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ABSTRACT 

More students are taking on loan debt for the purpose of postsecondary educational expenses and 

the amount of debt that students are taking on continues to increase over time. Until recently, few 

researchers had investigated the effects of student loan debt on wealth and non-financial asset 

accumulation, including homeownership. This paper contributes to a growing body of literature 

by using the 2004 and 2013 Survey of Consumer Finances cross-sectional data to explore and 

compare the relationship between pre- and post-recessionary outstanding student loan debt and 

the likelihood of homeownership using a difference-in-differences estimation model controlling 

for year fixed effects. This estimation strategy is also performed for population subgroups by age, 

race, and highest level of educational attainment. The paper provides compelling evidence that, 

while the individual explanatory power associated with student loan debt may be relatively small, 

student loan debt is statistically significantly and negatively associated with homeownership 

likelihood, on average, for all student loan debt holders. The data did not provide evidence to 

support the hypothesis that outstanding student loan debt decreases the likelihood of 

homeownership for all heads of household more in 2013 than it did prior to the recession, in 

2004. The negative association between student loan debt and the likelihood of homeownership 

increases in size in relation to the amount of outstanding debt held for certain debt-holding 

population sub-groups, but not for others.  
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Introduction 

Postsecondary student loan debt holding and the total amount of outstanding debt held has been 

increasing for the past twenty years. The origin of this growth can be traced to the mid-1990s 

when financial aid reforms increased access to federal student loans for many families. Gains in 

student loan access were meant to be viewed as equalizers toward ensuring increased access to 

postsecondary institutions. However, student loan debt has received a lot of unfavorable 

attention recently, particularly from academia and the media in the aftermath of the most recent 

economic recession. Researchers are often quick to point out the negative associations found in 

recent literature between college tuition costs, the increased prevalence and size of student loan 

debt, and the diminished likelihood of certain favorable life outcomes such as asset accumulation 

and home ownership (Federal Reserve Board of New York). However, positive post-

recessionary returns to college loans have also been found in recently published literature 

(Gicheva and Thompson, 2015) calling into question the validity of claims against student loan 

debt. 

Student loan debt critics and advocates do agree that workers increasingly need postsecondary 

knowledge, skills, and abilities to successfully compete in the U.S. labor market. Postsecondary 

degree attainment also helps individuals maintain job security. However, absent financial 

assistance, many individuals simply could not afford to attend college. So one question to ask is 

whether or not student loans provide returns on investment at higher rates than the costs 

associated with having incurred the loans. While student loan debt holders may experience some 

benefit on average, research has not been able to definitively show what the effects of student 

loans are, especially for different demographic groups and over time. A more comprehensive 

analysis of student loan debt is necessary to determine the following:   

1. Whether and how student loan debt harms debt holders;
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2. If evidence can be found in the data in support of adverse effects of student loan debt,

whether certain types of individuals, on average, are more likely to be affected;  

3. Whether the effects of loan debt differ in their severity across different time periods and for

different socioeconomic indicators, specifically for postsecondary completion status and degree 

attainment, age, and race; and,  

4. Whether any negative effects from student loans have been compounded by the separate

effects of the economic recession  

While most research openly, and correctly, admits that we do not yet know what the causal 

effects of student loan debt are on life outcomes, recent research has provided evidence that 

student loan debt significantly negatively affects the likelihood of homeownership, but that the 

associated decease in homeownership likelihood is, on average, small, and does not significantly 

vary based on the amount of student loan debt held (Houle and Berger, 2014). In response to 

these findings, this paper is primarily concerned with determining whether and to what extent student 

loan debt negatively affects life outcomes.  

If the benefits from postsecondary attainment are so great that having a college degree is more 

beneficial than not having a degree, regardless of the amount of loan debt accumulated while 

enrolled, then the push for postsecondary educational attainment should continue unencumbered, 

without a second thought given to whether or not education loans must be taken out by either 

students or parents of students to reach a desired level of attainment. However, it turns out that 

the value of college majors varies widely, and the earnings associated with many college majors 

vary disproportionately based on factors such as a person’s age or demographics (Carnevale et 

al., 2011). At the low end of the earnings distribution, the median earnings for Counseling 

Psychology majors is $29,000, while Early Childhood Education majors’ earn roughly $36,000 
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annually, and Human Services and Community Organization both have median earnings of 

$38,000. Major selection also varies along demographic indicators. For example, School Student 

Counseling majors make up the highest proportion of African-American Bachelor’s degree 

holders (38 percent), followed by Human Services and Community Organization (21 percent) 

and Counseling Psychology (20 percent) (Carnevale et al., 2011). Not only are these majors 

disproportionately low-earning when compared to other majors, non-whites who pursue these 

professions earn less than their white colleagues. The point is that the student loan debt acquired 

by non-whites often translates to educational attainment that is associated with lower lifetime 

earnings, both comparatively and in relation to white counterparts, and may have a greater, 

disproportionately negative effect on everything from purchasing ability to asset accumulation, 

including homeownership, which this paper will attempt to explore.  

Before digging too much further into these issues, it is important to answer the following 

questions: 

1. Does homeownership even matter?

2. If so, then why does it matter?

Several different theories have attempted to explain the positive impact of homeownership.  One 

of the least contested theories prior to the 2008 economic recession postulates that 

homeownership is a wealth generator, which, in turn, produces increased levels of utility and life 

satisfaction, both statically and dynamically over time, through increased health outcomes, and 

more access to or better quality of social and civic engagement (Harkness and Newman, 2002; 

Grinstein-Weiss et al., 2010; Rohe and Lindblad, 2013). From the beginning of the financial 

crisis through 2011, U.S. home values depreciated by more than 30 percent, destroying over $8 
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trillion in value (Joint Center for Housing Studies, 2012). The recession hurt individuals’ 

perceptions of home ownership as a store of value and may have shaken people’s faith in the 

value of home ownership.  

Prior to the recession, home ownership was traditionally viewed as a more stable alternative than 

home renting because the homeowner is not subject to third-party issues stemming from landlord 

or property management company disputes, fluctuating rental rates, sporadic property vacancies, 

gross disincentives to maintain properties of lower value, and annual rental increases. Recent 

research has shown that increased household stability is associated with increased stability across 

a number of variables associated with positive life outcomes (Haurin, Parcel, and Haurin, 2002; 

Bramley and Karley, 2007; Rohe and Lindblad, 2013). However, the disruptive nature of the 

Recession, which stemmed in large part from the subprime mortgage crisis, also may have 

affected perceptions of the stability of homeownership, as many mortgage holders during the 

crisis ultimately faced many of the same issues that renters regularly face, with consequences 

ranging from increased family stress and financial distress from late payments negatively 

affecting credit scores and access to credit, to distrust of traditional financial institutions, to 

actual foreclosures, with more than four million Americans losing their homes between 2008 and 

2011 (National Delinquency Survey). 

Along with stability and value, homeownership may impart to homeowners higher quality of life 

through a perceived higher quality of living arrangements. (Galster, 1989; Haurin, Parcel, and 

Haurin, 2002; Bramley and Karley, 2007; Holupka and Newman, 2012; Rohe and Lindblad, 

2013).  Again, the Recession likely destroyed some positive aspects of homeownership, or the 

perception of these positive aspects for the individuals who were either directly or indirectly 

affected by the Recession. 
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The Recession likely affected on homeownership perceptions to some degree, however, recent 

studies have empirically examined the effects of the Recession on homeownership attitudes and 

found any negative sentiments to be short in duration. While positive attitudes toward 

homeownership may have decreased in the immediate aftermath of the Great Recession, it is 

clear that these fluctuations were temporary, with the majority of Americans still favoring 

homeownership to renting, even among those who had been adversely affected by the Recession 

and subprime mortgage crisis (Pew Charitable Trust, 2011; Belsky, 2013; Rohe and Lindblad, 

2013). Simply put, home ownership is positively associated with better life outcomes, increased 

life satisfaction, and, apparently, still remains an objective closely associated with fulfillment of 

the “American Dream” (Pew Charitable Trust, 2011; Belsky, 2013; Rohe and Lindblad, 2013). 

Therefore, understanding how student loans causally affect the likelihood of and outcomes 

related to such a major life event is integral to identification and provision of appropriate policy 

solutions, especially for individuals who have been disproportionately adversely affected by 

student loans in the aftermath of the Great Recession. 

