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ABSTRACT: 

 

Millennials, or those born between 1980 and 1998, face unique financial situations relative to the 

general population.  With increasing levels of educational loans and debt, many choose live with 

their parents as a means of financial support, thus resulting in differing financial behaviors when 

compared to Millennials who live independently.  This paper analyzes the effect of which parental 

coresidence has on debt and asset ownership likelihoods and valuations, and in general finds strong 

evidence linking parental coresidence with decreases in magnitude and likelihood of having debt, 

along with significant differences in “risky” and “safer” asset ownerships and valuations.  

Moreover, I find that parental coresidence is used as a mechanism to decrease general debt, rather 

than being used as a vehicle to accumulate assets.   
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1. Introduction 

Generation Y, commonly referred to as “Millennials”, are a subset of approximately one-third of 

the United States population who experience a myriad of behavioral characteristics that deviate 

from their predecessors (CEA, 2014).  Such deviations include, but are not limited to, having a 

higher propensity to enroll in college, living closer to family and friends, experiencing less gender 

biases in the workforce, and being less likely to own a home (CEA, 2014).  There could be 

numerous reasons for the deviations, and some of these deviations could have significant financial 

implications.  The fact that Millennials have higher enrollment rates in college imply that more 

student loans will be acquired.  Further, the Housing Market Crisis which led to the Great 

Recession may affect consumption and investment behaviors, and an increased rate to coreside 

with parents. 

 Many young adults have the option to continue living with their parents (or return after 

having left), thus creating different environmental scenarios which may alter financial gains, 

losses, and responsibilities (or lack thereof).1  In this paper, I examine Millennial financial 

behaviors, placing emphasis on how parental coresidence affects asset and debt levels.  

 My results indicate significant differences in the likelihood of holding certain asset or debt 

classes, along with significantly differing portfolio and allocation strategies between young adults 

who live with their parent(s) relative to those who are independent.  Moreover, I find that 

individuals living with both parents are less likely to have debt, and more likely to have higher 

valued transactional accounts and own stocks.  The field of parental coresidence impacting 

                                                           
1 Substantial literature and anecdotal evidence give reasons as to why many young adults return to dwell with their 
parents, with it not being purely for financial reasons.  While this paper discusses financial implications from living 
with parents, other studies including Kilpatrick Johnson (2010) and Mitchell (1998) focus on psychological/family 
nurturing structures as reasons for young adult coresidence. ` 
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financial decisions of today’s young adults have generally not been investigated or lack robustness 

in findings.  Ignoring these biases leave young adults vulnerable to continued financial pitfalls 

with potentially long-term negative effects.  This study addresses the discrepancies amongst young 

adult finances by providing valuable insights on the impact of parental coresidence.  

2. Related Literature 

2.1 Savings Rates 

Savings rates in the United States have been on a steady decline since the mid-1900s, with theories 

behind the trend ranging from low interest rates to an increase in population-wide consumption, 

but with ambiguous findings (Guidolin and La Jeunesse, 2007).  It is estimated that 40% of young 

adults do not regularly contribute to a savings account, and 55% do not contribute to an IRA or 

other retirement account (Lusardi et al., 2009).  Less than 33% of young adults lack basic 

knowledge of interest rates, inflation, and risk diversification (Lusardi et al., 2009).  Numerous 

research studies cite formal financial education as being a crucial factor and directly linked to 

financial decision-making and net worth gains in an individual’s lifetime, including young adults 

(Bernheim et al., 2001; Lusardi, 2004; Mitchell, 2010).  Lacking formal education is associated 

with lower stock market participation and retirement account ownerships.  However, formal 

financial education does not always translate into financial literacy (See Gale and Levine (2010), 

Willis (2011)).  

Using the 2012 National Financial Capability Study, Friedline and West (2015) found that 

only 19% of Millennials aged 18 to 34 were categorized by being “financially capable”, or owning 

a savings account and having received a financial education, whereas only 8% of lower-income 

(less than $25,000 per annum) Millennials being were “financially capable”.  The findings also 
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conclude that “financially capable” Millennials are 176% more likely to afford unforeseen 

expenses as well as 30% less likely to hold “burdensome debt” than not “financially capable” 

Millennials.  

2.2 Debt      

As stated above, Millennials are more likely to finance college through educational loans.  This 

increase in amount, for example, has contributed to the “Student Debt Crisis”, with outstanding 

aggregate student loans at $1.16 trillion in 2014 (Federal Reserve Bank of New York, 2015).  The 

amount of debt undertaken by an individual plays a huge role in graduation rates, future net worth 

and financial decision-making, and in many cases mirrors other financial woes that may be 

experienced by youths. 

 Relative to the general population, a higher percentage of young adults (85% versus 75%) 

hold debt (Chiteji, 2007).  The percentage of young adults holding debt has been stable for several 

decades and thus is not Millennial-specific, yet average debt rose from approximately $8,000 to 

$25,000 per young adult between 1983 and 2001 (Chiteji, 2007).  Added aggregate debt levels are 

caused by numerous factors, ranging from changes in the credit market allowing for easier 

accessibility to credit, student debt, and higher incomes.2  Dettling and Hsu (2014) find that 

between 2001 and 2013, Millennials have experienced a decline in net worth, a phenomena driven 

mostly by a decrease in asset holdings.  However, overall debt balances have been on the rise due 

to student loans. 

                                                           
2 Higher incomes leading to more indebtedness can be attributed to theories proposed by Rabin and Thaler (2001), 
who assert that the more initial wealth an individual has, the less risk averse an individual may be.  With more wealth 
to counteract potential losses, an individual’s utility function may be more risk-seeking, thus translating to more risky 
financial decisions (i.e. in the form of debt, risky assets, etc.).  By taking on more debt, one is smoothing consumption 
with the implied ability of being able to mitigate debt with future increases in pay. 
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 Contrary to prior hypotheses, initial net worth prior to entering college neither adequately 

reflect amounts of educational loans taken nor graduation rates (Elliot and Beverly, 2011).  

Moreover, using the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) in tandem with the Child 

Development Supplement (CDS) and Transition into Adulthood supplement (TA) datasets, Elliot 

and Beverly (2011) show it is prior acts of parental and youth savings that significantly led to “on 

course” graduation rates, i.e. graduating on-time from college.   

Other educational debt-related indicators affect youth college attainment rates.  Dwyer et 

al. (2012) focus on educational debt and graduation rates using the National Longitudinal Survey 

of Youth 1997 (NLSY97) to determine marginal benefits of obtaining debt and the ability of debt 

to increase the likelihood of graduating on-time.  Making the distinction between public and 

private colleges, they find that for private colleges, attaining more educational debt led to a linear 

increase in the likelihood of graduating.  For public colleges however, the relationship was 

parabolic.  Increasing educational loans up to $10,000 led to an increase in graduation rates, while 

borrowing more than $10,000 led to a decrease in graduation rates.  Such discrepancies were found 

to be a result of differences in socioeconomic status.  Dwyer et al. (2012) find that attrition from 

public universities due to debt are a result of less advantaged students being unable to absorb the 

negative impacts of educational debts after a certain threshold.    

Students can receive money from parental transfers to help ameliorate the burden of 

educational financing.  However, many students find the need to obtain additional work hours to 

supplement their education financing.  Kalenkoski and Pabilonia (2010) find that students in four-

year colleges are more reliant on parental transfers, whereas students in two-year colleges find 

themselves more dependent on working to obtain funding.  
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Zhan and Xiang (2014) analyze relationships between educational loans and wealth, 

determining that increasing educational loans result in a decrease in future net worth, financial and 

non-financial assets, and the value of primary housing.  Mirroring Elliot and Beverly (2011), an 

increase in educational loans appear to have an initial effect of increasing future wealth, until debt 

levels reach the upper quartile of the educational debt distribution, after which net worth decreases 

(Zhan and Xiang, 2014).   

2.3 Parental Coresidence 

Bleemer et al. (2014) find that young adults with student loan debt burdens are also more likely to 

exhibit parental coresidence.  Dettling and Hsu (2014) also determine that increased general 

indebtedness of youths led to an increased likelihood of parental coresidence.  While they find that 

increased student and auto loans actually decrease the time a youth spends with his/her parent(s), 

the delinquency and mismanagement of debt does increase time spent coresiding.  Another factor 

contributing to the low homeownership rate among Millennials is the housing market bubble prior 

to the Great Recession.  Between 2003 and 2012, for individuals between 25 and 30 years of age, 

there was a steady increase in young adults choosing to coreside with their parents (Bleemer et al., 

2014). 

 There is no clear difference between young adults who come from more affluent 

backgrounds versus less affluent backgrounds in their coresidential decision-making.  While 

youths from affluent families may have the resources to live independently, affluent parents would 

likely have the means to support the coresiding child.  Additionally, youths may be incentivized 

to coreside with their affluent parents, in order to maintain a possibly higher standard of living 

compared to being independent.  Conversely, young adults from less affluent families may choose 

to decrease the financial burden of their parents by living independently.  However, by choosing 
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to live with their parents, less affluent young adults may be able to pool resources with their parents 

and thereby obtain higher utility as a family unit.  Thus, family wealth backgrounds lead to mixed 

determinants for offspring coresidence.  For example, Kahn, Goldscheider, and García-Manglano 

(2013) find that non-Caucasian, lower education, unemployed, or lower than median personal 

income young adults were more likely to live with a parent (a reversal in the trend which was 

studied between 1960 and 2010).  In contrast, Cobb-Clark and Gørgens (2014) found that youths 

tend to leave their family residence earlier if the families were welfare recipients.  Cobb-Clark and 

Gørgens (2014) also substantiate that financial support of youths coresiding may lead to financial 

irresponsibility in the form of not seeking employment or studying for college.  These mixed 

results make it more pressing to determine not only the associations between wealth indicators and 

parental coresidence, but also the direction in which the association flows.  

 Sandberg-Thoma et al. (2015) find youths with less than a high school education were 45% 

more likely to return to their parents’ home, those with some college education were 49% less 

likely, those with a college degree were 38% less likely, and those with more than a college degree 

were 69% less likely to return home upon initially leaving.  Kahn, Goldscheider, and García-

Manglano (2013) find that males were more likely than females to live with their parents, and cite 

wage stagnation and general delays in marriage.3  The study also finds unemployment to influence 

young adults’ decision to move back with their parents, as employed youths were less likely than 

unemployed youths to coreside with parent(s). 

 

                                                           
3 Delays in marriage have resulted in delayed youth independence, especially for males, and have been noted in various 
literatures and is not unique only to Millennials.  More information on this sociological trend can be found in Glick 
and Lin (1986).  
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2.4 Biases 

While the Council of Economic Advisors (2014) suggests decreasing economic divides amongst 

Millennial demographics in relation to other generations, gender and racial disparities still present 

potential biases that influence financial behavior.  Females belonging to the Millennial and prior 

generations are less likely than their male counterparts to receive competitive compensation 

(McGee et al., 2015).  These gender disparities are also reflected by the fact that females are 

significantly more likely to participate in less risky investments than their male counterparts, a 

quality which contributes to overall wealth disparities between the two groups (Bajtelsmit and 

Bernasek, 1996).  Females, however, are also significantly more likely to attend college (Goldin 

et al. 2006), which thereby increases average income levels.  Having offspring and their reported 

gender also plays a significant role in differences in investing behaviors, where having only female 

children significantly increases stock participation of the parent(s), even when taking into account 

differences in male and female portfolio strategies (Bogan, 2013).   

 Racial demographics also affect investment decisions and the long-term effects of taking 

on debt.  African Americans are 13% less likely to hold stocks, and Hispanics 10% less likely to 

own stocks relative to their Caucasian peers (Lusardi, 2005).  Additionally, African Americans 

and Hispanics are less likely to participate in higher risk/higher yielding stock options, due to 

general lack of endowment (i.e. savings accounts values, checking account values) relative to 

Caucasians (Lusardi, 2005), and African Americans are more likely to have educational loans and 

higher loan-to-financial assets ratios (Zhan and Xiang, 2014).  Friedline and Elliot (2011), find 

racial disparities begin at a young age.  They use logistic regressions to show that having a savings 

account at a young age significantly increased the probability of continual ownership of a savings 

account.  However, African Americans youths were less likely to own savings accounts at a young 
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age relative to their Caucasians peers, and thus this lower likelihood in account ownerships 

translated to African Americans saving approximately 3% the amount saved by Caucasians 

(Friedline and Elliot, 2011).   

 Certain psychological factors can bias financial behavior.  Bogan et al. (2013) test whether 

or not psychological shocks affect risk tolerance in the realm of investment decisions. Using a 

sample of US veterans, the data indicate having traumatic experiences results in a decreased 

likelihood of holding risky assets.  Similarly, macroeconomic conditions an individual experienced 

in his/her lifetime affect individual risk tolerances; individuals who experienced high stock market 

returns throughout their lifetimes are more likely to participate in the stock market whereas 

individuals who experience low returns experience a lower risk tolerance, and thus are less likely 

to participate in the stock market (Malmendier and Nagel, 2011).  When facing their own personal 

finances, Millennials exhibit overconfidence in their ability to manage their liabilities (resulting in 

the propagation of debt amongst the generation as a whole), exhibit the furthering of anxiety 

resulting in repayment of said debt, and exhibit the exacerbation of poor financial decision-making 

such as overuse of credit cards and withdrawing from retirement accounts (de Bassa Scheresberg 

et.al. 2014). 

3. Data 

3.1 Overview 

The data used for this study come from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 

(NLSY97) available from the Bureau of Labor Statistics.  I use the National Longitudinal Survey 

of Youth 1997 due to its extensive financial and personal data pertaining to the Millennial 

generation, along with the availability of parental coresidence information.  The NLSY97 is a 
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comprehensive national survey of males and females born between 1980 and 1984 inclusive, 

beginning in the year 1997, obtaining a wide breadth of information ranging from basic 

demographic information, to more advanced topics pertaining to socioeconomic and individual 

behavioral characteristics.  The survey begins with 8,984 individuals in 1997, with attrition rates 

leading to a finalized sample size of 7,423 individuals in 2011.  Thus between the course of 1997 

and 2011, 134,760 person-years are recorded.  Since the focus of this paper is on the Millennial 

generation (those born between 1980 and 1998)4, this survey was preferable to other datasets due 

to its focus on the Millennial generation.  Years 2003 to 2009 of the NLSY97 are used for the 

sample.   

