debt was 5.1 percent of total financial assets among these 90th-95th 

percentile households in 1989 and 1.9 percent of financial assets in 2022. At the very top of the 

financial assets distribution, the share allocated to municipal bonds stood at 7.7 percent in 1989 

and at 6.8 percent in 2022.   



 

 Table 4 compares the overall ownership rates for a range of assets that the SCF asks 

households about. Municipal bond ownership is in the first column, and the next two columns 

disaggregate holdings into direct and mutual fund shares. The share of households owning any 

municipal bonds (directly or through mutual funds) fell from 4.6 percent to 2.3 percent over the 

period between 1989 to 2022. The share of households that owned municipal bonds directly fell 

from 3.5 percent to 0.6 percent. The share of households owning municipal bonds through 

mutual funds rose between 1989 and 1998, going from 1.5 percent to 3.5 percent, as the locus of 

municipal bond investment shifted from direct holdings to mutual funds. After 1998, the share of 

households that owned municipal bonds through mutual funds also fell, dropping from 3.5 to 1.8 

percent.  

Table 4 here  

 Over the same period, the share of households reporting equity ownership has risen. The 

share of households reporting owning stock directly (rather than through a mutual fund) and 

outside of a tax-deferred account was 16.9 percent in 1989 and 21.0 percent in 2022. The share 

of households reporting any equity ownership, either directly or through a mutual fund, and 

either inside or outside of a tax-deferred account, rose from 32.7 percent in 1989 to 51.6 percent 

in 2022.  

3. Household characteristics and municipal bond ownership, 1989-2022  

In this section, we estimate models for each of our survey years that empirically predict 

ownership of municipal debt using household characteristics. The picture that emerges from this 

analysis is that the most stable and consistent predictor of household ownership of municipal 

debt has been the share of household financial assets held in tax-deferred accounts (TDAs), for 



 

example, IRAs and 401(k)s. Having financial assets in TDAs has been a strong and consistent 

predictor that a household does not own municipal bonds.   

Table 5 shows the results of this analysis. The dependent variable in each regression is a 

dummy variable that equals 1 for households that own municipal bonds, either directly or 

through a mutual fund.  

Table 5 here  

The independent variables that we include in this exercise are the estimated household 

marginal tax rate (MTR), the share of household financial assets located in tax-deferred accounts 

(TDA share) dummy variables for family income level (by percentile), dummy variables for 

household wealth, dummy variables for educational status and age of the household head, a 

dummy variable for married households and female-headed households, and a dummy variable 

indicating the household’s risk tolerance.   

Our marginal tax rate estimate is derived by linking the SCF data to the NBER’s 

TAXSIM tax simulator (Feenberg and Coutts, 1993).  This calculator, when given household 

characteristics and income levels, will return federal marginal tax rates.  We are unable to 

calculate marginal state tax rates because the public-use SCF files lack geographic information 

for the households in the survey. The risk tolerance level is based on a survey question that asks 

households to self-assess their willingness to take risks in exchange for a higher expected return.    

Probit coefficient estimates for a model fit to each year’s data are in the columns, with 

stars that indicate the statistical confidence level of the coefficient, based on confidence intervals 

constructed using bootstrapped standard errors. Approaches to calculating confidence intervals 



 

using SCF data are described in more detail in Montalto and Sung (1996). The SCF data include 

replicate bootstrap weight files which facilitate the bootstrapping approach described above.  

Comparing the coefficient estimates across years, a few clear patterns emerge.  First, the 

relative weight of income versus wealth in determining municipal ownership appears to have 

shifted over time.  In the first year, only the coefficient estimates on the income variables are 

statistically significant.  The coefficient estimates on the wealth variables increase over time.  

Another result is the declining influence of the estimated marginal tax rate.  Coefficient estimates 

are large and significant in the early samples, but smaller and statistically insignificant now.  

The pattern in coefficients on the risk tolerance variable is worth noting.  Households 

reporting that they are in the highest risk tolerance group (those who report being willing to take 

substantial risk for substantial reward) are less likely to own municipal bonds in most of the 

survey years than the omitted category, which is households that are unwilling to take risk.  In 

general, households who rate their risk tolerance as ‘average’ are the most likely to hold 

municipal bonds.   

