View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

_./(_ Author manuscript
&

1duosnuely Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuep Joyiny

1duosnuepy Joyiny

Tit 4

E

i
o
Yeyvaaa

Child Youth Serv Rev. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2015 May 19.

Published in final edited form as:
Child Youth Serv Rev. 2009 January 1; 31(1): 23-31. d0i:10.1016/j.childyouth.2008.05.005.

The impact of low- and moderate-wealth homeownership on

brought to you by .{ CORE

provided by Carolina Digital Repository

parental attitudes and behavior: Evidence from the community

advantage panel

Michal Grinstein-Weiss2P*, Johanna K.P. Greeson®, Yeong H. YeoP, Susanna S. BirdsongP®,

Mathieu R. Despard®, and Roberto G. Quercia?
aCenter for Community Capital, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, United States

bSchool of Social Work, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, United States

Abstract

Considerable research has suggested that homeownership imparts a variety of positive individual,

family, neighborhood, and community effects. Yet, much of the research to date has failed to
examine such effects by level of income [Dietz, R.D., & Haurin, D.R. (2003). The social and

private micro-level consequences of homeownership. Journal of Urban Economics, 54(3), 401-

450.]. This study adds to the limited research on the impact of assets on parental attitude and

behavior among low- and moderate-income (LMI) families. Data used in this study are from the

evaluation of Self-Help’s Community Advantage Home Loan Secondary Market Program.
Specifically, we focus on the differences in the demographic and financial backgrounds, and
parental attitudes and behavior between LMI homeowners and a comparison group of renters

(n=815 owners; n=333 renters). Logistic regression analyses are used to model parental attitude
and behavior outcomes on tenure, controlling for a variety of household characteristics. Results
show that the overall differences between homeowners and renters on parental outcomes are
statistically nonsignificant. This finding implies that tenure per se is not associated with parental

attitudes and behavior. Explanations for the possible reasons for the lack of a tenure effect are
discussed. Policy implications are forwarded.
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1. Introduction

As the beacon of the American Dream, current rates of homeowner-ship reached an all time
high in 2004 (69.2%) and remain near historic highs (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2007).
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Fueled by actions of both the Clinton and Bush administrations, each of which enacted
policies focused on increasing affordable homeownership opportunities (e.g., the Bush 2002
Blueprint for the American Dream initiative to encourage minority homeownership),
America’s preference for homeownership over rental housing remains strong (Rohe &
Watson, 2007).

Considerable research on the benefits of homeownership has suggested that homeownership
imparts a variety of positive individual, family, neighborhood, and community effects. This
array of beneficial effects includes increased household wealth (McCarthy, Van Zandt, &
Rohe, 2001; Skinner, 1989), greater financial stability (Haurin & Gill, 2002; South &
Deane, 1993), increased labor force participation (Coulson & Fisher, 2002), better housing
maintenance and property improvements (Galster, 1983; Henderson & loannides, 1983),
increased environmental awareness (Daneshvary, Daneshvary, & Schwer, 1998; Mainieri,
Barnett, Valdero, Unipan, & Oskamp, 1997), greater involvement in political and social
activities (DiPasquale & Glaeser, 1999; Drier, 1994), improved health status of residents
(Robert & House, 1996; Rossi & Weber, 1996), enhanced child outcomes (Aaronson, 2000;
Haurin, Parcel, & Haurin, 2002) and higher parental expectations for children (Zhan &
Sherraden, 2003). Yet, much of the research to date has neglected to examine such effects
by level of income (Dietz & Haurin, 2003). That is, our collective knowledge base is built
primarily on studies of middle- and high-income homeowners (Shlay, 2006). As such,
whether the benefits of homeownership generalize to low- and moderate-income populations
remains relatively unproven (Reid, 2004). Furthermore, the mechanisms by which
homeownership may result in positive outcomes are little explored. In short, the effects of
homeownership may not be consistent across socioeconomic classes (Shlay, 2006), and the
pathways that may account for such outcomes are unclear.

Over the last two decades, a number of community-based programs and policies have been
developed to promote homeownership among low- and moderate-income (LMI) households
(Reid, 2004). In recent years, loans to low-income homebuyers have increased considerably
(Quercia, McCarthy, & Wachter, 2003). The American Dream Down Payment Act and the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD, 1995) Homeownership
Vouchers are two examples of federally funded programs recently created to promote low-
income homeownership by providing assistance for down payments and housing
rehabilitation as well as mortgage payment assistance. Federal provision of mortgage
revenue bonds to state housing finance agencies is promoting increased loan opportunities
for low-income homebuyers at the local level (National Council of State Housing Agencies,
2007). Individual Development Account programs are another example of a program that
facilitates saving for a home by low- and moderate- income households and provides
incentives to save and invest in assets. One program that reaches many LMI households is
Self-Help’s Community Advantage Secondary Home Loan Mortgage Program (CAP). CAP
was created with the intent of expanding LMI homeownership opportunities by increasing
secondary market liquidity for mortgages made to these households.

