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ABSTRACT 
 
Using the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979 [NLSY79], this paper examines 
the effects of homeownership, rentership, and the quality of adolescents� homes on math 
and reading achievement percentile scores. Previous research has focused on academic 
achievement, the Black-White achievement gap, adolescents, and homeownership, but 

few have studied homeownership�s effect on academic achievement across races during 
adolescence.   The NLSY79 is a large nationally representative data set that contains 

information about homeownership, race, and academic achievement scores which allow 
for quantitative analysis.  The estimates indicate that homeownership may positively 

contribute to an adolescent�s percentile scores in reading, but not in math. This finding 
builds on past work in that it shows that the determinants to academic success are 

complex and numerous.
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The Effect of Homeownership and Home Conditions 

on the Academic Achievement of  Adolescents 

 

I. Introduction 

This research thesis identifies measures of home conditions namely 

homeownership and home quality measured by light quality, structural soundness, and 

cleanliness that significantly impact academic achievement among adolescents. Knowing 

which home condition measures impact academic achievement will equip policymakers 

with the information necessary to craft successful policy aimed at reducing the education 

divide and ultimately promoting educational equality.   

This research adds to the existing body of research aimed at capturing factors that 

influence academic achievement and strengthens it in several ways. First, this research 

focuses specifically on the effect of homeownership and other home conditions on 

academic achievement.  Policymakers often focus on rental units that are affordable for 

families with children. This research, however, drives home the point that ownership 

opportunities should be made more available to families with children. Second, the 

academic achievement of Blacks is examined separately because they have historically 

been disadvantaged in the academic arena. Few studies examine the correlation between 

academic achievement of Black students and homeownership, home conditions, and 

home quality (Aratani, 2004; Luster et al., 1994; Murnane, 1981).  Third, the study 
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examines adolescence because adolescence is an impressionable time during human 

development.  The amount of gray matter peaks during this period, which is the second 

major brain growth spurt that occurs after infancy.1 Adolescents need family, peer 

groups, ideal workplaces, and neighborhoods in order to experience positive development 

(Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2000).  During adolescence, brain connections and processes are 

pruned to be more effective and personalities are shaped.  Moreover, according to 

Broffenbrenner�s Ecological Model of Human Development,2 interventions at this period 

will likely have a more lasting impact than interventions during earlier or later periods 

because adolescents are more receptive during this stage to the actions of parents, peers, 

and society.  

The second section of this research examines past research on academic 

achievement and Black adolescents.  The third section discusses the data used and 

bivariate descriptive statistics.  The fourth section discusses the methodology used.  The 

fifth section presents the models analyzed.  The sixth section presents the results.  The 

seventh section explores further opportunities for students, researchers, and scholars who 

plan to research similar topics.  The final section offers conclusions and policy 

implication.  

 

 

                                                
1 The frontal cortex begins to prune and organizes brain cells and connections in order to allow for more 
efficient transmissions of messages and brain functioning during adolescence. 
2 According to Broffenbrenner�s Ecological Model of Human Development. in Robert Bern�s Child, 
Family, School, Community. 
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II. Literature Review 

This section explores existing research and details the need for a closer analysis of 

the effects of both homeownership and home conditions on the academic achievement of 

adolescents. Several factors that affect academic achievement including income, maternal 

employment, self-control, parenting, maternal depression, and poverty have been studied 

by sociologists, scientists, psychologists, and others.3 Few studies, however, examine the 

effects of homeownership and/or home conditions on the academic achievement of 

adolescent children. And only two study the effects of these factors on Black youth.4 The 

following paragraphs review important past studies of determinants of academic 

achievement. 

Murnane, Maynard, & Ohls (1981) focus on Black youth and academic 

achievement.  Using a sample of over 1,000 Black children during 1973 and 1974 from 

the Gary Negative Income Tax Experiment, the authors attempt to identify specific 

resources in the home environment that are consistently related to children�s academic 

achievement.  Their dependent variable is academic achievement as measured by the 

vocabulary scores on a subset of results of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills [ITBS].  The 

authors use a linear model that includes controls for differences in school quality and 

demographic characteristics of the children.  Additionally, they compare past 

achievement scores to current scores to determine the actual impact of the Tax 

Experiment on academic achievement.  The authors find that a mother�s number of years 
                                                
3 See Orr (2003), Murnane (1981), Luster (1994), Baum (2004), for example. 
4 See Luster (1994) and Orr (2003). 
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of school and money spent on educational resources are critical resources in determining 

children�s academic achievement.  Moreover, they find that money spent on educational 

resources in the home has inconsistent effects on achievement. The authors conclude that 

policymakers should aim policies at teaching mothers parenting practices because they 

may be more effective in improving student achievement than providing monies for 

material resources.  These findings are relevant to my work because they provide support 

for the selection of many of my controls such as mother�s education, family income, and 

gender.  

Amy Orr (2003) examines whether wealth affects academic achievement and the 

Black-White test score gap.  She uses the Mothers and Children supplement of the 

National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979 [NLSY79] as her data source.  The sample 

includes over 3,000 women who were interviewed in 1979 and have since become 

mothers.  Orr�s data span from 1979 to 2002.   As a dependent variable she uses 

academic achievement as measured by the Peabody Individual Achievement Test [PIAT] 

Math scores.5  For primary controls, she uses wealth as measured by net worth, 

socioeconomic status [SES],6 and race. Since wealth and income are believed to have 

non-linear effects, Orr uses the logarithm of both variables. Additional controls include: 

child�s age, mother�s age, Armed Forces Qualifications Test [AFQT] score, gender, 

number of siblings, and mother�s marital status.   

                                                
5 Orr used standardized PIAT Math scores. 
6 Socioeconomic status [SES] was measured by parental income, parental education, and parental 
occupation. 
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Although she does not focus on homeownership, her methodology provides a 

sound foundation for my examination of other correlates of achievement. She tests three 

hypotheses by ordinary least-squares [OLS] and finds that the test score gap increases 

with wealth.  Her research is useful to my research in that it supports the inclusion of 

income in my models and suggests variables in addition to income to capture wealth.  Orr 

uses the same data set that I use and also focuses on academic achievement.  Her 

selection of the PIAT Math score as a measure of academic achievement supports my 

selection of it as a dependent variable.  