Literature Review

An emerging body of literature identifying and discussing the effects of postsecondary student 

loan debt on life outcomes has emerged over the past decade, with effects ranging from highly 

adverse, to null, to somewhat beneficial. The variance in the range of effects may be due to a 

few, arguably, disconcerting factors. First, and most notably, the studies that used data from the 

early-to-mid 2000s, or earlier, when the average amount of student loan was much less than 

$30,000 per student, was well within student’s ability to repay (Carnevale et al., 2015). 

Additionally, a large part of the repayment period corresponding with such studies would have 

occurred prior to the great recession in 2008. Thus, if students from such studies were adversely 
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affected by repayment, any negative effects from student loans on life outcomes and asset 

accumulation would have been less severe when compared with those individuals who had 

entered into postsecondary programs at the time of the recession, or who had begun the loan 

repayment process during or just after the Recession. Finally, the student loan studies that 

occurred prior to the recession largely did not separate demographic influences from the pure 

effects of student loan debt on life outcomes, and asset and wealth accumulation. Regardless, 

relevant, extant literature has produced useful findings. Student Loan Debt is on the rise, 

especially for students from disadvantaged and nontraditional backgrounds with respect to 

postsecondary enrollment status (Horn and Premo, 1995; Horn, Nevill, and Griffith, 2006; 

FRBNY, 2012; Autor, 2014; Carnevale, Smith, Melton, and Price, 2015; FRBNY, 2015; 

Gicheva and Thompson, 2015). Research has also identified positive associations between the 

unemployment rate and postsecondary enrollment and degree attainment (Betts and McFarland, 

1995; Sakellaris and Spilimbergo, 2000; DeJong and Ingram, 2001; Dellas and Koubi, 2003; 

Dellas and Sakellaris, 2003; Bedard and Herman, 2008; Vandenberghe, 2010; Altonji et al., 

2012; Bradley and Hall, 2012; Beffy et al., 2012; Barr and Turner, 2013; Blom et al., 2015; 

Sapkota and Bastola, 2015).  

Higher amounts of student debt are also associated with an increased probability of being credit 

constrained and greater likelihood of declaring bankruptcy (Shand, 2007; Akers, 2014; Fry, 

2014; Thompson and Bricker, 2014; Gicheva and Thompson, 2015). Increases in student loans 

may also directly affect wealth and asset accumulation, particularly, homeownership, or it may 

significantly delay wealth and asset accumulation (Minicozzi, 2005; Shand, 2007; Brown and 

Caldwell, 2013; Akers, 2014; Houle and Berger, 2014; Thompson and Bricker, 2014; Gicheva 

and Thompson, 2015). Delayed wealth and asset accumulation negatively affects quality of life 
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and standard of living, which negatively affects the U.S. economy (Gechiva, 2011; Elliot and 

Nam, 2013; Hiltonsmith, 2013; Thompson and Bricker, 2014; Gicheva and Thompson, 2015). 

The most recent analysis of the relationship between student loan debt and homeownership from 

Houle and Berger (2014) made great strides to determine causality by using longitudinal data, 

controlling for year and state fixed effects within the National Longitudinal Study of Youth 1997 

cohort, including the panel’s most recent follow-up from 2012. However, this study still suffers 

from the aforementioned issues that plagued other pre-Recessionary data sets, chiefly, that the 

types of students who chose to enroll in postsecondary institutions prior to and post-Recession 

are qualitatively different, as are the following aspects of postsecondary enrollment:  1.) the 

types of institutions attended by non-traditional students; 2.) the value of the student loans such 

students acquire; 3.) the volume of students who both borrow and graduate with loan debt, which 

has risen to historic levels. 

Additionally, despite finding significant demographic differences in the effect of student loan 

debt on the likelihood of homeownership, Houle and Berger’s study does not explore them 

further. Their report found “limited evidence that rising student loan debt is a major culprit in the 

decline in homeownership among young adults in the overall population.” They reported a 

marginal, statistically significant, negative association between student loan debt and 

homeownership, mortgage acquisition, and the amount of mortgage debt among home owners, 

while only briefly acknowledging in the abstract that this effect was larger for African 

Americans than for whites. The full report, however, paints a much different picture of the issue 

at hand.  After implementing a two-stage instrument for average institution cost on total 

educational debt, the percentage decrease in likelihood of homeownership increased from a -2 

percentage points per every $10,000 of additional loan debt in the reduced form OLS regression, 
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to -6 percentage points per every $10,000 of addition student loan debt. The effect size increased 

when sample population subgroups were analyzed by race as the authors acknowledge:

These estimates indicate that, whereas there is no discernible association between 

educational debt and homeownership or mortgage holding for whites, $10,000 greater 

educational debt for blacks is associated with an 11 percentage point lower probability of 

homeownership and a 9 percentage point lower probability of holding a mortgage. These 

constitute very large effects given that the mean homeownership and mortgage holding 

rates for black individuals in our sample were 12% and 8%.

This evidence suggests that nearly all of the negative effects of student loan debt on 

homeownership are borne by non-whites, and that these effects actually render young, minority 

heads of household virtually unable to own homes.

As the postsecondary participation rate for non-whites who hold student loan debt across all age 

groups has increased significantly since 2000, according to NPSAS 2000-2012 cohort data, 

Houle and Berger’s assertion that “marginal, limited evidence” can be found in support of the 

assertion that student loan debt has negative effects of on the likelihood of homeownership or 

mortgage holding does not appear to be supported by the data, especially given that the rate of 

debt holding has disproportionately increased for non-white individuals over the age of 30 

between 2000 and 2012, while debt holding has decreased for white postsecondary students 

across all age groups over this period of time. Within the extant literature, it appears that student 

loan debt has significant, negative effects on life outcomes, while disproportionately negatively 

affecting the most vulnerable and low resourced demographic populations in the United States. 

This paper attempts to bridge gaps in the existing research by identifying the relationship 

between student loan debt and homeownership for two time periods, specifically pre- and post-
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recession in 2004 and 2013. Using post-recessionary student loan debt data provides a better 

understanding of how this relationship has changed over time and will offer new insights on how 

student loan debt continues to affect post-recessionary wealth and asset accumulation. The 

association between student loan debt and homeownership will also be carefully examined across 

population subgroups to determine whether and to what extent certain types of debt holders, on 

average, may be disproportionately disadvantaged by student loan debt, specifically by age, race, 

and highest level of educational attainment. Population subgroup analyses may provide new 

insights for policy recommendations dependent upon the level of disproportionate variation in 

the relationship between student loan debt and home ownership, wherein some population 

subgroups may be more adversely affected by student loan debt than others. 
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Conceptual Model and Hypotheses

My primary hypothesis is that the likelihood of homeownership is negatively affected by the 

existence of any outstanding student loan debt. Revolving debt reduces a household’s ability to 

save toward a down payment on a home. When such debt is in the form of student loans, which 

cannot be erased or removed in the event of bankruptcy, the monthly payments become a 

permanent addition to monthly expenses until the debt is paid off in full. In some cases such as 

teaching or public service careers, debt can be forgiven after a 10-year period of making 

consistent monthly payments. Such cases are not, however, normal for the average student loan 

debt holder.  

Figure 1:  Outstanding Student Loan Debt Conceptual Model
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Revolving debt that was not procured for the purpose of purchasing a home creates a feedback

loop that helps to perpetuate a lower likelihood of homeownership in the future. The amount of 

outstanding revolving debt and the associated monthly debt payments reduce the overall 

likelihood of saving, as well as the amount of money that households are able to save. Increased 

monthly expenditures reduce the likelihood of being able to afford a down payment on a home, 

which forces more heads of household to seek alternative housing options through the rental 

housing market. Depending on the amount of loan debt procured, the monthly debt payment 

amounts, and the annual household income, some households many find themselves trapped in 

this feedback loop, prohibited from ever achieving home ownership. In such cases, monthly 

interest payments paid on revolving debt would exceed the household’s capacity to pay down the 

debt principle and the households would not be able to save at all. 