Finally, the large coefficient on the ‘TDA share,’ or the share of household financial 

assets held through tax-deferred accounts such as 401(k)s, is the main focus of this analysis. The 

TDA share is a strong predictor, in every survey, of the municipal ownership decision.  The 

probit coefficient estimates can be used to calculate (at the means of the observations in the 

sample) a marginal effect of each variable on the probability that the household owns municipal 

debt.  The coefficient estimate, for example, for 2013 implies a marginal effect of -0.22 

percentage points on the probability of owning municipal bonds for a 10 percent change in the 



 

share of wealth held through a tax-deferred account, which is a significant effect on a population 

average municipal ownership rate of 2.4 percent.   

Overall, households who have more assets held through tax-deferred accounts are less likely 

to hold municipal bonds.  The mean household share of assets held in tax-deferred accounts has 

risen over time, and this rise has coincided with a decline in the share of households owning 

municipal debt, particularly among the middle and upper middle classes.   

4. Conclusion 

 

The period since 1989 has seen significant changes in the structure of household 

ownership of municipal debt, with ownership becoming concentrated in a smaller number of 

households over time.   The share of households holding any municipal debt fell from 4.6 percent 

to 2.3 percent between 1989 and 2022.  The share of total debt that is held by the wealthiest 0.5 

percent of households rose from 24 percent to more than half percent over the same period.  The 

drop in direct ownership of municipal bonds has been particularly sharp, but rates of household 

ownership through mutual funds have fallen as well.   

Ownership of debt matters because municipal debt markets depend on democratic 

processes.  In the sovereign and sub-sovereign debt context, repayment depends on the political 

will of the borrower to repay.  A large literature, including Bulow and Rogoff (1989), considers 

the mystery of sovereign debt repayment given the apparently weak tools that creditors have to 

enforce their claims.  Recent work by Guembel and Sussman (2009) has highlighted the 

importance of the fact that sovereign debt is often held internally, and by voters.  In the political 

economy equilibrium, these voter/creditors create an important constituency that can be counted 

on to support debt repayment.  This analysis for sovereign borrowers also applies to municipal 



 

issuers in the United States – ownership of debt by voters affects the political will of borrowers 

to repay, and may also affect the prospects for a continued tax exemption for municipal interest.  

From that perspective, declining household municipal bond ownership rates may be cause for 

concern for this market.   
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Figures 

Figure 1. Shares of asset categories held by different investor types, 2025 

Source: Federal Reserve Board Z.1 report, data from 2025. 
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Figure 2. Share of households owning municipal debt, 1989–2022 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Source: Federal Reserve Board Survey of Consumer Finances. 
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Figure 3. Share of municipal debt held by different wealth groups, 1989–2022 

 

 
 

 

Source: Federal Reserve Board Survey of Consumer Finances. 
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By percentiles of fin. assets 2022 2019 2016 2013 2010 2007
0–50 (Count) 9,541 11,488               12,749               12,540               14,122               8,099 

Weight-implied population 65,668               64,360               63,002               61,336               58,818               58,063               
Average financial assets 6,392 4,678 4,279 3,459 3,837 5,770 

50–75 (Count) 4,163 5,804 6,455 6,195 6,600 4,177 
  Weight-implied population 32,817               32,128               31,497               30,566               29,391               29,040               
  Average financial assets 88,464               64,623               68,902               57,031               55,696               74,342               
75–90 (Count) 3,317 4,197 4,780 4,406 4,686 3,028 
  Weight-implied population 19,695               19,301               18,888               18,378               17,642               17,413               
  Average financial assets 425,447             310,472             319,757             270,626             251,256             281,121             
90–95 (Count) 1,477 1,956 2,061 1,893 1,973 1,431 
  Weight-implied population 6,567 6,432 6,307 6,124 5,879 5,806 
  Average financial assets 1,183,285          942,050             938,490             736,838             733,305             692,989             
95–99 (Count) 2,100 2,550 2,466 2,484 2,327 2,387 
  Weight-implied population 5,252 5,136 5,029 4,901 4,707 4,641 
  Average financial assets 3,292,280          2,720,724          2,590,927          1,987,647          1,970,465          1,849,930          
99–99.5 (Count) 534 646 581 545 557 629 
  Weight-implied population 654 643 631 612 586 582 
  Average financial assets 8,445,228          7,783,036          7,858,831          5,768,359          5,108,661          5,389,038          
99.5–100 (Count) 1,843 2,244 2,148 2,012 2,145 2,339 
  Weight-implied population 653 642 628 612 587 578 
  Average financial assets 26,927,163        21,631,232        22,174,111        16,230,054        14,259,472        16,553,948        
All households (Count) 22,975               28,885               31,240               30,075               32,410               22,090               
  Underlying observation count 4,595 5,777 6,248 6,015 6,482 4,418 
  Weight-implied population 131,306             128,642             125,982             122,530             117,609             116,122             
  Average financial assets 456,016             367,732             367,616             282,821             265,605             281,671             
Source: Authors' analysis of the Survey of Consumer Finances, years indicated. 