Despite these new initiatives and the increased rates of LMI homeownership that have
resulted, little evidence exists regarding the benefits of LMI homeownership. Moreover, as a
relatively new trend, few efforts have been made to collect longitudinal data for the purpose
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of examining the impact of homeownership on LMI families. Therefore, many critical
questions are unanswered. Examples of these questions include, “Does homeownership
positively influence the financial and social outcomes of LMI families; How does
homeownership affect the communities in which LMI homebuyers live; and How does
home-ownership influence parental involvement among LMI homebuyers?”

Building on the premise that LMI homeownership is an effective strategy for social and
economic development, CAP was launched as a national pilot program in 1998. The
program’s short-term goals were to expand the secondary market for affordable mortgages
and to increase the accessibility of home loans for LMI homebuyers. In the longer term,
CAP will ultimately provide evidence to lenders that LMI borrowers are “bankable,” and
that Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac can significantly expand the purchase of affordable
housing loans without compromising their concerns for safety and fiscal soundness. The
purpose of this study is to examine the impact of homeownership on several parental
characteristics (i.e., supervision of children, expectation for children’s education, and level
of volunteering) as compared to characteristics of a group of parents living in rental housing.

2. Homeownership, parenting practices, and child outcomes

The effects of homeownership and parenting practices on child well-being are frequently
used as outcome measures in research studies. Although the two measures have rarely been
studied in combination, the literature appears unanimous in the assertion that children
benefit from living families in which parents own their homes, and that children benefit
from increased parental supervision and involvement. However, research demonstrating a
clear connection among the three areas of asset ownership, parenting practices and child
outcomes is scarce. Therefore, we review child well-being outcomes associated with both
homeownership and parental practice in three different categories: (a) educational
attainment; (b) behavioral, emotional, and social problems; and (c) health issues. We then
review emerging research that examines the pathways between asset ownership, parenting
practices, and child outcomes.

2.1. Educational outcomes

In their study using multiple nationally representative data sets (i.e., Panel Study for Income
Dynamics [PSID], Public Use Microsample of the 1980 Census of Population and Housing,
and High School and Beyond), Green and White (1997) found that homeownership
significantly influenced the probability of children staying in school until age 17 years, with
the strongest effect occurring among children living in low-income families. PSID data were
also used in four studies that assessed the influence of homeownership on educational
outcomes of children (Aaronson, 2000; Boehm & Schlottman, 1999; Harkness & Newman,
2002; Haurin et al., 2002). All four studies found a positive and significant association
between homeownership and children’s educational attainment. Homeownership has also
been shown to predict higher academic achievement in both reading and math for the
children of homeowners as compared to children living in rental housing (Gagne & Ferrer,
2006; Haurin et al., 2002; Zhan & Sherraden, 2003).
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The influence of parental factors on children’s academic achievement has been an issue of
long-standing interest (Englund, Luckner, Whaley, & Egeland, 2004; Fan & Chen, 2001).
Increasing parental involvement and expectations are often considered two of the primary
ways to improve children’s educational performance; a belief that is supported by a
substantial body of research. Parental involvement has been linked with enhanced academic
achievement among students of various backgrounds and grades, from kindergarten (Miedel
& Reynolds, 1999) through middle and high school (Keith & Keith, 1993; Keith &
Lichtman, 1994; Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992). Similarly, parental
expectation for a child’s achievement has emerged as an important characteristic that
influences later child outcomes. Studies have consistently confirmed the expectancy of
success theory, whereby parents’ high expectation for child achievement predicts later
educational success (e.g., Alexander, Entwisle, & Bedinger, 1994; Davis-Kean, 2005; Halle,
Kurtz-Costes, & Mahoney, 1997; Hess, Holloway, Dickson, & Price, 1984).

2.2. Behavioral, social, and emotional problems

The impact of low-income homeownership on child emotional and behavioral problems has
also been closely examined. Using data from the Ontario Child Health Study and the
National Longitudinal Study of Children and Youth, both of which are large-scale general
population surveys, Boyle (2002) found an inverse association between home-ownership
and ratings of child emotional and behavior problems. That is, homeownership was
associated with lower incidence of child emotional and behavior problems, with the
strongest homeownership influence found in teacher ratings, followed by parent ratings, and
then youth ratings. Similarly, in a separate study Haurin, Parcel and Haurin (2002) found a
decreased rate of behavioral problems among children of homeowners. Based on mothers’
reports on 28 items, the mothers of children living in owned homes reported 1% to 3% lower
incidence of behavior problems than did mothers of children living in rented homes. Cairney
(2005) investigated the hypothesis that age moderates the relationship between housing
tenure and emotional problems. Among 12- to 14-year olds, the incidence of depressionwas
approximately three times higher among youth living in rental housing as compared to those
living in owner-occupied housing.