Given that extant research has identified variable effects of student loan debt on home ownership 

by socioeconomic factors, it is necessary to also explore the interacted effects of student 

loan debt by education, age, and race on homeownership, as these demographic components 

appear to play significant roles in explaining variation in model explanatory power found in the 

literature. Based on the relationships between student loan debt, age, race, and education on the 

likelihood of homeownership, I test the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1:  Student loan debt decreases the likelihood of homeownership for all heads of 

household more today than it did prior to the recession;  

1a.) The negative association is larger for young households that have student loan debt 

today when compared with the same association prior to the recession because the amounts of 

debt held today are higher, on average, than they were prior to the recession; 
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Hypothesis 2: Given Hypothesis 1, Student loan debt decreases the likelihood of homeownership 

for heads of household who have postsecondary loan debt but no postsecondary degree more 

today than it did prior to the recession; 

Hypothesis 3: The negative association between student loan debt and home ownership is larger 

for African Americans than whites; and, 

Hypothesis 4: The negative association between student loan debt and homeownership is 

moderated by postsecondary degree attainment, but remains statistically significantly negative  

I will compare my findings to the most recent (2014) findings of Houle and Berger who used 

older data from the 1997 NLSY longitudinal study to arrive at their conclusion that, on average, 

student loan debt marginally decreases the probability of homeownership for young heads of 

household, that the effect does not vary statistically significantly by the amount of the 

outstanding loan balance, and will attempt to corroborate findings that minority populations are 

significantly disproportionately affected by student loan debt when compared with white student 

loan debt holders. 

Empirical Strategy 

For the baseline model, I first estimate the association between U.S. student loan debt and 

homeownership in the baseline year, 2004. Using year fixed effects interactions for post-

recessionary loan debt in 2013, I compare the homeownership likelihoods for two time periods, 

2004 and 2013, and measure the difference in the change in likelihood of homeownership 

through difference in differences (DID) estimates through the following estimation strategy: 

DID = (HOMEOWNER 
NODEBT2004

 – HOMEOWNER 
DEBT2004

) – (HOMEOWNER 
NODEBT2013

 –HOMEOWNER 
DEBT2013

) 



13 

DID is the dependent variable of interest, measured across both Survey of Consumer Finances 

survey years, 2004 and 2013 for heads of household with and without student loan debt. The 

identifying assumption is that there are no factors that differentially affect the relationship 

between homeownership and debt in 2004 vs. 2013. Secondary DID analyses using the baseline 

estimation strategy will be performed across the following population subgroups:  YOUNG, 

EDUC, WHITE, and compared for Survey of Consumer Finances survey years 2004 and 2013. I 

estimate the DID analyses first with OLS regression using the following model:

P(HOMEOWNERi)= β0+β1*(STUDENTLOAN)i+β2*(YEARFIXED)i+β3*(STUDENTLOANxYEARFIXED)i + Zi + εi 

Where HOMEOWNER is a binary variable indicating whether the individual owned a home 

during a specific SCF year; ‘i’ is used to index an individual head of household of interest within 

the SCF data for a given year; STUDENTLOAN is an indicator for whether the household had 

student loan debt at the time of the survey, with a value of ‘0’ representing no student loan debt, 

and a value of ‘1’ representing any outstanding student loan debt equal to or greater than $1; 

YEARFIXED is an indicator variable measuring year fixed effects with a value of ‘0’ 

representing 2004 SCF observations and a value of ‘1’ representing 2013 SCF observations; 

STUDENTLOANxYEARFIXED is given name for the interaction term, where a value of ‘1’ 

represents heads of household who have student loan debt in 2013, and ‘0’ being otherwise. By 

definition, the coefficient on this variable is the DID estimate. Z represents the covariates 

specified in data description; and, ε is the random error term. I use probit regression analyses as 

sensitivity checks.  

As a secondary analysis, I use difference-in-difference analysis to measure the association 

between the aggregate amount of student loan debt and the likelihood of homeownership through 

the following model:   
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P(HOMEOWNERi)= β0+β1*(AGGLOANDEBT)i+β2*(YEARFIXED)i+β3*(AGGLOANDEBTxYEARFIXED)i + Zi + εi 

AGGLOANDEBT is a continuous variable, similar to STUDENTLOAN, with a value of ‘0’ 

representing a household with no loan debt, and any numeric dollar value greater than 0 

representing the outstanding aggregate student loan debt balance at the time of the SCF survey; 

YEARFIXED is again used as an indicator variable measuring year fixed effects with a value of 

‘0’ representing 2004 SCF observations and a value of ‘1’ representing 2013 SCF observations; 

and, AGGLOANDEBTxYEARFIXED is given name for the interaction term, where a value 

greater than zero represents the aggregate student loan debt balance remaining for households in 

2013, and ‘0’ being otherwise. By definition, the coefficient on this variable is the DID estimate. 

Z represents the covariates specified in the data description; and, ε is the error term. I use probit 

regression analyses as sensitivity checks. 

To support each of my hypotheses, the DID coefficient estimates must be negative and 

statistically significant.  

Data Description 

My analyses are performed using the Federal Reserve Board’s triennial cross-sectional survey of 

U.S. household financial circumstances, the Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF). The survey is 

sponsored jointly by the Federal Reserve Board and the Department of the Treasury, while the 

data have been collected by NORC at the University of Chicago. The data are used primarily by 

the Federal Reserve Board for tax, monetary, and consumer protection policy decision-making.  I 

use cross-sectional level data at the head of household level from 2004 and 2013 to examine the 

claim that student loan debtors are less likely to own homes than their non-student-loan indebted 

counterparts. I also analyze the data across different population groups to determine whether 
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student loan debt disproportionately affects certain types of individuals, on average, more than 

others. The groups studied are as follows: white heads of household, African American heads of 

household, heads of household who’d participated in some college but did not have a degree, and 

heads of household who’d completed a 4-year postsecondary degree. The head of household is 

the unit of analysis. These individuals represent the heads of household at the time of the SCF 

survey and may be individuals or married couples.  

The SCF data have been five times multiply imputed in both the SCF 2004 and SCF 2013. 

Including multiple imputations, there were a total of 22,595 observations in SCF 2004, and 

30,075 observations in SCF 2013. The sample populations by year total 4,519 and 6,015 

observations, of which 2,541 and 3,171 were included in this analysis. I limit the age range to 

include only heads of household aged 25 to 54 in accordance with the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 

inclusionary parameters for monthly employment rate statistics. The total sample population 

included in my analyses is 5,712 observations. The existence of data that has been imputed does 

not affect the summary statistic point estimates contained in Tables 1-6, but does affect the 

estimated standard errors from regression analyses. If left uncorrected, the standard errors 

produced from analyses of the imputed data will be underestimated, causing some variables to 

appear to be statistically significant when they are actually not. To correct this issue, all 

regression analyses were performed using the ‘micombine’ command for STATA. This 

command categorizes imputed data into distinct data sets. In this case, the imputed data were 

categorized as M1 through M5, and regressions were run individually on each of the five sets. 

The ‘micombine’ command then pools the output from all five regressions into a single set of 

regression results for interpretation and analyses, with corrected standard errors. 
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The data samples were created using a dual-frame design in which the majority of observations 

(4,568) were sampled using a nationally representative multi-stage area-probability design. The 

second sets of observations were selected from tax records provided by the Statistics of Income 

Division of the Internal Revenue Service (SOI) and disproportionately selected households that 

were more likely to be wealthy. Nationally representative weights were applied to all 

observations to correct for oversampling of wealthy individuals within the second set of 

observations.  

The dependent variable of interest for my primary analysis is HOMEOWNER which is an 

indicator variable for status as homeowner. The difference of means t-tests for the dependent 

variable, HOMEOWNER, by year for the full sample, and by age group, race, and postsecondary 

completion can be found in Table 1. Because meaningful differences in homeownership exist 

between SCF survey years 2004 and 2013, additional analyses are justified to attempt to isolate 

the possible individual effects of student loan debt from the year fixed effects and other 

covariates that may also influence home ownership rates. 

The key independent variables of interest are STUDENTLOAN, which is an indicator for status 

as holder of any student loan debt which will be used comparatively for the 2004 and 2013 SCF 

cohort years; and, AGGLOANDEBT, which is a continuous variable for total amount of student 

loan debt secured by the head of household that remains an outstanding debt balance to be 

repaid. These variables were analyzed comparatively for the 2004 and 2013 SCF years. 

