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trance qualification and university degree, as well as socio-demographic characteristics
such as gender, lone parenthood, and migrant). Furthermore, I include the dummies
home loan and homeowner in the regression to account for the different debt situation
of homeowners and tenants (compare to Bridges/Disney, 2004, who also control for
homeownership). The argument that (secured) housing debt is less worrying than (un-
secured) debt resulting from consumer credit may be brought forward. This is because
repayments of housing debt are a type of asset accumulation (when subtracting the
interest payments) while high repayments for consumer credit could be an expression
of potential bad financial management. Nevertheless, the result is quite similar: due
to their debt burden, these households have an income that lies below the subsistence
level. These households are classified as financially fragile. Repayments for home loans
are indeed problematic if the remaining household budget is less than needed for basic
expenditures.

Subsequently (Section 5.3), I focus on the households’ debt burdens. As discussed
above, the composed measures of overindebtedness and the debt performance include
the household income, the debt service, and a subsistence level. Severe household
indebtedness may therefore be caused by several channels:

First, a certain trigger event may constitute before all an income shock while the
debt burden itself stays constant. Second, the household debt may increase or decrease
in response to the event. Since the effective debt burden of a household is influenced
by debt demand and supply, both directions are possible: a household’s debt demand
may increase after a shock but the debt supplier may reject this request with a higher
probability. Third, the subsistence level changes with the number of household members
and the household income (non-seizable income).

To distinguish the impact of the three channels, T analyze how a household’s debt
burdens evolves in response to different trigger events. The three relevant dependent
variables are consumer credit and home loan (binary variables that indicate whether
a household repays the respective debt type) and the total debt service of a house-
hold. Trigger events may have a direct influence on the debt burden of a household
(e.g., increasing expenditures after a birth or missing credit standing after becoming
unemployed) but also an indirect effect via the household income since trigger events
constitute an income shock. In addition, the income level itself may influence the debt
situation of a household. Therefore, I disentangle the single effects by looking at the

impact of possible trigger events on household debt and, subsequently, on the household
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Table J. Regression results: overindebtedness and debt performance

OI11 O1I2 DP1 DP2

Fixed Random Fixed Random Fixed Random Fixed Random
Number of 0.660*** 0.872%%* 0.323%* 0.606%** -0.064** -0.097*** -0.197***  -0.306%**
children (0.106) (0.0778) (0.138) (0.0783) (0.0266) (0.0107) (0.0506) (0.0211)
Number of -0.00420 0.0524 0.0062 -0.528%** -0.0078 0.0360** -0.0101 0.0901%*
adults (0.160) (0.133) (0.247) (0.176) (0.0319) (0.0179) (0.0648) (0.0464)
Unemployed — 0.463*** 0.771%%* 0.471%* 0.834%%* -0.062%**  _0,072%** -0.099%**  -0.118%**

(0.162) (0.154) (0.209) (0.189) (0.0136) (0.0135) (0.0350) (0.0292)
Job loss 0.477*** 0.459%%* 0.411%* 0.352%* -0.00734 -0.00708 0.0119 0.0368
last year (0.157) (0.165) (0.162) (0.172) (0.0160) (0.0148) (0.0339) (0.0354)
Stroke 0.0648 0.147 0.252 0.246 -0.0391** -0.0153 -0.0732%* -0.0124

(0.194) (0.196) (0.238) (0.235) (0.0154) (0.0150) (0.0367) (0.0360)
Household -0.0585 -0.228 0.121 0.132 0.0625 0.0560 0.129 0.114
change (0.150) (0.171) (0.289) (0.266) (0.0498) (0.0527) (0.102) (0.103)
Childbirth 0.572%** 0.428%%* 1.054%%* 0.779%** -0.057***  -0.040%** -0.228%**  _0.151%%*

(0.145) (0.149) (0.198) (0.209) (0.0132) (0.0117) (0.0286) (0.0262)
Homeowner 0.388 -0.811%** 0.338 -0.584%* 0.0437 0.142%** 0.157 0.341%**

(0.287) (0.193) (0.381) (0.244) (0.0497) (0.0365) (0.0965) (0.0660)
Home loan 3.386%** 5.250%** 2.675%** 3.827%* -0.294%F% - _(0.314%%* -0.528%**  -(0.529%**

(0.226) (0.220) (0.338) (0.245) (0.0344) (0.0276) (0.0681) (0.0522)
Observations 8,088 32,268 3,642 32,268 32,268 32,268 32,268 32,268

Fixed-effects and random-effects panel regression. Selected coefficients. Source: SOEP: 2002 2007.

Bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses (200 repetitions). * p < 0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p < 0.01.

income.

I run fixed-effects and random-effects panel regressions. Since the within-variance is
quite small for certain control variables (e.g., gender of the head of household, migrant),
I exclude some explanatory variables from the fixed-effects regression that are mostly

time-invariant.

5.2 Overindebtedness and debt performance

Table 4 displays the coefficient estimates for both overindebtedness (logit model) and
the debt performance (OLS) for the most relevant explanatory variables. A complete

list of coefficients for all control variables is included in the appendix.

In the fixed-effects regressions, stroke and household change do not have a significant
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influence on the probability of becoming overindebted. Since the number of adult
household members does not increase the risk of being overindebted, neither a direct
nor an indirect effect is detectable. Unemployment affects overindebtedness in two ways:
a job loss in the previous year as well as persistent unemployment have a significantly
positive influence on OI1 and OI2. In a similar way, a newborn constitutes a risk factor
for a precarious debt situation: the coefficient of childbirth is significantly positive in the
OI1 and OI2 regressions but requires a joint interpretation with the number of children
in the household. Therefore, a birth aggravates the positive effect of the number of
children in the household on the likelihood of being overindebted. The coefficient of the
dummy home loan is significantly positive and quite large implying that a home loan
is a main determinant of overindebtedness.

The random-effects regressions results yield similar findings: Unemployment and
children significantly increase a household’s risk to become overindebted while strokes of
fate and changes in household composition have no significant effect, with one exception:
the probability of OI2 significantly falls with the number of adult household members.

To quantify the impact of a trigger event on overindebtedness, Table 5 shows the
average marginal effects of the explanatory variables (random effects).'® The size of the
aggregated effect for unemployment (job loss in the last year and current unemploy-
ment) is about six percentage points (OT1) while the unemployment shock itself does
not have any influence on OI2 (in contrast, persistent unemployment does in a minor
way). If an adult leaves the household, the risk of being overindebted declines by about
a half percentage point (OI2). Thus, stroke and household change have no direct but an
(economically small) indirect impact on overindebtedness. A birth increases the risk of
being overindebted (OI1) by about six percentage points, for OI2 the increase is about
three percentage points (again, since a newborn generally rises the number of children

in the household, both effects have to be taken together).

10For comparison, I also run fixed-effects and random-effects regressions applying a linear proba-
bility model (with marginal effects which equal the regression coefficients). The impact of children,
unemployement, and real estate financing is confirmed in both the fixed-effects and random-effects
specifications: childbirth: between three and six percentage points; number of children: eight (OT1)
and two (OI2) percentage points; job loss: two to four percentage points; unemployment: three to five
percentage points; home loan: more than 30 (OI1) and ten (OI2) percentage points.
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Table 5. Marginal effects for overindebtedness

OI1 OI12
(non-seizable income) (social assistance)
Number of 0.043%%* 0.009%**
children (0.006) (0.002)
Number of 0.002 -0.005%*
adults (0.006) (0.002)
Unemployed 0.036%** 0.013%%*
(0.009) (0.004)
Job loss 0.021%** 0.005
last year (0.008) (0.003)
Stroke 0.006 0.003
(0.009) (0.003)
Household -0.001 0.002
change (0.007) (0.004)
Childbirth 0.020** 0.012%*
(0.008) (0.005)
Homeowner -0.033%** -0.008**
(0.009) (0.004)
Home loan 0.402%%* 0.078***
(0.037) (0.018)

Random-effects panel regression. Source: SOEP: 2002-2007
*p < 0.1, p<0.05, *** p < 0.01.

