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Homeownership

 Wealth and asset accumulation

 Community growth

 Promotion of positive social outcomes

 Represents 60% of the total wealth among the 

American middle class

 Largest source of saving

Retsinas & Belsky, 2002; Rohe & Stewart, 1996; Shlay, 2005



Homeownership (cont.)

 Considerable gap between lower- and high-

income households (Herbert, Haurin, Rosenthal, & Duda, 

2005)

 Therefore, much of what is known about 

positive effects is biased 

 Policy has expanded its focus to include 

opportunities for low-income households, racial 

and ethnic minority households

 But, do the positive effects of homeownership 
generalize to these populations?



Homeownership & Social Capital

 Social capital refers to connections within 

networks and the resources that are 

exchanged via those connections (Bourdieu, 1977)

 Arises in stable and vital communities

Used to explain a variety of positive 

outcomes

Micro- or individual-level (e.g., academic 

achievement, Hao, 1994)

Macro-level (e.g., government efficiency, Putnam, 

1993)



Homeownership & Social Capital (cont.)

 How is social capital generated in 
neighborhoods and communities?

 How does social capital operate in low-income 
neighborhoods?



 A secondary-mortgage pilot program for low- and 

moderate-income (LMI) households

 Started in 1994 in North Carolina by Self-Help 

Credit Union

 Expanded nationally in 1998 through a partnership 

with the Ford Foundation ($50 million grant) and 

Fannie Mae ($4 billion commitment)

 Self-Help used the Ford Foundation grant to 

purchase mortgage loans from lenders across the 

country for delivery to Fannie Mae

Program Description

The Self-Help Ventures Fund’s 

Community Advantage Program (CAP)



 CAP made it possible for a new set of LMI 

homebuyers to tap into the benefits of fixed rate 

mortgage capital

 CAP qualification: An income under 80% or 120% 

(minority) of the area median income

 CAP goals: (1) To demonstrate the credit 

worthiness of LMI borrowers; (2) To provide 

evidence that LMI borrows are bankable

Program Description (cont.)

The Self-Help Ventures Fund’s 

Community Advantage Program (CAP)



The CAP Survey

 Annual survey conducted since 2003 in 21 states 
and Washington, D.C.

 Survey topics: employment, household 
dynamics, assets & liabilities, attitudes toward 
savings, neighborhood satisfaction, voting & 
volunteering behavior

 Quasi-experimental panel design

 LMI homeowners are compared to LMI renters

 Renter panel mirrors homeowners

 Neighborhood location

 Income criteria

 All data collected by RTI, International



I. Does LMI homeownership affect resource 

generation within neighborhood? 

II. Does LMI homeownership affect resource 

generation all? 

III. Do neighborhood conditions affect resource 

generation?

Main Research Questions



Research Hypotheses

Hypothesis 2 
(multilevel proposition)

Hypothesis 1 
(micro-level proposition)

x                            y

y: Resource Generation

x: Homeownership

z: Neighborhood Conditions

z

x                            y



Data & Sample

 2007 CAP Panel Survey – Individual 
information

 2000 Census – Census information

 Population: 2,964 LMI respondents

 2,071 homeowners; 893 renters

 Excluded: Respondents who changed tenure 
status since the first survey and those aged 
65+

 Final Sample: 2,483 LMI respondents 

 1,782 homeowners; 701 renters

 1,844 census tract areas 



Sample Characteristics (selected)

Homeowners Renters

Age 34.8 41.7

Male 50.6% 25.8%

White 66.2% 47.7%

Black 18.6% 36.9%

Hispanic 12.1% 12.4%

Married 58.0% 21.3%

N of adults 1.81 1.63

N of children 1.18 0.85

Annual HH income $52,695 $22,738

Credit card owned 80.1% 40.7%

New neighborhood 10.4% $22,738



Variables in the Analysis

 Resource generation “within neighborhood” 

 Resource generation “all”

 Homeownership

 Neighborhood context

 Demographic variables

 Household composition

 Financial characteristics

Dependent 

Variables

Independent Variables

Control Variables



Measures: Resource Generation

 All: How many people do you know… (a=0.81)

 Within Neighborhood: Do you know anyone in your 
neighborhood… (a=0.80)

 who would help you move to a new home

 who would bring you food or medicine if you were ill

 who have good contacts with a local newspaper, or TV station  

 who are active in a political party  

 who give good advice on how to handle stress  

 who are good with computers

 who provide good advice about new job opportunities 

 who would lend you $500 if you needed it

Wellman et al., 2006; Van der Gaag & Snijders, 2005



Measures: Neighborhood Variables

 Neighborhood Disadvantage Scale (a=0.91)

1) % unemployed, 2) % poverty, 3) % public assistance, 

4) % single- headed households with children (Caughy, 

Hayslett-McCall, & O’Campo, 2007)

 Neighborhood Stability Scale (a=0.68)

% homeowners, % living in same house for at least 5 

years (Swaroop, 2006)

 Proportion of non-white



Analysis

 Multi-Level Modeling (Hierarchical Linear 

Modeling)

Why HLM?