AGGLOANDEBT is an aggregate of educational loan debt, including government and private 

loans specifically for the purpose of education and related expenses, from which the 

STUDENTLOAN indicator values of ‘0’ and ‘1’ are derived. The summary statistics and paired t-

tests for difference of means for both of the key independent variables, STUDENTLOAN and 
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AGGLOANDEBT, by year for the full sample, and by age group, race, and postsecondary 

completion can also be found below in Table 1. The likelihood of having loans and the loan 

amounts were statistically significantly higher in 2013 than in 2004 across all groups. 

Table 1:  T-test of Mean Differences for 2004 and 2013 Homeownership Rates, Student Loan Debt 

Rates, and Student Loan Debt  

Full 

Sample 

Young 

(aged 25-

39) 

White Non-white 

Some 

College, 

No Degree 

College 

Degree 

Number of 

Observations 
12,702 4,870 9,182 3,520 2,171 6,044 

Home 

Ownership 

Mean 2004 

0.66*** 0.50*** 0.75*** 0.45*** 0.59*** 0.81*** 

Number of 

Observations 
15,585 6,435 10,527 5,328 2,767 7,433 

Home 

Ownership 

Mean 2013 

0.57 0.4 0.66 0.39 0.47 0.69 

Number of 

Observations 
12,702 4,870 9,182 3,520 2,171 6,044 

Student 

Loan Debt 

Rate 2004 

0.18*** 0.26*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.25*** 0.19*** 

Number of 

Observations 
15,585 6,435 10,527 5,328 2,767 7,433 

Student 

Loan Debt 

Rate 2013 

0.30 0.41 0.29 0.31 0.39 0.34 

Number of 

Observations 
2,252 1,265 1,633 619 552 1,144 

Student 

Loan Debt 

Amount ($) 

Mean 2004 

23,411*** 25,057*** 25,129*** 18,879*** 15,858** 30,381*** 

Number of 

Observations 
4,690 2,625 3,025 1,665 1,067 2,492 

Student 

Loan Debt 

Amount ($) 

30,664 30,302 33,418 25,662 19,683 40,697 

Mean 2013 
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Notes:  The stars indicate a significant difference between 2013 relative to 2004 for homeownership rate, 

outstanding student loan debt rate, and outstanding student loan debt amount for each column heading. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  

Means and resulting estimates are unweighted; standard errors have not yet been corrected for data that 

has been multiply imputed. 

For interpretation of variable names and values, refer to Figure 1. 

Subgroups of interest include:  YOUNG, which is an indicator variable for whether the head of 

household is between the ages of 25 and 39, or between the ages of 40 and 54; EDUC, which is 

an indicator for the following postsecondary outcomes:  non-completion status (some college, 

but no degree), 4-year postsecondary completion; and, NONWHITE, which is an indicator for 

whether the head of household is white or non-white. Finally, multiple additional control 

variables that are likely to be correlated with likelihood of homeownership and student loan debt 

were included in these analyses, and can be found with descriptions below in Table 2.  

Table 2:  Variable Names and Descriptions 

EDCAT Categorical 1 = Less than High School; 2 = HS Graduate; 3 = Some College, No Degree; 

4 = Four-Year College Degree 

Young Indicator 1 = Head of household aged 25-39; 0 = Head of household aged 40-54 

Nonwhite Indicator 1= Head of household is non-white; 0 = Otherwise 

Children Indicator 
1 = Household has at least one child or dependent living at home; 0 = 

Otherwise 

Married Indicator 1 = Head of household is a married couple; 0 = Otherwise 

Gender Indicator 1 = Male Head of Household; 0 = Otherwise 

Occat2 Categorical 1 = Managerial or business professional occupations; 2 = Technical, sales, or 

service based occupations; 3 = Other Occupations including production, craft, 

and repair workers, operators, laborers, farmers, foresters, fishers; 4 = Not 

employed 

Wageinc Continuous Units: $1,000's of dollars/year. Total income earned from normal 

Variable Name Type Description 
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(Measured in 

2013 dollars) 

employment; does not include outside income from alternative sources. 

Lowwageinc Indicator 1 = Wageinc reported by the head of household was less than the weight-

adjusted mean for wageinc for the corresponding survey year, 2004 or 2013; 

0 = Otherwise 

Turneddown Indicator 1 = Household turned down for credit within the past 5 years; 0 = Otherwise 

Feardenial Indicator 
1 = Household feared being denied credit within the past 5 years; 0 = 

Otherwise 

Late60 Indicator 
1 = Any debt payments more than 60 days past due in last year; 0 = 

Otherwise 

Bankruptlast5 Indicator 1= Household declared bankruptcy in the past 5 years; 0 = Otherwise 

Debt2incratio Continuous Ratio of total household debt to total household income 

Levratio Continuous Ratio of total household debt to total household assets 

Highlevratio Indicator 1 = Leverage ratio higher than weight-adjusted mean for all survey 

respondents; 0 = Otherwise 

Highdebt2inc Indicator 1 = Debt-to-income ratio higher than weight-adjusted mean for all survey 

respondents; 0 = Otherwise 

Saved Indicator 1 = Household saved any money over the past 12 months; 0 = Otherwise 

Own Indicator 1= Household owns at least one vehicle; 0 = Otherwise 

Nocheckacct Indicator 1 = Household does not have a checking account;  0 = Otherwise 

Dontwant Indicator 1 = Household does not want or need a checking account; 0 = Otherwise 

Cantmanage Indicator 1 = Household can't manage or balance a checking account; 0 = Otherwise 

Noccbalance Indicator 1 = Household does not carry a credit card balance; 0 = Otherwise 

Foodaway Continuous Units: dollars/year. Total annual amount spent on food away from home 

(Measured in 

2013 dollars) 

Fooddelivery Continuous Units: dollars/year. Total annual amount spent on food delivered to home 

(Measured in 

2013 dollars) 

Foodhome Continuous Units: dollars/year. Total annual amount spent on food at home 

(Measured in 

2013 dollars) 

Summary statistics for the independent variables of interest and the control variables listed in Table 2 can 

be found in Table 3. Significant differences for the key variables of interest, as well as the control 

Variable Name Type Description 
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variables were also identified within Table 3. For summary statistics by race and highest level of 

educational attainment, refer to Appendices 1 and 2. 

Table 3:  Summary Statistics by Survey of Consumer Finances Year and Head of Household Age 

YEAR 2004 
YEAR 

2013 

YOUNG 

2004 

YOUNG 

2013 

MATURE 

2004 

MATURE 

2013 

Key Demographic 

Controls 

Age 40.31 40.45 32.48** 32.35 46.78** 47.23 

White 0.69*** 0.64 0.66*** 0.61 0.72*** 0.67 

EDUCATION (2 

Categories) 

1:  Some College 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.2 0.19 

2:  College Degree 0.4 0.43 0.39 0.43 0.41 0.42 

Other Demographic 

Controls 

Male 0.76 0.76 0.77** 0.74 0.75 0.77 

Children 0.61 0.62 0.62 0.63 0.61 0.62 

Married 0.63** 0.62 0.62* 0.61 0.64 0.64 

Occupational Category 

(OCCAT2, 4 

Categories) 

1: 

managerial/professional 
0.36 0.37 0.34 0.36 0.37 0.38 

2: 

technical/sales/services 
0.25 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.24 0.22 

3: other  0.29 0.24 0.32 0.24 0.26 0.24 

4: not working 0.1 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.12 0.16 

Financial and 

Spending Controls 

Wageinc 83,745.44*** 77,922.29 68,049.75*** 64,313.67 97,288.53** 89,862.73 

Turndown 0 .24 0.21 0.29*** 0.24 0.20* 0.19 

Feardenial 0.22*** 0.24 0.27 0.27 0.17*** 0.22 

Bnkruptlast5 0.06 0.06 0.06** 0.05 0.05** 0.06 

Noccbal 0.49*** 0.60 0.51*** 0.64 0.47*** 0.58 

Nochk 0.12 0.10 0.14** 0.11 0.10 0.10 

Dontwant 0.0051 0.0026 0.003 0.0031 0.0069** 0.0022 

Cantmanage 0.0090* 0.0058 0.0130** 0.0062 0.0056 0.0054 

Credit 0.0045 0.0026 0.0047 0.0015 0.0043 0.0035 

Own 0.88 0.88 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.88 

Saved 0.57*** 0.53 0.56 0.55 0.59*** 0.51 

Debt2inc 1.52 1.81 1.54 2.12 1.50 1.55 
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Levratio 1.63* 40.17 1.47 47.15 1.76** 34.34 

Foodaway 2,468*** 2,315 2,383 2,227 2,539*** 2,389 

Fooddelv 274*** 168 317*** 190 238*** 149 

Foodhome 6,590*** 6,537 6,098 6,089 6996*** 6,911 

Notes:  The stars indicate a significant difference between 2013 relative to 2004 for each control variable for each 

column heading. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  

For interpretation of variable names and values, refer to Table 2. 