 A key aspect of this dataset is that it contains information which allows coresidence 

statuses to be inferred.  The NLSY97 asks participants to respond where their parents live in 

relation to them.  From this question four categorical variables were generated: Lives with Mother 

Only, Lives with Father Only, Lives with Both Parents, and Lives with Neither.  Due to availability 

of information pertaining parental coresidence, the person-year sample size was decreased from 

134,760 to 24,933.  The NLSY97 also asks respondents questions pertaining to financial assets 

and debt only when the respondents are ages 20, 25, and 30, thus only three asset/debt observations 

are recorded per respondent.  Moreover, observations in the interim years are not utilized for this 

paper, resulting in a further decrease in the sample size for the analyses.  Total person-years 

therefore vary between 1,512 and 6,405 depending on the asset or debt class.5   

                                                           
4 Taken from Pew Research Center: http://www.pewresearch.org/methodology/demographic%research/definitions/ 
5 Some assumptions were made to proxy missing data.  The NLSY97 separately asks if a respondent owns a specific 
account, and how much it’s valued.  “Financial Assets” equal the dollar sum of transactional accounts, stock/mutual 
funds, bonds, and pension/retirement accounts. However, some respondents report missing responses for specific 
accounts, yet “Financial Assets” are reported as $0.00.  Backwards induction impute the missing account values as 
$0.00.  Whether or not the respondent answered “yes” or “no” to owning an individual account cannot be determined, 
since it is possible for respondents to own individual accounts, but with a $0.00 balance.  
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3.2 Summary Statistics 

Tables 1 – 3 provide summary statistics relevant for the econometric analysis, where Table 1 

represents the demographic and income distributions amongst the subsample.  From Table 1, Panel 

A one can see that the reported coresidence subsample is approximately evenly distributed between 

males and females, and among living with at least one parent versus living independently (i.e. 

between 40% and 50% live on their own and the remainder with a parent(s)).  One can see that a 

minority of Millennials live with their father only, followed by living with their mother only, living 

with both parents, and living on their own (henceforth known as “Independents”).  Racial 

demographics are distributed such that 19.47% are African American, 20.67% are Hispanic, 

58.80% are Non-African American Non-Hispanic, and 1.06% are mixed-ethnicity individuals.  

Table 1, Panel B distributes mean and median incomes across the subgroups.  Independents also 

have larger reported incomes and difference in mean tests indicate that the difference is statistically 

significant (p < 0.01). 

 Table 2 represents percentages of asset and debt ownership by racial group and by gender. 

Table 3 represents the mean and median monetary values for each asset or debt class by racial 

group and by gender.  One can see some immediate variability amongst the subgroups.  The tables 

show that females, in general, have higher rates of owning “safer” transactional (savings, checking, 

and money market) accounts as well as bonds.  Males, however, have ambiguous differences in 

“risky” stock/mutual fund ownership rates.  Table 3, Panel A shows a significantly larger amount 

of average and median debt held by Millennial Independents, and difference in means tests reveal 

this to be statistically significant (p < 0.01).  Other asset and debt classes reported in Panels B – G 

show ambiguous differences between the coresidence subgroups, and will be analyzed separately.  

Panel H shows clearly that Independents have higher reported net worth when compared to all 
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parental coresidences.  The discrepancies between ownership percentages within the coresidence 

statuses motivate the probit analyses in the next section.   

4. Empirical Framework 

4.1 Hypotheses 

There are five main hypotheses in this study: (H1) “Risky” asset ownership levels and valuation 

are affected by parental coresidence, (H2) “safer” asset ownership levels and valuation are affected 

by parental coresidence, (H3) educational loan ownership levels and valuation are affected by 

parental coresidence, (H4) general debt ownership levels and valuation are affected by parental 

coresidence, and (H5) parental coresidence is used as a mechanism for debt reduction.   The null 

hypotheses are accepted/rejected as determined by statistically significant/insignificant 

coefficients from the results in Section 5.  

 Millennials may move in with their parents as a result of burdensome educational loans or 

general indebtedness, similar to that determined by Dettling and Hsu (2014), or take advantage of 

assumed less financial responsibility and therefore accrue more unsecured debt and postpone 

financial independency.  Since prior studies have not made the distinction between educational 

loans and general debt with respect to parental coresidence, I test these separately.  It is possible 

that those who coreside with their parents may be less likely to own certain assets than 

Independents, since accumulations and higher valuations of assets may be associated with total 

financial dependency.  However, with greater potential for parental financial transfers, the 

respondent may be benefitting from comprehensive increases in asset accumulation in addition to 

debt reduction.  Since Kahn, Goldscheider, and García-Manglano (2013) state that individuals of 

lower socioeconomic status were more likely to move out from their parents at an earlier age 
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relative to those of higher socioeconomic statuses, potential parental financial transfers from more 

affluent families may result in their children experiencing higher asset accumulations and 

valuations.  However, as parental transfers from affluent families need not be dependent on 

children choosing to coreside nor living independently, subsequent asset accumulation and 

valuation during coresidence is unknown.   

4.2 Probit Models 

To determine the extent to which parental coresidence affects the probabilities of holding certain 

asset or debt classifications, I first use univariate probit estimations in which the dependent 

variable is owning/having one of the following asset/debt classes: transactional accounts, 

stock/mutual funds, bonds, a pension/retirement account, debt, and educational loans.  Each of 

these dependent asset/debt class variables are binary (yes to owning, no otherwise), and the 

independent variables include parental coresidence status dummy variables, and demographic and 

socioeconomic control variables that have been previously shown in the literature to affect 

ownership rates.  As a baseline measurement, I measure if there are any immediate relationships 

between the four coresidence statuses and the chosen dependent variables: 

𝑃𝑟(𝑌 | 𝑋)𝑖 =  𝛽0 + ∑  𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑖𝑗

3

𝑗=1

 +  𝜀𝑖                                                             (1) 

where Y represents asset/debt class variables, and X represents the parental coresidence status.6  

Upon determining baseline results, I add the respondent characteristic parameters to obtain the 

following: 

                                                           
6 “Lives with Neither” is the omitted variable. 
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𝑃𝑟(𝑌 | 𝑋, 𝑊)𝑖 = 𝛽0 + ∑  𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑖𝑗

3

𝑗=1

 + ∑  𝛽𝑘𝑊𝑖𝑘

21

𝑘=4

+  𝜀𝑖                                 (2)  

where W represents the respondents’ characteristic control variables.7  Extended details on each 

individual characteristic variable are found in the Appendix.  As part of my verification process 

and consistent with the behavioral finance literature pertaining to risk tolerance affecting financial 

decision-making (Sharpe, 1964; Rabin and Thaler, 2005, Bogan et. al 2013), I control for risk 

preferences in a third equation below: 

𝑃𝑟(𝑌 | 𝑋, 𝑊, 𝑍)𝑖 = 𝛽0 + ∑  𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑖𝑗

3

𝑗=1

 + ∑  𝛽𝑘𝑊𝑖𝑘

21

𝑘=4

+  𝛽𝑙𝑍𝑖𝑙 +  𝜀𝑖             (2∗) 

where Z is a dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent is risk seeking, and 0 

otherwise.8  Probit results are discussed in Section 5.1.   

4.3 Ordinary Least-Squares 

I use an Ordinary Least-Squares (OLS) model to analyze the relationship between parental 

coresidence and asset/debt value.  The log of the value of the asset and debt classes is the dependent 

variable.  Following a similar framework as the probit models, I create baseline measurement to 

determine if there is any immediate relationships between the four coresidence statuses and the 

monetary valuation of the assets/debts: 

                                                           
7 More detail on the characteristic variables are found in the Appendix.  The omitted variables are “Male”, “Non-
African American Non-Hispanic”, “Never Married, Not Cohabiting [with a significant other]”, “No Children”, “No 
Education”, “Non-Executive Occupation”, “Employed”.  These omitted variables combined with “Lives with Neither” 
are the baseline individuals for which the probit analyses make its comparisons.   
8 The NLSY97 determines risk preferences by asking a series of lottery questions, where the sequence of responses 
between “safe” and “risky” lotteries assign the respondent a level of risk aversion ranging from 1 - 4, where 1 is the 
most risk averse and 4 the most risk seeking.  Since a level of 2 or 3 are equally moderately risk averse/moderately 
risk seeking, I only assign a risk preference of level 4 as being “risk seeking”. 
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𝑙𝑛(𝑌 | 𝑋)𝑖 =  𝛽0 + ∑  𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑖𝑗

3

𝑗=1

 +  𝜀𝑖                                                                   (3) 

where Y represents the log of the monetary value of the asset/debt, and X again represents the 

coresidence statuses.  Upon determining a baseline relationship I then include the respondent 

characteristics (denoted by W) and the risk aversion measurements (denoted by Z) in a similar 

framework to the probit specifications with the following: 

𝑙𝑛(𝑌 | 𝑋, 𝑊)𝑖 = 𝛽0 + ∑  𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑖𝑗

3

𝑗=1

 + ∑  𝛽𝑘𝑊𝑖𝑘

21

𝑘=4

+ 𝜀𝑖                                     (4) 

𝑙𝑛(𝑌 | 𝑋, 𝑊, 𝑍)𝑖 = 𝛽0 + ∑  𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑖𝑗

3

𝑗=1

 + ∑  𝛽𝑘𝑊𝑖𝑘

21

𝑘=4

+  𝛽𝑙𝑍𝑖𝑙 +  𝜀𝑖                 (4∗) 

In addition to the same asset/debt classes used in the probit specifications, I also include the log of 

total valued financial assets and the log net worth, since summary statistics point to 

disproportionate mean and median net worth amongst the cohort. 9 OLS result are found in Section 

5.2. 

4.4 Tobit Models  

Lastly, I test Millennial portfolio strategies by measuring the percent of financial assets held in 

specific assets (transactional accounts, stock/mutual funds, and bonds).  To create the model, I 

generate three variables designating the percentage of financial assets each individual respondent 

                                                           
9 More detail on these variables are found in the Appendix.  Financial asset monetary values are strictly positive or 
zero, whereas net worth can be positive or negative.  For negative values I use the negative of the absolute value of 
the log of net worth. 
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holds in transactional accounts, stock/mutual funds, and bonds.  I again begin with a baseline 

measurement to determine how coresidence biases portfolio weights: 

𝑃𝑟(𝑌 | 𝑋)𝑖 =  𝛽0 + ∑  𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑖𝑗

3

𝑗=1

 +  𝜀𝑖                                                             (5) 

where Y ϵ {transactional accounts, stock/mutual funds, bonds}, and X denotes the coresidence 

status.  I then include the respondent characteristic variables (W) and the respondent’s risk aversion 

measurements (Z): 

𝑃𝑟(𝑌 | 𝑋, 𝑊)𝑖 = 𝛽0 + ∑  𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑖𝑗

3

𝑗=1

 + ∑  𝛽𝑘𝑊𝑖𝑘

21

𝑘=4

+  𝜀𝑖                               (6) 

𝑃𝑟(𝑌 | 𝑋, 𝑊, 𝑍)𝑖 = 𝛽0 + ∑  𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑖𝑗

3

𝑗=1
 + ∑  𝛽𝑘𝑊𝑖𝑘

21

𝑘=4
+ 𝛽𝑙𝑍𝑖𝑙 + 𝜀𝑖                (6∗) 

Tobit results are discussed in Section 5.3. 

4.5 Control Variables        

The respondent characteristic control variables W include gender, race, number of respondents’ 

siblings, marital status, number of children, educational level, log of income, unemployment, and 

executive occupation.  I include gender since prior research studies find strong evidence suggesting 

that gender bias financial decision-making (Bajtelsmit and Bernasek, 1996; Bogan, 2013; McGee 

et al., 2015).  Race has also shown to influence finances (Lusardi, 2005; Friedline and Elliot, 2011; 

Zhan and Xiang, 2014), and thus is controlled for.  Likewise, marital status is also controlled for 

as prior studies have shown various statuses to affect household finances and risk tolerances 
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(Hallahan et al., 2004; Yao and Hanna, 2005, Bogan, 2013).10  Since the main independent 

variables are coresidence status, I also control for the number of respondents’ siblings, as a higher 

number of siblings may make the process of moving back into their parents’ home or continued 

coresidence more difficult.  

 The desire to have more children may be directly related to the amount of assets/debts the 

prospective parent owns.  I therefore control for the number of children with dummy variables for 

one child, two children, and three or more children.11  I also control for education level, log of 

income, and unemployment since higher education and larger incomes are correlated with owning 

more assets and higher net worth, whereas unemployment is correlated with owning less assets 

and lesser net worth. 

 The NLSY97 also contains 33 different occupation codes, which I use to create an 

“Executive” occupation dummy variable.  Executive occupations are more likely to receive 

benefits such as stock options, to which other occupations are less likely to offer, and thereby 

increase the probability of stock ownership if not controlled for.  Other respondent characteristic 

variables are explained in detail in the Appendix. 

 

 

                                                           
10 Marital status is collapsed into four dummy variables to allow for non-linear effects of each variable.  “Never 
Married, Not Cohabiting [with a significant other]” represent 66% of the sample, “Never Married, Cohabiting” 
represents 14.21% of the sample, “Married” represents 17.57% of the sample, and “Separated, Divorced, Widowed” 
were collapsed as it represents only 2.22% of the sample.  “Never Married, Not Cohabiting [with a significant other]” 
is the omitted variable. 
11 Number of children is collapsed into dummy variables for no children, one child, two children, and three or more 
children, allowing for non-linear effects of each additional child.  “No Children” represents 77.51% of the sample, 
“One Child” represents 13.67% of the sample, “Two Children” represents 6.68% of the sample, and “Three or More 
Children” were collapsed as it represents only 2.14% of the sample.  “No Children” is the omitted variable. 
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5. Results 

5.1 Probit Results 

Table 4 presents the results of equations (1), (2), and (2*).  For each measurement, a negative 

coefficient denotes a decrease in the likelihood of having the debt or asset class, whereas a positive 

coefficient denotes an increase in likelihood.  Examining Millennial debt in Panel A shows that 

living with either or both parents show a significant decrease in the likelihood of having debt 

relative to Independents (p < 0.01).  However, the added demographic and socioeconomic controls 

reveal that only those who live with both parents are 0.112 less likely to have debt relative to 

Independents (p < 0.05) even when controlling for risk aversion, and thus partially supporting 

hypothesis (H4).   

 Respondents who live with both parents also experience a significantly increased 

likelihood of owning transactional accounts 0.142 – 0.160.  Mirroring the percentages in Table 2, 

Panel B, females were 0.364 more likely to own a transactional account relative to males (p < 

0.01).  When examining stock and mutual fund ownerships, those who lived with both parents 

were 0.262 more likely to own stocks than those living independently (p < 0.10), and those who 

lived with their mothers were 0.613 more likely to own stocks as well (p < 0.01).  These findings 

support hypotheses (H1) and (H2) that parental coresidence affects “risky” and “safer” asset 

ownerships. 

 The remaining asset and debt classes were analyzed to determine the effect of living with 

mothers, fathers, or both, but with statistically insignificant results.  While the results show bond 

ownership to be more likely amongst respondents living with both parents, and less likely for those 

living with only one parent relative to Independents, these findings were statistically insignificant.  
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Similar statistically insignificant findings were reported for pension/retirement account 

ownerships and educational loans, challenging popular assertion in the literature that student loans 

are a driving force for individuals to move back in with their parents or never move out, thereby 

rejecting null hypothesis (H3) that educational loan ownership levels are affected by parental 

coresidence. 

 Consistent with prior studies are the demographic biases.  African American (p < 0.05) and 

Hispanic (p < 0.05) Millennials were significantly less likely to own any of the asset classes.  