The marginal effect of a home loan is very large. Taking out this type of debt boosts
the risk of overindebtedness by 40 or eight percentage points, respectively. However,
the effect of becoming a homeowner diminishes the impact of a home loan a little (three

percentage points or about one percentage point, respectively). 1

As expected, the findings are similar for the debt performance of a household (Table
4). With an increasing DP1 and DP2, a household augments the differencce between its
current income after repaying debt and the subsistence level. Therefore, an opposite sign
for the coefficients (compared to the overindebtedness regressions) can be expected. A
positive coefficient indicates a relaxation of the debt situation. The number of children
and a birth significantly worsen the debt performance; the same is true for ongoing

unemployment (not for a job loss in the previous year) and a home loan. Furthermore,

"'When excluding ’home loan’ from the regression, the dummy of ’homeowner’ absorbs a large
share of the effect resulting from housing debt. I also run regressions excluding both "home loan’ and
’homeowner’. In all cases, the impact of the control variables of interest is basically unchanged.
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a stroke of fate significantly worsens the debt performance of a household (fixed-effects
regressions) but does not trigger overindebtedness.

One additional point is that severe household indebtedness seems to be a major
problem for younger households: In all random-effects regressions, the coefficient of
age is significant and indicates that both the risk of being overindebted and the debt

performance improve over the life cycle (see results in the appendix).

5.3 Household debt and income

The results of the debt and income regressions are displayed in Table 6. To begin with,
I discuss the impact of children on household debt: After a childbirth, the probability
of having consumer credit increases significantly while the number of children has no
significant impact. In addition, the probability of having a home loan rises with the
number of children in the household but a newborn lowers this effect.'?> Both findings
indicate that the debt burden rises with a further child in the household, although
only to a minor extent since the total debt service increases by only 40 euros (in the
fixed-effects model).

Households affected by a job loss of the household head increase their probability
for consumer credit (however, the evidence is only weak in the fixed-effects regression).
The total debt service is not affected. In contrast, the coefficients of ‘unemployed’ are
insignificant in the fixed-effects regressions. This shows that households affected by job
loss are likely to rely on consumer credit to smooth consumption over the unemploy-
ment period (the supply side does not seem to make an issue with the lost job) but only
in the short term.'® Persistent unemployment does not influence debt, be it because the
households do not demand further debt or because the credit rating decreases such that
creditors refuse loan applications more frequently. As for stroke and household change,
the coefficients are mostly insignificant. However, the probability of having a home
loan rises with the number of adult household members but this effect weakens due to
the significantly negative coefficient of "household change’ and the marginal effects are
economically irrelevant. Similarly, a further adult in the household does not lead to an

increase in the debt service.

12Taking both effects together (childbirth and number of children), the probability of having a certain
type of debt with a newborn baby rises by about two and five percentage points for consumer credit
and home loan, respectively, using the random-effects model.

13And to a minor extent: the marginal effect (random-effects model) is only about two percentage
points.
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Table 6. Regression results: debt determinants and household income

Consumer credit Home loan Debt service Household
income
Fixed Random Fixed Random Fixed Random Fixed Random

Income in 0.532%%%* 0.473%%* 0.625%%* 1.55T*** 0.0874*** 0.146%%*
1,000 euros  (0.0991)  (0.0833) (0.207) (0.179) (0.0148)  (0.0182)
Number of -0.171 -0.0575 2.480%** 2.691%%%  0.0815%**  0.109***  0.0875***  (0.0780%**
children (0.105) (0.0568) (0.314) (0.179) (0.0132) (0.00883) (0.0102) (0.00660)
Number of 0.0503 0.336%%* 0.723%%* 0.627%* 0.00434 -0.0165 0.454%** 0.510%%*
adults (0.147) (0.112) (0.300) (0.252) (0.0111)  (0.0109)  (0.0124) (0.0123)
Unemployed 0.00272 0.173 0.170 0.306 0.00773 0.0169*%*  -0.089%**  -0.103%**