Several studies have examined the impact of parental home-ownership on children’s later
social problems, including welfare receipt, average hourly wage rates, idleness, and teenage
pregnancy. Harkness and Newman (2002) showed that children of homeowners had a 9%
lower chance of receiving welfare and a $0.70 increase in wage rates between ages 24 and
28 years as compared to children of renters. These authors also showed that by the age 20,
children of homeowners had rates of idleness 7% lower than their peers who were children
of renters. Similarly, Green and White (1997) demonstrated that daughters of homeowners
were significantly less likely than daughters of renters to have a child by age 18.

The link between parenting practices and child behavior is well documented. Parental
supervision is a proven protective factor against negative behaviors such as delinquency,
alcohol use, and drug use (Barber & Olsen, 1997; Barrera, Biglan, Ary, & Li, 2001,

Herman, Dornbush, Herron, & Herting, 1997). In addition, parental supervision has an effect
on adolescent delinquency. Parents who provide adequate supervision (either direct or
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indirect) reduce the likelihood of their child engaging in delinquent behavior (Warr, 2005).
Moreover, the quality of parental bonding can mitigate the level of influence that delinquent
peers exert on adolescents. In other words, the more positively involved a parent is in a
child’s life, the less likely that child is to be negatively influenced by his or her peers
(Vitaro, Brendgen, & Tremblay, 2000).

2.3. Health issues

Using homeownership as a proxy for socioeconomic status (SES), researchers have also
examined the relationship between parental SES and later health outcomes. For example,
Cohen, Doyle, Turner, Alper, and Skoner (2004) investigated whether childhood SES is
associated with adult host resistance to infectious illness. Results showed that
homeownership during early childhood was associated with decreased resistance to upper
respiratory infections in adulthood. Childhood asthma has also been used as a health
outcome related to parental SES. Chen et al. (2006) found that in children with asthma,
lower SES (i.e., rental housing) was associated with heightened production of inflammatory
proteins (cytokines IL-5 and IL-13) related to asthma and higher numbers of white blood
cells (eosinophils) associated with allergy and asthma. Recently, Miller and Chen (2007)
found that young adults whose families owned homes during their childhood years showed
lower expression of a pro-inflammatory phenotype in adolescence — a profile that suggests
better regulation of inflammatory responses and, therefore, better overall physical health.

Parental supervision and involvement play an important role in either discouraging or
facilitating risk behaviors, such as drug and alcohol use, for both children and adolescents
(Fothergill & Ensminger, 2006). Many studies have found that low levels of parental
supervision and few bonds to school increase the risk of substance use disorders beginning
in adolescence (Ensminger, Juon, & Thergill, 2002; Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992;
Jessor, Donovan, & Costa, 1991; Kandel, Simcha-Fagan, & Davies, 1986; Li, Feigelman, &
Stanton, 2000; O’Donnell, Hawkins, & Abbott, 1995; Patterson & Dishion, 1988). In
addition, low levels of parental supervision and decreased levels of parent-child bonding
have also been show to contribute to higher rates of teen pregnancy, whereas increased
parental supervision and closer parent—child relationships lead to higher rates of
contraceptive use (Miller, 2002).

It is important to note that many of the studies regarding the impact of homeownership
reviewed above did not account for self-selection bias. Thus, it is hard to establish a causal
relationship between homeownership and social and economic outcomes (Rohe, McCarthy,
& Van Zandt, 2000). For example, it is entirely conceivable that a person might develop an
interest in community activities independent of becoming a homeowner. Therefore, the
relationship between homeownership and social tendencies, such as community
participation, is spurious (Rohe et al., 2000).

3. Parental involvement, expectations, and child outcomes

Recent and innovative research is exploring how parental involvement and expectations may
mediate the relationship between assets and child outcomes. Zhan (2006) found that parental
assets were associated with higher parental expectations and increased parental involvement
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in their child’s school activities. In addition, parental expectations were found to partially
mediate the relationship between asset holding and children’s educational performance.
Specifically, higher maternal expectations for educational achievement were related to
higher math and reading scores. Similarly, Zhan and Sherraden (2003) examined the
relationship between mothers’ assets (homeownership and savings) and mothers’
expectations for their child’s educational achievement, and actual child educational
outcomes in poor, female-headed households. Results revealed that mothers who were
homeowners had higher expectations than those who were renters. In addition, when other
assets, such as savings, were examined, researchers found that mothers with $3000 or more
in savings had higher educational expectations for their children than those mothers with no
savings or less than $3000 in savings.

