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Background 1
§ Rising housing prices and household debt in Sweden
§ The Swedish FSA (Finansinspektionen, FI):

• “The big problem today is that household indebtedness may 
contribute to or reinforce a recession.” 

• “Even if the financial-stability risks are judged to be small at 
present, high and rising debt-to-income ratios among many 
borrowers therefore poses an elevated macroeconomic risk.”

• “The households' debt is still increasing faster than their 
income and housing prices are still high. Consequently, the 
need for action remains.”
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Background 2
§ The action: Tighter lending standards
§ New compulsory amortization requirements: 3% of mortgage at 

origination (LTV>70%, LTI>4.5), corresponding to 3/(1-0.3)= 4.3 pp 
pre-tax mortgage-rate increase (30% capital-income tax)

§ FI recommending tighter affordability (KALP) interest-rate stress test: 
7% instead of 6%

§ Encouraging tighter banks’ internal LTI limits (average 5.5)
§ Before tightening: 

6% affordability interest-rate stress test on interest-only loan
§ After tightening: Equivalent to 7+4.3 = 11.3% on interest-only loan
§ Equivalent to about 10 pp increase over prevailing mortgage rates 

(about 1.5%)
§ Compare with BOE FPC affordability interest-rate stress test: 

Bank Rate 3 pp above prevailing rates anytime within next 5 years
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Three questions
1. Are Swedish housing prices too high?
2. Is Swedish households’ debt too high?
3. Does Swedish household indebtedness imply an 

“elevated macroeconomic risk”?
§ Answers?
§ FI: Yes on all three questions
§ LS: No on all three
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Much is good with Swedish macroprudential policy
§ Finansinspektionen (FI) has taken a series of actions to make 

sure that banks are well capitalized (minimum bank capital 
24% of RWA, current capital 28% of RWA, 22% CET1) and 
very resilient in stress tests

§ FI Mortgage Market Report with stress tests of households:
Households have substantial and over time increasing debt-
service capacity and resilience to housing-price falls, 
interest-rate increases, and income losses due to 
unemployment. 

§ LTV cap of 85%; average LTV 63% for new mortgages, 55% 
for total stock.

6

1. Are Swedish housing prices to high?

§ A structural problem in housing market in the main 
cities
• Demand is increasing because of rapid urbanization, rising 

incomes, falling mortgage rates, lack of a functioning rental 
market (rent control),…

• Supply is insufficient because of restrictions on land use, 
building regulations, regional planning problems, local permit 
handling times, local special regulations, …

• Not surprising if housing prices and debt have risen
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Completed dwellings in newly constructed buildings lags 
behind population growth

StockholmSweden
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Household DTI ratio, disposable income, debt, and 
housing prices
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Housing prices, disposable income, mortgage rates: 
Sweden and Stockholm
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§ Stock/Flow problematic 
(PriceTI, PriceTRent, DTI)

§ Trend in interest rates, structural trends
§ Stock/Stock (LTV) and Flow/Flow (IPTI, 

DSTI, UCTI) better
§ PTI, DTI relevant because repayment out of 

income? Misunderstanding!  Details

§ Interest payments 
= Price x mortgage rate (3m, 5y, 
10y)

Housing prices, disp. income, mortgage rates Sth housing prices, disp. income, and 
interest payments
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Stockholm housing prices to income and 
interest payments to income
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Stockholm housing prices to income and 
user cost to disposable income
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§ User cost = Imputed rent = Real post-tax interest payments 
+ real cost of equity + operating and maintenance cost 
– real post-tax capital gains
(10 yr mortgage rate, 2% inflation, 30% capital-income tax,
zero real post-tax capital gains assumed)
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Households’ interest-rate expectations higher than those of 
the lenders
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§ 5-yr mortgage rate
§ Household expected 5 yr average (w/ and w/o added term 

premium)
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1. Are Swedish housing prices to high? No
§ User costs have fallen relative to income much more than 

housing prices have risen
§ No evidence of speculation in future capital gains 

(user cost calculated for zero capital gains)
§ Absolute valuation: User cost of average Stockholm studio 

(SEK 2,800/m) is 16% of median net income of Stockholm 
25-29-year-old individuals

§ No evidence of too high household expectations of future 
interest rates

§ No evidence of too high household expectations of future 
housing prices (Evidens survey)

§ Altogether no evidence of housing being overvalued

Details
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2. Is Swedish household debt too high?
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§ Real assets = Housing = Singe-family houses, tenant-owned apartments, and 
second homes

§ Debt/Real assets, downward trend
§ Debt/Total assets, relatively stable
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Household’s interest payments/disposable income at 
historical low
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FI: Risks to financial stability from household debt 
“relatively small”

§ “FI’s judgment is that the financial-stability risks 
associated with households’ debt are relatively small.