Haurin and Rosenthal (2004) seek to identify factors that are correlated with 

length of time as a homeowner or as a renter. The authors use the NLSY79 as their data 

source.  They use specific years in the survey between 1980 and 2000 that have 

homeownership and rentership data and focus on the renters as their sample of interest.  

The dependent variables in their study are length of time as a homeowner and length of 

time as a renter immediately following a period of homeownership.    Some of the 

controls that the authors use are also included in my research: race, gender, age, family 

size, highest grade completed by mother, region of the country, urban, and marital status.  

They also include other controls such as Armed Forces Qualification Test [AFQT] score, 

health status, number of weeks worked, and number of weeks employed that are not 

included in the present research.  The authors find that the duration of stay in 

homeownership is shorter for Blacks than for other races. Black first-time owners stay in 

homeownership for an average of 9.5 years compared to 16.1 for whites and 12.5 for 
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Hispanics (p. 49). The authors suggest the policymakers should focus on maintaining 

first-time homeownership because once one leaves homeownership it is very difficult to 

return.  Although Haurin and Rosenthal focus solely on homeownership, it shows how 

the duration of homeownership differs by race. 

Yomiko Aratani (2004) seeks to determine if any significant difference exists 

between children who live in the projects and children who live in private housing.  

Aratani further explores the effects of parents and other adults on the educational 

attainment of children under 18 who lived with their parents in 1979 in public housing 

projects. Like other researchers considered here, Aratani�s data source is the NLSY79. 

His dependent variable is educational achievements as measured by four factors: the year 

of schooling by 1983; the number of classes with an A and F in the years 1980 to 1983; 

the grade point average in 1980 to 1983; and the AFQT score percentile in 1980.  The 

author controls for individual characteristics such as race and gender and family 

characteristics such as income and welfare assistance received.  

Aratani examines five different hypotheses and finds: (i) that 64.4% more Black 

respondents spend their adolescence in public housing than their Hispanic and White 

counterparts (p. 18);  (ii) that parental employment status does not significantly differ 

across races (p. 18);  (iii) that Blacks have higher aspirations and expectations for their 

educational outcomes compared to other races after controlling for other covariates; and  

(iv) that educational aspirations and expectations do not vary significantly among Blacks 
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by housing type (p. 19).  However, Aratani is unable to control for the durations of 

tenancy in public housing for residents which may affect his results.7 

Aratani�s work differs from my study in that his sample contains only public 

housing residents.  My research thesis makes no distinction based on where the youth 

reside.  However, Aratani�s work adds to my study in that he uses a set of supplement 

samples which over-sample minorities and are suitable for separate analysis by race. This 

allows him to draw conclusions about Black students. Finally, Aratani�s work 

distinguishes between those who rent from the government and those who rent through 

the private market.  My analysis does not distinguish between various types of renters 

due to a lack of available data.  However, Aratani�s distinction provides a groundwork for 

me to address differences in renting specifications that may affect academic achievement. 

Florence C. Ladd (1972) studies factors that may influence the identities of Black 

adolescent boys such as exterior and interior features of the home, construction, material 

quality, room/space arrangement, and crowding. Ladd interviews 60 Black adolescents 

three times during the winter and spring of 1967 in order to determine the perceptions of 

their current and future housing options.  Her report methodology is plagued, however, 

by several problems which diminish the authority of her findings and makes drawing 

generalized conclusions nearly impossible. In particular, Ladd�s sample consists of 60 

adolescents who are not randomly selected from a pool of 98 students.  The respondents 

come from the same junior high school in Boston, Massachusetts, and either come from 

                                                
7 Aratani asserts that the omission of duration should not be a problem because Newman and Harkness 
(2000) found no significant effect of duration on educational attainment. 
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families who live below the poverty line or are perceived by the researchers to be poor.8 

The fact that the sample is drawn from one school prevents conclusions to be made about 

parts of the country beyond Boston.   

Despite problems, the desire for homeownership as overwhelmingly expressed by 

the respondents in Ladd�s study highlights the need for policies that ensure that 

homeownership opportunities are made more readily available for Blacks. Additionally, 

Ladd highlights the relative importance to Black adolescent boys� self-perception of both 

the exterior and the interior quality of their homes.  Although general statements and 

conclusions cannot be drawn from Ladd�s report, factors that are important to some Black 

youth are examined such as room layout, room size, crowding, room material quality,9 

availability of quiet space, and the presence/absence of rodents and pests. Ladd�s focus 

on adolescent Blacks is vital to my research because it provides specific factors that will 

be important components of home conditions in my work and suggests that low-income 

Blacks are an important subject of study.     

The above papers all contribute variables and raise questions that my research 

seeks to address.  For example, both Orr (2003) and Murnane et al. (1981) examine 

academic achievement.  Their foci are different, but they support my exploration of 

academic achievement. While Aratani focuses on achievement aspirations for youth 

living in the projects, my focus is not restricted to one place.  Nonetheless, Aratani�s 

                                                
8 Although the poverty line is an adequate metric by which to determine whether a student is poor, 
perceptions of researchers are inadequate metrics. 
9 Furniture quality; cleanliness of kitchen and other rooms; floor material quality; and wall material, color, 
& quality. 
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selection of variables influences my variable selection.  Conversely, while Haurin and 

Rosenthal focus on the duration of homeownership and my focus is the presence or non-

presence of homeownership, their methodology and attention to detail provide valuable 

guidance for my research. Each of the studies above provides guidance for my work, 

although none of them examine the impact of homeownership on academic achievement 

during adolescence. 