This study adds to the very limited research on the impact of LMI assets on parental attitude
and behavior, and is the first quantitative evaluation of the effect of homeownership on these
outcomes. Using a unique data set from the CAP program of homeowners and a comparison
group of renters, this study offers a unique opportunity to examine the effect of LMI
homeownership on parental supervision, parental education expectations, and volunteering
behavior. Moreover, using a comparison group of renters, this study attempts to address the
self-selection problem that pertains to the current homeownership research, and offers an
improved opportunity to examine the relationship between homeownership and parenting
practices. Specifically, we addressed the following questions:

1. Are there differences on key demographic and financial characteristics between
homeowners with children and the comparison group of renters with children?

2. Are there differences between the homeowners and the comparison group of renters
on levels of parental supervision, parental expectations, and parental volunteering?

4.1. Context of this investigation

Data used in this study came from the evaluation of Self-Help’s Community Advantage
Home Loan Secondary Market Program (CAP), a secondary market program developed out
of a partnership between the Ford Foundation, Fannie Mae and Self-Help, a leading
Community Development Financial Institution. With a Ford Foundation grant to underwrite
a significant portion of the credit risk, Self-Help purchases affordable mortgages such as
Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) loans from participating lenders. These loans could
not otherwise be readily sold in the secondary market due to such features as high debt to
income levels, limited assets, lack of private mortgage insurance and/or non-traditional
employment or credit history. Participating lenders originate and service the loans under
contract with Self-Help. Because Self-Help retains recourse on these loans, it then
consolidates and sells the loans to Fannie Mae, effectively creating a traditional outlet for
otherwise illiquid loans. This contract with Self-Help allows lenders to extend home loans to
customers who may not qualify under traditional mortgage guidelines.

To qualify, borrowers must meet one of three criteria: (a) have income under 80% of the
area median income (AMI) for the metropolitan area; (b) be a minority with income below
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120% of AMI; (c) or purchase a home in a high-minority (>30%) or low-income (<80%
AMI) census tract and have an income below 120% AMI. With an average loan size of
$86,472 as of September 2007, the participating lenders appear to be serving the affordable
market successfully. Median borrower income is $30,600, and 86% of borrowers earn less
than 80% of AMI. Thirty-eight percent of the borrowers are minority and 42% are female-
headed households. The loans are overwhelmingly fixed-rate, purchase-money mortgages
originated through retail channels. Sixty-nine percent of the loans had an original loan-to-
value higher than 95%. Losses to date, as of its ninth year of operation, remain below 1% of
loans purchased.

In 1998, the Ford Foundation enlisted the Center for Community Capital to conduct an
evaluation of CAP to assess loan performance and the social and wealth impacts of
homeownership for LMI borrowers. A quasi-experimental, longitudinal panel design allows
the isolation of tenure effects and the close examination of the transition from rental to
ownership. The study includes six annual interviews of borrowers to collect data on
household and community characteristics.

As of 2007, four panel interviews (three for renters) have been collected and a fifth (fourth
for renters) is in the field. The first survey (baseline) focused on the mortgage origination
process, homeownership education, lender selection, closing costs, and so forth. The second
survey wave repeated a set of core questions and added an additional module on parenting
practices, the results of which are the topic of this paper. Waves three and four included an
in-depth review of wealth, assets, and liabilities; financial literacy and attitudes; and sense of
community. Based on the large number of study participants as well as the rigorous design,
the CAP panel study provides a unique opportunity to advance the knowledge base
regarding the performance of CAP loans and the diverse potential impacts of
homeownership.

4.2. Data and sample

The data used in this studycame from the 2004 to 2005 waves of data collection from the
CAP panel of LMI homeowners and a comparison panel of LMI renters. All data were
collected by Research Triangle Institute, International (RTI). The renter panel was chosen to
mirror the homeowner population in terms of neighborhood location and income criteria (as
previously described). Renters were chosen from the 31 U.S. metropolitan areas with the
largest number of outstanding CAP loans. Further, the renter panel was created following
the first year of data collection among homeowners with the aim of better isolating and
understanding the effects of homeownership (Akin et al., 2004). All interviews lasted
approximately 30 min and all respondents received a small monetary incentive for their
participation. Twenty states and the District of Columbia are represented in the samples of
CAP homeowners and their renter counterparts (Akin et al., 2004).

The CAP data set includes 4267 households (2616 owners; 1651 renters). Of these
households, 1174 contained at least one school-age child (5 to 17 years old). After a listwise
deletion of cases (n=26; n=22 owners, n=4 renters) with missing data on all outcome
variables, the final analysis sample was comprised of 1148 households (815 owners; 333
renters).
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4.3. Measurement

4.3.1. Dependent variables—Parental attitude and behavior outcomes were based on six
survey items that included two items addressing parental expectations, one item addressing
parent volunteering at school, and three items addressing parental supervision.

Expectation was based on two items: “Do you expect that your child will graduate from high
school?” and “Do you expect that your child will graduate from college?” These two items
were then combined into a single outcome variable called parental expectations. Less than
1% of the sample indicated that they did not expect their child to graduate high school.
Therefore, the expectation variable was re-coded into a dummy variable, where expectation
for graduating from college was re-coded as 1, and graduating from high school or less than
high school was re-coded as 0.