Consistent also, female Millennials were more likely to have debt and educational loans compared 

to their male counterparts by a statistically significant margin (p < 0.01).  Since females are more 

likely to attend college than males (Goldin et al., 2006), higher educational loans and post-

graduation debt are expected.  Supported also by the prior studies, females simultaneously were 

significantly more likely to own transactional accounts (p < 0.01) 

 Inclusion of the risk seeking measurement created no statistically significant impacts on 

the likelihoods of owning any asset or having debt.  This concept is revisited more in depth in 

Section 5.3, as risk behavior plays a more important role in portfolio weighting strategies as 

opposed to individual asset ownership likelihoods. 

5.2 Ordinary Least-Squares 

OLS results for equations (3), (4), and (4*) are presented in Table 5.  For each measurement, a 

negative coefficient denotes the decrease of the natural log of the given dependent variable by that 

amount, whereas a positive coefficient denotes the increase of the natural log of the dependent 

variable.  Consistent with the probit models showing the likelihood of owning debt to be 

significantly less amongst individuals living with both parents, the models also report only those 
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who live with both parents to consistently have less valued debt (p < 0.05), partially supporting 

hypothesis (H4).  Respondents who lived with only one parent produced no significant differences 

in debt amounts relative to Independents.  The data also show females having higher debt levels 

than their male counterparts in all the specifications (p < 0.01).  From the findings in Section 5.1, 

females not only are more likely to have debt, they also hold higher balances.  Those with higher 

education, those who are cohabiting with a significant other/married, and those with higher 

reported incomes also have higher debt levels (p < 0.01).  Racial biases do not play a statistically 

significant factor for Millennial debt levels.  

 Monetary values of transactional and stock/mutual fund accounts produce similar findings 

with the coresidence statuses.  Those who live with both parents have higher valued transactional 

accounts and stock/mutual funds relative to Independents (p < 0.05), whereas those living with 

only one parent produce no significant differences.  These findings support hypotheses (H1) and 

(H2).      

 Echoing the probit specification, where females were more likely to own transactional 

accounts than males, females also reported having significantly higher amounts in their 

transactional accounts (p < 0.01), yet reported having significantly less in stock valuation relative 

to males (p < 0.05).  Even when controlling for risk aversion, this appears consistent with prior 

studies stating that males tend to invest more heavily in “riskier” assets whereas females tend to 

invest more in “safer” assets (Bajtelsmit and Bernasek, 1996).  Also consistent are racial biases 

for stock/mutual fund amounts, with African Americans (p < 0.01) and Hispanics (p < 0.01) having 

less valued amounts than Non-African American Non-Hispanics.  Those with bachelor degrees or 

higher also reported having lesser valued transactional accounts. 
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 Bond and pension/retirement account valuations deviate from the other asset classes.  There 

were no statistically significant differences in the monetary value of the bonds between Millennials 

of varying coresidence statuses, and it was found that only those who live with their father only 

had significantly less in their pension/retirement accounts relative Independents (p < 0.01).   

 The probit analyses in Section 5.1 found no differences in the likelihood of having 

educational loans between the various coresidence statuses.  Likewise, no statistically significant 

differences in amounts of educational loans existed between the parental coresidence statuses, thus 

rejecting null hypothesis (H3).  The only significant results came from female and graduate degree-

holding respondents, which both report positive coefficients (p < 0.01).  Millennials holding 

graduate and professional degrees are far more likely to have debt, and since females are more 

likely to go to college, it follows that they would hold more in educational loan debt as an aggregate 

whole relative to men.   

 While there were significant differences in monetary values of the asset and debt classes 

within differing coresidences, the model found no statistical significances in net worth or overall 

amount in financial assets.  This raises the question of whether parental coresidence statuses affects 

portfolio choice rather than overall wealth of the respondents.  I investigate this further in Section 

5.3.   

5.3 Tobit Models 

I investigate whether differing coresidence statuses affect Millennials portfolio weighting 

strategies.  By using a tobit specification, I am able to determine if the four coresidence statuses 

affect the percentage of total valued financial assets Millennials hold in transactional accounts, 

bonds, and stock/mutual funds.  Table 6 presents results for equations (5), (6), and (6*).  For each 
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measurement, a negative coefficient denotes a decrease in percentage held in a specific asset within 

Millennials’ portfolios, whereas a positive coefficient denotes an increase in percentage. 

 The tobit specifications found no statistically significant difference with transactional 

accounts as a percentage of total financial assets held.  Consistent with the previous probit, OLS, 

and literature findings, transactional accounts comprise a higher percentage of total financial assets 

for females relative to males, with a value of 1.591 (p < 0.01).  Racial disparities also played a 

role, where African American (p < 0.01) and Hispanic (p < 0.01) respondents held significantly 

less of their financial assets in transactional accounts.  Additionally, respondents with one or two 

children (p < 0.01), higher reported incomes (p < 0.01), or a bachelor’s degree (p < 0.01) 

experience a decrease in the percentage of financial assets held in transactional accounts.  Also 

consistent with the literature were gender and risk preference biases.  The results found females 

having less of their financial assets held in stocks, with a reported value of -0.175 (p < 0.05), 

whereas reported risk seeking behavior contributed to stocks representing a higher portfolio 

weight, with a value of 0.581 (p < 0.01). 

 One can see however that respondents who live with either or both parents hold a higher 

percentage of their financial assets in stocks/mutual funds relative to Independents; those who live 

with their mothers by 0.376 (p < 0.01), fathers by 0.987 (p < 0.01), and both parents by 0.669 (p < 

0.01).   Percent of financial assets held in bonds were only marginally significantly different (p < 

0.1) for respondents living with their mothers, with a reported value of -1.138.  Otherwise, no 

statistically significant differences were found between the remaining coresidence statuses with 

respect to bonds.   
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5.4 Robustness Checks  

IV Probit  

One concern may be that the main coresidence independent variables possibly have some 

simultaneity issues with the dependent asset/debt classes.  I originally propose in hypothesis (H5) 

that Millennials may be driven to return to living with their parents due to the effects of 

burdensome debt preventing them from truly living independently, thus using it as a mechanism 

to reduce debt levels, mirroring the unemployment “insurance policy” concept from Kaplan 

(2012).  However, youths may have the incentive to accumulate more unsecured debt while living 

with their parents to smooth consumption, as the need for financial independency may not be an 

immediate concern.12  This simultaneity concern does not apply to just debt; substantial growths 

in transactional account valuations may be the result of new career prospects (assumed to be after 

leaving the parental residence), or growth may be attributed to being able to coreside with 

potentially affluent parents providing financial transfers, offset by a lack of rental, mortgage, or 

other expenses.   

 To address these issues of simultaneity, I utilize an instrumental variable (IV) probit and 

two-stage least-squares approach to address the question of causality between the coresidence and 

asset/debt class variables, and investigate cases where simultaneity may have biased my prior 

estimates.  In order to disentangle parental coresidence from the asset/debt class simultaneity loop, 

I chose promiscuity rates as my IV.13  Intuitively, young adult children are less likely to engage in 

sexual activity when coresiding with their parents, and engagement in such behaviors are likely to 

                                                           
12 Recall Cobb-Clark and Gørgens (2014) which stated youths receiving financial support were in some cases less 
likely to be employed, or studying [in college]. 
13 The NLSY97 contains multiple questions pertaining to sexual activity.  For this study I chose the dummy variable 
“Sex Since the Date of Last Interview” (Or “Sex Since DLI”) which is denoted by 1 for “yes” and 0 otherwise, as my 
promiscuity rate IV.  



23 
 

nudge the youths towards independence or be a source of household contention (White, 2002).  To 

maintain consistent estimators, I consolidate the three parental coresidence statuses to Lives with 

a Parent and accordingly assign the IV.  

 Correlation tests between the chosen IV and the coresidence status presented in Table 7 

indicate a clear positive correlation between sexual activity and living independently, and indicate 

a clear negative correlation between sexual activity and living with a parent(s).  Likewise, the 

correlations suggest the IV is exogenous with respect to the dependent asset/debt variables of 

interest.14  I treat sexual activity as exogenous, as neither existing literature nor correlation tests 

show any associations between sexual activity and propensity to own certain financial assets, and 

therefore accept sexual activity as a suitable IV. 

 I run IV probit specifications in a similar framework to that in Section 4.1.  After 

performing the Wald Test for Endogeneity,15 I determine that the likelihood of having debt, the 

likelihood of owning transactional accounts, and the likelihood of owning pension/retirement 

accounts are specifications where use of an IV is appropriate.  I perform two different sets of 

parameters for each asset/debt class: one which does not control for risk aversion (7) and one which 

includes risk aversion (7*).  First and second-stage IV probit results and Wald Test statistics are 

found in Table 8.   

 In both IV probits analyzing debt, sexual activity has a significant negative association 

with the coresidential variables (p < 0.05), and second stage results consistently show parental 

                                                           
14 The one exception is Debt, where the binary variable “Owns Debt (Y/N)” appears to have a weak correlation with 
“Sex Since DLI”, however valued debt has no correlation with “Sex Since DLI”.  As a conservative approach I 
continue with the IV evaluation despite this ambiguity, and the Wald Test for Exogeneity and Durban-Wu-Hausman 
Tests for Endogeneity later suggest “Sex Since DLI” is in fact exogenous with respect to “Owns Debt (Y/N)” and the 
valued debt levels.   
15 Wald Test for Exogeneity H0: Variables are Exogenous.  Failure to reject implies dependent variables are exogenous. 
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coresidence significantly decreasing the likelihood of having debt (p < 0.05).  The causal inference 

derived is that coresidence decreases the likelihood of owning debt.  Rather than possibly 

propagating irresponsibility as consequence from remaining financially dependent on parental 

support, these findings mirror that of Dettling and Hsu (2014) in that choosing to reside with 

parents is used as a strategy to decrease likelihood of having debt, and supports hypothesis (H5).  

 Recalling the original probit results in Section 5.1 reporting coresidence having no 

statistical significance on likelihood of owning transactional accounts or pension/retirement 

accounts, IV probit second-stage results each report with statistical significance (p < 0.01) that 

living with a parent decreases the likelihood of owning transactional accounts and 

pension/retirement accounts, further supporting hypothesis (H1).  

Two-Stage Least-Squares 

Similar to my IV probit specifications, I then apply the same sexual activity IV in two-stage least-

squares (2SLS) regressions for each asset/debt class, to address any simultaneity that may occur 

from the accumulation (or lack thereof) of each asset/debt class with respect to parental 

coresidence.  Examining first-stage F-statistic and Durban-Wu-Hausman Test for Endogeneity 

(DWH) results, I determine that IV in 2SLS is appropriate for both debt and bond holding.16  I 

again run two different sets of parameters for each asset/debt class: one which does not control for 

risk aversion (8) and one which includes risk aversion (8*).  First and second-stage results for the 

two-stage least-squares along with DWH results are found in Table 8.   

   Examining second-stage results for bonds show no significant differences in bond 

valuation between the coresidence variables relative to Independents, thus supporting earlier 

                                                           
16 DWH Test for Endogeneity H0: Variables are Exogenous.  Rejection implies dependent variables are endogenous.   
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probit, OLS, and tobit results.  While IV probit results reported significant decreases in the 

likelihood of having debt as a result of living with a parent, the second-stage 2SLS results reported 

no significant differences in value of debt with respect to coresidence statuses. 

6. Conclusions 

Current research in behavioral finance demonstrates how certain situational biases affect 

individual investment and debt behavior strategies.  The purpose of this paper is to synthesize 

research on asset and debt behaviors experienced by the Millennial generation, and analyze the 

effect of which parental coresidence affect financial decision-making.  Through the use of a series 

of econometric models, I find strong evidence that living with a parent(s) affects debt, transactional 

accounts, and stocks/mutual fund ownerships and amounts.  

 Probit results indicate that Millennials who live with both parents report having a lower 

probability of holding debt relative to Independents.  A potential explanation consistent with the 

literature would be that households with both parents present greater economic opportunities for 

financial transfers for the child, thus reducing the need for the child to take out debt for the 

purposes of smoothing consumption, contribute to household financial responsibilities, etc.  These 

parental financial transfers may also explain probit results indicating that coresiding Millennials 

having an increase in the likelihood of owning transactional accounts and stocks, along with OLS 

results indicating that those living with both parents having higher valued transactional accounts 

and stocks.   

 However, IV probit specifications indicate a decrease in the likelihood of owning 

transactional accounts as a consequence of parental coresidence. This combined with 

contemporaneous decreases in the likelihood of owning debt, as shown by probit and IV probit 
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specifications, further supports hypothesis (H5) that Millennials burdened by debt use living with 

their parents as a mechanism to decrease and/or eliminate debt, rather than using parental support 

as a channel to accumulate wealth or continue to live inherently frugal lives.  This also challenges 

the concept of Millennial “entitlement”.17 The use of parental support to decrease debt while 

simultaneously having a lower likelihood of owning liquid assets reveals that coresidence is used 

not as a mechanism to accumulate more wealth, but to alleviate debt and postpone independency.  

If entitlement were purely the case, one should expect a significantly lower likelihood of owning 

debt while simultaneously exhibiting no significantly different or higher likelihoods of owning 

transactional accounts as consequence from active parental financial transfers.  While OLS results 

indicate significantly higher valued transactional accounts and stock valuations for those who live 

with both parents only, there were no statistically significant difference in total valued financial 

assets nor significant increases in the likelihood of transactional account ownerships, implying that 

wealth accumulation is not the dominant factor in parental coresidence.     

 2SLS results reported no significant differences in value of debt between the coresidence 

statuses, contemporaneous with both probit and IV probit specifications showing significant 

decreases in the likelihood of having debt as consequence from parental coresidence.  These results 

challenge the findings from the original OLS results, which report those who live with both parents 

as having significantly less amounts in debt relative to Independents.  This can be interpreted as 

heterogeneous thresholds of debt tolerance levels, causing the Millennial to ameliorate the 

situation through parental coresidence.  That is, while aggregate debt may be homogenous between 

the four coresidence statuses, the level by which individuals are able to tolerate “burdensome” debt 

vary (especially with the inclusion of income, occupation, and risk tolerance controls).  Living 

                                                           
17 Rhetoric of Millennial “entitlement” originate from perceived parental over-dependency.  See Henderson (2014). 
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with parents is used to help eliminate debt as seen by probit and IV probit results, however 

aggregate levels between the coresidence statuses are not significantly different.  Education loans 

were also consistently statistically insignificant for both probit and OLS specifications with respect 

to the coresidence variables.  This questions the role educational loans have on Millennials moving 

back with their parents, or having had never departed.  Future studies will need to be done to 

resolve this discrepancy.  

 Further analysis of the results of transactional accounts show that the negative coefficients 

from increases in income and having a bachelor’s degree could be in part due to careers offering 

retirement options, or general increases in portfolio diversification which would naturally arise 

from maturation.  Additionally, negative coefficients from having one or two children could in 

part be due to offspring gender guiding portfolio weights towards stocks, and is consistent with 

Bogan (2013).   

 The statistically insignificant pension/retirement OLS and IV probit findings pose some 

challenges.  It would be expected that Independents have better access to career prospects that 

offer retirement accounts, or provide wages which could sufficiently provide for an IRA, Roth 

IRA, etc.  This raises the question of whether or not Millennials are actively choosing not to 

participate in retirement savings as a whole, or if the number of Millennials with sufficient wages 

are adequately distributed between Independents and those who choose to coreside with their 

parents.  As income levels and unemployment are controlled for, this may further substantiate this 

claim.   

