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Intergenerational Home
Ownership in France over
the Twentieth Century

Bertrand Garbinti and Frédérique Savignac

13.1 Introduction

In a global context of rising inequality in many developed countries, social
mobility is a crucial issue. A rising correlation in the home ownership status
of parents and their children, and more broadly, between the income and
wealth of two generations may be viewed as a threat to social mobility and is
therefore of primary interest from a policy standpoint. Home ownership
plays a crucial role in personal wealth accumulation behavior as well as in
the design of public policies in many countries (OECD 2011), including
France (Gobillon, Lambert, and Pellet 2019). However, recent studies have
shown that the home ownership rate is declining for younger generations
compared to older ones at the same age (see Choi, Zhu, and Goodman 2018
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for the US;! Cribb, Hood, and Joyce 2016 for the UK). For France, Bonnet,
Garbinti, and Grobon (2018) show that the apparent stable home ownership
rate for young households hides a diverging pattern between low-income and
high-income households. Such a pattern may be viewed as an obstacle to
upward social mobility for younger cohorts. Indeed, at the macro level, hous-
ing assets account for a large share of household wealth.? Moreover, in many
developed countries being a homeowner typically means being wealthier
than a renter, since it reflects a higher position in the wealth distribution (see
the companion paper Garbinti and Savignac 2020).

There are many reasons why people may benefit from becoming home-
owners. First, it is seen as a way to be insured against negative income
shocks due to illness, unemployment, or retirement (Angelini, Laferrére, and
Weber 2013), or to hedge against inflation (Malmendier and Steiny 2017)
or against increases in house prices (Agarwal, Hu, and Huang 2016). Sec-
ond, the empirical literature highlights the positive externalities associated
with home ownership status, with children who grew up in owner-occupied
homes typically attaining higher educational levels or having better cogni-
tive and behavioral outcomes (Green and White 1997; Haurin, Parcel, and
Haurin 2002; Spilerman and Wolff 2012). Third, for many families it can be
perceived as a symbol of social success and family stability (Henretta 1984;
Bourdieu 2000). Becoming a homeowner has been put forward as a key step-
ping stone to achieving the American Dream (Kulkarni and Malmendier
2015; Goodman and Mayer 2018).

This chapter studies the evolution of the intergenerational correlation in
housing tenure status in France. It relies on cohorts covering a large part of
the twentieth century. We provide new insights on the evolution of this corre-
lation across children cohorts born from 1933 to 1992. Based on the French
Wealth Survey (Enquéte Patrimoine) conducted by the Institut National de
la Statistique et des Etudes Economiques (French National Statistical Insti-
tute, Insee), we study the home ownership status of the second generation
for various age categories, which provides an insight into the persistence of
the intergenerational correlation over the life cycle of the different cohorts.
More precisely, we estimate the intergenerational correlation in tenure status
at the family level.> We use the information provided by the survey respon-
dent (both for the household reference person and his/her partner—if any)
regarding the asset holdings of the parents when she/he was 14 years old.
In order to have a precise estimate, we define cohort groups, and consider

1. For the US, Fritsch and Heimer (2020) document a correlation between the homeowner-
ship rates of young adults and the mortgage experiences of their parents, especially during the
financial crisis, which could explain part of this decline.

2. In the case of France, the share of housing (net of debt) increased from about 30 percent
to 50 percent in total personal wealth over the period 1970-2014 (Garbinti, Goupille-Lebret,
and Piketty 2021).

3. As robustness tests, we also estimate individual level regressions.
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five-year cohorts and 10-year cohorts. We estimate the probability of being
a homeowner at three life-cycle stages (25-34 years old, 35-44 years old, and
45-54 years old), accounting for year cohort specific effects.

Most papers studying the intergenerational correlation in home owner-
ship status are not able to compare the evolution of the intergenerational
correlation over time. Moreover, they focus on the home ownership status
of the children at a fixed age, or by controlling for age (e.g., Charles and
Hurst 2003 and Choi, Zhu, and Goodman 2018 for the US; Mulder et al.
2015 for several European countries including France; and Helderman and
Mulder 2007 for the Netherlands). Blanden and Machin (2017) offer one
exception: they study the intergenerational correlation in the UK for two
children cohorts (born in 1958 and 1970) and find evidence of an increasing
intergenerational correlation in tenure status over time.*

We document four main results.

First, we find a significant correlation between the home ownership status
of parents and that of their children. For instance, children born between
1973 and 1977, whose parents were homeowners, are about 38 percentage
points more likely to be homeowners when aged between 34 and 45 years
old, compared to children whose parents were not homeowners. We com-
pare our estimates with those obtained by Blanden and Machin (2017) for
the UK. We find higher intergenerational correlation in France: the gap in
home ownership between children whose parents were not homeowners and
children whose parents were homeowners is about 0.23 to 0.25 for the 1958
cohort, while their estimate for the UK lies between 0.13 and 0.14. Such a
gap for France is close to the results obtained by Charles and Hurst (2003)
for the US for similar cohorts. For the cohort born in 1970, Blanden and
Machin (2017) find that the gap lies between 0.20 and 0.23 for the UK, while
we obtain an estimate of 0.28 to 0.29 for France.