§ … This is because the mortgage holders generally have 
good possibilities to continue to pay their interest and 
amortization also if interest rates rise or incomes fall. 

§ …The households have also on average good margins to 
manage a fall in housing prices. 

§ …In addition, the Swedish banks are judged to have 
satisfactory capital buffers if credit losses nevertheless 
would materialize.” 
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FI: Risks to financial stability from household debt 
“relatively small”

FINANSINSPEKTIONEN 
FI:S ANVÄNDNING AV MAKROTILLSYNSVERKTYG 

HUSHÅLLENS SKULDER ÄR EN SÅRBARHET 7 

MAKROEKONOMISKA RISKER MED HUSHÅLLENS 
SKULDER 
Om kassaflödet försämras kraftigt kan hushållet bli tvunget att sälja 
sin bostad för att flytta till ett billigare boende. Om många hushåll 
samtidigt hamnar i den situationen, sätter det press på bostadspriserna. 
Och även om hushållet skulle klara av sina skuldbetalningar kan det 
krävas stora anpassningar. Hushållet kan behöva sälja av tillgångar för 
att betala tillbaka sina lån eller för att kunna fortsätta betala sina 
månadsutgifter. 

Dessutom kan hushållet tvingas till stora anpassningar av sin 
konsumtion. Om många hushåll samtidigt minskar sin konsumtion kan 
en konjunkturnedgång förstärkas. Och när efterfrågan faller kraftigt 
kan det uppstå kreditförluster genom bankernas utlåning till andra 
delar av ekonomin, till exempel den kommersiella fastighetssektorn 
som är konjunkturkänslig. På detta sätt kan hushållens skulder 
medföra makroekonomiska risker, som i förlängningen kan hota den 
finansiella stabiliteten. 

DE FINANSIELLA STABILITETSRISKERNA BEDÖMS VARA 
BEGRÄNSADE 
 

Diagram 3. Sårbarhetsindikatorer för hushållssektorn 

Källa: Finansinspektionen 
Anm. Värmekartan visar utvecklingen i sårbarhetsindikatorerna över tiden. Se även 
Finansinspektionen (2015). 

 

FI bedömer att hushållens skulder inte primärt är ett hot mot den 
finansiella stabiliteten. Det stämmer väl överens med vad de olika 
sårbarhetsindikatorerna signalerar (se diagram 3). De indikatorer som 
visar förhöjda sårbarheter hänger samman med att fastighetspriserna 
har ökat snabbt och att hushållens belåningsgrader är högre än det 
historiska genomsnittet sedan 1980-talet. 

Dessutom indikerar FI:s stresstester att endast en liten andel av de 
hushåll som nyligen tagit ett bolån skulle få problem att betala på sina 
skulder om räntorna stiger kraftigt eller om arbetslösheten stiger (se 
diagram 4). Hushållens motståndskraft mot stigande räntor eller 
arbetslöshet har till och med ökat under senare år, inte minst i 
samband med att FI införde det första amorteringskravet. 
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Källa: Finansinspektionen (2018) 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

7% ränta 10 p.e. högre arbetslöshet

Low High

House prices
Sthlm apt prices

Bank loans HH
Credit gap HH

Saving rate
Interest ratio

LTI
Debt/Assets

LTV

Diagram 3. Vulnerability indicators for the household sector
Vulnerability indicators for the household sector Share of households with 

“double trigger” at housing-price
fall and unemployment increase

§ Stress tests on households 
§ “Double trigger”: Both being

underwater and having cash-flow
problem due to income fall.