Nested structure of the data where 

individuals are nested within neighborhoods

 Level 1: Individual level variables

 Level 2: Neighborhood level variables



Results: Resource Generation by Tenure

41.73

28.23

2.68
2.10

All Neighborhood

Homeowners

Renters

All pôs < .01



Multi-Level Analysis: Resource Generation
    

 Within Neighborhood All  

Variable Estimate S.E. Variable Estimate 

Individual-level     

  Intercept 2.519*** 0.045 37.928*** 0.503 

  Tenure 0.262* 0.128 5.705*** 1.446 

  Male 0.038 0.1 -1.017 1.128 

  Age 0.012* 0.005 -0.049 0.056 

  Race/Ethnicity (White)     

     Black -0.086 0.132 0.804 1.493 

     Hispanic  -0.391* 0.162 -8.445*** 1.831 

     Others -0.288 0.259 -2.56 2.922 

  Education (<HS grad.)     

     High school grad. 0.291 0.174 2.783 1.971 

     Some college 0.324 0.176 4.715* 1.989 

     BA and More 0.575** 0.19 11.231*** 2.14 

  Employed 0.112 0.136 5.368*** 1.532 

*<.05, **<.01, ***<.001 



Multi-Level Analysis: Resource Generation (cont.)
    

 Within Neighborhood All  

Variable Estimate S.E. Variable Estimate 

  Marital Status (Married)     

     Partnered -0.245 0.178 -4.048* 2.005 

     Divorced/Separated -0.297 0.158 -3.583* 1.782 

     Single -0.232 0.159 -3.983* 1.797 

  Car Ownership (None)     

     One -0.074 0.180 1.664 2.030 

     Two and more -0.100 0.201 1.965 2.265 

  Credit Card Ownership 0.202 0.101 3.373** 1.240 

  Number of Adults -0.102 0.063 -1.642* 0.793 

  Number of Children 0.075 0.070 0.425 0.485 

  Income (log)  0.034 0.053 0.859 0.602 

  Neighborhood Size (A block)     

     Several blocks  0.011 0.136 2.353 1.540 

   <= 15 min. walk 0.335** 0.122 2.425 1.379 

*<.05, **<.01, ***<.001 



Multi-Level Analysis: Resource Generation (cont.)
    

 Within Neighborhood All  

Variable Estimate S.E. Variable Estimate 

    Within a 15 min. walk 0.335** 0.122 2.425 1.379 

    Larger than 15 min. walk 1.205*** 0.133 9.102*** 1.497 

  New Neighborhood -0.348** 0.130 2.112 1.466 

Census tract-level     

  Neighborhood Disadvantage 0.224** 0.074 1.303 0.831 

  Stability 0.215*** 0.059 0.991 0.673 

  Proportion of Non-White  -0.019 0.253 -4.647 2.863 

Random Effect     

  Intercept 0.092 0.184 15.294 19.229 

     

-2dll 10,949.9 22,989.5 

BIC 11,168.0 23,207.5 

N of Census Tract 1,844 1,844 

N of Households 2,483 2,483 

*<.05, **<.01, ***<.001 



 For LMI households, homeownership 

positively affects resource generation for both 

‘within neighborhood’ and ‘all’

 Neighborhood disadvantage and stability are 

significant predictors of resource generation 

‘within neighborhood’

 Neighborhood condition matters for level of 

resource generation ‘within neighborhood’

Summary of Findings



Limitations

 Cross-sectional design limits measurement of 

effect

 Different measurement interval used between 

individual (2007 CAP) and neighborhood-level 

variables (2000 Census) 

 Limited set of neighborhood-level measures to 

assess neighborhood conditions



Implications for Social Work

 Homeownership has more than just economic impacts

 Consider ways to support and capitalize on the 
social outcomes 

 Place, not just homeownership, matters

 Facilitate community building efforts to promote 
neighborhood stability

 Make asset-building programs available to greater 
numbers of low-income families seeking to achieve the 
American Dream of homeownership

 Build on current findings by conducting additional 
research to elucidate the potential mechanisms 
through which homeownership affects social capital

 Advocate for evidence-based asset-building policy 
development
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