Second, the intergenerational correlation is increasing over time when we
consider children’s home ownership status at 35-44 or at 45-54 years old.
We find significant negative and decreasing cohort-specific effects compared
to the 1973-77 reference cohort. For instance, the probability of being a
homeowner between 35 and 44 years old decreases from about 45 percent
for the 1943-52 cohort to about 30 percent for the 1973-82 cohort, for
children whose parents were not homeowners; while it remains quite stable
for children whose parents were homeowners (around 65 percent). In other
words, our results show that the increasing intergenerational correlation
over cohorts offsets the decline in the probability of being a homeowner
when parents are nonhomeowners.

Third, the effect of parents’ tenure status is persistent over the children’s
life cycle. The estimated intergenerational correlation in home ownership

4. The home ownership status of the children is however looked at a fixed age (42 years old).
See also Castillo-Rico (2020) for another approach based on the date of purchase of the main
residence.
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status is statistically significant for all three age groups and seems to follow
an inverted U-shape pattern.

Fourth, we investigate the potential sources of the intergenerational cor-
relation. We find significant intergenerational correlation in tenure status
for children who did not receive any gift or inheritance. For children who
received intergenerational transfers, the parental tenure status still plays a
role in the home ownership rate. It suggests that other factors such as the
intergenerational income correlation or the transmission of preferences
might also explain this intergenerational correlation.

We conduct various robustness tests (considering several cohort group-
ings, household level versus individual level estimates, linear probability
model versus logistic regressions, etc.) which lead to similar conclusions.

This chapter is organized as follows. In section 13.2, we provide an over-
view of the evolution of the home ownership rate in France. Section 13.3
presents the data we use. Our empirical design is detailed in section 13.4. Our
estimates of the intergenerational correlation in tenure status are presented
in section 13.5. Section 13.6 discusses the sources of the intergenerational
correlation. Section 13.7 concludes.

13.2 Home Ownership Rate in France

After World War 11, the home ownership rate rose considerably in France,
like in other OECD countries. In 1955, 35 percent of households were home-
owners. This rate increases over the 60s and 70s due to the various housing
policies implemented by governments (Bonvalet and Bring¢ 2013). In the
early 80s more than half of the households (55 percent) were homeowners.
Since then, the home ownership rate slightly increased over the 2000s and
leveled off at 58 percent in 2019. In particular, the home ownership rate did
not decrease after the financial crisis in France, in contrast with the sharp
decline observed in the US.? In line with these trends, the French National
Statistical Institute (Insee 2017) documents that half of the households with
a reference person from the 1924 cohort were homeowners at 47 years old
while about half of those from the cohorts bornin 1964 and afterwards were
homeowners at 35-39 years old.

However, inequalities have increased in first-time home ownership over
the past 40 years. Bonnet, Garbinti, and Grobon (2018) find that home
ownership increases among wealthier households and decreases among the
most modest: 32 percent of young low-income households were homeown-
ers in 1973, as compared to only 16 percent in 2013. In contrast, the share
of owners among young well-off households increased over the period: in
2013, 66 percent of them were owners, as compared to 45 percent in 1973.

5. The US home ownership rate leveled at 69 percent in 2006, and then continuously dropped
to about 63 percent in 2016. In 2020, it was back to about 67 percent (US Census Bureau).
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The authors argue that these trends are driven by both macroeconomic and
institutional factors (real estate prices, interest rates, term of loans granted)
and by changes in family structure and by the role of family support (such
as gift assistance, inheritance and other forms of aid), which played an
important part in the 2000s.

This chapter aims at studying the role of parental tenure status as a deter-
minant of children’s tenure status and at investigating possible changes over
time.

13.3 Data and Definitions

13.3.1 Data Source

This chapter is based on the data and sample selection, which are exten-
sively presented in the companion paper, Garbinti and Savignac (2020).
We use all waves (i.e., 1986, 1992, 1998, 2004, 2009, 2014, and 2017) of the
French Wealth Survey. This survey enables us to link the home ownership
status of two generations for several cohorts.

As the Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF) does for the US, this survey
aims at measuring household wealth and its components (housing and finan-
cial assets, debt) and collects detailed information on the household com-
position and background history. It also collects information on whether
the parents of the household (i.e., for both the reference person and her/
his partner—if any) were owners of their main residence when the refer-
ence person was 14 years old, and if they were owners of other real estate
assets. More precisely, the information regarding the real estate assets of the
parents during childhood is elicited with the following question: “During
the childhood of [the reference person], were the parents [of the reference
person] owners of:

+ their main residence (Yes/No)
« any other real estate property (Yes/No)?”

A similar question is also asked for the partner of the reference person.