Volunteering was based on a single item that asked, “In the past 12 months, have you or
your spouse/partner volunteered at a school, or been on a school committee?” Responses of
“yes” were coded as 1; all other responses were coded as 0.

Principal component analysis (varimax rotation) indicated that three supervision items
grouped into a single factor (alpha 0.86) and included the following items: “Do you or your
spouse/partner know who the child’s companions are when the child is not at home?; When
the child is not at home, do you or your spouse/partner know where he/she is?; and “When
the child is out do you or your spouse/partner know what time he or she will be home?” All
items used the same response options: mostly or all of the time, sometimes, and rarely.
Because the number of responses for rarely was small, we combined those responses with
responses for sometimes into a single response for the factor analysis. When respondents
answered mostly or all of the time, supervision was coded 1, otherwise supervision was
coded 0.

4.3.2. Independent variable—The independent variable indicates tenure, that is, whether
the family owned the home or rented the home. Homeowners were coded as 1 and renters
were coded as 0.

4.3.3. Control variable—The control variables included various individual and household
characteristics. Individual characteristics were based on the response from one respondent in
each household. Individual demographics included age (in years); gender (1=male,
0=female); employment status (1=employed; O=unemployed); a set of dummy variables
indicating race/ethnicity: Black, Hispanic, Others, and White (the reference group); a set of
dummy variables for marital status: married (the reference group), living with unmarried
partner, divorced/separated/widowed, and never married; a set of dummy variables for
education level: less than a high-school diploma (the reference group), high-school diploma,
some college but no degree, and graduated from college; car ownership (1=yes, 0=no) and
general credit card ownership (1=yes, 0=no). Household characteristics included the number
of children (under 18 years) and adults (18 years and older) in the household; and a set of
dummy variables for annual household income; income less than $10,000 (the reference
group), income between $10,000 and $19,999, income between $20,000 and $29,999,
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income between $30,000 and $39,999, income between $40,000 and $49,999, and income
between $50,000 and $80,000.

4.4. Data analysis

5. Results

This study focuses on the differences in the demographic and financial backgrounds, and
parental attitudes and behavior between LMI homeowners and renters at baseline.
Descriptive statistics were produced to capture a summary of the renters and owners in the
CAP panel data. To answer our first research question regarding the differences in the
demographic and financial characteristics between CAP homeowners and counterparts who
were renters, we performed t and chi-square tests. To address our second question on the
differences in the parental attitude and behavior outcomes, we used descriptive statistics for
each outcome with chi-square tests. To confirm these results, we then conducted logistic
regression analyses that modeled parental attitude and behavior outcomes on tenure (i.e.,
homeowner versus renter), controlling for a variety of household characteristics.

5.1. Comparison of CAP homeowners and renters to AHS homeowners and renters

To establish the relative “representativeness” of the CAP homeowners and renters, we first
compare the CAP homeowners and renters to the general population of LMI homeowners
and renters in the United States based on data obtained from the American Household
Survey (AHS). The U.S. Census Bureau conducts the national AHS every 2 years, and
gathers information from approximately 55,000 households to determine the quality of U.S.
housing. Reflecting CAP program criteria, the AHS data in Table 1 excludes homeowners
over 65 years of age but includes all remaining households with income at or below 80% of
the AMI. In addition, the AHS data also include all minority households with income at or
below 120% of AMI. However, the census tracts for AHS participants could not be
determined from the available data; therefore, the AHS sample does not reflect the third
CAP participant criterion (i.e., nonminority borrowers with income from 80% to 120% of
AMI who purchase a home in a high-minority or low-income census tract).

The comparison of AHS homeowners and renters with CAP homeowners and renters
revealed many similarities in key areas as well as some interesting differences. The two
samples were similar with respect to racial and ethnic makeup, gender, marital status,
number of children, and size of household for both homeowners and renters. However, on
average CAP homeowners, were more likely to be employed, have higher household
income, and reported higher educational attainment than their AHS counterparts.

5.2. Demographic and financial differences of homeowners and renters with children

Homeowners were found to have significantly better demographic and financial
backgrounds compared to renters (Table 2). The majority of homeowners were White,
college educated, and married. In contrast, most of the renters sampled were Black, had
attained only a high-school education, and were not married. Further, when compared to
renters, homeowners were more likely to be male and employed (p<0.001).
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In addition, homeowners had significantly better economic resources than did renters. For
example, 70% of homeowners had two or more vehicles, as compared to only 31% of renter
household (p<0.001). In addition, 72% of homeowner households had at least one credit
card, as compared to 29% of renter households (p<0.001). Moreover, homeowners reported
significantly higher annual household income ($41,147) as compared to renter households
($23,599; p<0.001).

