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ABSTRACT 

 
This paper analyzes the effect of being a homeowner on single women’s career outcomes as 

measured by the percentage change in their wage income. Using a selected sample from the 2001 

and 2007 Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) data, the study finds a significantly negative 

relationship between homeownership and unmarried women’s career advancement over a period 

of six years. The results fail to provide a conclusive explanation for why this is the case. 

Nevertheless, they suggest that more caution should be taken when policymakers as well as the 

public approach the issue of female homeownership.    
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1. Introduction 

 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2010)
1
, about 40 percent of owner-occupied 

homes in the United States belong to households headed by an unmarried man or woman 

and roughly two-thirds of these households are female-headed. The 2005 State of the 

Nation’s Housing report
2
 showed that unmarried women made up one-fifth of the home 

buying population at the time, increasing their share of home buyers by 50 percent over 

the previous eight years. A number of factors may have contributed to the growing 

prevalence of single females as homeowners: women get married at an older age and they 

are more likely to get divorced or widowed later in life; women have become more 

economically independent with their unprecedented participation in the labor force; 

society not only accepts the idea of single women buying homes on their own but also 

encourages it; and many women perceive homeownership as a way of building wealth 

and therefore providing financial security for themselves. 

 

Single female homeowners are substantially different from married or unmarried male 

homeowners: in general, they have lower incomes; they face higher cost burdens; and it 

is much more difficult for them to finance their home purchase (Drew, 2006). 

Nevertheless, few studies have focused specifically on this group. Even less is known 

about what single women can gain or lose from being a homeowner. 

                                                        
1
 U.S. Census Bureau. “Household Population and Household Type by Tenure: 2010, 2010 

Census Summary File 1.” American FactFinder. Accessed on March 16, 2012. 

(http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_SF1

_QTH3&prodType=table) 
2
 Harvard University, Joint Center for Housing Studies. 

(http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/son2005.pdf) 
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Using data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), this paper will examine 

the impact of homeownership on career outcomes for single female household heads, 

who may be divorced, widowed, or never married. The paper uses change in income from 

wage and salaries as the main career outcomes measure, based on three considerations. 

First, information about income is readily available in the PSID dataset. Second, since 

income is reported in monetary terms, it is less likely to suffer from the individual biases 

that sometimes occur when respondents answer survey questions on career advancement. 

Third, it is easier to compare wage change across settings and populations than to 

compare other features related to career development such as job responsibilities. 

 

The paper focuses on a sample of single female household heads (section 4) and 

estimates a set of linear regression models (section 5) to tease out the relationship 

between owning a home and single women’s career development as measured by their 

change in wage income over a period of six years. The results suggest a negative relation 

between homeownership and single women’s wage performance. Interpretations of the 

results are discussed in section 6. 

 

 

2. Conceptual Framework 

 

There are several hypothesized mechanisms through which homeownership may have an 

impact on the career outcomes of unmarried women: 
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1) Children of homeowners score significantly higher on school tests and are less likely 

to demonstrate behavior problems (Haurin, Parcel and Haurin, 2002), which means 

parents who own a home can afford to devote more time and energy to their work as they 

do not need to worry as much about their children as they would otherwise. If this 

channel is valid, homeownership should have a positive effect on career outcomes among 

single females with children and no effect among those without. Since women take up the 

childcare responsibility more often than men do, especially after they are divorced, the 

positive effect of homeownership should be greater for single mothers than for single 

fathers. 

 

2) Homeowners are generally more socially and politically involved (Rohe, Van Zandt 

and McCarthy, 2002). Frequent social activities may lead to more work opportunities as a 

result of networking. At the same time, interactions with other people improve the 

interpersonal skills of an individual, which may help single female homeowners foster a 

better relationship at their work place. Since single women often find it challenging to 

explore new work opportunities or to emotionally involve in a male-dominated working 

environment, the effect of homeownership on career advancement, if there is any, should 

be positive and greater for single females than for comparable single males. The effect 

should also be greater for those single female homeowners living in higher quality 

neighborhoods. 