(0.125) (0.131) (0.327) (0.311) (0.00749)  (0.00764) (0.0130) (0.0132)
Job loss 0.213* 0.310%* -0.121 0.00821 0.0102 0.0118 0.0110 0.0286%*
last year (0.123) (0.126) (0.288) (0.246) (0.00793)  (0.00877) (0.0109) (0.0113)
Stroke -0.0776 0.0977 0.166 0.487% -0.00106 0.0125 -0.0212* -0.00183

(0.139) (0.150) (0.260) (0.252) (0.00802)  (0.00851) (0.0122) (0.0114)
Household 0.0838 -0.00668 -0.444%* -0.632%** 0.00247 -0.00811 0.0139 0.00516
change (0.111) (0.107) (0.179) (0.229) (0.0116) (0.0126) (0.0112) (0.0113)
Childbirth 0.360%** 0.274%%* S1.235%*%  J1 736K _0.0379%F  -0.042%**  -0.080%**  -0.061***

(0.138) (0.132) (0.229) (0.210) (0.0155) (0.0144) (0.0102) (0.0103)
Observations 10,944 32,268 4,908 32,268 92,268 32,268 32,268 92,268

Source: SOEP: 2002-2007. Bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses (200 repetitions).
*p < 0.1, ¥ p<0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Even if a household’s debt service stays constant, an income drop worsens the relative
debt situation and may trigger a situation of overindebtedness. The regression results
are also displayed in Table 6. The income rises significantly with the number of chil-
dren in the household. However, this effect is nearly compensated after the birth of a
child. All in all, a further child does not drastically reduce the household income. In
contrast, the coefficient for the number of adults is significantly positive and economi-
cally large. This indicates a strong negative income shock if an adult person leaves the
household (be it due to death, separation, or divorce). Similarly, the household income
jumps up after a change in household composition associated with an increase in adult
household members (cohabitation or marriage). As expected, unemployment reduces

the household income. A recent job loss (with later reemployment) has no significant
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effect on the household income such that a severe indebtedness via the income channel
is only likely to occur in case of persistent unemployment. Furthermore, the coefficient
of stroke is weakly significant and negative in the fixed-effects regression implying that
divorce, separation, or death of the partner is followed by an income shock that may

even reinforce the income drop associated with the loss of an adult household member.

Furthermore, the debt regression results in Table 6 show that the household income
has a significantly positive impact on both debt types (consumer credit and home loans)
and the total debt service. Therefore, a decreasing household income tends to alleviate
the debt situation of the household. In particular, the loss of an adult household
member has a large (negative) effect on the household income such that the burden
associated with debt repayments declines while, in contrast, a further adult entering

the household is likely to increase the household income as well as the debt service.

6 Conclusion

This paper investigates the impact of trigger events such as strokes of fate (death,
separation, or divorce), change in household composition (cohabitation or marriage),
unemployment, and childbirth on the debt situation of a household. For every house-
hold, several measures of relative/objective overindebtedness and debt performance
have been created. These measures compare the household income after debt repay-
ments to different concepts of subsistence levels and indicate a possible overindebtedness
as well as the financial vulnerability of a household. Descriptive statistics of SOEP data
from 2002 2007 show that unemployment of the head of household and childbirth seem
to worsen the debt situation considerably while the risk of being overindebted and the
debt performance are not notably different for households after loss of the partner (due
to separation, divorce, or death), cohabitation or marriage compared to the whole sam-
ple. The monthly debt service of households with a birth in the previous twelve months

is much higher than the debt burdens of other households.

First, panel-regression analysis has focussed on overindebtedness and the debt per-

MExcluding the household income from the debt service regressions yields significantly positive
coefficients for the number of adults. A further household member (a child or an adult) increases
the monthly debt repayment by about 40 euros (fixed effects). The effects of unemployment are also
robust: a job loss in the previous year has a small impact on the probability of consumer credit while
there is no significant effect of unemployment (be it temporary or persistent) on the total debt service.
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formance of private households. Second, since the applied measures of relative (over-
)indebtedness comprise income, debt service, and subsistence level, the influence of the
single channels has been investigated to answer the question of whether severe indebt-
edness is primarily triggered by an income shock or whether it is a rise in the debt
burden or an increase in the subsistence level that worsens the relative debt situation
of a household.