13.3.2 Sample Definition

We restrict the sample to cohorts born before 1993 (i.e., who are at least
25 years old in the last wave of the survey, in 2017) and exclude cohorts born
before 1933 with only a few observations. In order to keep precise estimates
given our sample size, we then define cohort groups based on the year of
birth of the household’s reference person that we group in two alternative

6. See also Arrondel, Garbinti, and Masson (2014) for an investigation of the impact of gift
and inheritance on the probability to become homeowner over the life cycle.
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ways: five-year cohorts and 10-year cohorts for robustness tests. When con-
sidering five-year cohorts, we need to drop the cohorts born before 1943 due
to a limited number of observations for these five-year cohorts. Consider-
ing 10-year cohorts reduces the overall number of cohorts but allows us
to include cohorts born between 1933 and 1942 (see table 13.1 for sample
statistics at the household level by five-year cohorts).

13.3.3 Housing Tenure Status

In our baseline analysis, we define children’s and parents’ tenure status
at the family level.” For children, the available information regarding asset
holdings is at the household level. As explained above, the information
regarding the asset holdings of the parents is collected for both the refer-
ence person and his/her partner. For couples, we define the home ownership
status of the parents in the following way: parents are considered to be
homeowners if at least one of the members of the couple reports that their
parents were homeowners during his/her childhood.?

Based on the survey questions about parents’ asset holdings during child-
hood, four categories of parental tenure status can be defined. They are
reported by cohorts in table 13.1, with the percentage of households in each
category. Parents with no real estate amount to about 27 percent to 55 per-
cent of the sample, while 41 percent to 55 percent of the five-year cohorts
have parents that were owners of their main residence. About 9 percent
to 17 percent of them were also owners of other real estate properties. A
residual category of parents (3—4 percent of each five-year cohort) were
owners of other real estate properties while renting their main residence.
We add them to the parents that did not have any real estate property, and
define this category as “nonhomeowner parents.”

13.3.4 Life-Cycle Positions

Charles and Hurst (2003) and Boserup et al. (2017a) point out the impor-
tance of the life-cycle positions of both parents and children when measur-
ing intergenerational wealth correlations. In our case, we observe the home
ownership status of the household at the time of the survey, covering thus
several cohorts and age categories, while the home ownership status of the
parents is measured at a fixed age. In order to provide some insights into
the possible differences in home ownership correlation across the children
life-cycle position, we define three age categories—25-34, 35-44, and 45-54
years old—at which we observe the home ownership status of the children.

7. In section 13.5.4 we conduct individual-level analysis in order to account for changes in
family structure over time.

8. Compared to Charles and Hurst (2003) who consider correlation between fathers’ and
sons’ family, we account for the fact that part of the asset ownership of couple may come from
intergenerational correlation coming from the family of each member of the couple.

9. When excluding this category of parents, our main results are not affected.
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Regarding the life-cycle position of the parents, in Garbinti and Savignac
(2020) we argue that the reported information regarding their real estate
holdings refers to their mid-life-cycle period, and more precisely when the
mothers were on average from 40 to 43 years old, given the average age of
women at childbirth over the period. Thus, the 35-44 age category of the
second generation allows us to measure parents’ and children’s home owner-
ship status at the same life-cycle period.

13.4 Empirical Design

13.4.1 Baseline Specification

We estimate a linear probability model (equation (13.1)) for each age
group: 25-34, 35-44, and 45-54 years old. We regress a dummy variable
for being a homeowner in a given age group on a dummy variable for the
parental home ownership status. The dummy variable is equals to zero if the
parents were nonhomeowners and equals to one if they owned their main
residence. In the baseline specification, the “homeowner parents” category
includes parents that were also holding other real estate properties in addi-
tion to their main residence.

We introduce the cohort of birth and its interaction with the parental
home ownership variable to allow for differences in the intergenerational
correlation across cohorts. As previously defined, we consider two alterna-
tive ways for grouping cohorts: five-year cohorts and 10-year cohorts, and
the baseline estimations are done at the household level.

Concretely, we estimate the following linear probability model:!°

(13.1) Prob(being a homeowner between age [¢;b]) =

C C

¢ ¢
210% COhortChild + Zch COhortChildllznmenwrwr parents + &
c= c=

where 1,,..umer parenss 18 the indicator for the tenure status of the parents, cohort
stands for the birth cohort of the household’s reference person, and € is the
error term.

13.4.2  Accounting for the Ownership of Other Real Estate

In another set of regressions, we consider three types of home ownership
status for the parents: among homeowners, we distinguish those who hold
other real estate properties in addition to the household’s main residence.!!

10. For the sake of simplicity, we abstract from the subscript i (for the household) that should
appear for each variable and for the error term.