 

III. Data 

A. The Sample 

This study takes the NLSY79 as its data source.  The research draws data from the 

main NLSY79 data file on mother and from the child/young adult supplement for 

information pertaining to adolescents.  The main cohort�s nearly 12,000 respondents were 

between the ages of 14 and 22 when they were initially surveyed in 1979.  The child 

supplement consists of the children of the women in the NLSY79. The NLSY79 has 

strong benefits because it is a nationally representative longitudinal data set consisting of 

information on both mothers and their children.  Another benefit of the NLSY79 is that 

individuals can be studied over a long time horizon and data that would not have 

ordinarily been available in other samples of interest are available here.  For example, the 

NLSY79 includes a variable, Q6911, which speaks to whether the student�s family owns 

or rents.  Q6911 is a critical variable in the study of homeownership.  Moreover, the 

NLSY79 has some variables that describe quality/conditions of the home that may affect 
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academic achievement, variables which are both difficult to find individually and difficult 

to find together in other data sources. 

The full sample of analysis for this research includes 1700 children aged 10 to 14 

years (120 -179 months) at the time of the 1992 survey. I examine separately 639 Black 

children aged 10 to 14 years to compare the impacts of homeownership and home 

conditions on Black children to the impact of those conditions on a broader full child 

sample which includes other races.  Both the full sample and the sub-sample are 

restricted to adolescents aged 10 to14 years because I believe homeownership and home 

quality have a more direct effect on children during adolescence. The samples of 

adolescents aged 10 to 14 years are further restricted to the year 1992 for simplicity. The 

year 1992 is the last time that respondents were allowed to complete their survey in paper 

form which allows for more accurate results due to clearer instructions and ease of 

understanding.   The 1992 wave includes 1494 children aged 10 to 14 years10 who have 

race data.  Of the full sample, 75% or 1291 adolescents have PIAT Reading data and 76% 

or 1293 adolescents have PIAT Math data.11  Of the sub-sample, 73% or 469 Black 

adolescents have PIAT Reading data and 74% or 473 Black adolescents have PIAT Math 

data. 

 

 

                                                
10 The adolescents� ages range in months from exactly 10 years or 120 months, to just below 15 years or 
179 months. 
11 There were 1700 children aged 10-15 years in the NLSY79 Child/Young Adult supplement, but only 
1494 had complete race data. 
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B. Variables 

 The primary explanatory variable of interest is homeownership which equals one 

if the respondent answered yes to owning their residence or is currently purchasing their 

residence and zero if otherwise.  Another key explanatory variable is the Home 

Observation for Measurement of the Environment [HOME] Scale percentile score.  The 

Cognitive Stimulation component of the HOME Scale is used in this research to proxy 

for home quality because the Emotional Support component of the HOME Scale has 

relatively low reliability and is far from ideal for assessing family environments.12 The 

Home_Quality variable is created using proxies for home quality from the HOME Scale 

including variables that measure the cleanliness of the home, the quality of light in the 

home, the minimal presence of clutter, and the structural soundness of the home. Other 

explanatory variables include home type which is one if the mother resides in her own 

unit; mother�s age in years; proxies for mother�s education, moth_sch which is one if the 

mother is currently enrolled in school and zero if otherwise; the log of income; missing 

values for the log of income; sex of adolescent; race of adolescent�s mother which 

determines the race of the adolescent; age of adolescent in months; region of the country 

where the adolescent resides; whether the adolescent�s father is present; urban which 

equals one if the adolescent lives in an urban environment;  marital status of mother; and 

missing values for the marital status of the mother.   

 

                                                
12 Zill & Coiro (1992). 
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C. Means 

The means for both dependent and independent variables are included in Table 1 

by race.  Only observations that include race data and those where the PIAT Reading and 

PIAT Math percentile scores are greater than zero are used in calculating means.  Some 

estimates have smaller sample sizes and are indicated in Table 1�s note section.   

Significant differences in means across racial groups can be seen in 

homeownership (higher for Whites) and the HOME Score/homeownership interaction 

(higher for Whites).  Other home quality measure do not differ greatly in means across 

races.  Differences in means are also present for mother�s education is less than high 

school & when mother�s education is greater than high school (higher for other races), 

when residence is in the Northeast (lower for other races), and when residence is in the 

West (higher for other races).  Blacks have lower means as compared to non-Blacks for 

Piat Reading, Piat Math, father, married, and residence in the South.  On the other hand, 

Blacks have a higher mean for the variable residence is in the North Central region. 

The mean scores for both PIAT Reading and PIAT Math are lower for Blacks as 

compared to all other adolescents in the sample.  The means for Blacks are lower than the 

means for other adolescents in the sample for 10 of the 27 non race variables.  OLS is 

being run to determine if the differences are statistically significant across the racial 

groups.    
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Table 1. Means of Variables  
  Full sampleº Whites Blacks Other Races 

Dependent Variables 
 

PIAT Math 44.08 49.58 37.04 40.37 

PIAT Reading 51.95 58.19 43.68 49.35 
Independent Variables 
 

Homeownership 0.40 0.54 0.22² 0.27 
HOME Score 49.38 55.55 43.29² 37.95³ 
HOMEinter 23.50 33.37 11.67² 13.02³ 
HomeClean 0.93 0.94 0.92² 0.88³ 

HomeNotDark 0.89 0.94 0.84² 0.84³ 
HomeMinClut 0.86 0.87 0.86² 0.78³ 

HomeSafe 0.77 0.81 0.73² 0.72³ 
Hm_type 0.95 0.96 0.92 0.94 
Mom_age 31.78 31.99 31.48 31.85 

MothEduc_lths 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.22 
MothEduc_hs 0.70 0.69 0.71 0.67 

MothEduc_gths 0.22 0.23 0.24 0.11 
Moth_sch 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.04 
Lincome 8.45 8.94 7.86 7.82 

Lincomemiss 0.15 0.12 0.18 0.21 
Male 0.51 0.51 0.51² 0.56 
White 0.54 1 0 0 
Black 0.38 0 1 0 

Other race 0.08 0 0 1 
Age 144.24 143.38 145.74 143.02 

Northeast 0.12  0.24¹ 0.22² 0.12 
West 0.22  0.12¹ 0.10² 0.29 
South 0.44  0.29¹ 0.08² 0.39 

North central 0.23  0.36¹ 0.60² 0.20 
Father 0.44  0.56¹ 0.27² 0.44³ 
Urban 0.79  0.75¹ 0.81² 0.97³ 

Married 0.53  0.70 0.32 0.43 
Marriedmiss 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.05 

N 1494 808 569 117 
Source:  Computations made using NLSY79 data. 