My analysis has several findings: first, childbirth and the number of children have a
significant impact on both increasing the risk of becoming overindebted and worsening
a household’s debt performance. My interpretation is that the main reasons to cause
a situation of severe indebtedness after a childbirth are increases of the debt burden
(home loan) and the subsistence level, while T do not find evidence for an income shock
resulting from a newborn. Second, unemployment is also a trigger event for severe
household indebtedness. However, the operating channel is different: the income shock
associated with persistent unemployment plays the main role to worsen the measures
of indebtedness while there is only a minor impact of unemployment on debt itself
(consumer credit) and on the subsistence level. If the head of household is reemployed
shortly after the job loss, there is no significant impact on the household income but
on the probability of having consumer credit. The probability of being overindebted
will increase significantly if the head of household has experienced a job loss in the
last year but works again at the point of the interview. Third, the picture is more
complicated for strokes of fate and changes in household composition. Both events do
not show significant own effects on the risk of being overindebted, the debt performance,
but some (economically small) impact on the probability of having a certain type of
household debt and the debt amount. However, the number of adults in the household
has a significant influence on the severity of household indebtedness only in the random-
effects regressions such that there is only weak evidence for severe indebtedness caused
by a stroke of fate. Several effects work against each other. If an adult leaves the
household, the income drastically declines. At the same time, the potential subsistence
level goes down. The latter effect attenuates the former one. The income drop resulting
from the vanished adult household member rather mitigates the debt burden while the
direct effect on the total debt service goes the opposite way. All in all, both effects
cancel each other out. The same is true, with opposite signs, for change if this event is
associated with an additional adult moving in the household.

My findings have several policy implications to tackle relative overindebtedness: as
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for families, the main goal is to achieve an income that exceeds the increase in the
subsistence level and that enables the household to handle a rising debt burden (home
loans). Tmportant fields of action would be childcare policies and employment incentives
for both spouses. Regarding unemployment as well as strokes of fate, income stability
is a central issue since the associated income shock constitutes a main threat to the
household budget. Relative overindebtedness may be reduced by keeping unemployment
spells shortly and by finding employment possibilities for people who have lost their
partner.

One general remark is further mentionable: Even if severe indebtedness is triggered
by a negative income shock or by an uncompensated rise in the subsistence level while
the debt service itself stays constant, the household must have been indebted in some
way before the event occurred. Given the findings of this paper, it may be doubtful
that households are indeed able to manage their housing finance. The results show that
a main reason for overindebtedness is simply a home loan. However, even if the debt
burden has been manageable quite well before a possible trigger event occurred, one
may reflect on the question of whether the forecast of trigger events has been adequate
on both the demand and the supply side of the debt market.

Further research is needed to get more insights into the field of household debt. First,
empirical evidence on debt persistence is desirable. Debt does not disappear after a
short time. Therefore, it could be quite interesting to understand how a household’s
debt burden evolves over time and how it adjusts due to household characteristics and
certain trigger events. Second, data limitations are still a hurdle for empirical research
on debt. A notable part of household debt is not covered; several important aspects

(e.g., consumer insolvency) cannot be taken into account.
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Appendix