1.7%
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2. Is Swedish household debt too high? No
§ There is no evidence that Swedish household debt is too high 

given housing prices and the value of household assets
§ Household debt/total assets is on a downward trend, 

debt/housing is stable
§ LTV limit of 85%, average LTV 63% for new borrowers and 

55% for all borrowers: Ample housing equity
§ Households have good and increasing debt-service capacity 

and resilience to housing-price falls, interest-rate increases, 
and income losses due to unemployment

§ Thus, probability of credit losses on mortgages are very 
small; should they nevertheless materialize, banks have 
sufficient capital to absorb losses
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3. Does Swedish household indebtedness pose an 
“elevated macro risk”?
§ FI: “The risks presently associated with households’ debt 

mainly concern that 
highly indebted households may reduce their consumption 
substantially if 
(1) interest rates rise or (2) incomes fall, 
and that this might in turn 
reinforce a future economic downturn. 

§ ... [H]igh and rising debt-to-income ratios among many 
borrowers therefore pose an elevated macroeconomic risk.”

§ FI believes in causality between high DTI ratios and 
subsequent consumption falls in a recession or crisis
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(1) Interest sensitivity of consumption 1 
§ Hhold cash-flow more interest-sensitive with more debt
§ But interest rates are endogenous, not exogenous
§ In bad times, interest rates are lower, cash-flow better 

(different from 90s crisis and fixed exchange rates)
§ High debt and variable interest rates provide insurance 

against bad times: An automatic stabilizer
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(1) Interest sensitivity of consumption 2 
§ Stronger cash-flow channel in monetary policy (Flodén

et al., Hughson et al., Gustafsson et al., Cumming)
§ Easier for Riksbank to stabilize consumption, aggregate 

demand (smaller policy-rater changes needed)
§ If mortage rate-policy rate spread would rise (investor 

doubts), lender liquidity problem, not solvency problem: 
Lending of last resort (NDO and Riksbank) 

§ Risk for recession may actually fall, not rise
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(2) Income sensitivity of consumption 1 
§ FI for support refers to three studies of the experience in 

Denmark (Andersen et al. 2016), the U.K. (Bunn & Rostom 
2014, 2015), and the U.S. (Baker 2017)

§ But these studies contradict FI:
§ Andersen: “our results do not support any interpretation of 

the data that involves a negative causal effect of a high debt 
level on subsequent consumption growth”

§ BR15: “[We] take care not to interpret the observed 
relationships [between the level of household indebtedness 
and subsequent spending adjustment] as being proved to be 
causal.”
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(2) Income sensitivity of consumption 2 
§ Baker: “debt has little or no independent relationship 

with the [income] elasticity of spending when 
controlling for liquidity and the ability of households to 
access credit. ... Overall, these results indicate that the 
primary reasons consumption responses are higher 
among highly indebted households are credit and 
liquidity constraints.” 

§ Note: Tighter lending standards increase credit and 
liquidity constraints: 
They may cause the problem they are supposed to solve!
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What is going on? Correlation vs. causality!
§ Correlation between pre-crisis household DTI ratios and 

consumption fall during crisis (ADJ, BR, Baker, Mian & 
Sufi, Dynan, …)

§ Correlation does not imply causality
§ High DTI and subsequent consumption fall may be 

caused by common factor
§ The evidence is that the common factor is the housing 

collateral channel, which allows HEW-financed 
overconsumption (Housing-Equity Withdrawal, a.k.a. 
Mortgage Equity Withdrawal)
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Collateral channel (Duca et al., Muellbauer, M&S)

§ Rising housing prices increases value of collateral
§ Allows overconsumption financed by HEW
§ Debt-financed overconsumption increases DTI
§ Crisis: Falling housing prices, tighter lending standards, 

debt-financed overconsumption stops, consumption falls
§ Debt-financed overconsumption causes both high pre-

crisis DTI and crisis fall in consumption
§ The strength of the collateral channel very different 

across countries (Muellbauer)
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Denmark: Andersen, Duus, and Jensen 2016
(individual registry data, 0.5 mn home-owning Danes)
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Fig. 6. Spending and leverage, various base years. The figure presents the results from estimating Eq. (1) with various base years. The dependent variable is
spending in a given year relative to income in the base year. Leverage is measured both in levels (High DTIbase, left panels) and changes (High ΔDTIbase, panel
B). The figure shows the average predicted values when leverage is low vs. high, using actual values for the full set of other explanatory variables.