Means and resulting estimates are weighted; standard errors have been corrected for data that has been multiply 

imputed. 

Analyses and Results 

Using LPM difference-in-difference regressions, displayed in Table 4, the interaction of the 

Survey of Consumer Finances survey year indicator variable and the primary independent 

variable, STUDENTLOAN, an indicator for any outstanding student loan debt greater than 0 was 

tested. The primary analysis in Model 1 included the full sample of 5,712 observations. The 

analyses provide evidence that student loan debt does statistically significantly reduce the 

likelihood of homeownership, as does being in 2013 relative to 2004. These findings are in 

alignment with the summary statistics reported in the first few descriptive tables. However, there 

is no evidence of differential change in homeownership likelihood for student loan debt holders 

compared with non-holders between 2004 and 2013, demonstrated by an insignificant and 

positive interaction term. This suggests that the effect of student loans on home ownership hasn't 

really changed over time as hypothesized.    

Table 4:  DID OLS Regression Analyses 

OLS Regression:  DID 

Estimates for 

HOMEOWNER 

1:  Full Sample 

(n = 5,712) 

2:  Young 

(n = 

2,262) 

3:  White 

(n = 

3,944) 

4:  Non-

white 

(n = 

1,768) 

5:  Some 

College, 

No Degree 

(n = 987) 

6:  College 

Degree 

(n = 

2,695) 

StudentloanxYearfixed 0.015 0.028 0.025 0.026 -0.035 0.048 

(0.034) (0.049) (0.038) (0.064) (0.072) (0.046) 

Studentloan -0.069** -0.038 -0.089*** -0.066 -0.057 -0.190***

YEAR 2004 
YEAR 

2013 

YOUNG 

2004 

YOUNG 

2013 

MATURE 

2004 

MATURE 

2013 
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(0.027) (0.038) (0.030) (0.053) (0.056) (0.037) 

Yearfixed -0.072*** -0.072*** -0.063*** -0.059* -0.102** -0.081***

(0.016) (0.028) (0.018) (0.030) (0.040) (0.022)

Constant 0.677*** 0.552*** 0.760*** 0.500*** 0.653*** 0.826***

(0.011) (0.020) (0.012) (0.023) (0.028) (0.015)

R Squared 0.009 0.005 0.011 0.005 0.020 0.041 

F 14.98*** 3.22** 12.07*** 2.63** 6.22** 27.17*** 

Notes:  Means and resulting estimates are weighted using nationally representative weight (wgt); standard errors 

have been corrected for data that has been multiply imputed. The stars indicate a significant difference between 

2013 relative to 2004 for each control variable for each column heading. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  

See Figure 1 for a visual depiction of estimated home ownership likelihoods by loan debt status 

across both survey years for the populations of interest in. 

Figure 2:  Homeowner Likelihood by Population with Subgroups

OLS Regression:  DID 

Estimates for 

HOMEOWNER 

1:  Full Sample 

(n = 5,712) 

2:  Young 

(n = 

2,262) 

3:  White 

(n = 

3,944) 

4:  Non-

white 

(n = 

1,768) 

5:  Some 

College, 

No Degree 

(n = 987) 

6:  College 

Degree 

(n = 

2,695) 
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Full regression analysis on the primary models failed to find any statistically significant evidence 

that holding outstanding student loan debt in 2013 is any more detrimental to the likelihood of 

homeownership than it was in 2004. Model 1 included the full sample of 5,712 observations. 

Models 2 through 4 were designated for the following population subgroups: white heads of 

household, heads of household that attended college but did not earn a degree, and heads of 

household that did earn a four-year postsecondary degree. Generally speaking, the interaction 

coefficient was small, negative, and non-significant in the full OLS regression in Model 1. These 

models did provide evidence to show that, on average, having any student loan debt lowers the 

overall likelihood of owning a home, but that the associated effect sizes across this ten-year 

period really have not changed much over time. A possible exception could be found in Model 3: 

Some College, No Degree, where the sign on the interaction term was negative, although the 

coefficient remained insignificant. For a robustness check, I employed use of a probit model. The 

coefficient on student loan debt remained statistically significant in the full sample probit 

regression model. The interaction coefficient, which was small, negative, and non-significant in 

the full OLS regression in Model 1, remained small, negative, and non-significant in the full 

probit regression in Model 5. While having any outstanding student loan debt may not 

necessarily be associated with decreased homeownership likelihoods more so in 2013 than in 

2004, there is strong evidence to show that, on average, having any student loan debt still lowers 

the overall likelihood of owning a home. The probit model reaffirms that the associated effect 

sizes across this ten-year period really have not changed much, despite an overall trend toward 

decreased homeownership, as measured in 2004 and again in 2013.  

Analysis of Full Regression Models and Discussion 



24 

Full OLS DID 

Regression analyses for 

home ownership by 

student loan debt  

1:  OLS Full 

Sample 

(n = 5,712) 

2:  OLS White 

(n = 3,944) 

3:  OLS Some 

College, No 

Degree (n = 

987) 

4:  OLS 

College 

Degree 

(n = 2,695) 

5:  Probit Full 

Sample 

(n=5,712) 

Studentloan*Yearfixed 0.0098 -0.013 -0.0653 0.0223 0.01 

(0.0293) (0.0339) (0.0583) (0.0413) (0.1154) 

Studentloan -0.0549** -0.0432 0.0315 -0.0862** -.4226*** 

(0.0241) (0.0271) (0.0468) (0.0346) (0.0928) 

Yearfixed -0.0458*** -0.0396** -0.0487 -0.0537*** -.1841*** 

(0.0141) (0.0160) (0.0345) (0.0204) (0.0559) 

EDCAT 

1.)     Less than HS 

2.)     HS 0.0553** 0.0455 .2193*** 

(0.0242) (0.0359) (0.0837) 

3.)     Some College 0.0437 0.0503 0.0955 

(0.0265) (0.0383) (0.0938) 

4.)     College Degree 0.0869*** 0.0725* .2044** 

(0.0265) (0.0377) (0.9499) 

Young -0.1572*** -0.1445*** -0.1645*** -0.1424*** -.6138*** 

(0.0127) (0.0151) (0.0315) (0.0186) (0.0499) 

Nonwhite -0.1139*** -0.1474*** -0.0840*** -.3574*** 

(0.0147) (0.0325) (0.0233) (0.0525) 

Children 0.0848*** 0.0857*** 0.1148*** 0.1150*** .3015*** 

(0.0145) (0.0167) (0.0323) (0.0214) (0.0557) 

Married 0.0708*** 0.1256*** 0.1051** 0.1201*** .3047*** 

(0.0213) (0.0262) (0.0461) (0.034) (0.0767) 

Wageinc 0.00005** 0.00003* 0.00013 0.00003* 

(0.00003) (0.00002) (0.00027) (0.00002) 

Lowwageinc -0.1449*** -0.1285*** -0.1671*** -0.1233*** -.5216* 

(0.017) (0.0198) (0.0412) (0.0265) (0.063) 

Turneddown -0.0351** -0.0480** -0.0393 -0.0204 -.1569** 

(0.0175) (0.0218) (0.0355) (0.0296) (0.0633) 

Feardenial -0.1203*** -0.1282*** -0.0925** -0.0889** -.2924*** 

(0.0176) (0.0234) (0.0367) (0.0358) (0.0606) 

Levratio -0.0000036** -0.0002 -0.0000135**

(0.0000015) (0.0002) (0.0000)

Saved 0.0470*** 0.0419*** 0.0559* 0.0317 0.1650*** 

(0.0135) (0.0159) (0.0296) (0.0206) (0.05153) 

Own 0.1722*** 0.1591*** 0.1104** 0.1666*** 0.4294*** 

(0.0215) (0.0293) (0.0488) (0.036) (0.0762) 