Table A1. Regression results (fixed-effects)
Consumer Home
(lgglilt) (18;20 DP1 DP2 credit loan ez el
(logit) (logit)
Household 0.532%%* 0.625%%%  (.0874%**
income! (0.0991)  (0.207)  (0.0148)
Number of 0.660%** 0.323%* -0.064** -0.197%** -0.171 2.480%** 0.0815%**%  (.0875%**
children (0.106) (0.138) (0.0266) (0.0506) (0.105) (0.314) (0.0132) (0.0102)
Number of -0.00420 0.00615 -0.00782 -0.0101 0.0503 0.723** 0.00434 0.454%%*
adults (0.160) (0.247)  (0.0319)  (0.0648)  (0.147) (0.300)  (0.0111)  (0.0124)
Full -0.242 -0.854*** 0.122%%* 0.385%%* 0.453%** 0.601%%* 0.0386%** 0.184%***
employment (0.153) (0.204) (0.0192) (0.0403) (0.108) (0.224) (0.00819) (0.0119)
Unemployed 0.463%%* 0.471%* -0.062%** -0.099*** 0.00272 0.170 0.00773 -0.089***
(0.162) (0.209)  (0.0136)  (0.0350)  (0.125) (0.327)  (0.00749)  (0.0130)
Job loss 0.477%%* 0.411%* -0.00734 0.0119 0.213* -0.121 0.0102 0.0110
last year (0.157) (0.162) (0.0160) (0.0339) (0.123) (0.288) (0.00793) (0.0109)
Stroke 0.0648 0.252 -0.0391**  -0.0732%* -0.0776 0.166 -0.00106 -0.0212*
(0.194) (0.238)  (0.0154)  (0.0367)  (0.139) (0.260)  (0.00802)  (0.0122)
Household -0.0585 0.121 0.0625 0.129 0.0838 -0.444** 0.00247 0.0139
change (0.150) (0.289)  (0.0498)  (0.102) (0.111) (0.179)  (0.0116)  (0.0112)
Childbirth 0.572%%* 1.054%** -0.057*** -0.228*** 0.360%** ~1.235%** -0.0379** -0.080***
(0.145) (0.198)  (0.0132)  (0.0286)  (0.138) (0229)  (0.0155)  (0.0102)
Homeowner 0.388 0.338 0.0437 0.157
(0.287) (0.381)  (0.0497)  (0.0965)
Home 3.386%** 2.675%** -0.294%%% (. 528%**
loan (0.226) (0.338)  (0.0344)  (0.0681)
Constant 1.351%%* 2.205%** -0.525%**
(0.0448)  (0.0965) (0.101)
Log 25300  -1,164.4
likelihood
Wald X2 708.51 170.27 578.35 650.47 76.19 110.21 128.47 1,917.18
Observations 8,088 3,642 32,268 32,268 10,944 4,908 32,268 32,268
Households 1,348 607 5,378 5,378 1,824 818 5,378 5,378

1Deflated household income (log) 2Total monthly debt service in thousand euros. Source:
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SOEP: 2002 2007.
Bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses (200 repetitions). * p < 0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p < 0.01.



Table A2. Regression results (random-effects)
Consumer Home
(lgéilt) (S;i) DP1 DP2 credit loan covioe?  imeotd
(logit) (logit)

Household 0.473%** 1.557*** 0.146%**
income?! (0.0833) (0.179) (0.0182)
Number of  0.872%%%  0.606%**  _0.097%¥*  _0.306%**  -0.0575  2.691¥%*  0.109%F*  0.0780%**
children (0.0778)  (0.0783)  (0.0107)  (0.0211)  (0.0568) (0.179)  (0.00883)  (0.00660)
Number of 0.0524  -0.528%**%  0.0360%*  0.0901%  0.336%F%  0.627%* -0.0165  0.510%**
adults (0.133) (0.176) (0.0179)  (0.0464) (0.112) (0.252) (0.0109)  (0.0123)
Self- -0.395* -0.0293  0.269%F%  0.67T* 0.316* 1.070%%%  0.0355%  0.174%**
employed (0.216) (0.273) (0.0576) (0.113) (0.164) (0.313) (0.0207)  (0.0182)
Whitecollar -0.225  -0.993***  0.0094 0.143%%*  0.278%*  0.750%**  0.0276%*%  0.114%**

(0.137) (0.208) (0.0222)  (0.0542) (0.114) (0.213) (0.0111)  (0.0109)
Bluecollar 0.296** -0.304  -0.052%F*  _0.0162  0.554%** 0.429* 0.00398  0.0599%**

(0.146) (0.190) (0.0170)  (0.0403) (0.122) (0.256)  (0.00859)  (0.0109)
Civil SLLE8TRRE D485 RRE 0.0702%F  0.298%FF  0.560%F  1.406%F*  0.0672%F  0.163%**
servant (0.299) (0.666) (0.0358)  (0.0799) (0.224) (0.452) (0.0267)  (0.0230)
Univ. entr.  -L.194%%%  _0802%%*  0.264%%%  0.649%%*  _0.706%**  0.0101 0.00988  0.187***
qualifcation  (0.171) (0.198) (0.0510) (0.107) (0.152) (0.322) (0.0118)  (0.0170)
University SLIIERRR QU768 F*  0.230%FF  0.581%F*  .0.0826 0.238 -0.00732  0.234%**
degree (0.181) (0.237) (0.0447)  (0.0911) (0.149) (0.298) (0.0126)  (0.0179)
Age -0.073%%%  _0.060%**  0.0031%**  0.0063*** -0.081%**  -0.0051  -0.002%**  (.00228%**