 

3) Homeowners facing higher housing expenses have a stronger incentive to stay 

employed or to shorten their unemployment durations (Rouwendal and Nijkamp, 2007; 
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Flatau, Forbes and Hendershott, 2003). As mentioned above, single female homeowners 

in general experience a higher cost burden than single male homeowners do (Drew, 

2006), so they should receive more benefits from the positive correlation between 

homeownership and employment history although, holding cost burden constant and 

controlling for other individual and housing characteristics, the impact of homeownership 

on career outcomes should not differ for single male and female homeowners. However, 

as much as paying for a home incentivizes homeowners to work harder, its effect is likely 

to be offset by the tax benefits offered to this group of people.  

 

4) The high transaction costs of relocation have made homeowners less inclined to move 

in response to changing market conditions (Winkler, 2011; Henley, 1998). This finding 

implies that single women who own a home will see their options for career movement 

somewhat constrained compared to those who do not own a home. But the high 

transaction costs associated with owning a home may also place single female 

homeowners in an advantageous position. If employers believe that it is more risky to 

hire or promote single females because they are more likely to relocate for family reasons 

and abandon the organization, they may favor a single female employee who is a 

homeowner over someone who is equally qualified but is not a homeowner under the 

assumption that the homeowner employee will bear with the organization for a longer 

period of time. The net effect of homeownership on career advancement for single 

women is ambiguous, depending on which effect dominates.  
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5) Female homeowners are found to derive significantly more pain but not more joy from 

their house and home compared to renters after controlling for health, self-esteem, stress 

level and other indexes (Bucchianeri, 2011). These women do not score better than 

comparable female renters on any of the happiness measures—life satisfaction, overall 

mood, overall feeling, or general moment-to-moment emotions but they still have to put 

up with the not so enjoyable aspects of being a homeowner, for example, repair and 

maintenance of the homes. Happiness and mood may affect work performance. As a 

result, a lower level of well being associated with homeownership may translate into 

worse career outcomes for single female homeowners. 

 

 

3. Data 

 

This paper uses the 2001 and 2007 family-level data from the Panel Study of Income 

Dynamics (PSID). The PSID is a longitudinal survey that has been conducted annually or 

biennially by the Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan on a 

representative sample of U.S. households since 1968. It collects a wide variety of 

information at both the individual and family level focusing primarily on income 

dynamics and demographic change.  

 

The initial sample for the PSID consisted of two national samples. One of them was an 

equal probability sample of households in the 48 coterminous states drawn by the Survey 

Research Center, hence known as the SRC sample. The other, the SEO sample, came 
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from the Survey of Economic Opportunity and only had information about low-income 

families. In 1990, a Latino sample from the Latino National Political Survey was added 

to the PSID sample to increase its representativeness. As time passes, the survey is 

extended to new household members that were not part of the original sample and it 

tracks individuals as they grow and form new family units. Currently, the main data file 

for one year alone contains about 5000 variables and 7000 family-level observations. 

 

The PSID gathers information about households through phone interviews. Heads of 

household are usually the interview respondents, about whom the most detailed 

information is collected. Since 1969, response rates to the survey have stayed in the upper 

90 percent range. Studies that attempt to investigate the data quality of the PSID (Duncan 

and Hill, 1989) have generally supported its validity.  

 

Some of the questions asked in the PSID collect information from the year before the 

survey takes place because of the nature of these questions. For example, it is only 

possible for a household to provide accurate information on its annual income from 2000 

after the year has passed, that is, at least from 2001. Given that the PSID survey has been 

conducted biennially since 1997, values for the previous year are the closest available for 

some variables in the analysis. 
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4. Sample  

 

Observations for the basic sample (444 observations) are selected using the following 

criteria: 

1) Household head must be a female, not married either in 2001 or 2007. This is to 

eliminate the potential attrition problem that single women’s decision to get married is 

associated with both homeownership and career achievements. 

 

2) Households must be either homeowners or renters in both years. This is to address the 

simultaneous causality problem that would otherwise arise from the effect of income on 

the probability of homeownership (Haurin and Kamara, 1992).  

