
The New Economic and Social 

Realities of Urban Homeownership
Session 34

Thursday, 1:30 PMð2:55 PM

Urban Affairs Association 41st Annual Meeting



Homeownership and Mental Health: 

Mediating Effects of Perceived Sense 

of Control and Community Trust

Kim Manturuk



Preview of Findings

ÅHomeownership = greater sense of control 
& trust in neighbors

ÅSense of control = less psychological 
distress

ÅTrust = not significant predictor of distress

ÅNo independent effect of homeownership

Are there causal mechanisms that link 
homeownership to reduced psychological 
distress?



Contributions

òBlack boxó of homeownership

ÅWhat are the underlying mechanisms that cause 
observed outcomes?

ÅLink between structure and psychological state

Debates about homeownership

ÅUnique concerns of lower-income families

ÅFinancial and social aspects



Social Disorganization Theory
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Social Disorganization Theory

Economic 

deprivation

Lack of trustInstability

Lack of 

regulatory 

capacity

Psychological 

distress

If this relationship is 

disruptedé

écan this relationship 

can be avoided?



Where Does Homeownership Fit?

Perceptions 
of trust

Sense of 
control

ÅResidential stability

ÅFinancial motivation to 
form ties with others

ÅActual control over 
physical space

ÅNormative nature of 
homeownership



Hypotheses

Reported trust in 

neighbors

Greater sense of 

control

Homeownership

Reduced incidence 

of psychological 

distress



Prior Research 
(Rossi and Weber 1996)

National Survey of 
Families and 
Households

ÅSelf-satisfaction

ÅLife will work out

ÅCan do things well

ÅLower depression

ÅHappiness scale

ÅPhysical health

General Social Survey

ÅLife is exciting/dull

ÅAnomie scale

ÅHappiness scale

ÅPhysical health

Is homeownership linked to 

psychological well-being?YES NO



The Community Advantage Program 

(CAP)

Good mortgages to risky 
borrowers

Asset-building potential 
for lower-income families

Social impacts of 
homeownership



Lenders make 

conventional  

mortgages to ñriskyò 

borrowers

Mortgages sold by 

lender to financial 

community 

development agency
Ford Foundation + 

Fannie Mae 

underwrite risk

How CAP Worked



CAP Loans1999-2003

28,491 loans

$80,985 median loan

681 credit 
score

42% female-
headed

$30,972 
median 
income

35% low-
income tract



Community Advantage Panel Study 

(CAPS)

Homeowners

Å3743 CAP homeowners

ÅAnnual surveys began in 2003

ÅRotating topic modules

Renters

Å1530 renters

ÅSurveys began in 2004

ÅMatched by income and location
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CAPS Sample Size

4,414 in 2004

4,074 in 2005

3,427 in 2006

2,982 in 2007

3,360 in 2008

3,073 in 
2009



Sample for this Study

4,414 in 2004

4,074 in 2005

3,427 in 2006

2,982 in 2007

3,360 in 2008

3,073 in 
2009



Generalizability

ÅIncome restricted sample of Current Population Survey

ÅMay, 2003 and baseline CAPS sample

Comparison to CPS

ÅYounger, more educated, more likely employed, South 
over-represented

CAP Homeowners

ÅOlder, black, female, more likely to be looking for work, 
South over-represented

CAP Renters



Variables

Independent 
variables

ÅHomeownership

ÅAge

ÅEducation

ÅMarital status

ÅEmployment

ÅRace

ÅChildren in the 
home

ÅDwelling type

Mediating variables

ÅSense of control 
via Cohenõs 
Perceived Stress 
Scale

ÅòHow much do you 
trust your 
neighbors ða lot, 
some, or none?ó

Dependent variable

ÅPsychological 
distressðòDuring 
the past four 
weeks, have you 
accomplished less 
than you would like 
to as a result of 
any emotional 
problems, such as 
feeling depressed 
or anxious?ó



Methods
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ÅWithin-caliper 
one-to-one match

Propensity 
score matching

ÅUsing matched 
sample

ÅPredicting sense 
of control

OLS regression ÅAlso matched 
sample

ÅPredicting trust

ÅSecond model 
predicting mental 
health problems

Logistic 
regression



Propensity Score Model
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Odds Ratio z-statistic

Age 1.009 1.61

Some college 1.226 1.6

2-year degree 1.495** 2.82

4-year degree 1.543** 2.88

Advanced degree 2.155*** 4.54

Divorced/separated 0.555*** -4.54

Widowed 0.368*** -4.07

Single 0.455*** -5.93

Cohabiting 0.535*** -3.41

Employed part-time 0.605*** -3.27

Retired 0.279*** -6.03

Unemployed 0.421*** -5.54

Not in labor force 0.228*** -10.18

Black 0.483*** -6.59

Hispanic 0.566*** -3.94

Other race 0.588* -2.17

Children in home 1.187 1.5

Multi-family dwelling 0.194*** -15.42

Other dwelling type 0.357*** -5.64

Log-likelihood -1457.41

N 3073



Predicting Sense of Control - Coefficients

Homeownership 
+0.586

Advanced 
degree +0.950

Employed part-
time -0.838

Unemployed -
1.562

Not in labor 
force -1.103

Hispanic -0.736

R2 = 0.079

Not significant at p<0.05:

Å Age

Å Male

Å Some college

Å 2-year degree

Å 4-year degree

Å Marital status (all)

Å Retired

Å Black

ÅOther race

ÅChildren in home

Å Dwelling type (all)



Predicting Trust in Neighbors ðOdds Ratios

Homeownership 
1.689

2-year degree 
1.495

Advanced 
degree 1.836

Unemployed 
0.629

Black 0.574
Other race 

0.484

Multi-family 
housing 0.566

Not significant at p<0.05:

Å Age

ÅMale

Å Some college

Å 4-year degree

Å Marital status (all)

Å Employed part-time

Å Retired

Å Not in labor force

Å Hispanic

ÅChildren in home

ÅOther dwelling type



Predicting Psychological Distress ðOdds 

Ratios

Sense of 
control 
1.461

Divorced or 
separated 

1.652

Retired 
3.174

Unemployed 
3.578

Not in labor 
force 6.497

Hispanic 
1.939

Not significant at p<0.05:

ÅHomeownership
Å Age

ÅMale

Å Education (all)

Å Widowed

Å Single

Å Cohabiting

Å Employed part-time

Å Black

Å Other race

Å Children in the home

ÅDwelling type (all)



Results Summary
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Reported trust in 

neighbors

Greater sense of 

control

Homeownership

Reduced incidence 

of psychological 

distress



Conclusions
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Homeownership reduces psychological 
distress via increased sense of control

Homeowners experience greater trust in 
their neighbors, but this is not correlated 
with declines is psychological distress

Employment has a significant impact on 
trust, sense of control, and psychological 
distress



Limitations
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Generalizability

ÅFavorable mortgage terms

ÅEquity returns through 2010

ÅLower foreclosure risk

Possible selection bias

Alternative measures



Next Steps
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ÅLonger lease options

ÅRent control

ÅTenant rights and associations

Improving renting

ÅWhere does the sense of control 
come from?

Unpacking 
homeownership

ÅCompare perceptions of disorder 
with objective measures

Neighborhood 
effects



Questions?
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manturuk@email.unc.edu



The User Cost of Low-Income Homeownership: 

2003-2010

Sarah Riley and HongYu Ru

Research supported by the Ford Foundation



Is homeownership more or less costly 

than renting for low-income households?

ÁUser Cost concept provides comprehensive measure of 

costs involved (e.g., Shelton 1968). Known drivers are 

appreciation, timing, location, mortgage terms, household 

income.

ÁCan be compared with pooled-tenure hedonic estimates of 

Equivalent Rent (Linneman1980; Linnemanand Voith

1991; Crone, Nakamura, and Voith2009).

ÁMost prior user cost studies of low-income households 

involved simulations or proxies: limited by data availability 

(Dudaand Belsky2002).
29
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Summary of results

ÁHouse price appreciation primary driver of whether 

owning more or less costly than renting.

ÁAt the median, annual appreciation of at least 2% 

needed for owning to be less costly than renting.

ÁOn a cumulative basis at the median, owning was less 

costly than renting for the entire period of 2003-2010.

ÁOn annual basis at the median, owning was less costly 

than renting during 2003-2007 and was more costly 

thereafter.
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Samples overview

ÁRenterssample (142)

o 18% single family

o Surveyed all years

o Never moved

o $14K median income

o 16% married

o 69% South

ÁOwnerssample (620)

o 86% single family 

o Surveyed all years

o Never moved

o $33K median income

o 39% married

o 71% South



Owners sample geographic distribution 

(620)
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Measuring the user cost of capital
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Measuring equivalent rent
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Estimates (medians)

Year Annual UC Annual ER Total UC Total ER Cap Rate

2003 $3,143 $4,876 $3,143 $4,876 5.8

2004 $2,972 $5,059 $5,954 $9,975 5.8

2005 $168 $4,977 $6,169 $15,061 5.5

2006 $1,753 $4,986 $8,263 $20,098 5.2

2007 $4,679 $4,817 $11,766 $24,809 4.9

2008 $8,829 $5,292 $19,382 $30,176 5.6

2009 $10,170 $5,531 $29,143 $35,750 6.2

2010 $7,078 $5,649 $35,674 $41,408 6.2

35
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Median annual user cost by survey year
All Owners (620) 



National house price indices 

compared to CAP house prices
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Median total user cost by survey year
All Owners (620)



South(424)
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Midwest (148)

40



West(29)
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Sand States (30)
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ÁMain Finding: At the median, homeownership cost 

effective for CAP borrowers between 2003 and 2010.