11. Parents who had other real estate properties without holding their main residence are
considered as non-homeowner (as they are renters of their main residence). They amount only
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Table 13.2 Intergenerational correlation in home ownership status: Baseline
estimates

Probability of being a homeowner

35-44 45-54 25-34
years old years old years old
Benchmark: 5-year cohorts
Constant (no homeowner parents) 0.28%** 0.39%** 0.17%%*
Homeowner parents 0.38%** 0.33%** 0.23%**
Cohort * homeowner parents
1943-47 —0.14%* —0.14%* —0.13**
1948-52 —0.18%** —0.13%** —-0.04
1953-57 —0.11** —0.16%** —-0.05
1958-62 —0.]5%** —0.10%** —-0.05
1963-67 —0.11%* —0.10%* -0.01
1968-72 —-0.09* —-0.06 -0.02
1973-77 Ref. Ref. Ref.
1978-82 —-0.05 —-0.06 —0.11%*
Other controls: cohorts
Obs. 12,071 13,305 8,151
Alternative: 10-year cohorts
Constant (No homeowner parents) 0.29%** 0.40%** 0.16%**
Homeowner parents 0.36%** 0.30%** 0.20%**
Cohort * homeowner parents
1933-42 —0.32%** 0.16 -0.10
1943-52 —0.15%** —0.11%** —-0.04
1953-62 —0.11%** —0.10%** —-0.01
1963-72 —0.08** —0.06* 0.03
1973-82 Ref. Ref. Ref.
Other controls: cohorts
Obs. 12,166 13,411 8,281

In Garbinti and Savignac (2020) we show that the ownership of other real
estate assets in addition to the main residence is associated with a higher
position in the wealth distribution.

13.5 Intergenerational Correlation in Home Ownership Status

13.5.1 Baseline Results and Cross-Country Comparisons

Table 13.2 displays the baseline regression results for the home ownership
correlation, for the three children age categories. We consider the 34-45
category (first column) as our benchmark category, as it allows considering

to about 3-4 percent of the sample, see table 13.1. When excluding this category of parents,
our main results are not affected.
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Fig. 13.1 Children’s probability of being a homeowner between 35 and 44 years old
by parents’ tenure status (percent)

the home ownership status of both generations (parents and children) at
the same life-cycle period (mid-life cycle). For the 34-45 years old, we find a
significant intergenerational gap in home ownership of 0.38 for the reference
cohort (1973-77): children of this cohort whose parents were homeowners
are about 38 percentage points more likely to be homeowners at age 34—
45 compared to children whose parents were not homeowners. While the
probability of being a homeowner for households in the reference cohort
with parents who were not homeowners is 28 percent, the probability of
being a homeowner is 66 percent for the households whose parents were
homeowners.

We find significant differences in the intergenerational correlation across
cohorts, with lower intergenerational correlation for older cohorts com-
pared to the 1973—77 cohort. For instance, the cohort-specific effect is —0.14
for the 1943-47 cohort, meaning that for this cohort, the advantage was
24 percentage points (i.e., 38—14 percent) for households whose parents were
homeowners (compared with renter parents). These results are robust when
considering 10-year cohorts instead of five-year cohorts. Moreover, using
the grouping of 10-year cohorts, we are able to cover one additional cohort
of people born between 1933 and 1942, which confirms the increasing trend
in the intergenerational correlation (see the bottom half of table 13.2). For
people born between 1933 and 1942, the home ownership correlation is only
0.04 (as opposed to a correlation of 0.36 for the baseline cohort and thus
corresponding to a cohort-specific coefficient of —0.32).

In figure 13.1, we report the estimated probabilities of being a home-
owner between 35 and 44 years old with their confidence intervals by 10-year
cohorts. Even if the probabilities are more imprecisely estimated for the
cohort 1933-42, it clearly shows a decreasing trend over cohorts for chil-
dren whose parents were not homeowners (from 45 percent for the 194352
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cohort to 30 percent for the 1973-82 cohort) while the probability remains
quite stable for children whose parents were homeowners (around 65 per-
cent). In other words, the increasing intergenerational correlation over time
offsets the decrease in the probability of being a homeowner when parents
are nonhomeowners.

We are able to provide some direct comparisons with papers focusing
on other countries, namely the UK and the US. For the UK, Blanden and
Machin (2017) rely on cohorts born in 1958 and in 1970 at age 42. For
the 1958 cohort, they find that the unconditional intergenerational gap in
tenure status lies between 0.127 (considering the parental home ownership
status at 10/11 years old) and 0.140 (considering the parents’ tenure status
at 16 years old). As for France, we find higher gap for similar cohorts, that
is, about 0.23-0.25 for the 195862 cohort (with the five-year cohorts) or
the 1953-62 cohort (with the 10-year cohorts). These results for France are
thus close to those obtained by Charles and Hurst (2003) for the US. They
find a children-age adjusted gap in home ownership between children whose
parents were not homeowners and children whose parents were homeowners
of 0.245 for individuals aged 37.5 years old on average in 1999 (who are born
around 1961-62), based on the PSID. For the cohort born in 1970, Blanden
and Machin (2017) find that the gap is larger (between 0.200 and 0.227),
compared to 0.28 to 0.29 that we obtain for France for the cohorts 196872
and 1963-72. It leads us to conclude that, even if we observe similar trends
in increasing intergenerational correlation over time both for the UK and
France, the results for similar cohorts indicate higher intergenerational cor-
relation in home ownership status for France than for the UK.