 

3) Household head must be younger than 65 years old in 2007 and with non-zero wage 

income in both years. This is to prevent the women with zero wage incomes to skew the 

results. 

 

Table 1 presents the characteristics of single females who are homeowners and those who 

are renters. Homeowners in the sample were, on average, ten years older than renters and 

they were much less likely to be a black woman
3
. An average single female homeowner 

would have one more year of education compared to an average single female renter but 

because education is capped at 17 years in the PSID data, the actual education gap might  

                                                        
3
 Due to the small sample size of household heads who were neither white nor black, I grouped 

together white and all other race categories into non-black. 
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TABLE 1  CHARACTERISTICS OF SINGLE FEMALE HOMEOWNERS, SINGLE FEMALE RENTERS, AND 

ALL SINGLE FEMALE HOUSEHOLD HEADS 2001-2007 (2000-2006) 

 Homeowners Renters 

Number of observations 204 240 

  

Hourly wage 2000 17.131 11.387 

(14.511) (6.323) 

Hourly wage 2006 (in 2000 dollars) 20.267 14.126 

(15.757) (8.498) 

Percentage change in hourly wage 2000-2006 0.280 0.271 

(1.359) (0.947) 

Age 2001 45.216 35.671 

(9.826) (9.938) 

Black 0.495 0.75 

(0.501) (0.434) 

Years of education 2007 13.495 12.404 

(1.98) (1.722) 

Full-time work experience 2007 16.32 9.961 

(8.899) (8.771) 

Total hours worked 2000 1967.564 1849.546 

(602.745) (605.258) 

Total hours worked 2006 1911.015 1920.558 

(690.931) (658.939) 

Number of children in FU 2001 0.843 1.25 

(1.024) (1.243) 

Number of children in FU 2007 0.578 1.042 

(0.925) (1.240) 

Housing cost burden 2001 (*1000) 12.129 21.529 

(11.190) (16.231) 

Housing cost burden 2007 (*1000) 12.642 21.649 

(13.348) (15.301) 

Number of vehicles 2001 1.309 0.813 

(0.761) (0.686) 

Number of vehicles 2007  1.412 0.888 

(0.780) (0.678) 

Monthly transportation expenses 2001 108.907 69.633 

(105.718) (98.993) 
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Monthly transportation expenses 2007  

(in 2001 dollar) 

146.374 121.637 

(109.778) (120.499) 

Single family home 2001 0.804 0.313 

(0.398) (0.464) 

Apartment 2001 0.010 0.513 

(0.099) (0.501) 

Single family home 2007 0.809 0.425 

(0.394) (0.495) 

Apartment 2007
 

0.015 0.442 

(0.121) (0.498) 

Standard deviations are in parentheses. 

 

be larger. Renters tended to have more children in the family unit than homeowners; 

however, the difference was not significant and the number of children in the family unit 

decreased over time for both homeowners and renters.  

 

Not surprisingly, homeowners were more likely to live in single-family homes while 

renters in apartments. The pattern persisted from 2001 to 2007. Housing cost burden 

(monthly housing costs divided by annual income) was higher for renters but it virtually 

remained the same for both groups during the period. At the same time, homeowners and 

renters increased their transportation expenses drastically with homeowners consistently 

spending more.  

 

Hourly wages for single female homeowners were higher than those of single female 

renters although their change over the six years of analysis was similar. In 2007, 

homeowners exceeded renters in full-time work experience by a little more than six 

years. While renters worked almost 120 hours (3 weeks of full-time work) less than 

homeowners did in 2000, they caught up in 2007.  
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To allow for the possibility of comparing single female household heads with single male 

household heads, an additional sample (738 observations) that includes unmarried men 

who satisfies the aforementioned criteria will be used. 