 Millennial portfolio strategies revealed by the tobit results show stocks to be the only asset 

to significantly comprise a higher percentage of total financial assets by each of the parental 

coresidence variables.  One possible explanation could be that mutual fund accounts originally 
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opened by the parent(s) in question, later to be relegated to the offspring upon maturation.  

However, parents could also relegate the asset to their respective child even after the youth became 

an Independent.   Further research will need to be undertaken to more closely examine this 

association.  Probit, OLS, and tobit specifications all report Millennials experiencing low 

likelihoods of owning bonds, and bonds comprising a low percentage of total financial assets held, 

and thus may testify to general Millennial investment strategies as a whole.  Even when controlling 

for risk, this may imply a generational investment preference bias. 

Implications 

The results provide further support for the concept of the “Boomerang Kids”18, or those who return 

to their parents after leaving, using the option of parental coresidence as an “insurance policy” to 

hedge against burdensome debt (Kaplan, 2012).  Upon returning to parental coresidence, or 

continual coresidence after having never left, the likelihood of having debt is thereby reduced 

relative to Independents.  However, growth in liquid asset accumulation is not exhibited as 

consequence.  Results further indicate an association between coresiding with parents and having 

a higher proportion of financial assets comprised of less-liquid stocks/mutual funds, suggesting 

coresidence bias financial portfolio and debt reduction strategies.  One possible explanation could 

be transactional accounts are first used to offset the debt levels.  With aggregate debt, financial 

assets, and net worth valuations having no significant differences between the coresidence statuses, 

it can be inferred that debt tolerance levels are heterogeneous amongst the Millennial population, 

thus allowing for differing strategies to compensate for debt (i.e. move back with parents and pay 

off debt with liquid assets, or remain independent and tackle debt in other ways, including but not 

limited to liquidation of stocks/mutual funds).  This is an important distinction to make from 

                                                           
18 The term “Boomerang Kid” was first coined by Okimoto and Stegall (1987). 
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educational loan debt, which throughout my analysis found neither significant differences in the 

likelihood of having educational debt, nor significant differences in aggregate amounts held in 

educational debt between Independents and those coresiding with parents.  This challenges popular 

rhetoric and prior studies that do not make the distinction between the debt classes, yet assert that 

educational loans play a much more significant role towards parental coresidence.  The importance 

of the role that educational loans have on the Millennial generation’s finances has not changed; it 

only clarifies that no significant distinction can be made between the coresidence statuses, nor is 

a direct causal factor for changing coresidence.  The only exhibited signs of educational loan biases 

are gender-based and consistent with prior studies.    

 These findings provide useful insights for future research conducted on Millennial 

investment decision-making.  My analysis indicates parental coresidence is used as a mechanism 

for debt reduction, and upon living with parents, portfolio strategies and asset accumulation is 

thereby affected.  However, it does not adequately measure the threshold for which an individual 

chooses to move back with their parents, chooses to remain coresiding, or chooses to remain 

independent.  While the option to return to a parents’ home may be available for some, it is not a 

strategy available for everyone.  This paper suggests the decision to choose to coreside with parents 

is a result of financial insolvency.  Thus, it is important for future research, policy makers, and 

financial institutions to emphasize the need for proper financial education, and management of 

assets and debt to in order to encourage full financial independency of Millennials. 
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7. Appendix: List of Variables, Figures, and Tables 

Asset, Debt, and Wealth Variables: 

x Has Debt – A dummy variable that takes on a value of 1 if the respondent has a positive 
debt balance and 0 otherwise.  This does not include educational or housing debt. 
 

x Log of Debt – The natural logarithm of respondent’s reported debt levels.   
 

x Owns Transactional Account – A dummy variable that takes on a value of 1 if the 
respondent owns a savings, checking, or money market account, and 0 otherwise.  This 
does not include bonds, treasury bills, or certificates of deposit (CDs). 
 

x Log of Transactional Accounts – The natural logarithm of respondent’s savings, checking, 
and money market account values. 
 

x Owns Stocks/Mutual Funds – A dummy variable that takes on a value of 1 if the respondent 
owns stock or mutual funds and 0 otherwise.  This includes stock held in publically traded 
companies or investment trusts, but does not include stock held within IRAs, 401Ks, 
Koegh, or similar accounts. 
 

x Log of Stocks/Mutual Funds – The natural logarithm of respondent’s reported market value 
stock/mutual funds. 
 

x Owns Bonds – A dummy variable that takes on a value of 1 if the respondent owns 
corporate or municipal bonds, treasury bills, or certificates of deposit (CDs). 
 

x Log of Bonds – The natural logarithm of the respondent’s reported bond values. 
 

x Owns Pension/Retirement Account – A dummy variable that takes on a value of 1 if the 
respondent owns an employer or union sponsored pension, tax-deferred plans such as 
thrift/savings, 401Ks, profit sharing or stock ownership plans, IRA or Keogh plans, and 0 
otherwise. 
 

x Log of Pension/Retirement Accounts – The natural logarithm of respondent’s reported 
pension/retirement account values. 
 

x Has Educational Loan – A dummy variable that takes on a value of 1 if the respondent has 
reported borrowing any monetary value from the government, private lender, or family 
member for the purposes of education. 
 

x Log of Educational Loan – The natural logarithm of the respondent’s reported educational 
loan value. 
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x Log of Financial Assets – The natural logarithm of respondent’s total reported financial 
assets as reported by the NLSY97 created variable. These assets include the value of 
transactional accounts, stocks/mutual funds, bonds, pension/retirement accounts, and tax-
advantaged accounts.  This does not include assets from real estate, land, or similar tangible 
assets. 
 

x Log of Net Worth – The natural logarithm of the respondent’s total financial assets, 
nonfinancial assets, primary housing, minus liabilities including housing debt, educational 
debt, and other debts. 
 

x Percent in Transactional Accounts– The percentage of a respondent’s financial assets held 
in transactional, and is generated by taking the monetary value of the transactional accounts 
divided by the monetary value of financial assets.   
 

x Percent in Stocks/Mutual Funds – The percentage of a respondent’s financial assets held 
in stocks/mutual funds, and is generated by taking the monetary value of stocks/mutual 
funds divided by the monetary value of financial assets.   
 

x Percent in Bonds – The percentage of a respondent’s financial assets held in bonds, and is 
generated by taking the monetary value of bonds divided by the monetary value of financial 
assets.   
 
 

Respondent Characteristic Variables: 

x Lives with Mother – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent Lives 
with his/her mother only, 0 otherwise. 
 

x Lives with Father – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent Lives 
with his/her father only, 0 otherwise. 
 

x Lives with Both – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent Lives 
with both parents, 0 otherwise. 
 

o Note: A respondent who responds 0 to all three of the above is an Independent. The 
coresidence variables were generated using the NLSY97 question which separately 
asks the respondent the distance to father, and distance to mother from where he or 
she lives.  In addition to reported distances, reporting as “living with father” or 
“living with mother” (but not both) are also selections.  From this were coresidence 
statuses of the respondents with one or both parents determined.  If however one or 
both values for the mother/father distance is missing, it is inconclusive whether the 
respondent refused to report the parent who may also be coresiding, or if the parent 
in question is deceased, incarcerated, or other situation.  As a result these 
incomplete responses were omitted from the analysis. 
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x Lives with a Parent – A consolidated dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the 
respondent lives a parent (Mother, Father, or both), 0 otherwise. 

 
x Female – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent is female, 0 if 

male. 
 

x African American – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent is 
African American, 0 otherwise. 
 

x Hispanic – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent is Hispanic, 0 
otherwise. 
 

x Mixed – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent is mixed-
ethnicity, 0 otherwise. 
 

x Non-African American Non-Hispanic – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if 
the respondent is Non-African American Non-Hispanic, 0 otherwise. 
 

x Number of Siblings – A variable which reports the number of siblings the respondent has.  
The rationale for including this variable is that having more siblings may make it more 
difficult for an individual to move back with his/her parents, or motivate him/her to move 
out.   
 

x Marital Status – A variable which reports the various marital statuses of the respondents.  
Separated, divorced, and windowed were collapsed due to the aggregate representing only 
2.22% of the sample size. 
 

x Number of Biological Children – A variable which reports the number of respondent’s 
biological children.  Having three or more children were collapsed due to the aggregate 
representing only 2.14% of the sample size. 
 

x Highest Degree Obtained – A dummy variable which reports the educational levels of the 
respondents.  While masters, doctoral, and professional degrees were separately reported 
variables in the NLSY97, they were collapsed due to the aggregate representing only 0.58% 
of the sample, and to distinguish it from bachelor and lower degrees.  
 

x Log of Income – The natural logarithm of net income of the respondent. Includes wages, 
salaries, investment income, and other income. 
 

x Unemployment – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent was 
unemployed at any point during the survey year.  The NLSY97 assigns “unemployed” to a 
respondent if in a given week he/she did not work and was either: 
 

o Looking or had looked for a job in the four week period prior to the survey  
o Waiting to be recalled to a job from which they had been laid off  
o Waiting to report to a new job within 30 days are considered to be unemployed 
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x Executive Occupation – The NLSY97 contains 33 different occupation codes.  The 
executive occupation variable is a dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the 
respondent’s employment code is categorized as “Executive, Administrative and 
Managerial” or “Management Related” and 0 otherwise, and is created in order to control 
for stock options commonly seen in these professions. 
 

x Risk Seeking – A generated dummy variable which takes on the value of 1 if the respondent 
is risk seeking, and 0 otherwise.  The NLSY97 asks respondents up to three lottery 
questions to proxy respondent’s levels of risk aversion.  For each question, the respondent 
has a choice between keeping current income levels guaranteed for life, or a lottery where 
the respondent could double their income with a probability of 0.5, or face a cut in their 
income by 20%, 33.33%, or 50% respectively with a probability of 0.5.  Therefore the three 
lottery choices in order are: 
 

o Lottery A: (Current Income for Life, 1) vs. (Double Pay, 0.5 ; 20% Reduction, 0.5) 
o Lottery B: (Current Income for Life, 1) vs. (Double Pay, 0.5 ; 33.33% Reduction, 0.5) 
o Lottery C: (Current Income for Life, 1) vs. (Double Pay, 0.5 ; 50% Reduction, 0.5) 

 
Choosing the risky option advances the respondent to the next lottery question.  Moreover, 
when a respondent prefers keeping current income levels, the respondent does not advance 
to the next lottery question.  Choosing current income in Lottery A denotes most risk 
averse, and advancing to choosing the risky choice in Lottery C denotes most risk seeking.  
The dummy variable takes on a value of 1 if the respondent advances to Lottery C and 
chooses the double pay versus 50% reduction choice. 
 

x Sex Since DLI – A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent has had 
sexual relations with a partner since the date of the last interview, 0 otherwise. 
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The following table justifies the collapsed respondent characteristic variables: 

Number of Siblings Freq. Percent 
None 1,252 5.51 
1 Sibling 6,198 27.29 
2 Siblings 6,273 27.62 
3 Siblings 3,964 17.45 
4 Siblings 1,964 8.65 
5 Or More Siblings 3,062 13.48 

Total 22,713 100.00 
   

Marital Status Freq. Percent 
Never married, not cohabiting 16,477 66.00 
Never married, cohabiting 3,549 14.21 
Married 4,387 17.57 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed 554 2.22 

Total 24,967 100 
   

Number Biological Children Freq. Percent 
0 Children 19,339 77.51 
1 Child 3,411 13.67 
2 Children 1,666 6.68 
3 Or More 535 2.14 

Total 24,951 100.00 
   

Highest Degree Obtained Freq. Percent 
None 2,617 10.55 
High School / GED 17,398 70.12 
Associate/Junior College 1,231 4.96 
Bachelor's 3,423 13.80 
Graduate (Master's, Professional, PhD) 144 0.58 

Total 24,813 100.00 
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Demographics:
Men 10.65% 5.09% 40.27% 43.99% 51.14%
Women 10.94% 3.55% 32.12% 53.39% 48.86%
African American 19.56% 4.62% 31.67% 44.14% 19.47%
Hispanic 9.48% 4.32% 46.60% 39.60% 20.67%
Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic 8.32% 4.23% 34.22% 53.24% 58.80%

Mixed 12.50% 5.68% 34.85% 46.97% 1.06%
N = 24,993
Note:  Read as "10.65% of men live with their mother only"

Panel B
Average [Median] Income:

Men 15,668.36            
[12,000.00]

18,912.51           
[16,000.00]

16,024.35            
[13,000.00]

24,073.72             
[21,000.00]

Women 12,818.73              
[10,000.00]

12,577.33         
[12,000.00]

12,889.69            
[10,000.00]

17,360.27            
[15,000.00]

African American 12,266.52        
[10,000.00]

14,409.55           
[12,500.00]

13,271.87             
[10,000.00]

17,430.73              
[15,000.00]

Hispanic 16,149.73             
[14,000.00]

16,922.14              
[14,000.00]

17,181.26              
[15,000.00]

20,189.97             
[18,000.00]

Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic

14,858.41            
[12,000.00]

16,475.31                 
[14,000.00]

13,921.51             
[10,000.00]

21,605.48             
[19,000.00]

Mixed 9,252.38            
[5,000.00]

30,538.40                 
[15,000.00]

16,715.89             
[11,000.00]

17,021.31             
[13,000.00]

N = 16,571

Table 1: Demographic and Income Distributions

% of N:Panel A
Lives with Mom 

Only
Lives with Dad 

Only
Lives with Both 

Parents Lives with Neither
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Has Debt:
Men 53.07% 51.95% 52.00% 70.62%
Women 63.30% 65.93% 59.66% 75.44%
African American 47.21% 56.52% 49.60% 63.46%
Hispanic 57.72% 50.00% 57.26% 72.04%
Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic 66.09% 60.28% 56.42% 75.87%

Mixed 100.00% 50.00% 42.11% 76.47%
N = 6,405
Note: Read as "53.07% of men who live with their mothers report as having debt"

Panel B
Transactional Account Ownership:

Men 37.50% 37.50% 46.00% 33.85%
Women 48.16% 50.00% 54.80% 36.31%
African American 22.77% 19.85% 28.92% 18.48%
Hispanic 39.56% 35.56% 33.97% 27.06%
Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic 59.92% 54.03% 63.97% 45.04%

Mixed 66.67% 25.00% 33.33% 21.43%
N = 3,986

Panel C
Stock/Mutual Fund Ownership:

Men 5.88% 2.94% 4.33% 1.55%
Women 4.43% 3.57% 2.67% 2.17%
African American 0.99% 0.00% 0.90% 0.61%
Hispanic 1.10% 0.00% 1.90% 0.00%
Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic 9.96% 5.65% 5.35% 3.05%