A.L. Andersen et al. / European Economic Review 89 (2016) 96–115110

Spending relative to 2007 pre-tax income
for households with high and low DTI

Spending relative to 2007 pre-tax income
for households with high and low change
in DTI 2006-2207

§ Highly indebted households 
spent more pre-crisis

§ Highly indebted households 
reduced their spending more

§ Correlation DTI – spending fall

§ High consumption explained by 
previous DTI increase

§ When DTI change included in 
regression, crisis spending fall 
correlated with pre-crisis DTI 
increase, not with DTI level 
(indicating HEW!)
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UK: Bunn & Rostom 2014 (QB), 2015 (SWP)
(synthetic panel of LCF survey, not individual data)

Topical articles Household debt and spending 309

Non-UK household studies
A number of non-UK household-level studies have found a 
link between high pre-crisis debt and weak consumption 
after the recent financial crisis. Dynan (2012) shows that
US mortgagors with high loan to value (LTV) ratios pre-crisis
subsequently experienced larger declines in spending (between
2007 and 2009), after controlling for other factors such as
income and wealth. Baker (2013) finds that spending by
highly indebted US households was more sensitive to income
fluctuations than was the case for other households, although
these effects become smaller and sometimes statistically
insignificant once credit and liquidity constraints are
controlled for.

Mian, Rao and Sufi (2013) analyse evidence across regions in
the United States. They show that the decline in consumption
following the crisis was greater in areas that had higher
outstanding LTV ratios prior to the crisis.

In Denmark, Andersen, Duus and Jensen (2014) find similar
evidence of a negative correlation between pre-crisis LTV
ratios and consumption during the crisis. They also find that
the highly indebted households who made larger adjustments
in spending during the crisis had been consuming a greater
share of their income before the crisis.

analysis focuses on secured debt only, since only limited data
on unsecured debt are available in the LCF Survey.
Disaggregating the data for mortgagors further, the largest
adjustment in spending relative to income after 2007 came
among households with a mortgage debt to income ratio
above 4 (Chart 7). Cuts in spending were more modest for
those with debt to income ratios below 2.(1)

Regression analysis confirms that households with higher debt
levels made larger adjustments in spending after 2007, even
after controlling for other factors. An econometric model in
which households’ consumption is determined — in part — by
their mortgage debt to income ratio,(2) can be used to
estimate the impact of cuts in spending associated with debt
on aggregate consumption since 2007. This estimate is
constructed by taking the model’s prediction, for each
household, for spending in a given year, and then subtracting
what the model predicts they would have spent if debt had

had the same estimated influence on spending patterns in
each year as it did in 2007, keeping all other characteristics
unchanged. Differences are then summed across households.
This approach suggests that cuts in spending associated with
debt can explain around 2 percentage points of the almost 5%
fall in aggregate private consumption after 2007;(3) and, at
least up until the latest available data in 2012, these effects
had not unwound (Chart 8).
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Chart 7 UK mortgagors non-housing consumption as a
share of income by debt to income ratio group(a)

(1) The proportion of households with mortgage debt to income ratios above 4 was
relatively small at around 6% in 2012, although it has risen from around 2% in the
late 1990s.  The group with debt to income ratios above 2 covered just under 20% of
all households (and accounted for a quarter of total income).

(2) The econometric model is a household-level consumption equation (with real
non-housing consumption as the dependent variable) that incorporates a mortgage
debt to income variable and where the coefficient on that debt to income variable is
allowed to be different in each year. The coefficients on the debt variable are
statistically significantly smaller after 2007 than in 2007. Other controls in the
model include income (net of interest payments), date of birth cohort, age, household
composition, education, employment status, region and house prices.

(3) This refers to the fall in calendar-year consumption.

(1) See, for example, IMF (2012) and Jorda, Schularick and Taylor (2013).
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§ Similarity to ADJ figures
§ Highly indebted households spent more pre-crisis and reduced their spending 

more during the crisis
§ Correlation pre-crisis DTI – crisis spending fall (regression in BR 2015)
§ BR do not examine the role of the change in the DTI
§ Most likely to get the same result as ADJ: When DTI change included in 

regression, crisis spending fall correlated 
with pre-crisis DTI increase, not with DTI level
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HEW and non-housing consumption to disposable income, UK
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Household consumption and DTI in Denmark and the UK:

As in many other countries, the financial crisis had severe consequences for the real economy in Denmark. As shown in
Fig. 1, aggregate household consumption grew rapidly until the 1st quarter of 2008. It then dropped by more than six
percent within a single year, followed by an extremely slow recovery in the subsequent years. Also paralleling the ex-
perience from other countries, the crisis was preceded by a drastic increase in household debt. Fig. 1 shows that the ag-
gregate household debt-to-disposable-income ratio increased from 210 percent in early 2003 to 286 percent at the peak of
the boom five years later. It even continued to rise during the darkest months of the financial crisis, reaching a level above
300 percent in late 2009, followed by a slow decline in the subsequent years. These developments naturally raise the
question of what role the high level of household debt played in the severity of the crisis and the sluggishness of the
subsequent recovery.