 

 

5. Methods 

 

First the following linear regression model that controls for a set of personal as well as 

household characteristics that may be correlated with both homeownership and wage 

change such as age and education is estimated: 

 

yi = 0 + 1owni + 2agei + 3blacki + 4educi + 5wrkexpi + 6dhrsworki + 7dassetsi + 

8dtrptexpi + I                                                                                                                    (1) 

where        

yi  = percentage change in hourly wage from 2000 to 2006 

owni = 1 if household head i owned a home between 2001 and 2007, 0 if 

rented 

agei = household head i’s age in 2001  

blacki = a dummy variable indicating whether the household head i is black or 

of other race 

educi = years of education obtained by household head i averaged across 2001 

and 2007 (max = 17) 

wrkexpi  = full-time work experience by 2007 and full-time work experience by 

2007 squared 

dhrsworki = change in annual hours worked from 2000 to 2006 

dassetsi  = change in household assets from 2001 to 2007 
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dtrptexpi  = change in monthly transportation expenses from 2001 to 2007 

i = error term 

 

The model is then extended to include the number of children in the home (2001 and 

2007), the percentage change in housing cost burden, number of vehicles (2001 and 

2007), and dwelling type (2001 and 2007) one at time. These variables were selected 

consistent with the hypotheses introduced in section 2. After arriving at the complete 

model, it is tested again on the sample with single male household heads.  

 

Finally, the regression model is expanded by interacting the homeownership dummy with 

the number of children in family unit (2001 and 2007), the percentage change in housing 

cost burden, number of vehicles (2001 and 2007), and dwelling type (2001 and 2007) to 

evaluate if these interaction terms could help explain the effect of homeownership on 

single women’s career outcomes, positive, negative, or lack thereof.  

 

 

6. Results 

 

1) Estimating the constant effect of owning a home on the percentage change in hourly 

wage for single female household heads 

 

Column (1) of Table 2 presents the parameter estimates and associated standard errors for 

the linear regression model fitted to equation (1). The results show that controlling for 

personal characteristics and the change in working hours and family financial situations 
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TABLE 2  ESTIMATES FROM REGRESSIONS OF PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN HOURLY WAGE 2001-

2007 (2000-2006) 

 Females All 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Intercept 0.516 0.355 0.354 0.260 0.480 0.810*** 

(0.343) (0.358) (0.347) (0.356) (0.348) (0.293) 

Homeowner -0.097 -0.102 -0.183* -0.230** -0.378** -0.258* 

(0.095) (0.097) (0.094) (0.104) (0.182) (0.148) 

Age -0.015** -0.012 -0.012* -0.011* -0.013** -0.010 

(0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Black -0.079 -0.104 -0.125 -0.092 -0.086 -0.064 

(0.101) (0.093) (0.087) (0.092) (0.088) (0.080) 

Years of education 0.036 0.041 0.042 0.040 0.039 0.022 

(0.026) (0.025) (0.026) (0.025) (0.024) (0.018) 

Work experience -0.012 -0.013 -0.008 -0.013 -0.010 -0.006 

(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.015) (0.013) 

(Work experience)
2
 0.0001 0.0001 0.00001 0.0002 0.0001 -0.00004 

(0.004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0003) 

Change in annual 

      hours worked 

-0.0002*** 0.0002*** -0.0002*** -0.0002*** -0.0002*** -0.0002*** 

(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) 

Change in total 

      assets 

0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.00001 

(0.001) (0.001) (0.0006) (0.0006) (0.001) (0.00002) 

Change in monthly 

      transportation   

      expenses 

0.001** 0.001** 0.0004 0.0005 0.0004 0.0001 

(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0001) 

Number of children 

in FU 
   

  
 

2001  -0.016 -0.003 -0.007 -0.017 0.0004 

 (0.041) (0.042) (0.042) (0.041) (0.041) 

2007  0.064 0.080 0.080 0.074 0.037 

 (0.065) (0.067) (0.067) (0.070) (0.049) 

Percentage change 

      in housing cost 

      burden 

  -0.106** -0.108** -0.111** -0.075*** 

  (0.046) (0.045) (0.047) (0.019) 

Number of vehicles        

2001    0.020 0.036 -0.018 

   (0.083) (0.081) (0.045) 
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2007    0.106 0.085 -0.025 

   (0.073) (0.075) (0.053) 