 

 14 
 
 

Note: º Each variable�s sample size in the full sample differs from 1494; ¹  indicates instances where this 
sample size differs from 808; ² indicates instances where this sample size differs from 569; and ³ indicates 
instances where this sample size differs from 117. 
         
IV. Methodology 

The linear model used to test the hypotheses includes SES characteristics of both 

the mother and the adolescent.  The dependent variable tested in this study is academic 

achievement as measured by PIAT Reading Recognition scores and PIAT Math scores. 

Nine specifications were analyzed across the two dependent variables resulting in a total 

of eighteen models.  See Data Appendix for variable definitions.  Each model will be 

described in the next section. 

 This study  first determines what, if any, effect owning a home has on a student�s 

academic success. Homeownership�s effect on academic achievement is analyzed using 

Ordinary Least Squares Regression [OLS].  Specification 0 is estimated using the full 

sample and the sub-sample to test homeownership�s effect in the absence of controls.  

Specifications 1 though 4 were regressed on the full sample of adolescents of all races.  

Specification 2 captures the effect of both homeownership and home conditions on 

adolescences. Specification 3 adds to Specification 2 by interacting homeownership with 

a home quality measure, HOME Score, for adolescence in the full sample.   

Subsequently, the effects of homeownership on academic achievement for the 

sub-sample of Black adolescents were analyzed using OLS in specification 0 and in 

specifications 5 through 8. Specification 5 uses OLS analyses to compare individual 

Black subjects who live in homes that are owned to individual Black subjects who live in 
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homes that are rented or not owned to determine whether homeownership is statistically 

significant for Black students and to determine homeownership�s actual effect.  Like 

Specification 2, in Specification 6 the HOME score is regressed on academic 

achievement along with homeownership.  Specification 7 analyzes homeownership, 

HOME score, and an interaction between homeownership and HOME score. 

Specifications 4 and 8 examine the robustness of home quality.  The quality of the 

home is likely to impact the child�s performance in the educational arena.  In addition to 

measuring home quality using the HOME score, home quality is also measured using a 

series of dummy variables which includes four questions from the HOME Scale 

concerning light quality, structural soundness, cleanliness of the home, and the state of 

clutter in the home.  A F-test is used to test for joint significance of the model that 

includes the four proxies for home quality on academic achievement in the full sample.  

Specification 8 parallels Specification 4, but the sample is restricted to Black adolescents. 

  

V. Models 

A two-tailed T-test is used to estimate the effect of homeownership and home quality on 

academic achievement.  The F-test is used to capture the overall performance of the 

model. 

Dependent variables: Academic achievement as measured by PIAT Reading 

Recognition and PIAT Math percentile scores. 
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Independent variables:  homeownership, HOME Score, an interaction term 

(homeownership*HOME Score), home_quality,13 home type,14 log of income, 

missing values for the log of income, male, race,15 age, Mother�s education,16 

Mother�s age, region,17 father, urban, married, and missing values for married. 

                   

Full sample:  Adolescents ages 10-14 years 

Sub-sample:  Black adolescents ages 10-14 years 

 

Specification 0: Full sample & sub-sample 

  Academic Achievement= β0 + β1 homeownership + µ 

Specification 1: Full sample 

Academic Achievement= β0 + β1 homeownership + β2 hm_type  

+ β3 Mom_Age + β4 MothEduc_lths + β5 MothEduc_hs + β6 Moth_sch  

+ β7 lincome + β8 lincomemiss + β9 male + β10 Black + β11 white  

+ β12 age + β13 northeast + β14 west + β15 south + β16 father 

 + β17 urban + β18 married + β19 marriedmiss + µ 

 

 

                                                
13 A series of dummy variables that are responses to four NLSY79 HOME questions about the quality of 
the home environment: Homeclean, HomeNotDark, HomeMinClut, & HomeSafe. 
14 A dichotomous variable indicating whether the type of home is one�s own dwelling. 
15 A series of dummy variables including: White, Black, & other race. 
16 A series of dummy variables representing less than h.s., h.s., or more than h.s. 
17 A series of dummy variables for regions of the country: northeast, north central, south, and the west. 
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Specification 2: Full sample 

Academic Achievement = β0 + β1 homeownership + β2 HOME Score  

+ β3 hm_type + β4 Mom_Age + β5 MothEduc_lths + β6 MothEduc_hs  

+ β7 Moth_sch + β8 lincome + β9 lincomemiss + β10 male + β11 Black 

 + β12 white + β13 age + β14 northeast + β15 west + β16 south  

+ β17 father + β18 urban + β19 married + β20 marriedmiss + µ 

Specification 3: Full sample 

Academic Achievement= β0 + β1 homeownership + β2 HOME Score  

+ β3 HOMEinter + β4 hm_type + β5 Mom_Age + β6 MothEduc_lths  

+ β7 MothEduc_hs + β8 Moth_sch + β9 lincome + β10 lincomemiss 

+ β11 male + β12 Black + β13 white + β14 age + β15 northeast 

 + β16 west + β17 south + β18 father+ β19 urban + β20 married  

+ β21 marriedmis + µ 

Specification 4: Full sample 

Academic Achievement= β0 + β1 homeownership + β2 HOME Score  

+ β3 HOMEinter + β4 HomeClean + β5 HomeNotDark  

+ β6 HomeMinClut + β7 HomeSafe + β8 hm_type + β9 Mom_Age  

+ β10 MothEduc_lths + β11 MothEduc_hs + β12 Moth_sch  

+ β13 lincome + β14 lincomemiss + β15 male + β16 Black + β17 white 

 + β18 age + β19 northeast + β20 west+ β21 south + β22 father 

+ β23 urban + β24 married + β25 marriedmiss + µ 
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Specification 5: Sub-sample 
 

Academic Achievement= β0 + β1 homeownership + β2 hm_type  

+ β3 Mom_Age + β4 MothEduc_lths + β5 MothEduc_hs + β6 Moth_sch  

+ β7 lincome + β8 lincomemiss + β9 male + β10 age + β11 northeast + 

β12 west + β13 south + β14 father + β15 urban + β16 married + β17 

marriedmiss + µ 

 