Mixed 11.11% 0.00% 5.56% 0.00%
N = 3,981

Table 2: Asset/Debt Ownership Rates

Lives with Both 
Parents Lives with Neither

Panel A
Lives with Mom 

Only
Lives with Dad 

Only
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Bond Ownership:
Men 1.84% 0.00% 4.34% 3.10%
Women 3.72% 7.14% 5.76% 3.53%
African American 0.50% 0.00% 1.51% 0.61%
Hispanic 3.37% 0.00% 0.42% 1.18%
Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic 4.56% 4.03% 8.24% 5.24%

Mixed 0.00% 25.00% 0.00% 0.00%
N = 3,971

Panel E
Pension/Retirement Ownership:

Men 5.15% 6.62% 4.71% 4.65%
Women 2.22% 0.00% 3.61% 3.26%
African American 1.00% 0.00% 1.80% 1.82%
Hispanic 3.30% 0.00% 4.21% 2.37%
Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic 6.22% 7.26% 5.17% 5.35%

Mixed 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
N = 3,974

Panel F
Educational Loans:

Men 95.90% 96.15% 94.87% 95.16%
Women 94.59% 96.67% 97.56% 97.29%
African American 92.17% 96.00% 97.63% 94.83%
Hispanic 100.00% 100.00% 94.17% 95.83%
Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic 96.00% 95.71% 96.53% 97.15%

Mixed 100.00% 100.00% N/A 90.00%
N = 2,928

Table 2 Continued

Panel D
Lives with Mom 

Only
Lives with Dad 

Only
Lives with Both 

Parents Lives with Neither
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Average [Median] Debt:
Men 7,260.53                     

[400.00]
6,007.69                    
[177.50]

6,515.82                    
[250.00]

11,704.00             
[5,000.00]

Women 6,785.26                      
[1200.00]

9,267.45                      
[3,000.00]

9,438.03                    
[1,500.00]

14,010.96         
[7,000.00]

African American 4,558.15                       
[0.00]

4,968.91                     
[750.00]

7,073.92                      
[0.00]

9,927.25            
[2,000.00]

Hispanic 9,011.11                     
[600.00]

6,014.72                   
[15.00]

7,712.85                    
[800.00]

10,953.07         
[4,600.00]

Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic

8,216.78                        
[1,600.00]

8,587.64                   
[2,000.00]

8,106.42                    
[894.50]

14,155.44           
[7,317.50]

Mixed 5,081.25                  
[3,725.00]

1,075.00                  
[350.00]

4,615.79                   
[0.00]

14,722.06                        
[3,375.00]

N = 6,405

Panel B
Average [Median] Value of Transactional Accounts:

Men 566.32             
[0.00]

1,219.26              
[0.00]

927.73                
[0.00]

621.01                    
[0.00]

Women 684.73             
[0.00]

657.69                         
[0.00]

992.30              
[5.00]

418.45                
[0.00]

African American 63.27                      
[0.00]

58.44                  
[0.00]

236.85             
[0.00]

90.93               
[0.00]

Hispanic 627.93                  
[0.00]

840.82               
[0.00]

440.40             
[0.00]

409.28                   
[0.00]

Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic

1,127.42                 
[50.00]

1,488.93                  
[0.00]

1,466.34           
[195.50]

737.30             
[0.00]

Mixed 36.33                   
[10.00]

175                    
[0.00]

138.33                 
[0.00]

50.36                 
[0.00]

N = 3,765

Panel C
Average [Median] Value of Stocks/Mutual Funds:

Men 350.38                 
[0.00]

23.70                      
[0.00]

435.11                 
[0.00]

16.46                
[0.00]

Women 33.81                   
[0.00]

61.45                       
[0.00]

207.46                       
[0.00]

57.87                                 
[0.00]

African American 0.00                    
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

167.47              
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

Hispanic 0.00                            
[0.00]

0.00                        
[0.00]

402.76                             
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic

442.39                    
[0.00]

68.03                  
[0.00]

377.56                  
[0.00]

67.90                   
[0.00]

Mixed 2.78                            
[0.00]

0.00                     
[0.00]

8.89                        
[0.00]

0.00                       
[0.00]

N = 3,937

Table 3: Mean and Median Asset/Debt Valuations

Panel A
Lives with Mom 

Only
Lives with Dad 

Only
Lives with Both 

Parents Lives with Neither
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Average [Median] Value of Bonds:
Men 95.57                 

[0.00]
0.00                    

[0.00]
89.36                     
[0.00]

189.49                   
[0.00]

Women 64.67               
[0.00]

149.40                      
[0.00]

67.16                              
[0.00]

100.96                             
[0.00]

African American 34.65                   
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

5.17                    
[0.00]

7.60                   
[0.00]

Hispanic 33.52                    
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

149.02                    
[0.00]

Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic

138.36                   
[0.00]

98.37                       
[0.00]

145.59                  
[0.00]

200.32                          
[0.00]

Mixed 0.00                    
[0.00]

75.00                    
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

N = 3,926

Panel E
Average [Median] Value of Retirement/Pension Accounts:

Men 42.95                 
[0.00]

816.67                 
[0.00]

152.87              
[0.00]

89.73                
[0.00]

Women 0.29                      
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

19.58                   
[0.00]

45.47                        
[0.00]

African American 1.50                  
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

218.27                
[0.00]

10.17                 
[0.00]

Hispanic 11.11                             
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

35.91                       
[0.00]

10.80                    
[0.00]

Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic

43.79                    
[0.00] 

898.33                            
[0.00]

89.28                   
[0.00]

108.94                       
[0.00]

Mixed 0.00                    
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

0.00                    
[0.00]

N = 3,908

Panel F
Average [Median] Education Loans:

Men 3,303.30            
[2,500.00]

3337.94          
[3,000.00]

3,878.63                
[2,500.00]

3,776.24                
[2,500.00]

Women 3,410.84          
[2,500.00]

3272.42             
[2,325.00]

4,045.30             
[2,800.00]

3,845.75         
[2,500.00]

African American 2,953.76         
[2,500.00]

3,312.00          
[2,500.00]

3,879.07                      
[2,700.00]

3,231.75          
[2,500.00]

Hispanic 4,472.86                
[2,700.00]

3,833.53              
[2,300.00]

3,928.09             
[2,500.00]

3,131.36               
[2,400.00]

Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic

3,469.15             
[2,500.00]

3170.69              
[2,650.00]

3,998.26              
[2,700.00]

4,121.70              
[2,750.00]

Mixed 4,455.56             
[2,500.00]

2,590.00             
[2,650.00]

5,081.25             
[3,725.00]

1,075.00              
[350.00]

N = 2,928

Table 3 Continued

Panel D
Lives with Mom 

Only
Lives with Dad 

Only
Lives with Both 

Parents Lives with Neither
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Average [Median] Financial Assets:
Men 3,887.00            

[62.50]
10,133.10          
[100.00]

6,295.84          
[300.00]

12,054.65             
[1,500.00]

Women 2,597.83               
[100.00]

2,066.79             
[100.00]

4,567.56            
[400.00]

9,980.26              
[700.00]

African American 1,794.69                  
[0.00]

6,365.70            
[0.00]

5,171.57                   
[0.00]

7,394.86             
[60.00]

Hispanic 3,801.68                 
[120.00]

7,538.04               
[46.00]

3,119.71           
[100.00]

9,742.24               
[500.00]

Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic

4,211.49             
[300.00]

7,060.33           
[700.00]

6,850.10           
[700.00]

12,280.10               
[1,700]

Mixed 1,524.13            
[21.50]

14,000.00          
[500.00]

8,301.89             
[5.00]

10,169.32                  
[350]

N = 5,852

Panel H
Average [Median] Net Worth:

Men 10,521.75            
[3,800.00]

26,199.88         
[5,600.00]

15,385.35          
[5,000.00]

29,429.48      
[9,510.50]

Women 7,028.91              
[3,350.00]

7,223.02          
[3,000.00]

8,766.73            
[3,100.00]

26,513.79        
[7,250.00]

African American 6,668.23             
[2,500.00]

13,632.67           
[2,500.00]

11,401.48             
[2,625.00]

16,521.58        
[3,540.00]

Hispanic 11,672.77               
[6,000.00]

11,788.90          
[2,975.00]

14,114.47             
[3,605.00]

32,793.11          
[9,500.00]

Non-African American, 
Non-Hispanic

9,206.03            
[4,500.00]

23,449.92            
[6,285.00]

12,298.97               
[5,500.00]

29,732.83         
[9,400.00]

Mixed 6,527.57           
[1,500.00]

27,550.00            
[3,850.00]

3,011.47             
[2,500.00]

23,397.81      
[7,800.00]

N = 5,609

Table 3 Continued

Panel G
Lives with Mom 

Only
Lives with Dad 

Only
Lives with Both 

Parents Lives with Neither
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Table 4: Probit Regressions Results 
 

 Panel A:  Has Debt (Y/N) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 (1) (2) (2*) 
VARIABLES Debt Debt Debt 
    
Lives with Mother -0.410*** -0.0194 -0.00480 
 (0.0546) (0.0816) (0.0831) 
Lives with Father -0.437*** -0.0910 -0.121 
 (0.0838) (0.120) (0.121) 
Lives with Both -0.483*** -0.112** -0.112** 
 (0.0356) (0.0555) (0.0563) 
Female  0.262*** 0.246*** 
  (0.0471) (0.0480) 
African American  -0.0132 -0.0316 
  (0.0645) (0.0654) 
Hispanic  0.0731 0.0731 
  (0.0591) (0.0600) 
Mixed  0.108 0.0752 
  (0.216) (0.219) 
Number of Siblings   0.0220 0.0254 
  (0.0166) (0.0169) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  0.274*** 0.263*** 
  (0.0711) (0.0718) 
Married  0.375*** 0.367*** 
  (0.0718) (0.0725) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    0.259* 0.306** 
  (0.147) (0.154) 
1 Child  0.0117 0.0321 
  (0.0742) (0.0753) 
2 Children  -0.0844 -0.0689 
  (0.1000) (0.102) 
3 Or More Children     -0.452*** -0.470*** 
  (0.155) (0.157) 
High School / GED  0.323*** 0.329*** 
  (0.0878) (0.0893) 
Associate/Junior College  0.784*** 0.780*** 
  (0.135) (0.136) 
Bachelor’s  0.580*** 0.587*** 
  (0.104) (0.106) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       0.428** 0.483** 
  (0.214) (0.220) 
ln(Income)  0.149*** 0.148*** 
  (0.0197) (0.0200) 
Unemployed  -0.0302 -0.0243 
  (0.0530) (0.0537) 
Executive Occupation  0.192* 0.171* 
  (0.102) (0.102) 
Risk Seeking    -0.0295 
   (0.0656) 
Constant 0.617*** -1.436*** -1.426*** 
 (0.0233) (0.211) (0.214) 
    
Observations 6,405 3,853 3,756 
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 Panel B: Owns Transactional Accounts (Y/N) 
 (1) (2) (2*) 
VARIABLES Transactional Accounts Transactional Accounts Transactional Accounts 
    
Lives with Mother 0.200*** 0.151 0.158 
 (0.0642) (0.109) (0.110) 
Lives with Father 0.186** 0.178 0.211 
 (0.0919) (0.144) (0.145) 
Lives with Both 0.371*** 0.142* 0.160** 
 (0.0453) (0.0798) (0.0804) 
Female  0.347*** 0.364*** 
  (0.0670) (0.0684) 
African American  -0.829*** -0.833*** 
  (0.0947) (0.0960) 
Hispanic  -0.345*** -0.351*** 
  (0.0820) (0.0832) 
Mixed  -0.321 -0.335 
  (0.273) (0.274) 
Number of Siblings   -0.0418* -0.0371 
  (0.0228) (0.0232) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.425*** -0.417*** 
  (0.115) (0.116) 
Married  0.0100 -0.00748 
  (0.140) (0.142) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -1.383*** -1.318*** 
  (0.393) (0.407) 
1 Child  -0.553*** -0.569*** 
  (0.123) (0.124) 
2 Children  -1.037*** -1.028*** 
  (0.220) (0.221) 
3 Or More Children     - - 
    
High School / GED  0.644*** 0.645*** 
  (0.117) (0.119) 
Associate/Junior College  0.511** 0.532** 
  (0.222) (0.224) 
Bachelor’s  -0.821*** -0.914*** 
  (0.270) (0.284) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       - - 
    
ln(Income)  -0.0995*** -0.0970*** 
  (0.0271) (0.0274) 
Unemployed  -0.255*** -0.261*** 
  (0.0689) (0.0698) 
Executive Occupation  0.0602 0.0396 
  (0.178) (0.180) 
Risk Seeking    0.0403 
   (0.0987) 
Constant -0.381*** 0.633** 0.590** 
 (0.0346) (0.278) (0.281) 
    
Observations 3,986 1,821 1,778 
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 Panel C: Owns Stocks / Mutual Funds (Y/N) 
 (1) (2) (2*) 
VARIABLES Stocks/Mutual Funds Stocks/Mutual Funds Stocks/Mutual Funds 
    
Lives with Mother 0.450*** 0.632*** 0.613*** 
 (0.120) (0.178) (0.182) 
Lives with Father 0.225 0.252 0.267 
 (0.184) (0.240) (0.240) 
Lives with Both 0.287*** 0.242* 0.262* 
 (0.0965) (0.136) (0.137) 
Female  -0.133 -0.102 
  (0.112) (0.115) 
African American  -0.816*** -0.784*** 
  (0.236) (0.235) 
Hispanic  -0.551*** -0.532*** 
  (0.160) (0.162) 
Mixed  - - 
    
Number of Siblings   -0.0246 -0.0271 
  (0.0392) (0.0404) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.346 -0.340 
  (0.253) (0.250) 
Married  0.0419 0.0650 
  (0.234) (0.238) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    - - 
    
1 Child  -0.558 -0.556 
  (0.353) (0.351) 
2 Children  -0.133 -0.146 
  (0.423) (0.426) 
3 Or More Children     - - 
    
High School / GED  0.249 0.246 
  (0.257) (0.258) 
Associate/Junior College  0.398 0.374 
  (0.443) (0.440) 
Bachelor’s  0.762** 0.649* 
  (0.369) (0.385) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       - - 
    
ln(Income)  -0.0419 -0.0386 
  (0.0354) (0.0362) 
Unemployed  -0.137 -0.131 
  (0.127) (0.128) 
Executive Occupation  0.108 -0.0578 
  (0.296) (0.338) 
Risk Seeking    0.210 
   (0.151) 
Constant -2.079*** -1.443*** -1.514*** 
 (0.0795) (0.414) (0.423) 
    
Observations 3,981 1,762 1,723 
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 Panel D: Owns Bonds 
 (1) (2) (2*) 
VARIABLES Bonds Bonds Bonds 
    
Lives with Mother -0.0811 -0.126 -0.115 
 (0.128) (0.200) (0.200) 
Lives with Father -0.0882 -0.109 -0.230 
 (0.186) (0.242) (0.261) 
Lives with Both 0.182** 0.186 0.177 
 (0.0819) (0.126) (0.126) 
Female  0.167 0.151 
  (0.106) (0.109) 
African American  -0.671*** -0.657*** 
  (0.198) (0.199) 
Hispanic  -0.712*** -0.704*** 
  (0.188) (0.187) 
Mixed  -0.268 -0.241 
  (0.463) (0.466) 
Number of Siblings   -0.0645* -0.0546 
  (0.0383) (0.0387) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.113 -0.0996 
  (0.196) (0.196) 
Married  -0.395 -0.388 
  (0.251) (0.251) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    - - 
    