Dwelling type       

Apartment 2001     -0.211 -0.072 

    (0.205) (0.172) 

Other than single 

family home and 

apartment 2001 

    -0.156 -0.142 

   
 (0.153) (0.132) 

Apartment 2007     -0.078 -0.159 

    (0.126) (0.133) 

Other than single 

family home and 

apartment 2007 

    0.127 0.112 

   
 (0.176) (0.148) 

Female      -0.114 

     (0.133) 

Own  Female      0.005 

     (0.151) 

R
2 

0.117 0.120 0.142 0.149 0.162 0.131 

Number of 

observations 
292 292 279 279 279 432 

Standard errors are in parentheses. 

*, **, *** indicate significance at the 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 level, respectively. 

 

over time, being a homeowner has a negative impact on wage change. However, the 

estimation does not have enough power to detect a statistically significant relationship 

between the two at conventional levels. All else equal, age, change in hours worked 

annually and change in monthly transportation costs are each statistically significantly 

associated with the change in hourly wage. For example, a $100 increase in monthly 

transportation expenses is associated with a 10-percentage-point increase in a household 

head’s percentage change in wage. 
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Columns (2) to (5) of Table 2 present the estimates from regression models that include 

additional control variables. The coefficient on own in model (2), which controls for the 

number of children in family unit in 2001 and in 2007, is still not statistically significant 

at conventional levels and its value becomes only slightly more negative. There is 

unlikely to be a relationship between children in family and wage change although the 

inclusion of the number of children as a regressor affects other coefficients in the 

equation. Age is no longer statistically significantly associated with the percentage 

change in wage and the relationship between change in annual hours worked and the 

percentage change in wage turns from negative to positive, indicating that the more hours 

worked, the more the wage change moves in the positive direction. The results from 

models (3) to (5) suggest, though, that model (2) suffers from misspecification and 

therefore, its estimation is not good enough for making inferences. 

 

Column (3) of Table 2 shows that the negative impact of being a homeowner on the 

percentage wage change is statistically significant at the 0.1 level when percentage 

change in housing cost burden is added to the regression. On average, the percentage 

change in hourly wage for single household heads who are homeowners would be 18.3 

percentage points lower than that for comparable household heads who are renters, 

almost doubling the equivalent coefficient estimate in column (1). So, if the hourly wage 

of a renting household head increases by 25.2 percent (from the $11.54 sample median 

wage in 2000 to the $14.45 sample median wage in 2006), a home-owning household 

head who is otherwise identical would see her hourly wage increase by only 6.9 percent. 

There is also a statistically significant (at the 0.05 level) negative relationship between 
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change in housing cost burden and change in wage. All else equal, household heads who 

have a 10-percentage-point greater change in housing cost burden are likely to have their 

percentage change in wage reduced by 1.06 percentage point. The coefficients on age 

(household head’s age) and dhrswork (change in annual hours worked from 2000 to 

2006) are statistically significant at the 0.1 and 0.01 levels, respectively; both of them 

have a negative sign.  

 

As column (4) of Table 2 illustrates, including the number of owned vehicles in 2001 and 

in 2007 further increases the statistical significance and the magnitude of the coefficient 

estimate on own. Owning a home is now associated with a 23-percentage-point smaller 

increase (if the change is positive) or a 23-percentage-point larger reduction (if the 

change is negative) in hourly wage. Applied to the same scenario in which the hourly 

wage of a renting household head increases by 25.2 percent, another household head with 

identical characteristics but who owns a home would get a wage increase of a little more 

than 2 percent. The relationship between wage change and age, change in hours worked 

annually, and percentage change in housing cost burden remain unchanged from column 

(3). 

 

With the coefficient on own decreasing from - 0.230 to - 0.378, column (5) of Table 2 

reports a larger negative impact of owing a home on the percentage change in hourly 

wage after household dwelling type is controlled for. In this case, compared to household 

heads who are renters and whose wage increases by 25.2 percent, the percentage change 

in wage for those comparable household heads who are homeowners would be -7.4 
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percent (37.8 percentage points lower), which means these household heads would 

actually go through a period of wage reduction. The statistical significance, the sign, and 

the size of the coefficient estimates on age, dhrswork, and pctdhcostbd (percentage 

change in housing cost burden) are similar to what column (4) shows. 