The idea that a high debt level in the household sector can lead to macroeconomic instability goes back to Fisher (1933)
debt-deflation theory, according to which an excessively high debt level in a society can trigger a vicious cycle of deflation
and falling economic activity. Related ideas have later been expressed by Minsky (1986), Bernanke and Gertler (1989), King
(1994) and Eggertsson and Krugman (2012). On the empirical side, a number of studies have examined the role of debt in
economic outcomes at the aggregate level. Analyzing country variation in leverage, Cecchetti et al. (2011) and Cecchetti and
Kharroubi (2012) argue that leverage above a certain threshold depresses economic growth, while Dabla-Norris and Srivisal
(2013) find that higher levels of debt amplify macroeconomic volatility.

At the micro level, several papers have documented a negative correlation between pre-crisis household indebtedness
and spending growth during the crisis. Mian and Sufi (2010) study US county data and find that local areas with a larger run-
up in household leverage prior to the crisis witnessed a more severe recession in the years 2007–2009. Similarly, Mian et al.
(2013) show that retail sales declined more in counties where households were highly leveraged prior to the crisis. Dynan
(2012) makes use of the US Panel Study of Income Dynamics to show that households with high loan-to-value ratios in 2007
reduced spending more from 2007 to 2009 than households with lower loan-to-value ratios, while Bunn and Rostom (2014)
document a similar pattern among U.K. households. Finally, Baker (2015) finds that spending was more sensitive to changes
in income among U.S. households with a high level of debt than among those with less leverage during the recession of
2007–2009.

But while the correlation between leverage and spending cuts during the crisis is well-established empirically, the
mechanism behind it is not well understood. A common interpretation is that the correlation reflects a negative causal
impact of household leverage on consumption, a household balance sheet effect. One potential mechanism behind such a
causal effect is that households with high levels of debt prior to the crisis were suddenly facing binding borrowing con-
straints when the crisis broke out, forcing them to cut spending. Another is that highly levered households cut spending
voluntarily due to precautionary motives. However, the correlation between leverage and subsequent spending cuts could
also reflect that the high debt level among some households was simply the result of high spending in previous years, while
the subsequent drop in spending reflected a return to normal levels. In this latter interpretation, the observed correlation
does not reflect a causal effect from high debt on spending.

Our paper studies the link between leverage and spending among Danish households with the explicit purpose of un-
derstanding the mechanism behind this link during the crisis years. The paper contributes to the literature in five ways:
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Fig. 1. Households' aggregate debt-to-income ratio and consumption. The figure shows the development in the aggregate debt-to-income ratios of the
Danish households (LHS) along with aggregate seasonally adjusted quarterly consumption in 2010 billion DKK (RHS). The data series are obtained from
Statistics Denmark. The vertical line marks 2007Q4.

A.L. Andersen et al. / European Economic Review 89 (2016) 96–115 97

Denmark
Household consumption and DTI

UK

§ Considerable similarity
§ Crisis consumption fall
§ Pre-crisis debt increase
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US: Baker 2018
(individual data, several mn Americans)

§ “Debt has little or no independent relationship with the [income] elasticity of 
spending when controlling for liquidity and the ability of households to access 
credit. ... 

§ Overall, these results indicate that the primary reasons consumption responses are 
higher among highly indebted households are credit and liquidity constraints.” 