5.3. Parental attitude and behavior differences between homeowners and renters with

children

We next conducted chi-square tests to assess differences between LMI owners and renters
on each of the three outcome variables (Table 3). Homeowners reported significantly higher
educational expectations for their children. Specifically, 90% of the owners indicated that
they expected their children to graduate from college, as compared to 86% of renters
(p<0.05). Homeowners also reported significantly greater supervision of their children as
compared to renters, with 88% of the homeowners indicating that they knew a majority of
their child’s companions, their child’s location when the child is not at home, and when their
child will return home, versus 83% of the renters who reported equal levels of child
supervision (p<0.05). Finally, a statistically significant greater percentage of homeowners
(46%) reported volunteering at their child’s school as compared to renters (34%; p<0.001).

5.4. Logistic regression analysis

After adjusting for control variables, we found there were no overall differences between the
LMI owners and renters on any of the three outcome variables. We next tested for
significant predictors of the outcome variables (Table 4).

5.4.1. Education expectations—The following covariates emerged as significant
predictors of parental education expectations: child gender and age, parent race or ethnicity
and level of education, and number of adults in household. Controlling for all other
covariates, a 1-year increase in child age was associated with an 11% decrease in the
predicted odds of increased parental education expectations (p<0.001). Being a boy was
associated with a 68% decrease in the predicted odds of increased parental education
expectations (p<0.001). The odds of greater education expectations for Black parents were
123% higher than the odds for White parents (p<0.01). The odds of greater education
expectations for Hispanic parents were 361% higher than the odds for White parents
(p<0.001). The odds of greater education expectations for parents who completed high
school were 99% higher than the odds for parents with less than a high-school diploma
(p<0.05). The odds of greater education expectations for parents who completed some
college were 213% higher than the odds for parents with less than a high-school education
(p<0.001). The odds of greater education expectations for parents who completed college
and more were 558% higher than the odds for parents with less than a high-school education
(p<0.001). A one adult increase in number of adults in household was associated with a 25%
decrease in the predicted odds of increased parental education expectations (p<0.01).

5.4.2. Supervision—Parent age and race or ethnicity also emerged as significant
predictors of supervision. Controlling for all other covariates, a 1-year increase in parent age
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was associated with 2.7% decrease in the predicted odds of increased parental supervision
(p<0.05). Regarding parent race, the odds of greater supervision for Black parents were
43.6% less than the odds for White parents (p<0.05). The odds of greater supervision for
Hispanic parents were 49% less than the odds for White parents (p<0.05). The odds of
greater supervision for parents of other races were 70.7% less than the odds for White
parents (p<0.01).

5.4.3. Volunteering—Child age and parent race and education were significant predictors
of volunteering. Controlling for all other covariates, a 1-year increase in child age was
associated with a 16% decrease in the predicted odds of parents’ increased time spent
volunteering at the child’s school (p<0.001). The odds of spending a greater amount of time
volunteering at school for Hispanic parents were 41% less than the odds for White parents
(p<0.01). The odds of spending a greater amount of time volunteering at school for parents
who completed some college were 96.5% greater than the odds for parents with less than a
high-school education (p<0.01). The odds of spending a greater amount of time volunteering
at school for parents who completed college and more were 193% greater than the odds for
parents with less than a high-school education (p<0.001).

6. Discussion

This is the first thorough quantitative investigation of the impact of participating in the CAP
program on parental supervision, expectation, and volunteering among LMI homeowners
and a comparison group of renters. This study offers an important contribution to the field of
asset building and LMI homeownership given two major strengths. First, there is limited
evidence concerning the effects of homeownership on LMI populations in the field. Second,
there are few opportunities to test such effects using rigorously collected and representative
data.

The results of this study suggest that tenure per se is not associated with parental attitudes
and behavior. Without adjustment for covariates, CAP homeowners had greater levels of
parental supervision (i.e., know their children’s companions, where their children are, and
when they will be home), greater expectations for their children to go to college, and were
more likely to volunteer at their children’s schools. However, when we included control
variables in the model, the overall differences between owners and renters on these parental
outcomes were shown to be statistically nonsignificant. The fact that the two groups are very
different in terms of important demographic and financial characteristics might also account
for the higher levels of parental supervision, expectations, and volunteering among CAP
homeowners when not controlling for covariates. These findings reinforce the proposition
suggested by Rohe, McCarthy and Van Zandt (2000), which holds that when the
independent effects of homeownership are examined, it is imperative to control for those
characteristics that incline a household to homeownership. These characteristics include age,
race or ethnicity, marital status, income, family composition, education and occupation. As
suggested by Rohe et al. (2000), failing to control for these covariates may lead researchers
to overstate the positive social outcomes of homeownership. As suggested earlier, although
homeowners and renters were matched on similar characteristics, the subsample of renters
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with school-age children was more disadvantaged than homeowners with school-age
children.