1 Child  -0.140 -0.140 
  (0.230) (0.231) 
2 Children  -0.140 -0.142 
  (0.383) (0.381) 
3 Or More Children     - - 
    
High School / GED  0.207 0.210 
  (0.213) (0.213) 
Associate/Junior College  -0.206 -0.193 
  (0.467) (0.466) 
Bachelor’s  -0.279 -0.268 
  (0.477) (0.474) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       - - 
    
ln(Income)  -0.0484 -0.0443 
  (0.0338) (0.0346) 
Unemployed  -0.143 -0.127 
  (0.117) (0.118) 
Executive Occupation  -0.0829 -0.0655 
  (0.352) (0.349) 
Risk Seeking    0.0807 
   (0.151) 
Constant -1.834*** -1.125*** -1.189*** 
 (0.0651) (0.405) (0.414) 
    
Observations 3,971 1,781 1,742 
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 Panel E: Owns a Pension / Retirement Account 
 (1) (2) (2*) 
VARIABLES Pension/Retirement Pension/Retirement Pension/Retirement 
    
Lives with Mother -0.0266 -0.0365 -0.0219 
 (0.118) (0.190) (0.191) 
Lives with Father 0.0210 0.111 0.131 
 (0.164) (0.216) (0.217) 
Lives with Both 0.0399 -0.0278 -0.0350 
 (0.0807) (0.131) (0.132) 
Female  -0.0108 0.0580 
  (0.111) (0.111) 
African American  -0.424** -0.397** 
  (0.176) (0.177) 
Hispanic  -0.272** -0.261* 
  (0.138) (0.139) 
Mixed  - - 
    
Number of Siblings   0.0315 0.0304 
  (0.0373) (0.0379) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.294 -0.282 
  (0.203) (0.201) 
Married  -0.188 -0.170 
  (0.226) (0.226) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    - - 
    
1 Child  -0.199 -0.207 
  (0.207) (0.207) 
2 Children  - - 
    
3 Or More Children     - - 
    
High School / GED  0.569** 0.551* 
  (0.288) (0.289) 
Associate/Junior College  0.771* 0.733* 
  (0.402) (0.402) 
Bachelor’s  0.728* 0.548 
  (0.393) (0.401) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       - - 
    
ln(Income)  0.173*** 0.180*** 
  (0.0560) (0.0572) 
Unemployed  -0.341*** -0.328** 
  (0.131) (0.132) 
Executive Occupation  0.0420 0.0898 
  (0.306) (0.307) 
Risk Seeking    0.185 
   (0.143) 
Constant -1.761*** -3.524*** -3.633*** 
 (0.0617) (0.599) (0.613) 
    
Observations 3,974 1,690 1,652 
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 Panel F: Has Educational Loans 
 (1) (2) (2*) 
VARIABLES Educ. Loans Educ. Loans Educ. Loans 
    
Lives with Mother -0.156 -0.0203 -0.0362 
 (0.138) (0.194) (0.193) 
Lives with Father -0.00962 0.302 0.282 
 (0.233) (0.422) (0.420) 
Lives with Both -0.0236 0.104 0.0999 
 (0.0942) (0.133) (0.134) 
Female  0.404*** 0.370*** 
  (0.117) (0.119) 
African American  -0.198 -0.180 
  (0.143) (0.144) 
Hispanic  0.0224 0.0230 
  (0.173) (0.174) 
Mixed  - - 
    
Number of Siblings   0.118** 0.109** 
  (0.0469) (0.0468) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.00338 -0.00843 
  (0.204) (0.205) 
Married  -0.00382 -0.00624 
  (0.201) (0.201) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -0.257 -0.250 
  (0.510) (0.505) 
1 Child  0.163 0.161 
  (0.305) (0.301) 
2 Children  -0.631** -0.645** 
  (0.289) (0.293) 
3 Or More Children     - - 
    
High School / GED  -0.0978 -0.0847 
  (0.171) (0.171) 
Associate/Junior College  -0.0661 -0.0559 
  (0.252) (0.251) 
Bachelor’s  - - 
    
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       - - 
    
ln(Income)  0.00487 0.00914 
  (0.0548) (0.0543) 
Unemployed  0.269* 0.254* 
  (0.144) (0.144) 
Executive Occupation  0.281 0.259 
  (0.308) (0.309) 
Risk Seeking    -0.0684 
   (0.156) 
Constant 1.812*** 1.334** 1.336** 
 (0.0663) (0.539) (0.541) 
    
Observations 2,928 1,811 1,772 
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Table 5: Ordinary Least-Squares Results 

 
 Panel A: Log of Debt 

 (3) (4) (4*) 
VARIABLES ln(Debt) ln(Debt) ln(Debt) 
    
Lives with Mother -1.689*** -0.263 -0.236 
 (0.185) (0.238) (0.241) 
Lives with Father -1.680*** -0.321 -0.414 
 (0.292) (0.374) (0.379) 
Lives with Both -1.791*** -0.354** -0.347** 
 (0.121) (0.166) (0.168) 
Female  0.875*** 0.844*** 
  (0.133) (0.135) 
African American  -0.0648 -0.102 
  (0.187) (0.190) 
Hispanic  0.217 0.215 
  (0.167) (0.168) 
Mixed  0.245 0.245 
  (0.611) (0.638) 
Number of Siblings   0.0550 0.0610 
  (0.0473) (0.0478) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  0.756*** 0.735*** 
  (0.188) (0.191) 
Married  1.206*** 1.202*** 
  (0.185) (0.188) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    0.953** 1.084*** 
  (0.400) (0.403) 
1 Child  0.0536 0.0982 
  (0.192) (0.194) 
2 Children  -0.294 -0.266 
  (0.267) (0.270) 
3 Or More Children     -1.522*** -1.626*** 
  (0.489) (0.492) 
High School / GED  1.315*** 1.311*** 
  (0.271) (0.275) 
Associate/Junior College  2.675*** 2.651*** 
  (0.347) (0.352) 
Bachelor’s  2.614*** 2.614*** 
  (0.308) (0.313) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       2.651*** 2.784*** 
  (0.627) (0.627) 
ln(Income)  0.536*** 0.533*** 
  (0.0613) (0.0624) 
Unemployed  -0.225 -0.211 
  (0.156) (0.158) 
Executive Occupation  0.467* 0.401 
  (0.239) (0.245) 
Risk Seeking    0.0352 
   (0.192) 
Constant 6.613*** -0.991 -0.954 
 (0.0728) (0.645) (0.653) 
    
Observations 6,405 3,853 3,756 
R-squared 0.040 0.131 0.131 
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 Panel B: Log of Transactional Accounts 
 (3) (4) (4*) 
VARIABLES ln(Trans. Accounts) ln(Trans. Accounts) ln(Trans. Accounts) 
    
Lives with Mother 0.290* 0.217 0.209 
 (0.162) (0.235) (0.239) 
Lives with Father 0.377 0.269 0.324 
 (0.243) (0.343) (0.348) 
Lives with Both 0.921*** 0.362** 0.384** 
 (0.117) (0.178) (0.180) 
Female  0.574*** 0.612*** 
  (0.151) (0.153) 
African American  -2.031*** -2.042*** 
  (0.179) (0.182) 
Hispanic  -0.854*** -0.852*** 
  (0.189) (0.192) 
Mixed  -1.510*** -1.522*** 
  (0.459) (0.462) 
Number of Siblings   -0.134*** -0.123** 
  (0.0488) (0.0495) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.874*** -0.835*** 
  (0.222) (0.226) 
Married  -0.359 -0.372 
  (0.293) (0.295) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -2.225*** -2.156*** 
  (0.356) (0.401) 
1 Child  -1.050*** -1.085*** 
  (0.239) (0.243) 
2 Children  -1.745*** -1.753*** 
  (0.267) (0.272) 
3 Or More Children     -2.070*** -2.102*** 
  (0.256) (0.258) 
High School / GED  1.308*** 1.333*** 
  (0.199) (0.201) 
Associate/Junior College  1.210** 1.268** 
  (0.552) (0.559) 
Bachelor’s  -0.896** -0.983** 
  (0.423) (0.419) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       -2.412*** -2.407*** 
  (0.302) (0.306) 
ln(Income)  -0.215*** -0.212*** 
  (0.0579) (0.0586) 
Unemployed  -0.726*** -0.725*** 
  (0.150) (0.152) 
Executive Occupation  0.191 0.142 
  (0.390) (0.395) 
Risk Seeking    0.105 
   (0.239) 
Constant 1.983*** 4.753*** 4.667*** 
 (0.0840) (0.585) (0.593) 
    
Observations 3,765 1,786 1,744 
R-squared 0.017 0.215 0.217 

 
 
 
 



53 
 

 
 

 Panel C: Log of Stocks / Mutual Funds 
 (3) (4) (4*) 
VARIABLES ln(Stocks) ln(Stocks) ln(Stocks) 
    
Lives with Mother 0.105* 0.156 0.162 
 (0.0568) (0.102) (0.103) 
Lives with Father 0.0684 0.109 0.122 
 (0.0734) (0.130) (0.133) 
Lives with Both 0.107*** 0.128** 0.138** 
 (0.0360) (0.0611) (0.0619) 
Female  -0.160** -0.142** 
  (0.0625) (0.0646) 
African American  -0.266*** -0.255*** 
  (0.0651) (0.0654) 
Hispanic  -0.217*** -0.217*** 
  (0.0624) (0.0640) 
Mixed  -0.341*** -0.333*** 
  (0.0671) (0.0662) 
Number of Siblings   -0.00679 -0.00861 
  (0.0180) (0.0186) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.0729 -0.0588 
  (0.0640) (0.0652) 
Married  -0.0700 -0.0617 
  (0.0694) (0.0703) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -0.200*** -0.193*** 
  (0.0490) (0.0534) 
1 Child  -0.0381 -0.0390 
  (0.0408) (0.0413) 
2 Children  -0.0432 -0.0451 
  (0.0449) (0.0464) 
3 Or More Children     0.0328 0.0342 
  (0.0521) (0.0531) 
High School / GED  0.149*** 0.154*** 
  (0.0480) (0.0499) 
Associate/Junior College  0.0954 0.0762 
  (0.125) (0.123) 
Bachelor’s  0.442** 0.346* 
  (0.222) (0.207) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       0.0291 0.0350 
  (0.0931) (0.0958) 
ln(Income)  -0.0327 -0.0310 
  (0.0224) (0.0226) 
Unemployed  -0.0816 -0.0800 
  (0.0589) (0.0604) 
Executive Occupation  0.0609 0.0678 
  (0.232) (0.234) 
Risk Seeking    0.161 
   (0.118) 
Constant 0.0877*** 0.513** 0.464** 
 (0.0212) (0.223) (0.225) 
    
Observations 3,937 1,833 1,791 
R-squared 0.002 0.025 0.026 
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 Panel D: Log of Bonds 
 (3) (4) (4*) 
VARIABLES ln(Bonds) ln(Bonds) ln(Bonds) 
    
Lives with Mother -0.00231 -0.0637 -0.0589 
 (0.0569) (0.0850) (0.0871) 
Lives with Father -0.0183 -0.0193 -0.0533 
 (0.0776) (0.129) (0.127) 
Lives with Both 0.0491 0.0774 0.0668 
 (0.0425) (0.0764) (0.0773) 
Female  0.0737 0.0615 
  (0.0694) (0.0701) 
African American  -0.273*** -0.260*** 
  (0.0629) (0.0632) 
Hispanic  -0.279*** -0.274*** 
  (0.0679) (0.0689) 
Mixed  -0.126 -0.120 
  (0.240) (0.243) 
Number of Siblings   -0.0456*** -0.0396** 
  (0.0172) (0.0172) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.0187 -0.00853 
  (0.0871) (0.0881) 
Married  -0.110* -0.108* 
  (0.0634) (0.0643) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -0.279*** -0.284*** 
  (0.0600) (0.0640) 
1 Child  -0.0573 -0.0504 
  (0.0777) (0.0798) 
2 Children  -0.0656 -0.0609 
  (0.0764) (0.0780) 
3 Or More Children     -0.108* -0.101 
  (0.0641) (0.0666) 
High School / GED  0.127** 0.131** 
  (0.0510) (0.0525) 
Associate/Junior College  -0.0144 -0.0173 
  (0.133) (0.137) 
Bachelor’s  -0.0666 -0.0583 
  (0.161) (0.165) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       -0.341*** -0.314*** 
  (0.111) (0.116) 
ln(Income)  -0.0236 -0.0208 
  (0.0204) (0.0203) 
Unemployed  -0.0632 -0.0497 
  (0.0648) (0.0658) 
Executive Occupation  0.159 0.173 
  (0.292) (0.297) 
Risk Seeking    0.141 
   (0.125) 
Constant 0.176*** 0.574*** 0.512** 
 (0.0303) (0.222) (0.223) 
    
Observations 3,926 1,832 1,789 
R-squared 0.000 0.026 0.025 
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 Panel E: Log of Pension / Retirement Accounts 
 (3) (4) (4*) 
VARIABLES ln(Pension/Retirement) ln(Pension/Retirement) ln(Pension/Retirement) 
    
Lives with Mother -0.0198*** -0.00730 -0.00786 
 (0.00608) (0.00882) (0.00908) 
Lives with Father -0.0249*** -0.0204*** -0.0207*** 
 (0.00489) (0.00700) (0.00714) 
Lives with Both -0.0211*** -0.00410 -0.00641 
 (0.00517) (0.00665) (0.00645) 
Female  0.0191*** 0.0185*** 
  (0.00687) (0.00675) 
African American  -0.0135* -0.0114 
  (0.00700) (0.00694) 
Hispanic  -0.0143 -0.0123 
  (0.00890) (0.00890) 
Mixed  -0.0145* -0.0132* 
  (0.00754) (0.00763) 
Number of Siblings   0.00344 0.00233 
  (0.00273) (0.00253) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  0.0366** 0.0383** 
  (0.0144) (0.0149) 
Married  0.114*** 0.118*** 
  (0.0316) (0.0323) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -0.00467 -0.00292 
  (0.00773) (0.00892) 
1 Child  -0.00514 -0.00479 
  (0.0174) (0.0177) 
2 Children  -0.0112 -0.0122 
  (0.0292) (0.0298) 
3 Or More Children     -0.0522*** -0.0530*** 
  (0.0152) (0.0156) 
High School / GED  0.0127 0.0120 
  (0.00896) (0.00919) 
Associate/Junior College  0.0198 0.0218 
  (0.0311) (0.0308) 
Bachelor’s  -0.0355** -0.0384** 
  (0.0144) (0.0153) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       -0.0627** -0.0637** 
  (0.0300) (0.0305) 
ln(Income)  0.00230 0.00173 
  (0.00177) (0.00173) 
Unemployed  0.00172 0.00310 
  (0.00686) (0.00693) 
Executive Occupation  0.0199 0.0212 
  (0.0282) (0.0289) 
Risk Seeking    0.00942 
   (0.0112) 
Constant 0.0249*** -0.0359* -0.0295 
 (0.00489) (0.0210) (0.0202) 
    