(0.00523)  (0.00649)  (0.000621) (0.00125)  (0.00358)  (0.00685)  (0.000367) (0.000390)
Female -0.015 -0.235  -0.057FFF  _0.115%* -0.113 -0.487F%  _0.0163%  -0.040%**

(0.129) (0.159) (0.0218)  (0.0509)  (0.0987) (0.248)  (0.00906)  (0.0137)
TLone -0.119 0.474 0.0585 0.0448 -0.0766  -2.014%%*  _0.100%*F  0.131%**
parent (0.286) (0.301) (0.0801) (0.159) (0.216) (0.478) (0.0164)  (0.0266)
Migrant 0.141 0.837%%*  _0.0179  -0.0878* -0.101 -0.839 -0.0222  -0.0594**

(0.219) (0.220) (0.0226)  (0.0519) (0.205) (0.659) (0.0186)  (0.0274)
Full 0.350%*  -0.848*%%*  0.140%**  0.396%**  0.330%**  0.513%*%  0.0361%**  0.136%**
employment  (0.140) (0.174) (0.0228)  (0.0507) (0.105) (0.216)  (0.00978)  (0.0114)
Unemployed ~ 0.771%%%  (0.834%%*% 0 072%+%  _0.118%%* 0.173 0.306 0.0169%*  -0.103***

(0.154) (0.189) (0.0135)  (0.0292) (0.131) (0.311)  (0.00764)  (0.0132)
Job loss 0.459%%*  0.352%*  -0.00708 0.0368 0.310%* 0.00821 0.0118 0.0286**
last year (0.165) (0.172) (0.0148)  (0.0354) (0.126) (0.246)  (0.00877)  (0.0113)
Stroke 0.147 0.246 -0.0153 -0.0124 0.0977 0.487* 0.0125 -0.00183

(0.196) (0.235) (0.0150)  (0.0360) (0.150) (0.252)  (0.00851)  (0.0114)
Household -0.228 0.132 0.0560 0.114 -0.00668  -0.632%**  _0.00811  0.00516
change (0.171) (0.266) (0.0527) (0.103) (0.107) (0.229) (0.0126)  (0.0113)
Childbirth 0.428%** 0.779%%*%  -0.040%**  -0.151%** 0.274%* S1A73¥¥FEF-0.042%F*  -0.061%F*

(0.149) (0.209) (0.0117)  (0.0262) (0.132) (0.210) (0.0144)  (0.0103)
Homeowner — -0.8L1¥F¥  _Q584%%  (.142%%%  .341%**

(0.193) (0.244) (0.0365)  (0.0660)
Home loan  5.250%%%  3.827#Fkk  _(314%¥%  _(520%%*

(0.220) (0.245) (0.0276)  (0.0522)
Constant S0.981FFK 1. 933FRE 0QRQERE ] 293kkE 3 1QOFHRE 2] 4RFKE 0. 832FKE G ARTHHE

(0.371) (0.493) (0.0622) (0.126) (0.596) (1.372) (0.130) (0.0378)
Rho 0.676 0.581 0.557 0.589 0.672 0.944 0.579 0.748
Log -7,077.6  -3,308.4 -10,698.4  -6,797.9
likelihood
Wald x2 1,547.17 975.39 1,361.59  1,565.39  1,106.23 600.52 1,145.86  5,607.36
Observations 32,268 32,268 32,268 32,268 32,268 32,268 32,268 32,268
Households 5,378 5,378 5,378 5,378 5,378 5,378 5,378 5,378

1Deflated household income (log) 2Total monthly debt service in thousand euros. Source: SOEP: 2002 2007.
Bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses (200 repetitions). * p < 0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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