 

The last column in Table 2 is a replication of model (5) on a sample consisting of both 

males and females. To take into account the fact that the impact of home owning on wage 

change might differ by gender, additional control variables—female (equals 1 if the 

household head is a female) and the interaction of own with female are included in the 

regression model. The results point to a still statistically significant (at the 0.1 level) but 

less negative main effect of home owning on the percentage change in wage and no 

separate interaction effect that works exclusively on females. For household heads in this 

sample, male or female, the percentage change in wage for those who rent would be, on 

average, 25.8 percentage points higher than that for those who own their homes. Using 

the same example as before where renting household heads have their wage increased by 

25.2 percent, home-owning household heads who are otherwise identical would virtually 

not find their hourly wage changing at all. Change in hours worked annually and the 

percentage change in housing cost burden are highly (at the 0.01 level) statistically 

significantly associated with wage change even though the magnitude of the impact of 

housing cost burden change shrinks by nearly one-third of the impact estimated in 

column (5), that is, the impact for females alone. There is no statistically significant 

relationship between age and wage change when males and females are grouped together. 
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To address the endogeneity problem in this analysis—single women do not randomly 

choose to be and continue to be homeowners or renters; their decision might be driven by 

factors that have a direct impact on wage change, the probability of owning is computed 

based on the personal characteristics of a sample of single females who either rented or 

bought a home between 2001 and 2007. Running regression model (5) again but using 

the probability of owning instead of the act of owning as its regressor produces a 

coefficient estimate of -0.487 on prown (the probability of owning a home) with a 

standard error of 0.212. Higher probability of being a homeowner is statistically 

significantly associated with a negative impact on wage change, validating the negative 

association between homeownership and single females’ career outcomes.  

 

2) Estimating the interaction effect of family and dwelling characteristics and 

homeownership on the percentage change in hourly wage for single female household 

heads 

 

Regression results from a set of models that build on model (5) and interact home 

owning, one at a time, with the number of children in family unit, the percentage change 

in housing cost burden, the number of owned vehicles, and the household dwelling type 

are reported in Table 3. The addition of these interaction terms does not have much of an 

influence on the coefficient on own except for column (9), where the relationship 

between home owning and wage change becomes statistically insignificant. Nevertheless, 

F-tests run against the hypothesis that being a homeowner has no impact on the 

percentage change in wage for household heads with comparable characteristics suggest 
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TABLE 3  ESTIMATES FROM REGRESSIONS OF PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN HOURLY WAGE 2001-

2007 (2000-2006) ALLOWING THE EFFECT OF OWN TO VARY ACROSS SEVERAL DIMENSIONS 

 Female 

 (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Homeowner -0.383** -0.378** -0.278 -0.396** 

(0.185) (0.187) (0.243) 0.191 

Own       

 Number of children 

in FU 2001 

Percentage change in 

housing cost burden 

Number of vehicles 

2001 

Apartment 2001 

0.084 0.001 0.013 1.037** 

(0.079) (0.074) (0.168) (0.404) 

Number of children 

in FU 2007  

Number of vehicles 

2007 

Other than single 

family home and 

apartment 2001 

-0.110  -0.093 0.207 

(0.114)  (0.167) (0.326) 

   Apartment 2007 

   -0.179 

   (0.342) 

   

Other than single 

family home and 

apartment 2007 

   -0.343 

   (0.322) 

     

R
2 

0.164 0.162 0.163 0.168 

H0 1: Pr. p > F 0.127 0.091 0.195 0.011 

H0 2: Pr. p > F 0.478 0.992 0.795 0.005 

Number of observations 279 292 279 279 

Standard errors are in parentheses. 

*, **, *** indicate significance at the 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 level, respectively. 

H0 1: The percentage change in wage income for homeowners equals that for renter.  