Nochk -0.1168*** -0.1941*** -0.0403 -0.2401** -0.2779***

(0.0254) (0.0396) (0.0609) (0.092) (0.09565)

Table 5:  Primary OLS/Probit DID Regression Analyses for dependent variable 

HOMEOWNER 
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Cantmanage -0.1157* -0.0019 -0.2979*** -0.0209 -0.5721

(0.0667) (0.0991) (0.1197) (0.1064) (0.362) 

Noccbalance -0.0785*** -0.0567*** -0.0511 -0.0003 -0.0957*

(0.0131) (0.0147) (0.0317) (0.018) (0.05131) 

Foodaway -0.0000014 -0.0000051** -0.0000035 -0.0000031 -0.000009

(0.0000023) (0.0000024) (0.0000062) (0.0000027) (0.000009) 

Foodhome 0.0000057*** 0.0000038** -0.0000009 0.0000051** .000019*** 

(0.0000017) (0.0000019) (0.0000043) (0.0000021) (0.000007) 

Constant 0.5772*** 0.5563*** 0.6876*** 0.6521 -0.1328

(0.0396) (0.0532) (0.0827) (.) (0.1598) 

R Squared 0.2965 0.2673 0.3767 0.2653 0.4006 

Notes:  Weighted using a nationally representative weight (wgt); standard errors have been corrected for data that 

has been multiply imputed. The stars indicate the following levels of statistical significance *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, 

* p<0.1. For interpretation of variable names and values, refer to Table 2. The following control variable coefficients

were, generally, non-significant and omitted from the output above in order to conserve space:  Gender, OCCAT2,

Normwageinc, Late60, Bankruptlast5, Debt2inc. Highlev and Highdebt2inc were not included in this series of

regressions

The next logical question to ask is whether higher amounts of outstanding student loan debt are 

statistically significantly associated with the decreased likelihood of homeownership. Using a 

LOWESS smoother curve fitted for homeownership status (y-axis) by student loan debt holder 

amount (x-axis) for each Survey of Consumer Finances year, we see a distinct parabola emerge 

with debt amounts up to around $115,000. The negatively associated portion of the parabola falls 

between outstanding values greater than $0 and less than roughly $80,000. We can see from the 

LOWESS curve that a more negative association appears to exist in the 2004 data, as the slope of 

the parabola is steeper (more negative) in 2004, while overall homeownership likelihood is lower 

in 2013 than in 2004. See Figure 3 below.

Full OLS DID 

Regression analyses for 

home ownership by 

student loan debt  

1:  OLS Full 

Sample 

(n = 5,712) 

2:  OLS White 

(n = 3,944) 

3:  OLS Some 

College, No 

Degree (n = 

987) 

4:  OLS 

College 

Degree 

(n = 2,695) 

5:  Probit Full 

Sample 

(n=5,712) 
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For these reasons, my secondary analyses used aggregate loan debt values, AGGLOANDEBT, in 

lieu of a simple indicator for having any loan debt, in order to determine whether higher values 

of debt were associated with lower homeownership likelihoods. The secondary analyses also 

include two additional control variables, Highlev and Highdebt2inc, which are indicators for 

whether a household has a debt-to-asset ratio that is higher than the weighted average for all 

households across both survey years, and whether a household has a higher debt-to-income ratio 

than the weighted average for all households across both survey years. 

Model 1: Full Sample OLS

Model 1 included the full sample of 5,712 observations. Full regression analysis on the primary 

OLS model, Model 1, failed to find any statistically significant evidence that, for the average 

household, holding outstanding student loan debt in 2013 is any more detrimental to the 

likelihood of homeownership than it was in 2004. The sign on the interaction term was negative, 

but small and insignificant. Models 2 and 3 were designated for the following population 

subgroups: whites, and non-whites. Models 4 and 5 were designated for the following population 

subgroups based on highest level of educational attainment: some college but no degree, and 

postsecondary degree.  

Subgroup Models 2 and 3:  Heads of Household who are White, and Non-white 

Full regression analysis on the primary OLS model for heads of household who are white (Model 

2) failed to find any statistically significant evidence that, for the average household, holding

outstanding student loan debt in 2013 is any more detrimental to the likelihood of 

homeownership than it was in 2004. The sign on the interaction term was negative, but small and 

insignificant. The associated effect sizes across this ten-year period for heads of household who 
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are white really have not changed much over time. This model did provide evidence to show that 

for every $10,000 of outstanding student loan debt held the overall likelihood of owning a home 

decreases by 1.35 percentage points for white heads of household. This finding does not support 

Hypothesis 1, but does provide evidence in support the findings of Houle and Berger that the 

inverse relationship between outstanding student loan debt and homeownership for whites, in 

general, is small albeit significant.  

Full regression analysis on the primary OLS model for heads of household who are non-white 

(Model 3) failed to find any statistically significant evidence that, for the average household, 

holding outstanding student loan debt in 2013 is any more detrimental to the likelihood of 

homeownership than it was in 2004. The sign on the interaction term was positive, small and 

insignificant indicating that the associated effect sizes across this ten-year period for heads of 

household who are non-white have not changed much over time. This model did provide 

evidence to show that for every $10,000 of outstanding student loan debt held the overall 

likelihood of owning a home decreases by 4.2 percentage points for non-white heads of 

household. This finding supports Hypothesis 3, and provides evidence in support of the findings 

of Houle and Berger, that student loan debt remains a significant barrier to homeownership more 

so for non-whites than for whites. Unlike other population subgroups, for non-whites, living in 

2013 compared with 2004 does not significantly negatively affect the likelihood of 

homeownership, but outstanding student loan debt does.  

Subgroup Models 4 and 5:  Heads of household who completed some college but have no 

degree, and Heads of household who earned a 4-year degree
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For model 4, heads of household who completed some college but did not earn a degree, in 2004, 

outstanding student loan debt was not significantly associated with homeownership. The change 

from 2004 to 2013 in homeownership likelihood was also not significant. The interaction term 

for student loan debt holding in 2013 produced a negative, statistically significant, and 

moderately large difference for the coefficient on AGGLOANDEBT of roughly 3.5 percentage 

points for every $10,000 of student loan debt. This finding supports Hypothesis 2. 

For model 5, degree holders, in 2004, every $10,000 of student loan debt was associated with a 

2.9 percentage point decrease in the likelihood of homeownership. The change from 2004 to 

2013 in homeownership likelihood was a statistically significant 6.3 percentage point decrease 

for the population subgroup. The interaction term for student loan debt holding in 2013 produced 

a positive, statistically significant, and moderate difference for the coefficient on 

AGGLOANDEBT of roughly 1.4 percentage points. In 2013, for four-year degree holders, each 

additional $10,000 of student loan debt was statistically significantly associated with a decrease 

in homeownership of roughly 1.5 percentage points. For a robustness check, I employed use of 

probit regression. I chose to test model 4, which was the only OLS model to produce a 

statistically significant coefficient on the interaction term of interest in the hypothesized negative 

direction. The interaction coefficient did not retain the associated level of significance from 

model 4, while most of the other coefficients remained statistically significant. These findings 

are presented in Table 6, below.