Specification 6: Sub-sample 

Academic Achievement = β0 + β1 homeownership + β2 HOME Score  

+ β3 hm_type + β4 Mom_Age + β5 MothEduc_lths + β6 MothEduc_hs  

+ β7 Moth_sch + β8 lincome + β9 lincomemiss + β10 male  + β11 age  

+ β12 northeast + β13 west + β14 south + β15 father + β16 urban 

 + β17 married + β18 marriedmiss + µ 

 

Specification 7: Sub-sample 

Academic Achievement= β0 + β1 homeownership + β2 HOME Score  

+ β3 HOMEinter + β4 hm_type + β5 Mom_Age + β6 MothEduc_lths  

+ β7 MothEduc_hs + β8 Moth_sch + β9 lincome + β10 lincomemiss  

+ β11 male  + β12 age + β13 northeast + β14 west + β15 south  

+ β16 father+ β17 urban + β18 married + β19 marriedmiss + µ 
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Specification 8: Sub-sample 

Academic Achievement= β0 + β1 homeownership + β2 HOME Score  

+ β3 HOMEinter + β4 HomeClean + β5 HomeNotDark 

 + β6 HomeMinClut + β7 HomeSafe + β8 hm_type + β9 Mom_Age 

 + β10 MothEduc_lths + β11 MothEduc_hs + β12 Moth_sch  

+ β13 lincome + β14 lincomemiss + β15 male + β16 age + β17 northeast  

+ β18 west + β19 south + β20 father + β21 urban + β22 married  

+ β23 marriedmiss + µ 

 
   

VI. Results 

This section examines the impact of homeownership and home conditions on the 

academic achievement of adolescents as measured by the dependent variables PIAT Math 

and PIAT Reading scores. Aside from homeownership and home condition variables, 

only variables found to be statistically significant are reported here. 

The first subsection examines whether homeownership during adolescence 

positively affects academic achievement. The second subsection examines whether 

Blacks benefit more than others from homeownership.  The third subsection examines 

whether home quality positively affects academic achievement after controlling for 

homeownership. 
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A. The Effect of Homeownership on Adolescents of All Races 

Results for PIAT Math and PIAT Reading equations for adolescents of all races 

are presented in Table 2 and Table 3. The dependent variable in Table 2 is the 

adolescent�s PIAT Reading score.  The dependent variable in Table 3 is the adolescent�s 

PIAT Math score.   

Traditionally in education policy, positive or negative changes that surpass 20% 

of the standard deviation are thought to be reasonably large metrics. The standard 

deviation in the PIAT tests is 15 points.  A positive or negative change of 3 points or 

more in this research is considered reasonably sizable and a change of 7.5 points or more 

is considered a large impact.18 Findings under 3 points are considered small even if 

coefficient estimates are statistically significant. 

 The results indicate moderate support for the hypothesis that homeownership 

matters for adolescents. Alone in Specification 0, homeownership is statistically 

significantly for both PIAT Reading and PIAT Math scores at the 1% level for the full 

sample.  When no controls are included, homeownership is estimated to have a large 

impact on PIAT Reading scores, increasing them 11.97 points. Homeownership under the 

same conditions is estimated to increase PIAT Math scores by 9.30 points, a large impact.  

However, with the addition of controls in the full sample, the homeownership variable is 

statistically significant only for PIAT Reading scores in Specifications 1 and 2 at the 10% 

                                                
18 A 7.5 point change constitutes a 50% change from the standard deviation of PIAT scores. 
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and 5% levels respectively.  Homeownership is estimated to reasonably impact PIAT 

Reading scores by adding 4.08 points and 3.10 points respectively. 

Other variables of interest include mother�s education, income, sex, race, region, 

urban, and married.  The variables that proxy for mother�s education are found to be 

statistically significant at the 1% level for all specifications in the full sample and to have 

the largest impact on academic achievement of all of the variables included in this study. 

This study finds that having a mother who completed less than a college education is 

associated with a significant reduction in the adolescent�s PIAT Reading score of as 

much as 22.21 percentage points and PIAT Math score by as much as 18.17 percentage 

points.  Murnane et al. (1981) support these findings in that they find mothers who 

complete high school significantly affect their child�s academic achievement in a positive 

direction (p. 373).  Parental education also significantly increases PIAT Math scores in 

Amy Orr�s 2003 study at the 5% statistical level.   

Both of the income variables are statistically significant at least at the 5% levels 

for all specifications in the full sample. The log of income used in the study, although 

significant, has a negligible impact.  For example, on average, it would take an $8,033.09 

increase in a family�s net annual income to increase their adolescent�s PIAT percentile 

scores by 1 percentage point.19 Similarly, on average, it would take an estimated 

$4,452.96 net annual income increase for a Black adolescent�s  PIAT percentile score to 

                                                
19 Calculated using a one unit increase from the mean for lincome:  (e�9.45) � (e�8.45) = $8, 033.09. 
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increase by 1 percentage point.  The missing values for income are found to be significant 

and to have a rather large effect on PIAT scores.   

 Being male significantly decreases PIAT Reading scores for adolescents of all 

races by as much as 8.18 points in the full sample.  Being Black is statistically significant 

at the 10% level for Specification 1 and at the 5% level for Specifications 2 through 4 and 

has a sizable impact in decreasing PIAT Reading scores.  Being Black has a sizable 

impact on PIAT Math, decreasing scores at the 10% level in Specification 1 and at the 

5% level for specifications 2 through 4.  Orr (2003) also found that PIAT Math scores 

were significantly lower for Blacks as compared to whites (p. 293).   