Observation count, implied population weight, and average level of financial assets by year and by level of financial assets. Weight-implied 
population (reported in thousands) uses household sampling weights to calculate implied number of households in the sample population, 
which is the sample of US households.  All dollar figures adjusted to 2022 equivalents using CPI-U price index. Measure of financial assets 
includes municipal bonds.

Tables 
Table 1.  Summary of sample, 1989–2022 Surveys of Consumer Finances (by financial asset percentile)



By percentiles of fin. assets 2004 2001 1998 1995 1992 1989

0–50 (Count) 8,654 8,550 8,240 7,737 7,117 5,506 

Weight-implied population 56,060 53,336 51,300 49,508 47,961 46,582 

Average financial assets 5,168 7,177 6,345 4,134 3,655 3,717 

50–75 (Count) 4,460 4,337 4,137 4,138 3,701 3,179 

Weight-implied population 28,029 26,537 25,629 24,759 23,982 23,203 

Average financial assets 70,302 84,656 72,289 47,440 43,526 41,986 

75–90 (Count) 3,015 2,999 2,996 3,115 2,776 2,578 

Weight-implied population 16,842 15,975 15,368 14,844 14,385 13,946 

Average financial assets 290,893 323,196 250,120 167,839 164,136 159,617 

90–95 (Count) 1,450 1,375 1,401 1,529 1,342 1,106 

Weight-implied population 5,597 5,327 5,127 4,951 4,793 4,642 

Average financial assets 737,807 817,825 562,278 410,147 386,162 405,894 

95–99 (Count) 2,080 2,143 2,185 2,234 1,998 1,626 

Weight-implied population 4,460 4,258 4,102 3,959 3,841 3,729 

Average financial assets 1,681,146          1,899,567          1,485,347          1,016,095          918,429 999,769 

99–99.5 (Count) 761 732 597 706 567 448 

Weight-implied population 572 533 512 495 476 454 

Average financial assets 4,810,361          5,415,263          4,188,057          2,659,454          2,375,382          2,568,302          

2,175 2,074 1,969 2,036 2,029 1,272 

549 530 511 495 479 465 

15,273,885        16,822,139        13,383,031        10,353,939        6,641,604          7,477,735          

99.5–100 (Count)

  Weight-implied population 
  Average financial assets 
All households (Count) 22,595 22,210 21,525 21,495 19,530 15,715 

  Underlying observation count 4,519 4,442 4,305 4,299 3,906 3,143 

  Weight-implied population 112,109 106,496 102,549 99,010 95,918 93,020 

  Average financial assets 266,930 300,891 233,855 165,255 138,371 146,505 

Source: Authors' analysis of the Survey of Consumer Finances, years indicated. 

Table 1, continued.  Summary of sample, 1989–2022 Surveys of Consumer Finances (by financial asset percentile)

Observation count, implied population weight, and average level of financial assets by year and by level of financial assets. Weight-implied 

population (reported in thousands) uses household sampling weights to calculate implied number of households in the sample population, 

which is the sample of US households.  All dollar figures adjusted to 2022 equivalents using CPI-U price index. Measure of financial assets 

includes municipal bonds.



Financial 

asset 

percentile 2022 2019 2016 2013 2010 2007

0–50 - 0.1 0.1 - 0.1 - 

50–75 5.4 0.3 2.5 1.2 0.8 1.0 

76–90 6.6 4.5 7.3 1.7 5.2 6.1 

90–95 22.2 10.3 16.7 22.8 19.9 15.7 

95–99 78.9 112.1 131.0 96.0 134.4 121.1 

456.9 554.4 639.6 370.3 382.8 369.6 

1,827.1          1,550.3          1,888.3          1,079.9          1,388.1          1,527.9          

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
All 18.0 16.3 20.4 12.8 16.2 16.3 