Some additional information from other papers is also useful, even if
there are also some crucial methodological differences (e.g., in the age
category, or because they do not account for cohort-specific effects) that
prevent us from doing direct comparisons. Focusing on young adults aged
between 18 and 34 years old over the 1999-2015 period and based on the
PSID, Choi, Zhu, and Goodman (2018) find that having parents who were
homeowners increased the probability of being a homeowner by 7 to 8 per-
centage points. For France, for similar cohorts (i.e., born after 1965) and
aged 25 to 34, we find an increased probability of 23 percentage points of
being a homeowner for households whose parents were homeowners (table
13.2, column 3). Based on the Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in
Europe (SHARELIFE), Mulder et al. (2015) study the role of parental ten-
ure status on first-time home ownership transitions for adults born between
1908 and 1963. The parental home ownership status is retrospective infor-
mation provided by the children and refers to the home ownership status
of their parents when they were 10 years old. Mulder et al. (2015) cover
several European countries, including France (Sweden, Denmark, the Neth-
erlands, Germany, Switzerland, France, Belgium, Italy, Spain, and Greece).
They estimate logistic regressions for the transition to home ownership with
country-fixed effects. They do not control for cohort-fixed effects. They find
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Table 13.3 Probability of being a homeowner by cohort and parental home ownership status
Children’s age 35-44 45-54 25-34
Parental home
ownership Non- Non- Non-
status homeowner Homeowner homeowner Homeowner homeowner Homeowner
Children’s
cohorts
1943-47 0.43 0.67 0.57 0.76 0.36 0.47
1948-52 0.47 0.67 0.54 0.74 0.16 0.35
1953-57 0.37 0.64 0.58 0.75 0.13 0.31
1958-62 0.40 0.63 0.54 0.77 0.15 0.33
1963-67 0.34 0.61 0.51 0.74 0.11 0.34
1968-72 0.34 0.62 0.43 0.69 0.15 0.37
1973-77 0.28 0.66 0.39 0.72 0.17 0.40
1978-82 0.31 0.63 0.42 0.69 0.13 0.26

that Dutch men (women) whose parents were homeowners were, on average,
1.24 (1.21) times more likely to become homeowners in a given year com-
pared to those whose parents were not. Interestingly, while the correlation
is also significant for France, they find smaller differences. The estimated
coefficient for France is 0.13 point less than the estimate of the reference
country (0.21 for the Netherlands), which corresponds to a hazard ratio of
1.09. In other words, for France, they find that men (women) whose parents
were homeowners were 1.09 (1.21) times more likely to become homeowners
in a given year compared to those whose parents were not.

In table 13.3, we report the probability of being a homeowner by cohort,
age category, and parental home ownership status. Our results are in line
with Mulder et al. (2015). We find however larger effects of the home own-
ership status of the parents that vary across cohorts and age categories. We
find that households born before 1963 with parents who were homeowners
are about 1.3 to 2.4 times more likely to become homeowners compared to
those whose parents were not homeowners.

13.5.2 Intergenerational Correlation over the Life Cycle

One of our contributions is to study the home ownership correlation for
different periods in the children’s life cycle. As expected, the probability
of being a homeowner increased from 25 to 54 years old, irrespective of
the parental home ownership status (table 13.2). For our baseline cohort
(1973-77), the probability of being a homeowner increases from 17 percent
at 25-34 years old to 39 percent at 45-54 years old without “homeowner
parents,” while it increases from 40 percent to 72 percent with “homeowner
parents”. We find persistent intergenerational home ownership correlation
over the life cycle: the estimated intergenerational correlation in home own-
ership status is statistically significant for all three age groups and seems



Intergenerational Home Ownership in France 423

to exhibit an inverted U-shape across ages: standing at 0.23 for the 25-34
category; 0.38 for the 35-44 category; and 0.33 for the 4554 category (for
the 1973-77 cohort). These results are robust when considering the 10-year
cohorts instead of the five-year cohorts. In other words, the “advantage”
provided by having parents who were homeowners does not disappear as
children age.

Our results for the households aged 45 to 54 years old confirm the
increasing trend in intergenerational correlation observed for the 35 to 44
years old. For instance, for the 1943-1947 cohort, the gap is 14 percentage
points lower (i.e., the correlation is 0.19) compared to the 197377 cohort.
Such a trend over the same period is robust when considering the 10-year
cohorts.

Regarding the probability of being a homeowner at 25-34 years old, we
do not obtain robust results regarding a potential increasing trend in the
intergenerational correlation. Based on the five-year cohorts, we find that the
older 1943-47 cohort faces a lower gap than the 1973-77 reference cohort
(13 percentage points lower).'?