H0 2: The effect of being a homeowner on percentage change in wage income differ by the variable(s) own 

interacts with. 
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that the impact of home owning is not statistically significant for model (7) as well. When 

tested against the hypothesis that the interaction term(s) are not (jointly) statistically 

significant, model (10) is the only model where this hypothesis can be rejected and at a 

fairly small 0.011 significance level, which indicates that the effect of being a 

homeowner does vary across dwelling types. Holding everything else constant, 

homeowners living in single family homes in 2001 are likely to experience a less 

negative effect of home owning on the percentage change in wage than homeowners 

living in other types of housing at that time; the reverse is true for different household 

dwelling types in 2007. Although few observations in the sample owned an apartment in 

2001 or 2007, a larger sample size would make it possible to make inferences about the 

different effect of homeownership by dwelling types.  

 

3) Interpreting the results 

 

Overall, there seems to be a substantially large negative association between owning a 

home and the percentage change in wage for single female household heads over a time 

span of six years. The negative relation persists even after unmarried women’s decision-

making process about owning a home is explicitly controlled for. This is not to say that 

average hourly wage would necessarily decrease for homeowners while it increases for 

otherwise identical renters. It simply means that the wage change for homeowners would 

be less positive than the change for renters—comparable home-owning household heads 

and renting household heads could both have an increase in wage but the increase would 

be smaller in magnitude for the former group; they could also both have a reduction in 
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wage but the reduction rate would be greater for homeowners; in some instances, the 

direction of the wage change would differ for the two groups. But in any case, all else 

equal, single female household heads who are homeowners do not achieve as much 

career advancement as those who are renters do in terms of the payments they get for 

their labor. In fact, single female homeowners experienced about the same degree of 

percentage wage increase as single female renters from 2001 (2000) to 2007 (2006). 

However, it is likely that had they not owned a home, they would have had a larger wage 

increase.   

 

There are two potential explanations for the negative correlation between homeownership 

and career outcomes. The first is reduced mobility. Like all homeowners, single women 

who own a home may be less apt or less willing to relocate for a better job opportunity 

(Winkler, 2011; Henley, 1998). They may either give up the job or accept it while 

spending more time on commute. The latter scenario matches Bucchianeri’s finding 

(2011) that female homeowners are emotionally worse off than renters because they have 

less time for enjoyable activities. The second explanation is distance to economic 

opportunities. Renters are more likely to live in apartments, which are mostly located in 

city centers or where there are abundant job opportunities. Meanwhile, homeowners tend 

to live in single family homes that are concentrated in residential areas where job 

opportunities are relatively scarce. The inconclusive results from the interaction models 

discussed in the previous subsection also suggest that owning an apartment may be 

positive for wage change. That the effect of homeownership applies to single males as 

well supports both of these explanations.  
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7. Conclusion 

 

The finding that homeownership and single women’s career outcomes are negatively 

associated should not discourage policymakers from engaging in assisting single-female-

headed households access homeownership. It should, however, remind them to exercise 

more caution when designing and promoting homeownership programs that may involve 

single women. For instance, single females may benefit from additional services that help 

them make educated decisions about whether or not homeownership is appropriate for 

them. 

 

Further researches on this topic can focus on three areas: 

1) This study is limited to female household heads who remained single for six years and 

who did not transition from renters to homeowners or the other way around during the 

time period. A natural extension of the study is to examine the impact of homeownership 

on career outcomes for a larger female population. Alternatively, it may be interesting to 

study in more detail the subgroups within single female household heads—never married, 

divorced, or widowed. 

 

2) Other aspects of an individual’s career outcomes are worth looking into. Labor force 

participation, job responsibilities, and work satisfaction are a few examples. The effect of 

homeownership on these aspects may differ from that on wage change for single women. 

This will lead to a better understanding of how single female household heads are 

affected by being a homeowner and help design more effective homeownership policies. 
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3) Researchers in the future can try to isolate the impact of homeownership on wage 

change by the channel through which it functions. Most importantly, they can try to 

verify if mobility and/or distance to economic opportunities are indeed driving the 

negative relationship between homeownership and single women’s career outcomes. 
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