Financial 

asset 

percentile 2022 2019 2016 2013 2010 2007

0–50 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%

50–75 7.5% 0.4% 3.0% 2.3% 1.3% 1.6%

76–90 5.5% 4.2% 5.4% 2.0% 4.8% 5.6%

90–95 6.2% 3.2% 4.1% 8.9% 6.1% 4.9%

95–99 17.6% 27.5% 25.6% 30.1% 33.1% 29.6%

12.6% 17.1% 15.7% 14.6% 11.8% 11.3%

50.7% 47.3% 46.0% 42.0% 42.6% 46.9%

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
all 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Financial 

asset 

percentile 2022 2019 2016 2013 2010 2007

0–50 0.2 7.1 3.5 1.4 3.5 2.8 

50–75 176.7 9.4 77.8 35.5 24.3 30.1 

76–90 129.1 87.4 138.6 31.7 92.5 106.4 

90–95 145.6 66.3 104.8 139.4 117.1 91.8 

95–99 414.6 576.6 659.6 470.4 631.9 559.8 

297.5 358.2 404.3 228.5 225.6 213.1 

1,197.8          992.1 1,184.6          656.6 813.0 886.5 

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
all 2,361.6          2,097.2          2,573.4          1,563.5          1,907.9          1,890.5          

Table 2.  Household holdings of municipal bonds (direct and indirect), 1989–2022 Surveys of

Consumer Finances

Tables based on 1989 through 2022 Surveys of Consumer Finances, conducted by Federal Reserve 

Board.  Measure of financial assets used to group households includes all financial assets, including 

retirement accounts, but does not include municipal bonds.  Municipal bond values in this table include 

both bonds held directly and bonds held indirectly through mutual funds.  Dollar values are in 2022-

equivalent dollars, calculated using CPI-U

Panel A: Average holdings of municipal bonds (direct and indirect), by percentiles of financial assets 

(2013-equivalent dollars, in thousands)

Panel B: Share held by group (divided by financial asset levels) as percent of total household holdings

Panel C: Total implied amount held, by percentiles of financial assets (2013-equivalent dollars, in billions)



Financial 

asset 

percentile 2004 2001 1998 1995 1992 1989

0–50 0.3 - 0.1 0.1 0.1 - 

50–75 0.4 1.0 1.8 0.7 1.9 1.2 

76–90 7.0 11.4 6.2 3.0 4.2 8.6 

90–95 18.8 28.3 29.6 16.3 27.8 20.9 

95–99 84.0 95.1 54.9 60.2 91.2 96.4 

448.6 413.4 235.2 404.0 245.8 457.6 

1,288.3          1,157.3          754.5 887.2 617.6 548.5 

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
All 14.3 15.0 10.0 10.3 10.5 11.5 

Financial 

asset 

percentile 2004 2001 1998 1995 1992 1989

0–50 1.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.1%

50–75 0.7% 1.6% 4.4% 1.8% 4.6% 2.7%

76–90 7.4% 11.3% 9.3% 4.3% 6.0% 11.1%

90–95 6.6% 9.4% 14.6% 7.9% 13.2% 9.1%

95–99 23.5% 25.3% 21.9% 23.2% 34.8% 33.4%

15.7% 13.8% 11.7% 19.5% 11.8% 19.8%

45.0% 38.4% 37.5% 42.9% 29.2% 23.8%

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
all 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Financial 

asset 

percentile 2004 2001 1998 1995 1992 1989

0–50 18.4 2.4 5.7 3.6 4.8 0.7 

50–75 10.7 25.6 45.1 18.5 46.3 28.6 

76–90 117.8 181.8 96.0 44.5 60.3 119.3 

90–95 105.3 150.6 150.5 80.9 132.4 97.4 

95–99 376.8 405.3 225.1 237.9 349.7 358.6 

251.7 220.4 120.6 199.9 118.3 212.6 

720.4 615.5 386.1 439.1 294.0 255.0 

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
all 1,601.1          1,601.5          1,029.1          1,024.5          1,005.8          1,072.2          

Panel B: Share held by group (divided by financial asset levels) as percent of total household holdings

Panel C: Total implied amount held, by percentiles of financial assets (2013-equivalent dollars, in billions)

Table 2, continued.  Household holdings of municipal bonds (direct and indirect), 1989–2022 

Surveys of Consumer Finances

Tables based on 1989 through 2022 Surveys of Consumer Finances, conducted by Federal Reserve 