ÁImplication: Homeownership can be less costly than 

renting for low-income households over long term.

ÁUsual Caveats: 

ǏAppreciation rate is key; at least 2% at the median 

ǏAlso timing, location, income, and mortgage type

ÁLimitations: 

ǏSmall sample; focus on South and Midwest

ǏPotential biases: tax deductions; sustained tenure

ǏHousing quality imperfectly observed; maintenance



sfr@email.unc.edu
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October 9,
October 9, 2004

Low-income homeownership and wealth 

growth: Evidence from a propensity score 

analysis

Clinton Key

Michal Grinstein-Weiss

Shenyang Guo

YeongYeo

Krista Holub

Delivered at the Urban Affairs Association Conference

New Orleans

17 March 2011



Research question

ÁDoes homeownership contribute to financial well-

being for low-income households? 



Wealth inequality

Source: Wolff, 2007

ÁThe top 1% of  households hold 20%-34% of  wealth 

(Kopczukand Saez, 2004; Wolff, 2007)

ÁGap may be increasing



The expansion of low-income homeownership

Source: Bostic and Lee, 2009



Concerns about low-income homeowners

High initial 

outlay

Inflexible 

monthly 

costs

Unexpected 

expenses

The housing 

crisis



30 seconds that arenôt about money

ÁLet us not forget that a home is not just another 

investment

ÁNon-economic benefits of  homeownership

ÁEfficacy and the lived-in environment



Data

ÁCommunity Advantage Program Panel

ÁOwners (N=995)

ÁRenters (N=663)

Á2005 and 2008 Wealth Modules



Outcome variables

ÁWealth operationalizedas net worth

ÁTotal assets

ÁTotal debts

ÁLiquid assets

ÁNon-housing net worth

ÁAnalysis: Difference in differences

ÁY5-Y2=constant +B*HO+B*X



Challenges in measurement

1 1 1 1 41132

902

612

56
158 6 1 2 1 1 2 1

0

20
0

40
0

60
0

80
0

10
00

F
re

qu
en

cy

-1,000,000 0 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000

Networth Changes ($)

A. Total Networth

1 1 1 1 1 522
119

1340

99
29159 4 3 3 1 2 1 1

0

50
0

10
00

15
00

F
re

qu
en

cy

-1,000,000 0 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000

Assets Changes ($)

B. Total Assets

1 1 116102753
147

1032

223

73
33171071 521 3 111 1

0

20
0

40
0

60
0

80
0

10
00

F
re

qu
en

cy

-500,000 0 500,000 1,000,000 1,500,000

Debts Changes ($)

C. Total Debts

31111791435

981

438

673317155576132 1 1 1 1 1 1

0

20
0

40
0

60
0

80
0

10
00

F
re

qu
en

cy

-500,000 0 500,000 1,000,000

Liquid Assets Changes ($)

D. Total Liquid Assets

2 3 733

1332

214

351393 111 1 1 1 1

0

50
0

10
00

15
00

F
re

qu
en

cy

-1,000,000 0 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000

Non-Housing Networth Changes ($)

E. Total Non-Housing Networth



Dispersion problem



A selection problem



Ways renters differ from owners in analytic sample

ÁAge

ÁGender

ÁRace

ÁEducation

ÁMarital status

ÁNumber of  children

ÁNumber of  adults in the 

household

ÁEmployment status

ÁIncome

ÁChange in income

ÁHousing cost as a 

fraction of  income

ÁTract level

ÁDisadvantage

ÁMedian housing cost



How to address the selection problem?

ÁOrdinary least squares regression

ÁKernel-based matching

ÁMatching estimators

ÁPropensity score weighting



After matching, balanced panels



Trimmed (2.5% per tail) sample results



Conclusions

ÁLMI homeownership is a good investment in the 

short-run

ÁHomeownership not associated with excess debt

ÁNo evidence of  substitution, opposite actually looks 

more likely

ÁPotential measurement issues

ÁConvergence of  methods



Questions?

cckey@email.unc.edu



Collective Efficacy Mediates Homeownership 

Mark Lindblad, Kim Manturuk, Roberto Quercia
Urban Affairs Association 41st Conference, New Orleans

March 2011

Prepared with the support of the Ford Foundation

Crime and Disorder 

in the Neighborhood:



Overview

ÁDisorder & Disadvantage in Neighborhoods

ǏHomeownership?  

ǏSocial Cohesion/Action?

ÁData & Analysis

ÁFindings: 

ǏHomeownership Reduces Disorder (Indirectly) 



Order in Neighborhoods 

ÁClean, well-maintained, peaceful, lawful

ÁResidents feel safe, watch out for each other

ÁSocial Control

ǏFormal 

ǏInformal



Neighborhood Disorder is Physical



But, Disorder is Social & Perceived

Residents   

must view 

physical       

& social 

markers as a 

neighborhood 

problem