13.5.3  Accounting for the Ownership of Other Real Estate Assets

Among homeowners, some are also owners of other real estate proper-
ties in addition to their main residence. In Garbinti and Savignac (2020),
we show that the ownership of other properties in addition to the main
residence reflects a higher position in the wealth distribution. In this section,
we disentangle the effect of two types of parental home ownership: owners
of their main residence only versus owners of other real estate properties in
addition to their main residence. As expected, in most cases, we find larger
correlations with the children tenure status when the parents were owners
of other real estate properties than when they were only owner of their
main residence (table 13.4). While children born between 1973 and 1977
whose parents were homeowners are 34 percentage points more likely to
be homeowners at 35-44 years old (compared to children whose parents
were not homeowners), the probability is 47 percentage points higher when
parents were owners of other real estate properties in addition to their main
residence.

Our regression results confirm the increasing intergenerational home
ownership correlation over time already observed without disentangling
the ownership of other properties among parents who were homeowners.
We obtain significant negative interaction terms with the previous cohorts
compared to the reference one (1973-77), for the two types of parental
home ownership. For instance, children whose parents were homeowners
(respectively, with parents owning other real estate properties) born between

12. The nonsignificant cohort-specific effect obtained with the 10-year cohort (for 1943-52)
may be due to the grouping of the reference cohort (1973-82 with the 10-year cohorts), while
there was a significant negative difference of 11 percentage points between the five-year refer-
ence cohort (1973-77) and the younger one (1978-82).



Table 13.4 Regression results: Accounting for the parental ownership of other real

estate properties

Probability of being a homeowner

35-44 45-54 25-34
years old years old years old
Benchmark: 5-year cohorts
Constant (no homeowner parents) 0.28%** 0.39%** 0.17%%*
Homeowner parents 0.34%** 0.3%** 0.23%**
Homeowner parents with other real estate 0.47%%* 0.4%%* 0.23%**
Cobhort * homeowner parents
1943-47 —-0.12* —0.12%* -0.11*
1948-52 —0.16%** —0.09* —-0.06
1953-57 —0.08* —0.]5%** -0.07
1958-62 —0.13%** —0.09** —-0.07
1963-67 —0.11%* —0.1%* —-0.03
1968-72 —-0.06 —-0.04 —-0.03
1973-77 Ref. Ref. Ref.
1978-82 —-0.04 —-0.04 —0.12%*
Cohort * homeowner parents with other real estate
1943-47 —0.19%** —0.17** —0.17**
1948-52 —0.24%%* —0.22%%* —-0.02
1953-57 —0.2%** —0.19%** —-0.03
1958-62 —0.22%** —0.11%* 0
1963-67 —0.12* —0.09* 0.05
1968-72 —0.15%* —0.11** 0.02
1973-77 Ref. Ref. Ref.
1978-82 —-0.08 -0.09 —-0.05
Other controls: cohorts
Obs. 12,071 13,305 8,151
Alternative: 10-year cohorts
Constant (no homeowner parents) 0.29%** 0.4%%* 0.16%**
Homeowner parents 0.33%%* 0.28%** 0.19%**
Homeowner parents with other real estate 0.44%%* 0.36%** 0.22%**
Cohort * homeowner parents
193342 —0.30%* 0.21%** -0.17
1943-52 —0.14%** —0.09** —-0.03
1953-62 —0.09%* —0.]*** —-0.02
1963-72 —0.07* —-0.05 0.01
1973-82 Ref. Ref. Ref.
Cohort * homeowner parents with other real estate
193342 —0.39%** 0.04 -0.01
1943-52 —0.2%** —0.]7%** —-0.07
1953-62 —0.18%** —0.12%** 0
1963-72 —0.11%* —-0.06 0.05
1973-82 Ref. Ref. Ref.
Other controls: cohorts
Obs. 12,166 13,411 8,281
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Fig. 13.2  Children’s probability of being a homeowner between 35 and 44 years old
by parents’ tenure status, accounting for the ownership of other real estate proper-
ties (percent)

1943 and 1952 are 14 percentage points (respectively, 20 percentage points)
less likely to be a homeowner between 35 and 44 years old compared to
children born between 1973 and 1977. In most cases, these negative differ-
ences with the reference cohort in home ownership status at 35-44 years
old are statistically significant over the 1933-72 cohorts (i.e., considering
both the five-year and the 10-year cohorts). Moreover, they exhibit a nega-
tive trend, meaning that the intergenerational correlation is increasing over
time. For instance, based on the 10-year cohorts, we find that the probability
of being a homeowner between 35 and 44 years old for households whose
parents were homeowners was 3 percentage points higher for the 1933-42
cohort (i.e., 33 percentage points for the reference cohort minus 30 percent-
age points for the cohort interaction term with the dummy “homeowner
parents”). The probability of being a homeowner for households whose
parents were homeowners is 24 percentage points higher for the 1953-62
cohort and 33 percentage points higher for the 1973-82 reference cohort.
When parents were owners of other real estate properties, this advantage
amounts respectively to 5, 26, and 44 percentage points for the same cohorts.