Table 6:  Secondary OLS/Probit DID Regression Analyses for dependent variable HOMEOWNER 

Full OLS DID Regression 

analyses for home 

ownership by student loan 

debt amount 

1:  OLS Full 

Sample 

(n = 5,712) 

2:  White 

(n = 3,944) 

3:  Non-white 

(n = 1,768) 

4: Some 

College 

(n = 987) 

5:  Degree 

(n = 2,695) 

6: Probit, 

Some 

College 

Aggloandebt*Yearfixed -0.0034 -0.0042 0.0078 -0.0347** 0.0138* -0.0229

(0.0065) (0.0069) (0.0124) (0.0155) (0.0074) (0.0821) 

Aggloandebt   -0.0177*** -0.0135** -0.0421*** -0.0046 -0.0292*** -0.0239

unit: $10,000 increments (0.0053) (0.0052) (0.0107) (0.0116) (0.0061) (0.0618) 

Yearfixed -0.0368*** -0.0368*** -0.0305 -0.0182 -0.0632*** -0.1123

(0.0119) (0.0138) (0.0214) (0.0280) (0.0172) (0.1303) 

Young -0.1630*** -0.1640*** -0.1499*** -0.1482*** -0.1676*** -0.4358***

(0.0115) (0.0138) (0.0201) (0.0274) (0.0171) (0.1209)

Nonwhite -0.0948*** -0.1192*** -0.0803*** -0.5396***

(0.0131) (0.0285) (0.0207) (0.1323)

Children 0.0526*** 0.0498*** 0.0643*** 0.0756** 0.0894*** 0.3149**

(0.0134) (0.0156) (0.0249) (0.0304) (0.0195) (0.1326)

Married 0.0860*** 0.1375*** -0.0108 0.1012** 0.1230*** 0.4554***

(0.0191) (0.0238) (0.0321) (0.0407) (0.0297) (0.1746)

Wageinc 0.00012** 0.00009** 0.00056** 0.00028 0.00007** 0.00068

(0.00005) (0.00004) (0.00023) (0.00032) (0.00003) (0.00090)

Lowwageinc -0.1343*** -0.1240*** -0.1149*** -0.1661*** -0.1109*** -0.7101***

(0.0154) (0.0179) (0.0308) (0.0368) (0.0231) (0.1457)

Turneddown -0.0424*** -0.0538*** -0.0215 -0.0329 -0.0314 -0.1713

(0.0152) (0.0192) (0.0251) (0.0304) (0.0264) (0.1468)

Feardenial -0.0911*** -0.1014*** -0.0767*** -0.0704** -0.0687** -0.1005

(0.0155) (0.0208) (0.0227) (0.0311) (0.0310) (0.1320) 

Debt2incratio 0.000822 0.000519 0.021978*** 0.010364 0.000264 0.325896** 

(0.000644) (0.000511) (0.007299) (0.009373) (0.000428) (0.164744) 

Levratio 0.00000043 -0.00001280 -0.00000184 0.00001730* 0.00000683* -0.73385***

(0.00000247) (0.00010580) (0.00000281) (0.00000888) (0.00000407) (0.15993930) 

Highlevratio -0.2510*** -0.2903*** -0.2056*** -0.1964* -0.3229***

(0.0412) (0.0743) (0.0601) (0.1066) (0.0649)

HighDebt2inc 0.3943*** 0.3458*** 0.4419*** 0.4403*** 0.3423*** 1.6009*** 

(0.0113) (0.0129) (0.0316) (0.0363) (0.0156) (0.3392) 

Saved 0.0514*** 0.0547*** 0.0280 0.0390 0.0534*** 0.1240 

(0.0122) (0.0146) (0.0219) (0.0267) (0.0189) (0.1225) 

Own 0.1223*** 0.1234*** 0.1176*** 0.0980** 0.0872*** 0.3683* 

(0.0193) (0.0257) (0.0288) (0.0414) (0.0338) (0.1922) 

Nocheckacct -0.0923*** -0.1572*** -0.0363 -0.0113 -0.2646*** 0.1462 

(0.0236) (0.0370) (0.0303) (0.0555) (0.0695) (0.2237) 

Cantmanage -0.0908 0.0126 -0.2236*** -0.3195*** 0.0360 

(0.0584) (0.0891) (0.0605) (0.1176) (0.0876) 

30 
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Noccbalance -0.0291** -0.0173 -0.0445* -0.0130 0.0267 -0.1340

(0.0120) (0.0137) (0.0231) (0.0269) (0.0164) (0.1243) 

Foodhome 0.00000425*** 0.00000320* 0.00000311 -0.00000221 0.00000472** 0.00000602 

(0.00000156) (0.00000177) (0.00000307) (0.00000397) (0.00000204) (0.00001780) 

Constant 0.4674*** 0.4700*** 0.3251*** 0.4746*** 0.5587*** 0.0515 

(0.0357) (0.0471) (0.0604) (0.0684) (.0449) (0.2947) 

0.5177 R Squared 0.4286 0.3909 0.437 0.4938 0.3988 

Notes:  Weighted using a nationally representative weight (wgt); standard errors have been corrected for data that 

has been multiply imputed. The stars indicate the following levels of statistical significance *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, 

* p<0.1. For interpretation of variable names and values, refer to Table 2. The following control variable coefficients

were, generally, non-significant and omitted from the output above in order to conserve space: Edcat, Gender,

Occat2, Late60, Bankruptlast5, Dontwant, Foodaway, Fooddelivery

Discussion 

This research attempted to build on the extant student loan debt literature by providing 

answers to the following questions:  

1. Does outstanding student loan debt negatively impact a household’s ability to purchase a

home?

2. If so, is this negative impact larger in the aftermath of the most recent recession than

prior to the recession?

3. Does outstanding student loan debt disproportionately negatively impact some population

subgroups more than others?

In response to question 1, this research found statistically significant evidence that outstanding 

student loan debt negatively impacts the likelihood of homeownership for the population as a 

whole, as well as for certain population subgroups. For example, college degree holders with 

outstanding student loan debt, on average, were found to be roughly 8 percentage points less 

likely to own a home than their non-indebted degree-holding counterparts. The negative 

association has not changed much over time from 2004 to 2013, but, when combined with a 

lower average likelihood of homeownership from living in 2013, in the aftermath of the 

Full OLS DID Regression 

analyses for home 

ownership by student loan 

debt amount 

1:  OLS Full 

Sample 

(n = 5,712) 

2:  White 

(n = 3,944) 

3:  Non-white 

(n = 1,768) 

4: Some 

College 

(n = 987) 

5:  Degree 

(n = 2,695) 

6: Probit, 

Some 

College 
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recession, compared with 2004, college degree holders with outstanding student loan debt 

become disadvantaged by roughly 13.5 percentage points. This difference is moderate in size, 

and provides evidence that, in general, outstanding student loan debt does negatively affect 

homeownership rates. Based on the evidence presented, it is unlikely that outstanding student 

loan debt is the only driving force behind the decline in homeownership rates, even for young 

heads of household with large, outstanding student loan debt balances. 

In response to question 2, this research failed to find any real differences, on average, between 

the impact of outstanding student loan debt on the likelihood of homeownership in 2004 when 

compared with 2013. Limited and mixed evidence was provided that households that began a 

postsecondary program and took on student loan debt, but did not earn a degree are less likely to 

own homes in 2013 than in 2004, but this evidence is far from concrete. The evidence does 

suggest that student loan debt marginally, negatively affects homeownership likelihood in a 

relatively uniform manner in the lead up to the recession in 2004, and following the recession in 

2013, despite that fact that outstanding student loan debt balances are, on average, increasing and 

that more students are taking on student loan debt.  

In response to question 3, this research does provide some evidence that certain population 

subgroups are disproportionately negatively affected by outstanding student loan debt when 

comparing homeownership likelihoods. For example, statistically significant evidence was found 

that each additional $10,000 of outstanding student loan debt decreases the likelihood of 

homeownership for heads of household who are non-white by 4.2 percentage points, whereas the 

same $10,000 of outstanding student loan debt for heads of household who are white decreases 

the likelihood of homeownership by roughly 1.4 percentage points. This finding is in alignment 

with the extant literature, suggesting that while outstanding student loan debt may not wholly 
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contribute to decreasing levels of homeownership, it may prove to be a statistically significant 

driver of racial inequality for wealth and asset accumulation. Given that one of the intended 

purposes of student loan service expansion in the mid-1990’s was to provide a racially equalizing 

mechanism for postsecondary access for all students, the evidence suggests that the return-on-

investment ends may not actually support or justify the means, at least with regard to 

homeownership outcomes.  

This field of study could benefit from future research that would address student loan debt’s 

impact on the consumer leverage ratio which is a measure of total household debt divided by 

disposable personal income. For the average consumer in 2004, the leverage ratio was 1.63. A 

simple way of understanding this measure would be to say that for every $100 dollars of personal 

income a household had available to spend in 2004, $163 dollars was owed for debt purchases. 