Board.  Measure of financial assets used to group households includes all financial assets, including 

retirement accounts, but does not include municipal bonds.  Municipal bond values in this table include 

both bonds held directly and bonds held indirectly through mutual funds.  Dollar values are in 2022-

equivalent dollars, calculated using CPI-U

Panel A: Average holdings of municipal bonds (direct and indirect), by percentiles of financial assets 

(2013-equivalent dollars, in thousands)



Financial asset 

percentile 2022 2019 2016 2013 2010 2007

0–50 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3%

50–75 1.0% 0.6% 1.1% 0.9% 0.7% 1.2%

75–90 3.1% 2.7% 3.7% 2.6% 2.6% 3.5%

90–95 7.8% 8.2% 7.8% 7.3% 14.6% 9.5%

95–99 16.8% 17.0% 21.1% 21.4% 24.1% 23.1%

42.6% 40.3% 49.9% 46.4% 38.4% 55.4%

58.2% 59.2% 47.0% 46.6% 56.4% 58.0%

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
all 2.3% 2.2% 2.6% 2.4% 2.8% 2.9%

Financial asset 

percentile 2022 2019 2016 2013 2010 2007

0–50 0.1% 2.3% 1.3% 0.6% 1.5% 0.8%

50–75 5.8% 0.5% 3.5% 2.0% 1.5% 1.4%

75–90 1.5% 1.5% 2.3% 0.6% 2.1% 2.2%

90–95 1.9% 1.1% 1.8% 3.0% 2.7% 2.3%

95–99 2.4% 4.1% 5.0% 4.8% 6.7% 6.4%

5.4% 7.1% 8.2% 6.5% 7.5% 7.1%

6.8% 7.3% 8.7% 6.7% 10.0% 9.4%

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
all 3.9% 4.4% 5.6% 4.5% 6.1% 5.8%

Table 3.  Household holdings of municipal bonds (direct and indirect), 1989–2022 Surveys 

of Consumer Finances
Tables based on 1989 through 2022 Surveys of Consumer Finances, conducted by Federal Reserve 

Board.  Measure of financial assets used to group households includes all financial assets, including 

retirement accounts, but does not include municipal bonds.  Municipal bond values in this table include 

both bonds held directly and bonds held indirectly through mutual funds.  Dollar values are in 2022-

equivalent dollars, calculated using CPI-U

Panel A: Percent of households reporting positive holdings of municipal debt (direct and indirect)

Panel B: Household holding of municipal debt (direct and indirect) as a share of total financial assets



Financial asset 

percentile 2004 2001 1998 1995 1992 1989

0–50 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1%

50–75 2.3% 2.8% 3.8% 1.8% 2.2% 2.4%

75–90 5.9% 8.9% 9.6% 7.5% 6.7% 7.0%

90–95 12.5% 16.1% 12.9% 18.3% 19.4% 17.1%

95–99 24.4% 27.4% 25.8% 31.3% 32.2% 35.9%

47.3% 37.8% 41.1% 47.3% 47.0% 64.6%

41.3% 51.9% 51.8% 55.0% 61.7% 55.2%

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
all 3.7% 4.6% 4.8% 4.4% 4.4% 4.6%

Financial asset 

percentile 2004 2001 1998 1995 1992 1989

0–50 5.9% 0.6% 1.7% 1.7% 2.7% 0.4%

50–75 0.5% 1.1% 2.4% 1.5% 4.3% 2.9%

75–90 2.4% 3.5% 2.5% 1.8% 2.5% 5.2%

90–95 2.5% 3.5% 5.1% 3.9% 7.0% 5.1%

95–99 5.0% 5.0% 3.7% 5.9% 9.9% 9.7%

9.3% 7.7% 5.7% 14.4% 10.4% 16.9%

8.7% 7.0% 5.7% 8.8% 9.5% 7.7%

99–99.5 
99.5–100 
all 5.4% 5.0% 4.3% 6.3% 7.6% 7.9%

Tables based on 1989 through 2022 Surveys of Consumer Finances, conducted by Federal Reserve 

Board.  Measure of financial assets used to group households includes all financial assets, including 

retirement accounts, but does not include municipal bonds.  Municipal bond values in this table include 

both bonds held directly and bonds held indirectly through mutual funds.  Dollar values are in 2022-

equivalent dollars, calculated using CPI-U

Panel A: Percent of households reporting positive holdings of municipal debt (direct and indirect)