Over cohorts, the probability of being a homeowner is increasing when
parents were owners of other real estate properties (figure 13.2), so that
the gap widens between children whose parents were not homeowners and
children whose parents were homeowners with other real estate properties,
for the cohorts born after 1962.

13.5.4 Other Robustness Tests

In order to test for the robustness of our results, we perform several
additional tests. First, we consider individual-level regressions instead of
household-level ones to account for changes in family structure over time.
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We also check that our main conclusions are robust when considering logit
regressions instead of the linear probability model.

13.5.4.1 Individual-Level Based Regressions

In practice, the family home ownership status may result both from indi-
vidual wealth (for instance, if the family lives in a flat that was partially or
fully inherited by one partner) and from joint wealth accumulation of both
members of the couple. Without precise information on the property rights,
itis not possible to disentangle which member(s) of the household is/are the
owner(s) of the real estate property. However, there have been major changes
in family structure over the long run, due to the decline in marriage rates and
the rise of single-headed households. In order to account for changes in fam-
ily structure, the literature about wealth inequality over time generally relies
on individualized wealth (i.e., wealth is divided by two and attributed to each
partner; see Piketty, Postel-Vinay, and Rosenthal [2006, 2014] and Garbinti
and Savignac[2020] for more recent developments). In line with these papers,
we attribute the ownership of all housing assets to each partner. Concern-
ing the home ownership status of the parents, we consider two alternative
definitions. First, we define the home ownership status of the parents based
on the information related only to the own parents of the individual (see
table A1 in the online appendix, http://www.nber.org/data-appendix/c14432
/appendix.pdf). Second, another robustness test considers the home owner-
ship status of the parents of both individuals (as previously defined in the
household level approach—see table A2 in online appendix). As expected,
the intergenerational correlation estimates are lower without accounting
for the parental home ownership status of the partner (for couples). For
instance, the estimate reduces to 0.18 in such a case (for the reference cohort
and the 35-44 age group), as opposed to 0.38 obtained with our baseline
household-level estimates (table 13.2, column 1). When accounting for the
parental home ownership status of the partner, the estimates obtained for
the intergenerational correlation are closer to those obtained at the house-
hold level (0.35 for the reference cohort and the 35-44 years old group).
In all cases, we find evidence of increasing intergenerational correlation in
tenure status over time for the groups aged 35-44 and 45-50. Overall, these
results shed light on the role that mating decisions may play in explaining
wealth formation and intergenerational correlation in tenure status, which
is an interesting avenue for future research.

13.5.4.2 Logit Regressions

Our main conclusions are also robust when considering logit regressions
instead of the linear probability model (table A3 in the online appendix,
http://www.nber.org/data-appendix/cl4432/appendix.pdf). First, we find
significant intergenerational correlation in tenure status for the three age
groups. Second, this correlation is increasing for more recent cohorts. Third,
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the probability of being a homeowner is larger when parents were owners of
other real estate properties in addition to their main residence. For instance,
the probability of being a homeowner between 35 and 44 years old (for the
reference cohort) is 1.4 times as large as the one obtained when parents were
the owners of only their main residence.

13.6 Discussion on the Sources of Intergenerational Correlation

The intergenerational correlation in tenure status, and more broadly, the
intergenerational wealth correlation may result from various sources. Obvi-
ously, it may be due to direct transfers of wealth (inter vivos and inheritances)
from the previous to the next generation. Second, following the Becker and
Tomes (1979, 1986) approach, intergenerational correlation in wealth and in
tenure status may reflect intergenerational correlation in income, the latter
resulting from parental investment in human capital and correlation in abili-
ties across generations. In the case of housing tenure status, the intergenera-
tional advantage of children of homeowners may also come from all the posi-
tive externalities associated with the home ownership status of their parents
during their childhood (Green and White 1997; Haurin, Parcel, and Haurin
2002; Spilerman and Wolff 2012). Other factors such as the intergenerational
transmission of preferences (risk attitudes, patience) may also play a role.
Following Easterlin (1980), Henretta (1984) argues that the parental home
ownership status might influence children’s housing decisions as they form
expectations regarding their appropriate standard of living according to the
standard of living they had with their parents when they were adolescents.

All of these channels may interact with each other (Boserup, Kopczuk,
and Kreiner 2013), so that it remains very difficult to identify the exact role
played by each potential channel. We provide here some insights into the
heterogeneity in the children tenure status and into the intergenerational
correlation depending on other parental characteristics based on simple
descriptive statistics. First, we look at the children’s tenure status by parental
occupation (figure 13.3). Parental occupation is defined as the occupation
of the father of the household’s reference person when she was 14 years old.
There are differences in the home ownership rate depending on the father’s
occupation among children whose parents were homeowners (respectively,
whose parents were not homeowners). Moreover, we find larger owner-
occupancy rate irrespective of the father’s occupation among children whose
parents were homeowners, for all age groups. For instance, at the age of
35-44, the gap varies from 22 percentage points for children of farmers to
27 percentage points for children of blue-collar workers (figure 13.3a).