In 2013, the average household leverage ratio skyrocketed to 40.17. Using the same illustration, 

for every $100 dollars of personal income a household had available to spend in 2013 over 

$4,000 was owed for debt purchases. In this paper, high leverage ratios remained negatively 

statistically significant within nearly every regression model studied. An investigation into 

student loan debt monthly payments as a proportion of total revolving monthly debt payments 

would help determine how student loan debt, as a percent of total debt, affects home ownership 

and other wealth and asset variables and would help answer the question of whether a larger 

share of student loan debt in relation to total debt more negatively affects wealth and asset 

accumulation. Likewise, because the leverage ratio appears to have such a large and significant 

impact on the likelihood of homeownership, determining how and to what extent student loan 

debt affects the consumer leverage ratio over time would really be a study worth pursuing. It 

may be that, in addition to the isolated effects of student loan debt on wealth and asset 
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accumulation, student loan debt has a compounding negative effect on wealth and asset 

accumulation by inflating the leverage ratio to levels that raise red flags for mortgage lenders, 

prohibiting certain households from purchasing homes. 

Research Limitations 

No data set is perfect, and the Survey of Consumer Finances is no different. Because of the 

method of selection used for the second sample through IRS tax records, the public use files 

prohibit access to observation location data, which would have been an impactful control 

variable to include in this analysis. Future studies could benefit from inclusion of geographic 

location controls.  

Additionally, the unit of measure is the primary economic unit, or head of household, which may 

be singular or joint. This paper attempted to isolate and control for the issue in various ways 

(controlling for marriage, controlling for children, separating populations into subgroups that are 

less likely to be joint heads of household), but it is unlikely that the pure association between 

outstanding student loan debt and homeownership likelihood was isolated and analyzed in this 

paper. Additionally, the same holds true for student loan debt holding by head of household 

status. The head of household is the holder of the student loan debt, but not necessarily the 

originator or benefactor. Families that have taken loan debt out on behalf of their children also 

fall into this category. This paper attempted to control for such observations by running sub-

population analyses on age groups that were unlikely to have taken loan debt out on another’s 

behalf. It is however, unlikely that these findings unequivocally represent the pure association 

between the individual loan debt originator and the likelihood of homeownership.  
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The type of institution and the cost of the postsecondary institution should also be included in 

future research. The SCF data do not include institutional information, which could provide a 

great deal of explanatory power. Having information on the amount of loan debt taken out in 

relation to the total cost of postsecondary enrollment and attainment would help fill information 

gaps. Likewise, it would be helpful to have some indication of the abilities or persistence of the 

observations. Finally, there is an emerging body of literature that suggests that there is no 

universal value to college majors (Carnevale et al, 2011). Some majors are simply worth more 

than others, just as some occupations pay more than others. Future research could include 

controls for undergraduate major by completion status or degree type. Even something as simple 

as a STEM degree indicator variable would be a very powerful control for future studies.  

Conclusion 

This research makes use of the most recent Survey of Consumer finances data to explore the relationship 

between student loan debt and homeownership while accounting for the effects of the most recent 

economic recession. This paper provides compelling evidence that, while the individual explanatory 

power associated with student loan debt may be relatively small, analysis of pre- and post-recessionary 

student loan debt finds a statistically significant and negative association with homeownership likelihood 

for all debt holders, on average. The negative association between student loan debt and homeownership 

increases in size in relation to the amount of outstanding debt held for certain debt-holding population 

sub-groups, but not for others. This paper has demonstrated that population subgroups of student loan 

debt holders also feel the impact of student loan debt in different ways. Some of these associations are 

statistically significant and have changed dramatically from pre- to post-recession. The causal mechanism 

for these changes has not been identified, but further research could benefit greatly from explorations into 

student loan debt’s effects on the leverage ratio, which, in turn, has a strong statistically significant and 

negative association with homeownership. These findings may be of interest from a policy perspective, as 
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loan debt forgiveness plans become more widely recognized and embraced by employers in the labor 

market, as well as through political discourse that addresses the benefits provided by student loan debt as 

an equalizer for postsecondary access in relation to student loan debt’s role in the perpetuation of racial 

inequalities through decreased wealth-building capacities and asset accumulation.  
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Appendix 1: Summary Statistics by Year and Race 

WHITE 

2004 

WHITE 

2013 

NON-

WHITE 

2004 

NON-

WHITE 

2013 

Key Demographic Controls 

Age 40.68 40.80 39.50 39.83 

White 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 

EDUCATION (2 Categories) 

1:  Some College 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.20 

2:  College Degree 0.45 0.48 0.28 0.34 

Other Demographic Controls 

Male 0.80 0.81 0.67 0.67 

Children 0.60 0.60 0.64 0.67 

Married 0.67 0.66 0.53 0.55 

Occupational Category 

(OCCAT2, 4 Categories) 

1: managerial/professional 0.40 0.40 0.26 0.31 

2: technical/sales/services 0.23 0.24 0.29 0.27 

3: other (incl. 

production/craft/repair workers, 

operators, laborers, farmers, 

foresters, fishers) 

0.27 0.23 0.32 0.25 

4: not working 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.17 

Key Financial Controls 

Wageinc 94848.42 90334.83 58449.12 54819.26 

Turndown 0.2138 0.1928 0.2907 0.2439 

Feardenial 0.1695 0.1886 0.3191 0.3436 

Bnkruptlast5 0.0512 0.0563 0.0654 0.0571 

Noccbal 0.4677 0.5668 0.5419 0.6690 

Nochk 0.0694 0.0641 0.2406 0.1750 

Dontwant 0.0013 0.0012 0.0137 0.0052 

Cantmanage 0.0080 0.0051 0.0112 0.0070 

Credit 0.0035 0.0013 0.0066 0.0050 

Own 0.9083 0.9105 0.8005 0.8187 

Saved 0.6237 0.5770 0.4593 0.4510 

Debt2inc 1.6125 2.1220 1.2994 1.2529 

Levratio 1.0557 3.4132 2.9140 105.6320 

Foodaway 2648.44 2536.53 2063.26 1920.60 

Fooddelv 280.97 175.52 257.27 154.52 

Foodhome 6656.21 6831.65 6441.32 6011.25 

Notes:  The stars indicate a significant difference between 2013 relative to 2004 for each control variable for each 

column heading. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  

For interpretation of variable names and values, refer to Figure 1. 

Means and resulting estimates are weighted; standard errors have been corrected for data that has been multiply 

imputed. 
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Appendix 2:  Summary Statistics by Year and Level of Educational Attainment 

SOME 

COLLEGE 

2004 

SOME 

COLLEGE 

2013 

DEGREE 

2004 

DEGREE 

2013 

Key Demographic Controls 

Age 40.44 40.61 40.55 40.10 

White 0.68 0.62 0.79 0.72 

EDUCATION (2 Categories) 

1:  Some College 1.00 1.00 

2:  College Degree 1.00 1.00 

Other Demographic Controls 

Male 0.70 0.69 0.79 0.77 

Children 0.60 0.66 0.57 0.59 

Married 0.56 0.55 0.67 0.63 

Occupational Category (OCCAT2, 

4 Categories) 

1: managerial/professional 0.27 0.29 0.64 0.62 

2: technical/sales/services 0.32 0.31 0.20 0.21 

3: other (incl. 

production/craft/repair workers, 

operators, laborers, farmers, 

foresters, fishers) 

0.30 0.24 0.10 0.08 

4: not working 0.11 0.17 0.06 0.09 

Key Financial Controls 

Wageinc 67762.50 57099.22 120246.40 111470.30 

Turndown 0.3127 0.2932 0.1637 0.1607 

Feardenial 0.2853 0.3348 0.1066 0.1546 

Bnkruptlast5 0.0942 0.0695 0.0221 0.0388 

Noccbal 0.4347 0.5551 0.4820 0.5757 

Nochk 0.0887 0.1068 0.0143 0.0142 

Dontwant 0.0025 0.0020 0.0000 0.0000 

Cantmanage 0.0070 0.0049 0.0009 0.0018 

Credit 0.0051 0.0060 0.0009 0.0000 

Own 0.8880 0.8920 0.9074 0.9073 

Saved 0.5163 0.4787 0.6931 0.6622 

Debt2inc 1.7115 1.3751 1.6910 2.6535 

Levratio 0.9583 26.4879 1.6068 22.3470 

Foodaway 2291.88 2066.77 3100.72 2921.05 

Fooddelv 268.27 208.91 323.18 165.20 

Foodhome 5951.13 6106.06 7070.25 6841.27 

Notes:  The stars indicate a significant difference between 2013 relative to 2004 for each control variable for each 

column heading. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  

For interpretation of variable names and values, refer to Figure 1. 

Means and resulting estimates are weighted; standard errors have been corrected for data that has been multiply 

imputed 
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