Panel B: Household holding of municipal debt (direct and indirect) as a share of total financial assets

Table 3, continued.  Household holdings of municipal bonds (direct and indirect), 1989–2022 

Surveys of Consumer Finances



Year

Municipal 

bonds 

   Municipal 

bonds - 

direct 

ownership

   Municipal 

bonds - 

through 

mutual 

funds Any stock

   Stock - 

direct shares 

(outside tax-

deferred)

   Stock - 

equity in 

mutual 

funds 

(outside) Own home

Other real 

estate

Private 

business

2022 2.3% 0.6% 1.8% 51.6% 21.0% 11.2% 66.1% 16.0% 12.2%

2019 2.2% 0.7% 1.6% 46.1% 15.2% 8.8% 64.9% 16.8% 11.5%

2016 2.6% 0.9% 1.9% 45.0% 13.9% 9.6% 63.7% 16.8% 11.1%

2013 2.4% 0.9% 1.6% 42.7% 13.8% 7.7% 65.1% 17.0% 9.9%

2010 2.8% 1.2% 1.9% 43.6% 15.1% 8.1% 67.2% 18.2% 11.9%

2007 2.9% 1.0% 2.1% 46.6% 17.9% 10.6% 68.6% 18.7% 11.6%

2004 3.7% 1.0% 2.9% 46.5% 20.7% 14.1% 69.1% 17.7% 11.2%

2001 4.6% 1.7% 3.2% 51.4% 21.3% 16.7% 67.7% 16.4% 11.6%

1998 4.8% 1.6% 3.5% 48.3% 19.2% 15.2% 66.3% 18.2% 11.2%

1995 4.4% 1.8% 3.0% 40.8% 15.2% 11.3% 64.7% 17.2% 10.9%

1992 4.4% 2.2% 2.8% 36.9% 16.9% 8.3% 63.9% 18.0% 11.3%

1989 4.6% 3.5% 1.5% 32.7% 16.9% 6.0% 63.9% 19.2% 11.4%

Table 4.  Percentages of households holding different assets, 1989–2013 Surveys of Consumer Finances

Tables based on 1989 through 2013 Surveys of Consumer Finances, conducted by Federal Reserve Board.  



Variable

MTR -0.198 -0.379 -0.730 ** -0.257 -0.033 -0.225

TDA share -0.801 *** -0.999 *** -1.123 -0.968 *** -1.130 *** -0.884 ***

  50-75 0.108 0.317 * 0.623 *** -0.256 * 0.259 * -0.031

  75-90 -0.034 0.423 *** 0.546 *** -0.183 0.294 ** 0.202

  90-95 0.233 0.399 * 0.960 *** -0.094 0.243 0.374

  95-99 0.203 0.341 * 0.952 *** -0.004 0.362 ** 0.530 **

  99-99.5 0.079 0.499 ** 1.181 *** 0.076 0.458 *** 0.825 ***

  99.5-100 0.172 0.618 *** 1.190 *** 0.154 0.366 ** 0.987 ***

  50-75 0.662 0.512 0.393 ** 1.841 0.395 ** 0.786

  75-90 1.171 0.96 1.083 *** 2.359 1.033 *** 1.343

  90-95 1.551 1.469 1.399 *** 2.811 1.612 *** 1.533

  95-99 1.935 ** 1.901 * 1.727 *** 3.194 2.006 *** 2.018 **

  99-99.5 2.202 ** 2.315 ** 1.752 *** 3.162 2.358 *** 2.000 **

  99.5-100 2.382 ** 2.271 ** 1.858 *** 3.492 2.478 *** 2.004 **

Education (No HS omitted)

  HS 0.196 -0.143 0.300 0.125 0.025 -0.210

  Some col 0.520 -0.002 0.366 0.014 0.199 0.230

  College 0.460 0.124 0.446 ** 0.320 * 0.496 ** 0.205

  Postgrad 0.676 0.329 0.612 *** 0.509 *** 0.509 ** 0.357 *

Age category (<35 omitted)

35-44 -0.461 ** -0.259 -0.413 ** -0.066 0.357 -0.062

45-64 0.004 0.158 -0.245 0.131 0.392 ** -0.063

65+ 0.097 0.330 -0.063 0.195 0.567 *** 0.190

Married -0.152 0.167 0.117 0.180 -0.102 0.104

Female -0.090 0.382 *** 0.212 0.220 0.000 0.308 **

Risk tolerance group (Low tolerance omitted)