Several explanations emerged as possible reasons for the lack of a tenure effect on parental
attitudes and behavior. First, the CAP homeowner population surveyed had been
homeowners for a maximum of 6 years at the time of survey. The benefits of home-
ownership are not typically immediate and may take time to come to fruition. As with the
equity accumulation in a house that occurs over time, an accumulation of social benefits is a
measured progression that often takes time before the recognition of benefit is measurable
(Rohe & Quercia, 2003). Relatedly, this is the first cross-sectional analysis of these data. As
a result, there are no baseline data currently available for comparison purposes. Collection of
follow-up data is underway, which will allow us to address this issue in future studies.
Therefore, this paper serves as the baseline examination and will facilitate future
comparisons between early and long-term effects of CAP on parental attitudes and behavior.

Second, there may be some other possible explanations for how certain social and economic
disadvantages may lessen any tenure effects on parental attitude and behavior outcomes. For
example, parental supervision in single parent households may be more difficult regardless
of tenure. Similarly, an inclination among single parent homeowners to volunteer at their
child’s school may be disrupted by practical considerations of being a lone parent, including
not having or being able to afford a babysitter. In addition, LMI homeowners may be more
likely to have jobs with little or no scheduling flexibility that would allow them to volunteer.

Third, congruent with the LMI homeownership field, there is longstanding debate regarding
whether LMI homeownership can generate substantial positive effects for LMI populations.
The beneficial effects of homeownership that have been established for middle- and high-
income homeowners may not translate to LMI homeowners. LMI families may buy homes
in neighborhoods with problematic conditions like high rates of poverty and residential
instability. They may also be less likely to meet the financial responsibilities associated with
homeownership (Rohe & Quercia, 2003). For example, when LMI families are encouraged
to purchase homes, but can only do so in neighborhoods where neighborhood quality is
deficient (i.e., poverty, segregation, residential instability), their decisions to become
homeowners may not impart the same benefits as compared to families who are capable of
purchasing homes in middle and upper-income communities (Reid, 2004).

Although of secondary importance to this paper, an interesting finding is the role that
parental race or ethnicity played in explaining expectation and supervision. The results
suggest that African American and Hispanic parents had lower supervision scores as
compared to White parents, but were more likely to expect their children to graduate from
college as compared to White parents. The results also suggest that older parents had lower
supervision scores as compared to younger parents. Another important finding is that
Hispanic parents had a lower rate of volunteering at school as compared to White parents.
Several explanations may account for this difference. First, if there is a language barrier,
parents may not feel comfortable coming to an English-speaking school. Second, these
parents may be more likely to work in the low-wage employment market where there is less
flexibility with work hours. Third, due to cultural differences, Hispanic parents may not be
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accustomed to volunteering at school as compared to other racial/ethnic groups. Finally, the
generally high level of educational expectation across all parents is an interesting result,
considering theses are LMI households; less than 1% of the sample did not expect their
children to graduate from high school and a very high percentage expected their children to
graduate from college (86% renters, 90% owners).

Three limitations of this study are noteworthy. As previously discussed, the CAP
homeowners surveyed had been homeowners for a maximum of 6 years at the time of
survey, and many had been homeowners for only a year or two. Future research that
examines parental attitudes and behavior of these LMI homeowners should be undertaken
with more distal data collection points. Second, given the potential influence of structural
characteristics, future research should also include neighborhood-level variables and use
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) techniques to estimate the differences between owners’
and renters’ parental attitudes and behavior as a function of family and neighborhood
characteristics. HLM is an analytic approach that is well suited for disentangling the
complex interactions of individual and contextual factors in tenure outcomes, which concern
multilevel influences and macro-to-micro relations. Third, in their review of the economic
and social consequences of homeownership, Dietz and Haurin (2003) proposed the
possibility of omitted variable bias beyond demographic and financial characteristics in
home-ownership research. That is, additional attributes that prompt individuals to become
homeowners may also account for the observed social outcomes. These include personality
traits, such as a strong sense of personal responsibility and willingness to invest (Dietz &
Haurin, 2003). Our study did not control for these personality traits among parents. Finally,
two out of three dependent variables (i.e., parental educational expectation and parental
supervision) were composite variables that combined only two categories. Therefore, these
variables may not have fully captured the differences in parental expectations and
supervision.

Despite these limitations, the results of this study have important implications for public
policy and future research. First, this study reinforces the evidence that even though the
CAP homeowners and renters had been matched by income and geographic location, when
narrowing the sample to families with school-age children, the renters were at a significantly
greater demographic and financial disadvantage compared with the CAP homeowners. This
cumulative disadvantage may affect the renters’ abilities to provide the requisite levels of
care and supervision to ensure the best outcomes for their children. Therefore, a critical
implication for policy makers is to discover and implement additional strategies to improve
the quality of life for LMI renters with children by expanding social, educational, and
economic opportunities among this subpopulation of LMI renters. Potential strategies could
include addressing factors other than tenure, such as neighborhood safety, rental housing
quality, neighborhood infrastructure (e.g., playgrounds, sidewalks, and housing stock
quality). One possible way to achieve such outcomes may be to complement the efforts of
increasing homeownership for the LMI population via CAP by developing funding priorities
under major federal programs like Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) that
address neighborhood-level factors among LMI renters. For instance, local governments,
working in collaboration with citizen groups, could submit CDBG plans that focus on
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neighborhood improvement activities such as crime prevention in census block groups with
disproportionately high LMI renters.