Second, we look at the differences in the tenure status depending on the
receipt of gifts and inheritances. The French Wealth Survey provides reli-
able qualitative information on whether any members of the household have
received substantial gifts or inheritances (and when). Figure 13.4 displays



(a) Between 35 and 44 years old

80
60
§
8 40
[
o
20 H
0
& & & 2 D> & & & 2 D
L LT (FEE L
<« O F L& & O & o o
o & & ¢ & & F & Qe
& ¢ & &E < T
R o & RS &
AR & &S >
K & & K &
B A ¢ &
& F & & «
(b‘% < & F
[$

Non-homeowner parents Homeowner parents

(b) Between 25 and 34 years old

50

Non-homeowner parents Homeowner parents

(c) Between 45 and 54 years old

80

Percent

Non-homeowner parents

Homeowner parents

Fig. 13.3 Percentage of homeowners among children, by parents’ tenure status and
occupation

Notes: The parents’ occupation corresponds to the occupation of the father of the reference
person.
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the percentage of homeowners among children, by parents’ tenure status
and the reception of intergenerational transfers (gifts or inheritances).

Having received gifts and inheritances increases the probability of being a
homeowner, both for children whose parents were homeowners and whose
parents were not homeowners. The probability of being a homeowner
between 35 and 44 years old is increased by about 18 to 19 percentage points
when gifts or inheritances were received from parents who were not home-
owners (from 35.7 to 54 percent) and from parents who were homeowners
(from 60 percent to 78 percent). Moreover, without any gift or inheritance,
children whose parents were homeowners still have a higher probability
of being a homeowner than children whose parents were not homeown-
ers (24 percentage points higher). Such a result could be in line with the
existence of factors other than direct transfers of wealth affecting the inter-
generational correlation. We estimate our baseline regression on the two
subsamples of children having received or not received gifts and inheritances
to investigate this point further (table 13.5).

We find significant intergenerational correlation in tenure status among
children who did not receive gifts or inheritances. For the reference cohort,
without gifts or inheritances, the probability of being a homeowner between
35 and 44 years old is 30 percentage points higher for children whose parents
were homeowners (respectively, 41 percentage points when parents had other
real estate property in addition to their main residence). We also observe
that the effect of the parental tenure status is increasing over cohorts in this
subsample: the probability of being a homeowner when parents were home-
owners and without having received gifts and inheritances is 13 percentage
points higher for the 1973—77 cohort compared to the 1948—52 cohort. The
gap between both cohorts in the tenure status when the parents had other
real estate is even larger (20 percentage points).

As expected, the probability of being a homeowner is larger when hav-
ing received gifts and inheritances, even for children whose parents were
not homeowners (it levels off at 38 percent between 34 and 45 years old
instead of 27 percent without any gift and inheritance). Most importantly,
among children who received gifts and inheritances, the parental tenure
status still affects the probability of being a homeowner, for all age groups.
Among children born between 1973 and 1977 who received gifts or inheri-
tances, the probability of being a homeowner between 35 and 44 years
old is 35 percentage points (respectively, 45 percentage points) higher for
children whose parents were homeowners (respectively, when parents had
other real estate properties) compared to children whose parents were not
homeowners.

Overall, these results suggest that factors other than direct intergenera-
tional transfers of wealth explain the intergenerational correlation in ten-
ure status. As explained above, it might also be driven by intergenerational
income correlation or the transmission of preferences.
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13.7 Conclusion

We contribute to the literature on long-term trends in inequality by show-
ing the increasing role that parental tenure status has on children’s home
ownership status.

Based on the French Wealth Survey, we estimate the intergenerational asso-
ciation in home ownership status for cohorts of children born throughout
the twentieth century. The parental tenure status is elicited in the survey by
asking whether the parents of the reference person and her/his partner were
the owners of their main residence when the respondent was 14 years old.
‘We account for possible variations in the intergenerational association across
five-year cohorts (or 10-year cohorts). The children’s home ownership status
is considered at three life-cycle periods: 25-34, 35-44, and 4455 years old.

First, we find a significant association in home ownership status of parents
and children. For similar cohorts, the intergenerational association in France
is higher compared to the results obtained by Blanden and Machin (2017) for
the UK. Second, the intergenerational association is increasing over time, con-
sidering the children’s home ownership status at 35-44 or at 45-54 years old.
The increasing intergenerational association over cohorts offsets the decline
in the probability of being a homeowner when parents are not homeowners.
Third, the effect of parents’ tenure status is persistent over the children’s life
cycle. Fourth, when isolating two subpopulations based on the receipt of
intergenerational transfers, we find significant intergenerational association
in tenure status for children who did not receive any gift or inheritance, as well
as for children who received intergenerational transfers, suggesting that other
factors, such as intergenerational income correlation or the transmission of
preferences, might also explain this intergenerational association.
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