Observations 3,974 1,861 1,818 
R-squared 0.007 0.064 0.069 
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 Panel F: Log of Educational Loans 
 (3) (4) (4*) 
VARIABLES ln(Educ. Loan) ln(Educ. Loan) ln(Educ. Loan) 
    
Lives with Mother -0.197* -0.0885 -0.119 
 (0.116) (0.142) (0.143) 
Lives with Father -0.0675 0.132 0.131 
 (0.161) (0.179) (0.181) 
Lives with Both 0.0351 0.130 0.129 
 (0.0669) (0.0946) (0.0945) 
Female  0.266*** 0.234*** 
  (0.0834) (0.0843) 
African American  -0.143 -0.131 
  (0.111) (0.110) 
Hispanic  -0.00367 -0.00229 
  (0.119) (0.120) 
Mixed  0.311 0.313 
  (0.223) (0.224) 
Number of Siblings   0.0172 0.00870 
  (0.0292) (0.0295) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.0437 -0.0357 
  (0.127) (0.129) 
Married  -0.0890 -0.0822 
  (0.141) (0.143) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -0.0975 -0.0882 
  (0.560) (0.559) 
1 Child  0.108 0.116 
  (0.151) (0.154) 
2 Children  -0.560* -0.603* 
  (0.335) (0.348) 
3 Or More Children     -0.341 -0.378 
  (0.344) (0.410) 
High School / GED  -0.138 -0.110 
  (0.205) (0.213) 
Associate/Junior College  -0.0168 0.00872 
  (0.240) (0.247) 
Bachelor’s  0.0997 0.114 
  (0.223) (0.231) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       1.026*** 1.075*** 
  (0.267) (0.287) 
ln(Income)  0.0203 0.0222 
  (0.0434) (0.0440) 
Unemployed  0.135 0.126 
  (0.0841) (0.0862) 
Executive Occupation  0.169 0.152 
  (0.162) (0.167) 
Risk Seeking    -0.0756 
   (0.124) 
Constant 7.658*** 7.330*** 7.338*** 
 (0.0460) (0.386) (0.395) 
    
Observations 2,928 1,834 1,794 
R-squared 0.002 0.018 0.017 
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 Panel G: Log of Financial Assets 
 (3) (4) (4*) 
VARIABLES  ln(Financial Assets) ln(Financial Assets) ln(Financial Assets) 
    
Lives with Mother -1.780*** -0.219 -0.226 
 (0.167) (0.207) (0.211) 
Lives with Father -1.537*** -0.101 -0.0597 
 (0.269) (0.326) (0.328) 
Lives with Both -1.074*** -0.230 -0.239 
 (0.111) (0.144) (0.146) 
Female  0.0543 0.0823 
  (0.114) (0.115) 
African American  -0.997*** -1.014*** 
  (0.174) (0.177) 
Hispanic  -0.561*** -0.560*** 
  (0.154) (0.157) 
Mixed  -0.925 -0.931 
  (0.670) (0.671) 
Number of Siblings   -0.163*** -0.143*** 
  (0.0422) (0.0428) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.582*** -0.566*** 
  (0.180) (0.183) 
Married  1.002*** 1.004*** 
  (0.165) (0.168) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -0.268 -0.0361 
  (0.403) (0.412) 
1 Child  -0.330* -0.360* 
  (0.182) (0.184) 
2 Children  -0.419 -0.472* 
  (0.266) (0.271) 
3 Or More Children     -0.950** -1.043** 
  (0.410) (0.415) 
High School / GED  2.015*** 2.016*** 
  (0.226) (0.231) 
Associate/Junior College  3.054*** 3.079*** 
  (0.297) (0.301) 
Bachelor’s  3.849*** 3.865*** 
  (0.255) (0.260) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       3.667*** 3.623*** 
  (0.499) (0.510) 
ln(Income)  0.543*** 0.530*** 
  (0.0532) (0.0540) 
Unemployed  -1.151*** -1.145*** 
  (0.140) (0.141) 
Executive Occupation  0.513** 0.442** 
  (0.199) (0.203) 
Risk Seeking    0.280* 
   (0.157) 
Constant 5.730*** -0.605 -0.568 
 (0.0716) (0.562) (0.569) 
    
Observations 5,852 3,522 3,435 
R-squared 0.029 0.261 0.260 
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 Panel H: Log of Net Worth 
 (3) (4) (4*) 
VARIABLES ln(Net Worth) ln(Net Worth) ln(Net Worth) 
    
Lives with Mother -0.506 0.135 0.155 
 (0.316) (0.460) (0.467) 
Lives with Father 0.0793 0.546 0.734 
 (0.452) (0.622) (0.613) 
Lives with Both -0.286 0.166 0.0897 
 (0.211) (0.323) (0.328) 
Female  -1.616*** -1.576*** 
  (0.274) (0.281) 
African American  -0.664* -0.687* 
  (0.373) (0.381) 
Hispanic  -0.415 -0.296 
  (0.329) (0.333) 
Mixed  -1.811 -1.794 
  (1.293) (1.297) 
Number of Siblings   -0.107 -0.115 
  (0.0903) (0.0915) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.0779 -0.106 
  (0.410) (0.416) 
Married  1.846*** 1.863*** 
  (0.388) (0.392) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -1.024 -1.180 
  (0.903) (0.948) 
1 Child  0.492 0.411 
  (0.401) (0.407) 
2 Children  1.444*** 1.452*** 
  (0.483) (0.489) 
3 Or More Children     1.361* 1.473** 
  (0.746) (0.740) 
High School / GED  -0.614 -0.549 
  (0.399) (0.409) 
Associate/Junior College  -1.802*** -1.664** 
  (0.675) (0.685) 
Bachelor’s  -3.188*** -3.099*** 
  (0.567) (0.579) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       -4.226*** -4.307*** 
  (1.530) (1.558) 
ln(Income)  0.436*** 0.411*** 
  (0.108) (0.109) 
Unemployed  -1.072*** -1.017*** 
  (0.307) (0.311) 
Executive Occupation  0.911 0.959* 
  (0.565) (0.579) 
Risk Seeking    0.0384 
   (0.373) 
Constant 5.914*** 3.506*** 3.652*** 
 (0.140) (1.121) (1.137) 
    
Observations 5,609 3,428 3,341 
R-squared 0.001 0.060 0.060 
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Table 6: Tobit Regressions Results 

 
 Panel A: Transactional Accounts as a Percentage of Financial Assets 

 (5) (6) (6*) 
VARIABLES    
    
Lives with Mother 0.590 0.303 0.352 
 (0.421) (0.481) (0.493) 
Lives with Father 0.572 0.0206 0.202 
 (0.604) (0.640) (0.644) 
Lives with Both 1.659*** 0.162 0.254 
 (0.306) (0.335) (0.339) 
Female  1.524*** 1.591*** 
  (0.312) (0.321) 
African American  -3.063*** -3.132*** 
  (0.473) (0.487) 
Hispanic  -1.278*** -1.330*** 
  (0.383) (0.392) 
Mixed  -0.328 -0.375 
  (1.134) (1.141) 
Number of Siblings   -0.0821 -0.0628 
  (0.101) (0.102) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -1.602*** -1.500*** 
  (0.509) (0.515) 
Married  -0.307 -0.346 
  (0.627) (0.641) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -25.95 -26.23 
  (0) (0) 
1 Child  -2.131*** -2.195*** 
  (0.564) (0.573) 
2 Children  -5.549*** -5.555*** 
  (1.324) (1.332) 
3 Or More Children     -29.87 -29.99 
  (0) (0) 
High School / GED  2.195*** 2.240*** 
  (0.560) (0.571) 
Associate/Junior College  1.115 1.245 
  (0.906) (0.918) 
Bachelor’s  -4.770*** -5.859*** 
  (1.504) (1.911) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       -23.28 -23.44 
  (0) (0) 
ln(Income)  -0.437*** -0.427*** 
  (0.112) (0.113) 
Unemployed  -0.824*** -0.855*** 
  (0.306) (0.312) 
Executive Occupation  0.122 0.215 
  (0.710) (0.758) 
Risk Seeking    -0.301 
   (0.420) 
Constant -3.747*** 3.989*** 1.822 
 (0.353) (0.352) (1.158) 
    
Sigma 5.710*** 4.013*** 4.008*** 
 (0.377) (0.353) (0.360) 
    
Observations 3,295 1,553 1,512 
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 Panel B: Stocks / Mutual Funds as a Percentage of Financial Accounts 

 (5) (6) (6*) 
VARIABLES    
    
Lives with Mother 0.238 0.303*** 0.376*** 
 (0.463) (0.0613) (0.0629) 
Lives with Father 0.849 0.961*** 0.987*** 
 (0.543) (0.0643) (0.0662) 
Lives with Both 0.944*** 0.595*** 0.669*** 
 (0.301) (0.0792) (0.0816) 
Female  -0.280*** -0.175** 
  (0.0730) (0.0740) 
African American  -9.377 -9.336 
  (0) (0) 
Hispanic  -1.492*** -1.495*** 
  (0.0753) (0.0779) 
Mixed  -9.168 -9.115 
  (0) (0) 
Number of Siblings   0.00600 -0.0150 
  (0.0304) (0.0314) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.781*** -0.699*** 
  (0.0687) (0.0681) 
Married  0.241** 0.365*** 
  (0.0973) (0.0981) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -8.989 -8.900 
  (0) (0) 
1 Child  -0.322*** -0.341*** 
  (0.121) (0.124) 
2 Children  -9.080 -9.170 
  (0) (0) 
3 Or More Children     -8.924 -8.828 
  (0) (0) 
High School / GED  9.002*** 9.121*** 
  (0.0960) (0.0982) 
Associate/Junior College  9.341*** 9.362*** 
  (0.0721) (0.0773) 
Bachelor’s  9.702*** 8.978*** 
  (0.0603) (0.0694) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       0.332 0.365 
  (0) (0) 
ln(Income)  -0.128*** -0.107*** 
  (0.0110) (0.0113) 
Unemployed  -0.370*** -0.387*** 
  (0.0674) (0.0687) 
Executive Occupation  -0.0898 -0.0543 
  (0.0601) (0.0609) 
Risk Seeking    0.581*** 
   (0.0661) 
Constant -5.650*** -11.50*** -11.94*** 
 (0.382) (0.0980) (0.100) 
    
Sigma 2.319*** 1.945*** 1.950*** 
 (0.102) (0.0484) (0.0489) 
    
Observations 3,910 1,819 1,777 

 
 



61 
 

 
 

 Panel C: Bonds as a Percentage of Financial Assets 
 (5) (6) (6*) 
VARIABLES    
    
Lives with Mother -0.430 -1.106* -1.138* 
 (0.396) (0.593) (0.587) 
Lives with Father -0.0963 -0.0986 -0.108 
 (0.513) (0.536) (0.533) 
Lives with Both 0.115 0.126 0.110 
 (0.243) (0.307) (0.308) 
Female  0.289 0.295 
  (0.261) (0.267) 
African American  -1.136** -1.100** 
  (0.474) (0.477) 
Hispanic  -10.17 -9.847 
  (0) (0) 
Mixed  0.0287 0.0442 
  (0.893) (0.903) 
Number of Siblings   -0.171* -0.150 
  (0.0948) (0.0952) 
Never Married, Cohabiting  -0.546 -0.508 
  (0.503) (0.507) 
Married  -0.362 -0.348 
  (0.501) (0.503) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed    -9.872 -9.945 
  (0) (0) 
1 Child  -0.261 -0.248 
  (0.584) (0.589) 
2 Children  0.273 0.268 
  (0.851) (0.849) 
3 Or More Children     -10.28 -10.26 
  (0) (0) 
High School / GED  0.388 0.396 
  (0.486) (0.490) 
Associate/Junior College  0.161 0.232 
  (0.957) (0.957) 
Bachelor’s  -0.0766 -0.0990 
  (1.002) (0.979) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD)       -8.795 -8.742 
  (0) (0) 
ln(Income)  -0.122 -0.123 
  (0.0919) (0.0935) 
Unemployed  -0.121 -0.113 
  (0.293) (0.295) 
Executive Occupation  -0.241 -0.215 
  (0.906) (0.925) 
Risk Seeking    0.480 
   (0.349) 
Constant -4.918*** -2.372** -2.490** 
 (0.362) (1.120) (1.148) 
    
Sigma 2.401*** 2.032*** 2.036*** 
 (0.142) (0.167) (0.171) 
    
Observations 3,892 1,812 1,771 
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Standard Tetrachoric Standard Tetrachoric
Panel A - Coresidence Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation N
Sex Since DLI (Y/N)

Female Only -0.1370 -0.2483 0.1370 0.2483 6,831
Male Only -0.1412 -0.2484 0.1412 0.2484 7,691
All Person-Years -0.1438 -0.2556 0.1438 0.2556 14,522

Lives with a Parent Lives with Neither

Table 7:  Instrumental Variable Correlations

Female Only Male Only All Person Years
Panel B - Dependent Variables Sex Since DLI (Y/N) Sex Since DLI (Y/N) Sex Since DLI (Y/N)
Has Debt (Y/N)

Standard Correlation 0.1396 0.1410 0.1451
Tetrachoric Correlation 0.2592 0.2451 0.2587

Value Debt 0.0836 0.0715 0.0813
Owns Transactional Accounts (Y/N)

Standard Correlation 0.0786 0.0266 0.0522
Tetrachoric Correlation 0.1488 0.0490 0.0971

Value Transactional Accounts -0.0585 0.0438 0.0018
Owns Stocks/Mutual Funds (Y/N)

Standard Correlation -0.0141 -0.0027 -0.0057
Tetrachoric Correlation -0.0541 -0.0131 -0.0246

Value Stocks/Mutual Funds 0.0277 -0.0481 -0.0128
Owns Bonds (Y/N)

Standard Correlation 0.0595 0.0213 0.0425
Tetrachoric Correlation 0.2526 0.0972 0.1861

Value Bonds 0.0093 -0.0267 -0.0160
Owns Pension/Retirement Account (Y/N)

Standard Correlation 0.0086 0.0690 0.0444
Tetrachoric Correlation 0.0322 0.2814 0.1742

Value Pension/Retirement Account 0.0259 0.0344 0.0305
Has Education Loans (Y/N)

Standard Correlation -0.0244 -0.0252 -0.0244
Tetrachoric Correlation -0.0929 -0.0882 0.0897

Value Education Loans 0.0246 0.0019 0.0161
Value Financial Assets 0.0590 0.0443 0.0497
Net Worth 0.0789 0.0533 0.0626
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Table 8: IV Probit Regressions 
Panel A: IV Probit – Has Debt (Y/N) Using Consolidated Parental Coresdience Status 
 (7)  (7*) 
 First Stage Second Stage  First Stage Second Stage 
VARIABLES Lives with a Parent Debt  Lives with a Parent Debt 
      