Consumption elasticity with respect to 
income across debt/asset deciles
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Correlation between pre-crisis DTI and crisis consumption 
fall due to overconsumption financed by HEW

§ The evidence is that consumption that fell in Denmark, 
the U.K., and the U.S. was mainly unsustainable 
overconsumption financed by debt increases (HEW), 
which could not continue when the crisis came

§ Shows up in low savings rate (undersaving)
§ If indication of unsustainable overconsumption financed 

by HEW: Risk of future consumption adjustement!
§ But no evidence of unsustainable HEW-financed 

overconsumption in Sweden
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Saving rates in Denmark, Sweden, the UK, and the US
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FI agrees: No evidence of unsustainable 
overconsumption in Sweden
§ FI: “Despite optimistic 

expectations and high 
margins between income and 
expenses, households are 
currently being relatively 
cautious. 
The total household saving 
rate is high and has increased 
even more over the past few 
quarters (see Diagram 33). 
Household consumption of 
durable goods, which is an 
indicator of household 
optimism, is in line with the 
historical average (see 
Diagram 34).” 

90s crisis!
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Microdata evidence on HEW in Sweden
§ Li & Zhang: Some HEW, used to pay off high-interest-rate 

unsecured consumer debt, not for new consumption. Thus to 
improve debt composition. Also to finance startup 
businesses.

§ Sodini et al.: Random conversion of public to tenant-owned 
housing; substantial capital gains. HEW used to smooth 
consumption when negative income shocks. Movers realized 
capital gains and consumed more, stayers did not.

§ HEW used to increase resilience and reduce income-
sensitivity of consumption: 
More efficient debt composition, consumption smoothing

§ No evidence of unsustainable overconsumption
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Real-time stress test 2008-2009: 
How did household consumption adjust?
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§ 2008–2009 crisis: Housing prices fell 13%, unemployment rose 3.5 pp
§ Export and investment collapsed
§ Consumption fell only by 2%
§ Saving rate rose only 1.5 pp
§ Disposable income did not fall (cash-flow channel)
§ Real-time stress test does not support elevated macroeconomic risk
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International organizations
§ FI has often referred to the European Commission, the ESRB, the 

IMF, and the OECD as providing independent support of their 
view and policy actions

§ The international organizations have supported the amortization 
requirements

§ The European Commission, the ESRB, and the OECD considers 
Swedish housing overvalued, ESRB by 24% or more

§ This judgment seems based not on any detailed and thorough 
analysis but on the development of PTI and PTRent ratios relative 
to historical averages, which are quite misleading indicators.

§ The organizations’ missions often subject to domestic pressure, 
making their reports less independent
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Conclusions 1
§ There is no evidence that Swedish housing prices and household 

debt are too high relative to their fundamental determinants
§ There is no evidence that Swedish household indebtedness poses 

an “elevated macroeconomic risk”
§ The correlation in several countries between pre-crisis household 

indebtedness and consumption falls during the crisis is best 
explained by HEW-financed overconsumption that stopped when 
the crisis came

§ There is no evidence of HEW-financed overconsumption in 
Sweden

§ Microdata studies of HEW in Sweden indicate that HEW 
increases resilience by allowing a more efficient debt composition 
and some consumption smoothing for negative income shocks
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Conclusions 2
§ No evidence that Swedish household indebtedness poses an 

“elevated macroeconomic risk” means no rationale for FI’s 
tightening of lending standards

§ Few or no benefits of tightening, but substantial welfare costs
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Cumulative income distribution,
Stockholm 25-29-year-old individuals

§ Share of 25-29-year-olds with less 
than the income required to get a 
loan and buy an average Stockholm 
studio

§ Before tightening, 55.5%
§ After tightening, 83.7%
§ Share of individuals qualified before 

but excluded after
(44.5 – 16.3)/44 = 63%

§ More about consequences in 
companion paper
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PTI and DTI: Payment out of income?
§ FI: “Natural” to repay debt in full, “sound” standard of amortization (“sund

amorteringskultur”)
§ Repayment in full out of income OK for unsecured loans for consumption 

purposes
§ Not optimal for secured loans for investment (including housing)
§ Repay remaining principal when collateral sold
§ Owner-occupied housing: Both tenant and landlord
§ Residential rental housing financed by mortgages
§ Optimal portfolio: Diversification into liquid and illiquid assets (deposits, 

bonds, stocks, housing, …) financed by debt
§ Optimal life-cycle consumption and bequest: Not die with zero debt
§ Optimal mortgage contract (Piskorski and Tchistyi 2010, Cocco 2013): Interest-

only with equity line of credit (!) 
§ Automatic amortization: 2% inflation + 2% real growth = 4% automatic 

amortization; LTV and LTI for interest-only loan halved in 18 years
§ Why is 4% not enough?