The region variables are significant in all of the specifications included in the full 

sample.  Specifically, living in the south and the west reduces an adolescent�s PIAT 

Reading by over 9 points and reduced their PIAT Math scores by over 10 points. Urban 

living is statistically significant at the 5% level for PIAT Reading in the full sample and 

reduces scores by over 4 points.  Having a married mother increases an adolescent�s 

PIAT Reading score by as much as 6.14 points [Specifications 1-3] and increases PIAT 

Math scores by 4.68 points [Specification 1].  Orr (2003) supports these findings in that 

she find that additional years of marriage for mothers increases mathematical 

achievement (p. 291).  
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Table 2. Factors Affecting Adolescent PIAT Reading Scores 
  Specification  

0 
 

Specification 
1 

Specification 
 2 

Specification  
3 

Specification 
4 

Intercept *** 47.71 
(1.04) 

* 30.52 
(15.89) 

** 31.38 
(15.66) 

** 31.46 
(15.70) 

23.05 
(15.78) 

homeownership *** 11.97 
(1.61) 

** 4.08 
(1.85) 

* 3.10 
(1.83) 

2.90 
(3.41) 

1.08 
(3.42) 

HOME Score n/a n/a *** 0.18 
(0.03) 

*** 0.18 
0.04) 

*** 0.13 
(0.04) 

HOMEinter n/a n/a n/a 0.004 
(0.05) 

0.03 
(0.05) 

HomeClean n/a n/a n/a n/a *** 10.61 
(3.58) 

HomeNotDark n/a n/a n/a n/a 2.55 
(2.77) 

HomeMinClut n/a n/a n/a n/a * 4.52 
(2.63) 

HomeSafe n/a n/a n/a n/a ** -4.11 
(1.92) 

Hm_type n/a -0.72 
(3.54) 

-1.43 
(3.49) 

-1.43 
(3.49) 

-1.69 
(3.46) 

Mom_age n/a * 0.69 
(0.39) 

0.54 
(0.38) 

0.54 
(0.38) 

0.44 
(0.38) 

MothEduc_lths n/a *** -22.21 
(3.25) 

*** -16.02 
(3.35) 

*** -16.01 
(3.36) 

*** -17.10 
(3.34) 

MothEduc_hs n/a *** -9.68 
(1.91) 

*** -7.02 
(1.93) 

*** -7.02 
(1.93) 

*** -7.43 
(1.92) 

Moth_sch n/a -0.46 
(3.54) 

0.06 
(3.49) 

0.06 
(3.49) 

-0.07 
(3.46) 

lincome n/a ***2.72 
(0.87) 

** 1.99 
(0.87) 

** 1.99 
(0.87) 

** 2.21 
(0.87) 

lincomemiss n/a ***28.02 
(8.94) 

** 20.73 
(8.89) 

** 20.71 
(8.89) 

** 22.61 
(0.86) 

male n/a ***-8.18 
(1.50) 

*** -7.73 
(1.47) 

*** -7.73 
(1.48) 

*** -7.67 
(1.47) 

Black n/a *-5.81 
(3.09) 

** -6.08 
(3.05) 

** -6.08 
(3.05) 

** -6.88 
(3.02) 

white n/a 4.45 
(2.93) 

2.79 
(2.90) 

2.79 
(2.90) 

2.72 
(2.88) 

age n/a -0.07 
(0.05) 

-0.05 
(0.05) 

-0.05 
(0.05) 

-0.05 
(0.05) 

northeast n/a 1.22 
(2.74) 

1.26 
(2.70) 

1.26 
(2.70) 

0.68 
(2.69) 

west n/a ***-8.73 
(2.29) 

*** -6.77 
(2.28) 

*** -6.76 
(2.28) 

*** -7.20 
(2.27) 

south n/a *** -6.66 
(1.97) 

*** -6.07 
(1.94) 

*** -6.07 
(1.94) 

*** -6.70 
(1.94) 

father n/a -3.54 
(2.12) 

-2.90 
(2.09) 

-2.91 
(2.09) 

-2.51 
(2.08) 

urban n/a **-4.16 
(1.90) 

*** -4.83 
(1.87) 

*** -4.83 
(1.87) 

** -4.28 
(1.87) 

Married n/a ** 6.14 
(2.45) 

* 4.18 
(2.44) 

* 4.19 
(2.44) 

3.23 
(2.43) 
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Marriedmiss n/a 4.33 
(3.15) 

3.92 
(3.10) 

3.92 
(3.11) 

2.68 
(3.09) 

N   1291 
      

Source:  Computations made using NLSY79 data. 
Note significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent levels are indicated by ***, **, and *. 
Note: Standard errors are indicated in parenthesis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.  Factors Affecting Adolescent PIAT Math Scores 

  Specification  
0 
 

Specification  
1 
 

Specification  
2 

Specification  
3 

Specification 
 4 

Intercept *** 40.89 
(0.93) 

 ** 32.93 
(14.36) 

** 33.86 
(14.21) 

** 35.10 
(14.24) 

** 31.41 
(14.41) 

homeownership *** 9.30 
(1.44) 

2.34 
(1.66) 

1.55 
(1.65) 

-1.81 
(3.09) 

-2.88 
(3.12) 

HOME Score n/a n/a *** 0.14 
(0.03) 

*** 0.11 
(0.03) 

** 0.09 
(0.04) 

HOMEinter n/a n/a 
n/a 

0.06 
(0.05) 

0.08 
(0.05) 

HomeClean n/a n/a n/a n/a 2.81 
(3.26) 

HomeNotDark n/a n/a n/a n/a * 4.71 
(2.52) 

HomeMinClut n/a n/a n/a n/a 2.37 
(2.41) 

HomeSafe n/a n/a n/a n/a -1.85 
(1.75) 

Hm_type n/a * -5.84 
(3.19) 

** -6.28 
(3.15) 

** -6.26 
(3.15) 

** -6.60 
(3.15) 

Mom_age n/a 0.54 
(10.35) 

0.42 
(0.35) 

0.41 
(0.35) 

0.35 
(0.36) 

MothEduc_lths n/a *** -18.17 
(2.93) 

*** -13.53 
(3.03) 

*** -13.41 
(3.04) 

*** -13.75 
(3.04) 

MothEduc_hs n/a *** -6.49 
(1.71) 

*** -4.56 
(1.73) 

*** -4.54 
(1.73) 

*** -4.73 
(1.73) 

Moth_sch n/a -1.35 
(3.19) 

-1.00 
(3.16) 

-1.02 
(3.16) 

-0.90 
(3.16) 

lincome n/a *** 2.99 
(0.79) 