Our findings also suggest more “mezzo-level” policy implications related to how schools
interface with parents, particularly Hispanic parents. For example, schools may want to
consider targeted outreach efforts designed to more effectively incorporate Hispanic parents
into the school milieu. One relatively simple approach would be to ensure that all printed
school information is available in Spanish and that bilingual professionals are available
whenever direct communication is required between school personnel and parents. Another
approach would be to purposefully design opportunities for parental involvement that not
only consider possible cultural differences but also capitalize on those differences. For
example, schools could ask Hispanic parents to volunteer at events or for field trips related
to Hispanic culture, heritage, and ancestry. Finally, our results also showed that Hispanic
and African American parents had higher educational expectations for their children
compared to their White counterparts. As such, schools should also consider approaches that
take advantage of these expectations in ways that facilitate actual academic achievement.

Regarding implications for research, using this baseline evidence as a springboard, future
research should build on this study by testing the long-term effect of CAP. As previously
suggested, the findings in this paper represent the short-term effects of participating in CAP.
The long-term effects of any program can be quite different from those observed during or
immediately after a program of intervention. Although limited, a small body of research has
provided evidence supporting the value and importance of studying the long-term effects of
government programs. These studies have frequently found programs that produced only
small effects in the short-term have had long-term effects that were substantially larger and
significant. For example, child 1Q tests administered following Head Start program
participation showed program participation had only temporary effects on 1Q scores;
however, long-term follow-up showed the same Head Start participation had positive effects
of adult educational attainment, earnings, and rates of criminal involvement (Garces,
Thomas, & Currie, 2002). Future research should also explore the possibility of interaction
effects between key covariates, such as race, education, marital status, credit card
ownership, and tenure, and the effects on parental attitude and behavior outcomes.
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Characteristics of Community Advantage Program (CAP) homeowners in comparison with American

Households Survey (AHS) homeowners

Number of children (age<18) in household

Variables g/:AP owners (Wave 2) g/:AP renters(Wave 1) AHSowners(2003) %  AHSrenters(2003) %
b b
Sex
Male 54.0 29.6 52.8 45.8
Female 46.1 70.5 47.2 54.2
Race
White 58.7 39.7 66.7 48.4
Black 19.7 31.1 16.7 23.7
Hispanic 17.3 19.4 10.2 20.1
Others 4.3 9.8 6.4 7.8
Highest level of education
11th grade or less 5.9 18.4 16.2 235
High-school graduate/GED 17.2 31.2 324 29.8
Some trade school/ college 29.5 24.4 22.1 23.1
2-year degree 13.9 7.9 8.3 6.0
Bachelor’s degree 24.8 13.6 14.4 13.2
Graduate/professional degree 8.8 4.4 6.5 4.4
Income
Less than $10,000 1.0 23.8 8.1 16.1
$10,000-$14,999 1.9 14.5 5.8 111
$15,000-$19,999 4.8 14.2 8.1 12.2
$20,000-$24,999 9.9 13.0 10.2 12.6
$25,000-$34,999 26.1 20.0 28.5 23.4
$35,000-$49,999 31.2 11.2 28.2 18.3
$50,000-$74,999 194 2.7 9.7 5.8
$75,000 or more 5.8 0.6 1.4 0.5
Marital status
Living with unmarried partner 7.7 8.8 - -
Married 51.0 22.8 49.0 27.2
Widowed 2.0 1.7 5.7 2.8
Divorced 14.6 10.7 24.0 20.2
Separated 1.9 5.0 3.2 7.4
Never married 22.8 49.5 18.1 42.4
Number of household members
One 21.0 325 26.7 35.9
Two 30.6 26.1 28.2 25.1
Three 20.8 17.3 18.1 17.0
Four 14.4 13.9 15.6 12.1
Five or more 13.1 10.2 11.4 10.0
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Variables g/:AP owners (Wave 2) g/:AP renters(Wave 1) AHSowners(2003) %  AHSrenters(2003) %
o o
Zero 49.9 56.5 56.7 57.3
One 22.9 19.9 19.1 18.9
Two 16.7 14.1 16.4 14.6
Three or more 9.3 9.4 7.9 9.2
Employment status
Employed 93.4 62.8 66.4 67.8
Unemployed 55 32.6 30.9 29.7
Retired 1.2 4.7 2.7 2.5
Sample size n=1088 n=1530 n=8143 n=9378
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