Sex Since DLI -0.0501**   -0.0532**  
 (0.0247)   (0.0251)  
Lives with a Parent  -1.713***   -1.592** 
  (0.634)   (0.709) 
Female 0.000587 0.205**  -0.00381 0.206** 
 (0.0170) (0.0949)  (0.0173) (0.0946) 
African American 0.0296 -0.00522  0.0248 -0.0415 
 (0.0246) (0.0768)  (0.0249) (0.0811) 
Hispanic 0.206*** 0.376***  0.204*** 0.341** 
 (0.0219) (0.135)  (0.0221) (0.152) 
Mixed 0.0336 0.106  0.0222 0.0460 
 (0.0848) (0.241)  (0.0886) (0.251) 
Number of Siblings -0.0171*** -0.0122  -0.0178*** -0.00732 
 (0.00603) (0.0245)  (0.00611) (0.0267) 
Never Married, Cohabiting -0.393*** -0.484  -0.394*** -0.429 
 (0.0217) (0.343)  (0.0219) (0.369) 
Married -0.397*** -0.399  -0.394*** -0.343 
 (0.0212) (0.382)  (0.0216) (0.400) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed -0.245*** -0.234  -0.240*** -0.162 
 (0.0506) (0.272)  (0.0518) (0.290) 
1 Child -0.0319 -0.0177  -0.0261 0.0161 
 (0.0239) (0.0810)  (0.0243) (0.0858) 
2 Children -0.109*** -0.236**  -0.112*** -0.209* 
 (0.0339) (0.109)  (0.0343) (0.122) 
3 Or More Children -0.0846 -0.466***  -0.101* -0.514*** 
 (0.0527) (0.167)  (0.0527) (0.163) 
High School / GED -0.00841 0.207  -0.00968 0.236* 
 (0.0351) (0.134)  (0.0355) (0.139) 
Associate/Junior College -0.0995** 0.332  -0.0960** 0.386 
 (0.0447) (0.292)  (0.0452) (0.294) 
Bachelor’s -0.143*** 0.148  -0.145*** 0.200 
 (0.0389) (0.264)  (0.0394) (0.276) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD) -0.203*** -0.0581  -0.203*** 0.000285 
 (0.0655) (0.326)  (0.0659) (0.343) 
ln(Income) -0.0225*** 0.0528  -0.0226*** 0.0599 
 (0.00771) (0.0545)  (0.00782) (0.0547) 
Unemployed 0.0205 0.0189  0.0232 0.0178 
 (0.0213) (0.0616)  (0.0216) (0.0642) 
Executive Occupation -0.0886*** -0.0216  -0.0865*** -0.0154 
 (0.0285) (0.143)  (0.0289) (0.144) 
Risk Seeking    -0.0119 0.00351 
    (0.0241) (0.0714) 
Constant 0.874*** 0.554  0.884*** 0.413 
 (0.0817) (0.910)  (0.0825) (0.964) 
      
Observations  2,783   2,720 
      
Wald Test of Exogeneity:      
  X2 2.56   2.13  
  Prob > X2 0.1097   0.1445  
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Panel B: IV Probit – Owns Transactional Accounts (Y/N) Using Consolidated Parental Coresdience Status 
 (7)  (7*) 
 First Stage Second Stage  First Stage Second Stage 
VARIABLES Lives with a Parent Trans. Accounts  Lives with a Parent Trans. Accounts 
      
Sex Since DLI -0.0442   -0.0492  
 (0.0370)   (0.0378)  
Lives with a Parent  -2.050***   -1.988*** 
  (0.373)   (0.406) 
Female -0.0127 0.204  -0.0284 0.208 
 (0.0332) (0.215)  (0.0341) (0.226) 
African American -0.0635 -0.419*  -0.0590 -0.438* 
 (0.0414) (0.239)  (0.0420) (0.235) 
Hispanic 0.156*** 0.199  0.160*** 0.184 
 (0.0372) (0.190)  (0.0377) (0.194) 
Mixed 0.0104 -0.183  0.0114 -0.211 
 (0.124) (0.403)  (0.124) (0.411) 
Number of Siblings -0.00461 -0.0370  -0.00673 -0.0386 
 (0.0107) (0.0328)  (0.0109) (0.0311) 
Never Married, Cohabiting -0.429*** -1.679***  -0.420*** -1.723*** 
 (0.0478) (0.529)  (0.0482) (0.513) 
Married -0.400*** -1.071***  -0.398*** -1.052*** 
 (0.0617) (0.169)  (0.0629) (0.170) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed -0.234** -1.049**  -0.202* -0.996** 
 (0.110) (0.500)  (0.117) (0.497) 
1 Child -0.0952* -0.436**  -0.0869 -0.442** 
 (0.0523) (0.217)  (0.0534) (0.218) 
2 Children -0.137* -0.921  -0.142* -0.981* 
 (0.0767) (0.567)  (0.0779) (0.554) 
3 Or More Children - -  - - 
      
High School / GED 0.0894* 0.453**  0.101** 0.493** 
 (0.0481) (0.225)  (0.0488) (0.216) 
Associate/Junior College -0.109 -0.0112  -0.0887 0.0607 
 (0.0923) (0.299)  (0.0948) (0.300) 
Bachelor’s -0.142* -0.714*  -0.124 -0.719* 
 (0.0830) (0.408)  (0.0830) (0.414) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD) - -  - - 
      
ln(Income) -0.0150 -0.0699*  -0.0171 -0.0778** 
 (0.0103) (0.0371)  (0.0104) (0.0371) 
Unemployed -0.0387 -0.203*  -0.0377 -0.214* 
 (0.0340) (0.122)  (0.0344) (0.122) 
Executive Occupation -0.0457 0.0567  -0.0449 0.0742 
 (0.0980) (0.282)  (0.0978) (0.280) 
Risk Seeking    -0.0461 -0.0147 
    (0.0470) (0.151) 
Constant 0.825*** 1.782***  0.848*** 1.772*** 
 (0.103) (0.338)  (0.104) (0.373) 
      
Observations  827   810 
      
Wald Test of Exogeneity:      
  X2 3.09   3.30  
  Prob > X2 0.0789   0.0692  
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Panel C: IV Probit - Owns a Pension / Retirement Account (Y/N) Using Consolidated Parental Coresdience Status 
 (7)  (7*) 
 First Stage Second Stage  First Stage Second Stage 
VARIABLES Lives with a Parent Pension/Retirement  Lives with a Parent Pension/Retirement 
      
Sex Since DLI -0.0337   -0.0375  
 (0.0378)   (0.0384)  
Lives with a Parent  -2.304***   -2.290*** 
  (0.0663)   (0.0711) 
Female 0.0107 0.0590  0.00153 0.0498 
 (0.0352) (0.0959)  (0.0361) (0.104) 
African American -0.0535 -0.162  -0.0478 -0.151 
 (0.0427) (0.113)  (0.0434) (0.115) 
Hispanic 0.181*** 0.392***  0.185*** 0.394*** 
 (0.0376) (0.101)  (0.0382) (0.103) 
Mixed - -  - - 
      
Number of Siblings -0.0079 -0.0213  -0.0098 -0.0234 
 (0.0109) (0.0256)  (0.0111) (0) 
Never Married, Cohabiting -0.435*** -6.844  -0.430*** -2.0322 
 (0.0503) (0)  (0.0508) (0) 
Married -0.446*** -1.085***  -0.445*** -1.079*** 
 (0.0682) (0.171)  (0.0695) (0.174) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed - -  - - 
      
1 Child -0.0100* -0.271*  -0.0958* -0.268* 
 (0.0545) (0.144)  (0.0555) (0.148) 
2 Children - -  - - 
      
3 Or More Children - -  - - 
      
High School / GED 0.0944* 3.344***  0.0985* 0.956 
 (0.0518) (0.5995)  (0.0525) (0.629) 
Associate/Junior College -0.106 2.907***  -0.0963 0.541 
 (0.0960) (0.600)  (0.0984) (0.626) 
Bachelor’s -0.157* 2.690***  -0.1478 0.305 
 (0.0923) (0.704)  (0.0926) (0.738) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD) - -  - - 
      
ln(Income) -0.0211** -0.0272  -0.0214** -0.026 
 (0.0102) (0.0397)  (0.0103) (0.040) 
Unemployed -0.0462 -0.149  -0.0425 -0.144 
 (0.0355)   (0.1001)  (0.0360) (0.102) 
Executive Occupation -0.0598 -0.0519  -0.0571 -0.032 
 (0.1006) (0.255)  (0.1002) (0.256) 
Risk Seeking    -0.0345 -0.063 
    (0.0480) (0.119) 
Constant 0.868*** -1.573  0.876*** 0.771 
 (0.1041) (0)  (0.105) (0) 
      
Observations  745   732 
      
Wald Test of Exogeneity:      
  X2 5.50   5.80  
  Prob > X2 0.0190   0.0160  
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Table 9: Two-Stage Least-Squares 
Panel A: 2SLS Log of Debt Using Consolidated Coresidence Statuses 
 (8)  (8*) 
 First Stage Second Stage  First Stage Second Stage 
VARIABLES Lives with a Parent ln(Debt)  Lives with a Parent ln(Debt) 
      
Sex Since DLI -0.050**   -0.053**  
 (0.025)   (0.025)  
Lives with a Parent  -6.891   -5.882 
  (5.439)   (4.942) 
Female 0.0006 0.928***  -0.004 0.903*** 
 (0.017) (0.191)  (0.017) (0.186) 
African American 0.0296 0.0142  0.025 -0.104 
 (0.025) (0.308)  (0.025) (0.280) 
Hispanic 0.206*** 1.500  0.204*** 1.258 
 (0.022) (1.141)  (0.022) (1.031) 
Mixed 0.034 0.295  0.022 0.172 
 (0.086) (0.946)  (0.089) (0.930) 
Number of Siblings -0.017*** -0.0520  -0.018*** -0.0345 
 (0.006) (0.115)  (0.006) (0.109) 
Never Married, Cohabiting -0.393*** -1.870  -0.394*** -1.479 
 (0.022) (2.208)  (0.022) (2.015) 
Married -0.397*** -1.484  -0.394*** -1.097 
 (0.021) (2.234)  (0.022) (2.017) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed -0.245*** -0.714  -0.240*** -0.352 
 (0.051) (1.464)  (0.052) (1.305) 
1 Child -0.032 -0.0848  -0.026 0.0232 
 (0.024) (0.319)  (0.024) (0.287) 
2 Children -0.109*** -1.055  -0.112*** -0.917 
 (0.034) (0.698)  (0.034) (0.659) 
3 Or More Children -0.085 -2.131***  -0.101* -2.251*** 
 (0.053) (0.826)  (0.053) (0.821) 
High School / GED -0.008 1.121***  -0.010 1.151*** 
 (0.035) (0.419)  (0.036) (0.405) 
Associate/Junior College -0.099** 1.623**  -0.096** 1.731** 
 (0.045) (0.757)  (0.045) (0.699) 
Bachelor’s -0.143*** 1.473  -0.145*** 1.612* 
 (0.039) (0.899)  (0.040) (0.841) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD) -0.203*** 1.157  -0.203*** 1.365 
 (0.066) (1.430)  (0.066) (1.329) 
ln(Income) -0.022*** 0.311**  -0.023*** 0.320** 
 (0.008) (0.153)  (0.008) (0.143) 
Unemployed 0.020 -0.0956  0.023 -0.115 
 (0.021) (0.259)  (0.022) (0.250) 
Executive Occupation -0.089*** -0.168  -0.087*** -0.126 
 (0.029) (0.582)  (0.029) (0.533) 
Risk Seeking    -0.012 0.160 
    (0.024) (0.261) 
Constant 0.874*** 5.523  0.884*** 4.826 
 (0.082) (4.703)  (0.083) (4.325) 
      
Observations  2,783   2,720 
      
Durban – Wu – Hausman Test:      
  X2 2.376   1.875  
  Prob > X2 0.1232   0.1709  
      
F-Statistic: 4.089   4.451  
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Panel B: 2SLS Log of Bonds Using Consolidated Coresidence Statuses 
 (8)  (8*) 
 First Stage Second Stage  First Stage Second Stage 
VARIABLES Lives with a Parent ln(Bonds)  Lives with a Parent ln(Bonds) 
      
Sex Since DLI -0.053   -0.059  
 (0.038)   (0.038)  
Lives with a Parent  -2.480   -2.128 
  (2.383)   (2.006) 
Female -0.013 -0.000588  -0.030 -0.0538 
 (0.033) (0.114)  (0.034) (0.116) 
African American -0.071* -0.432**  -0.068 -0.406** 
 (0.041) (0.216)  (0.042) (0.185) 
Hispanic 0.153*** 0.129  0.156*** 0.0825 
 (0.037) (0.377)  (0.038) (0.323) 
Mixed 0.013 -0.264  0.014 -0.255 
 (0.126) (0.338)  (0.125) (0.289) 
Number of Siblings -0.007 -0.0870**  -0.008 -0.0818** 
 (0.011) (0.0387)  (0.011) (0.0360) 
Never Married, Cohabiting -0.402*** -1.159  -0.395*** -1.007 
 (0.048) (1.000)  (0.049) (0.833) 
Married -0.389*** -1.146  -0.388*** -1.006 
 (0.059) (0.972)  (0.060) (0.819) 
Separated, Divorced, Widowed -0.210* -0.793  -0.179 -0.683 
 (0.110) (0.589)  (0.117) (0.455) 
1 Child -0.095* -0.303  -0.086 -0.247 
 (0.053) (0.265)  (0.054) (0.215) 
2 Children -0.144* -0.378  -0.149* -0.332 
 (0.077) (0.393)  (0.078) (0.344) 
3 Or More Children -0.119 -0.340  -0.113 -0.276 
 (0.096) (0.393)  (0.096) (0.329) 
High School / GED 0.060 0.256  0.071 0.259 
 (0.049) (0.195)  (0.049) (0.183) 
Associate/Junior College -0.133 -0.212  -0.111 -0.0932 
 (0.093) (0.415)  (0.096) (0.339) 
Bachelor’s -0.171** -0.581  -0.154* -0.469 
 (0.084) (0.441)  (0.084) (0.340) 
Graduate (Master’s, Professional, PhD) -0.206** -0.837*  -0.193** -0.716* 
 (0.087) (0.508)  (0.088) (0.406) 
ln(Income) -0.014 -0.0534  -0.015 -0.0478 
 (0.011) (0.0473)  (0.011) (0.0432) 
Unemployed -0.021 -0.0755  -0.019 -0.0542 
 (0.087) (0.126)  (0.034) (0.114) 
Executive Occupation -0.045 0.150  -0.044 0.178 
 (0.096) (0.527)  (0.096) (0.500) 
Risk Seeking    -0.058 -0.194 
    (0.048) (0.187) 
Constant 0.840*** 2.582  0.863*** 2.285 
 (0.106) (1.967)  (0.107) (1.690) 
      
Observations  857   840 
      
Durban – Wu – Hausman Test:      
  X2 2.499   2.204  
  Prob > X2 0.1139   0.1377  
      
F-Statistic: 1.940   2.339  