*** 2.45 
(0.79) 

*** 2.43 
(0.78) 

*** 2.46 
(0.79) 

lincomemiss n/a *** 31.63 
(8.07) 

*** 26.16 
(8.06) 

*** 25.98 
(8.05) 

*** 26.01 
(8.08) 

male n/a 0.82 
(1.34) 

1.12 
(1.33) 

1.22 
(1.33) 

1.22 
(1.33) 

Black n/a * -5.23 
(2.78) 

** -5.52 
(2.75) 

** -5.52 
(2.75) 

** -5.88 
(2.75) 

white n/a ** 5.95 
(2.64) 

* 4.66 
(2.63) 

* 4.68 
(2.63) 

* 4.48 
(2.63) 
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age n/a *** -0.16 
(0.04) 

*** -0.15 
(0.04) 

*** -0.15 
(0.04) 

*** -0.15 
(0.04) 

northeast n/a -0.32 
(2.45) 

-0.44 
(2.42) 

-0.50 
(2.42) 

-0.74 
(2.43) 

west n/a *** -10.39 
(2.06) 

*** -8.90 
(2.06) 

*** -8.85 
(2.06) 

*** -9.00 
(2.07) 

south n/a *** -4.62 
(1.76) 

** -4.17 
(1.75) 

** -4.06 
(1.75) 

** -4.23 
(1.76) 

father n/a -2.46 
1.90) 

-1.99 
(1.89) 

-2.07 
(1.89) 

-2.11 
(1.89) 

urban n/a -0.63 
(1.71) 

-1.12 
(1.69) 

-1.15 
(1.69) 

-0.86 
(1.70) 

Married n/a ** 4.68 
(4.68) 

3.24 
(2.20) 

3.33 
(2.20) 

3.05 
(2.20) 

Marriedmiss n/a 3.73 
(3.73) 

3.42 
(2.82) 

3.56 
(2.82) 

3.14 
(2.83) 

N  1293    

Source:  Computations made using NLSY79 data.  Standard errors are indicated in parenthesis. 
Note significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent levels are indicated by ***, **, and *. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. The Effect of Homeownership on Black Adolescents 

The sub-sample studied here is comprised of Black adolescents ranging in age 

from 120 months to 179 months who participated in the 1992 NLSY survey. Blacks in 

this sub-sample on average participated in homeownership less than whites.  Of all 

homeowners in this sample, Blacks comprised 20.3%,  while Blacks were the majority of 

renters at 50.1% [See Table 4].  Results based on the sub-sample of Black adolescents are 

presented in Table 5 and Table 6. The dependent variable in Table 5 is the adolescent�s 

PIAT Reading score.  The dependent variable in Table 6 is the adolescent�s PIAT Math 

score.   



 

 26 
 
 

The results indicate that homeownership does matter in the full sample for 

adolescents of all races.  Similarly, homeownership does not affect either PIAT Reading 

or PIAT Math scores for Blacks.   

Like the full sample, in the sub-sample of Blacks, a decrease in both PIAT 

Reading and PIAT Math scores is associated with the mothers having less than a college 

education. According to Murnane (1981), this decline in academic achievement can be 

explained by the tendency for mothers to serve as caregivers.  �[T]he mother�s education 

conveys information about the care provided to children� (pg. 372).  Less educated 

mothers may work more and spend less time assisting in the academic development of 

their children.  Conversely, less educated mothers may work less due to increased 

difficulty in finding gainful employment, but have less experience with academics to 

assist their children. 

Additionally, higher incomes in Black families contributed positively to both 

PIAT Reading and PIAT Math scores across all specifications.  As seen in Specification 

5, for every additional 1% that a Black family earns per year, their adolescent�s PIAT 

Math percentile score is estimated to increase by 0.0405 percentage points, after 

controlling for factors in the model.20  In other words, a Black family would have to 

realize an additional estimated 25% gain in their net annual income in order to realize a 1 

percentage point gain in their adolescent�s PIAT Math percentile score, after controlling 

for factors in the model.  The previous results may be explained by the increased ability 

                                                
20 ∆PIAT percentile score= (β /100) %∆ lincome; log-level specification. 
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to purchase educational resources that comes with increases in net family income.  The 

results may also be explained by the possibility that families who earn more live in better 

neighborhoods and attend better quality schools, thereby producing higher test scores.  A 

final explanation could be that families who earn more have more education and as a 

result can meet the needs of their children better. 

 Being male, living in the south or west, and living in an urban center all lead to 

decreases in PIAT Reading scores for Black adolescents in the sub-sample, while 

additional years of age for the adolescent and living in the south or west leads to a 

decrease in PIAT Math scores. 

 
 
Table 4. Homeownership by Race 
 

 Measure 
White Black Other 

Total 
Sample 

Homeowners  74.1% 
  

20.3% 
  
  
  

5.6% 
  
  
  

40.5%21

  
  
  

Renters 40.7% 
  
  
  

50.1% 
  
  
  

9.3% 
  
  
  

59.5%
  
  
  

Source:  Computations made using NLSY79 data. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
21 Haurin & Rosenthal (2004) sampled people who were renters in 1979 from the NLSY79 and  found that 
in 1992, 43.3% of their sample were homeowners. 
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Table 5.  Factors Affecting Black Adolescent PIAT Reading Scores 
 

  Specification  
0 
 

Specification 
 5 

Specification  
6 

Specification 
7 

Specification 
8 

Intercept *** 43.76 
(1.49) 

* 52.92 
(28.38) 

* 48.63 
(28.06) 

* 47.75 
(28.07) 

39.18 
(28.16) 

homeownership 3.42 
(3.10) 

0.32 
(3.39) 

-0.44 
(3.35) 

4.69 
(6.03) 

4.01 
(6.03) 

HOME Score n/a n/a *** 0.18 
(0.05) 

*** 0.20 
(0.06) 

** 0.15 
(0.06) 

HOMEinter n/a n/a n/a -0.10 
(0.10) 

-0.09 
(0.10) 

HomeClean n/a n/a n/a n/a 6.94 
(5.90) 

HomeNotDark n/a n/a n/a n/a 3.83 
(3.87) 

HomeMinClut n/a n/a n/a n/a 4.89 
(4.72) 