  Highest -0.085 0.125 -0.299 * -0.387 ** -0.327 ** -0.385 **

  High 0.411 * 0.352 *** 0.021 0.174 0.082 -0.117

  Average 0.467 * 0.527 *** 0.103 0.288 *** 0.193 ** -0.001

Constant -3.445 *** -3.662 -3.255 *** -4.381 -3.435 *** -0.303 ***

PseudoR2 0.372 0.424 0.393 0.408 0.461 0.391

Table 5. Municipal bond holding status probit regressions.  1989–2022 SCF.

Figure shows results of probit regressions.  Dependent variable is set to one for households that have 

municipal bonds, either held directly or held indirectly through a mutual fund.  

2007

Family income percentile (0-50th omitted)

Net worth percentile (0-50th omitted)

20102013201620192022



Variable

MTR -0.290 0.141 0.247 0.205 0.803 * 1.106 **

TDA share -0.973 *** -0.987 *** -0.799 *** -0.937 *** -1.079 *** -0.619 ***

  50-75 0.256 0.224 * 0.388 *** 0.290 * 0.403 ** 0.356 *

  75-90 0.342 * 0.323 ** 0.327 ** 0.632 *** 0.549 ** 0.442 **

  90-95 0.546 ** 0.538 *** 0.608 *** 0.641 *** 0.670 *** 0.640 ***

  95-99 0.458 ** 0.495 *** 0.576 *** 0.696 *** 0.889 *** 0.905 ***

  99-99.5 0.569 ** 0.658 *** 0.974 *** 0.762 *** 1.042 *** 1.210 ***

  99.5-100 0.788 *** 0.811 *** 1.115 *** 0.963 *** 1.080 *** 1.222 ***

  50-75 0.401 *** 0.290 * 0.475 *** 0.333 ** 0.665 0.410

  75-90 0.824 *** 0.749 *** 0.902 *** 0.669 *** 1.067 *** 0.897

  90-95 1.093 *** 1.114 *** 1.013 *** 1.045 *** 1.029 *** 1.255

  95-99 1.592 *** 1.241 *** 1.299 *** 1.277 *** 1.604 *** 1.365

  99-99.5 1.700 *** 1.241 *** 1.401 *** 1.335 *** 1.622 *** 1.561

  99.5-100 1.590 *** 1.325 *** 1.393 *** 1.401 *** 1.650 *** 1.264

Education (No HS omitted)

  HS 0.002 0.291 0.076 0.545 *** 0.206 0.330 **

  Some col 0.316 * 0.431 ** 0.220 0.712 *** 0.299 ** 0.436 ***

  College 0.344 ** 0.494 *** 0.213 0.925 *** 0.390 *** 0.794 ***

  Postgrad 0.433 ** 0.611 *** 0.390 *** 1.096 *** 0.521 *** 0.663 ***

Age category (<35 omitted)

  35-44 0.145 -0.072 -0.114 0.012 0.051 -0.062

  45-64 0.391 * 0.249 -0.118 0.114 0.314 ** 0.256 **

  65+ 0.522 ** 0.377 ** 0.349 *** 0.592 *** 0.721 *** 0.632 ***

Married 0.085 -0.063 -0.142 0.020 -0.248 ** -1.940

Female 0.146 0.076 0.251 ** 0.320 ** -0.086 0.170

Risk tolerance group (Low tolerance omitted)

  Highest -0.082 -0.119 -0.002 -0.092 -0.317 ** -0.383 **

  High 0.090 0.129 0.146 0.513 *** 0.209 * 0.246 **

  Average 0.194 ** 0.229 ** 0.302 *** 0.394 *** 0.538 *** 0.327 ***

Constant -3.134 *** -2.941 *** -2.779 *** -3.713 *** -3.571 *** -3.631 ***

PseudoR2 0.361 0.326 0.328 0.376 0.386 0.374

Family income percentile (0-50th omitted)

Net worth percentile (0-50th omitted)

Table 5, continued. Municipal bond holding status probit regressions.  1989-2022 SCF.

Figure shows results of probit regressions.  Dependent variable is set to one for households that have 

municipal bonds, either held directly or held indirectly through a mutual fund.  

2004 2001 1998 1995 1992 1989
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