Back
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Consequences of FI:s policy
§ Large difference between housing payment and user cost, the 

difference being a large involuntary saving
§ Debt-service-to-income ratio extremely frontloaded
§ Tighter lending standards means that 84% of 25-29-year-olds 

excluded from borrowing to buy an average Stockholm 
studio

§ Those excluded may have to go the secondary rental market 
with very high rents and short leases

§ Households’ resilience lower with amortization requirements 
(fixed payments higher share of income)

§ Households have to save in the form of more housing equity 
instead of in a portfolio of financial liquid assets that 
facilitates consumption-smoothing and increases resilience
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Figure A.2: Monthly gross and net income for a single adult given tax breakpoints.

Source and note: Source: FI (2018c). The three breakpoints are SEK 5,400, SEK 37,500, and SEK 53,750 (EUR 540,
3,750, and 5,375, respectively). The marginal tax rate is zero for monthly gross incomes below the first breakpoint,
30% between the first and the second breakpoints, 50% between the second and third breakpoints, and 60% above
the third breakpoint.

B Housing payments, user cost, and involuntary saving for an

average Stockholm studio

[To be written. Details from Svensson (2018a).]

Table B.1: Benchmark assumptions for an average studio in Stockholm Municipality 2017.

Price SEK 2.8 mn (EUR 280,000)
Size 31 m2

Price/m2 SEK 90,323 (EUR 9,032)
Monthly operating and maintenance cost SEK 2,100 (EUR 210)
Monthly benchmark living costs SEK 9,300 (EUR 9,300)
Down payment, 15% SEK 0.42 mn (EUR 42,000)
Mortgage, LTV ratio 85% SEK 2.38 mn (EUR 238,000)
Interest rate 3.3%
Capital-income tax rate 30%
Capital-gain tax rate 22%
Expected inflation rate 2%
Real capital gain after tax 0%

Source and note: Source for price, size, and monthly fee to the tenant-owner association is Svensk Mäklarstatistik.
They refer to the mean of the studio transactions during 2017. The operating and maintenance cost is approximated
by the monthly fee of SEK 1,900 (EUR 190) plus an additional monthly operating costs of SEK 200 (EUR 20). The
benchmark living costs for single adult are from FI (2017d, appendix 1) and exceed by SEK 2,950 (EUR 295) the
estimates of the costs of a reasonable consumption standard of the Swedish Consumer agency .

52
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Housing payment, user cost, and involuntary saving
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5(14) 

Att den infallsvinkeln kom i fokus i Sverige och vid den tidpunkten, hade en uppenbar 

orsak: nämligen den snabba ökningen av hushållens skuldsättning som då alltmer 

tydligt framträtt som en risk. Och då inte främst som en risk för det finansiella 

systemet som sådant, utan för samhällsekonomin i stort. I Sverige hade alltså den 

något ovanliga situationen uppstått att det finansiella systemet var stabilt, samtidigt 

som obalanserna på kreditmarknaden växte. 

Det vidgade uppdraget handlar alltså om att förhindra att en obalanserad utveckling på 

kreditmarknaden, exempelvis i form av en alltför snabb ökning av skuldsättningen, i 

sin förlängning skapar makroekonomiska obalanser. Och det skulle kunna inträffa när 

högt belånade hushåll – till följd av stigande räntor, fallande huspriser eller ökad 

arbetslöshet – tvingas dra ner sin konsumtion för att klara av räntor och amorteringar 

och behålla sina bostäder.  

I de länder som hade en kraftig ökning av skuldkvoten före finanskrisen – bland annat 

Danmark – fick man i många fall också en kraftigare tillbakagång  i konsumtionen när 

bubblan spruckit.  

 Konsumtionsutveckling i Sverige respektive Danmark 

Det stora problemet i dagsläget är alltså att hushållens skuldsättning kan bidra till eller 

förstärka en konjunkturnedgång.  

En snabb skuldtillväxt kan innebära att risker byggs upp för samhällsekonomin som

varken långivare eller låntagare kan överblicka och ta hänsyn till i det enskilda fallet. 

Därmed är det ett ansvar för staten att bevaka detta och, om så behövs, vidta åtgärder. 

Att sätta restriktioner för utlåningen är med andra ord inte uttryck för en myndighets 

Denmark (index)
Sweden (index)
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