HomeSafe n/a n/a n/a n/a -2.98 
(3.13) 

Hm_type n/a 1.80 
(5.50) 

1.49 
(5.43) 

1.73 
(5.44) 

1.17 
(5.43) 

Mom_age n/a -0.34 
(0.65) 

-0.33 
(0.64) 

-0.37 
(0.64) 

-0.45 
(0.65) 

MothEduc_lths n/a *** -31.12 
(6.82) 

***  -26.08 
(6.89) 

*** -25.88 
(6.89) 

*** -29.42 
(7.03) 

MothEduc_hs n/a *** -12.29 
(3.19) 

*** -9.28 
(3.26) 

*** -9.12 
(3.26) 

*** -10.42 
(3.29) 

Moth_sch n/a 6.67 
(6.64) 

6.83 
(6.55) 

6.87 
(6.55) 

6.23 
(6.54) 

lincome n/a ** 4.05 
(1.86) 

* 3.40 
(1.84) 

* 3.43 
(1.84) 

** 3.84 
(1.85) 

lincomemiss n/a ** 37.76 
(18.08) 

* 31.84 
(17.93) 

* 32.20 
(17.93) 

** 35.48 
(17.95) 

male n/a *** -10.05 
(2.51) 

*** -9.70 
(2.48) 

*** -9.97 
(2.49) 

*** -10.28 
(2.49) 

age n/a -0.08 
(0.08) 

-0.07 
(0.08) 

-0.07 
(0.08) 

-0.07 
(0.08) 

northeast n/a 1.57 
(5.06) 

2.01 
(5.00) 

1.83 
(5.00) 

1.51 
(5.03) 

west n/a *** -14.39 
(5.56) 

** -12.14 
(5.53) 

** -12.27 
(5.53) 

** -12.98 
(5.69) 

south n/a *** -8.55 
(3.23) 

** -7.49 
(3.21) 

** -7.71 
(3.22) 

** -8.37 
(3.24) 

father n/a -0.35 
(4.00) 

0.41 
(3.96) 

0.57 
(3.96) 

0.01 
(3.97) 

urban n/a ** -7.52 
(3.44) 

*** -8.99 
(3.43) 

** -8.65 
(3.44) 

** -7.95 
(3.48) 

Married n/a 2.09 
(4.17) 

-0.59 
(4.19) 

-0.45 
(4.19) 

-0.66 
(4.22) 

Marriedmiss n/a -1.26 
(5.28) 

-1.15 
(5.21) 

-1.23 
(5.21) 

-2.15 
(5.23) 

N   469       



 

 29 
 
 

Source:  Computations made using NLSY79 data. 
Note: Significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent levels are indicated by ***, **, and *. 
Note: Standard errors are indicated in parenthesis. 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.  Factors Affecting Black Adolescent PIAT Math Scores 
 

Variable Specification 
 0  
 

Specification  
 5 

Specification 
6 

Specification 
 7 

Specification  
8 

Intercept *** 36.34 
(1.26) 

** 49.86 
(25.51) 

* 47.91 
(24.39) 

* 47.74 
(24.40) 

* 40.52 
(24.50) 

homeownership 3.57 
(2.62) 

1.25 
(2.89) 

0.72 
(2.88) 

3.97 
(5.26) 

3.42 
(5.27) 

HOME Score n/a n/a ** 0.10 
(0.04) 

** 0.12 
(0.05) 

0.07 
(0.05) 

HOMEinter n/a n/a n/a -0.06 
(0.09) 

-0.05 
(0.09) 

HomeClean n/a n/a n/a n/a 5.38 
(5.11) 

HomeNotDark n/a n/a n/a n/a 4.19 
(3.38) 

HomeMinClut n/a n/a n/a n/a 3.74 
(4.12) 

HomeSafe n/a n/a n/a n/a -1.84 
(2.70) 

Hm_type n/a -6.96 
(1.72) 

-7.00 
(4.69) 

-6.92 
(4.70) 

-7.36 
(4.69) 

Mom_age n/a -0.65 
(0.56) 

-0.65 
(0.56) 

-0.67 
(0.56) 

-0.76 
(0.56) 

MothEduc_lths n/a * -10.88 
(5.82) 

-7.95 
(5.91) 

-7.86 
(5.91) 

* -10.45 
(6.03) 

MothEduc_hs n/a ** -6.70 
(2.71) 

* -5.02 
(2.78) 

* -4.94 
(2.77) 

** -5.91 
(2.81) 

Moth_sch n/a 8.85 
(5.80) 

8.83 
(5.76) 

8.95 
(1.59) 

8.46 
(5.75) 

lincome n/a *** 5.35 
(1.59) 

*** 4.94 
(1.59) 

*** 4.93 
(1.59) 

*** 5.25 
(1.60) 

lincomemiss n/a *** 52.11 
(15.52) 

*** 48.29 
(15.51) 

*** 48.27 
(15.52) 

*** 50.90 
(15.53) 

male n/a 1.36 
(2.13) 

1.50 
(2.12) 

1.32 
(2.14) 

1.07 
(2.13) 

age n/a *** -0.21 
(0.07) 

*** -0.20 
(0.07) 

*** -0.20 
(0.07) 

*** -0.20 
(0.07) 

northeast n/a -0.51 
(4.23) 

-0.47 
(4.20) 

-0.63 
(4.21) 

-0.69 
(4.24) 

west n/a * -8.40 
(4.75) 

-7.04 
(4.76) -7.14(4.76) -7.47 

(4.90) 
south n/a ** -6.37 

(2.75) 
** -5.75 
(2.74) 

** -5.92 
(2.75) 

** -6.35 
(2.77) 

father n/a 2.72 
(3.41) 

3.20 
(3.40) 

3.30 
(3.40) 

2.79 
(3.41) 
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urban n/a 0.25 
(2.94) 

-0.62 
(2.95) 

-0.44 
(2.97) 

0.13 
(3.01) 

Married n/a 0.40 
(3.55) 

-1.12 
(3.59) 

-1.04 
(3.59) 

-1.15 
(3.62) 

Marriedmiss n/a 6.09 
(4.57) 

6.06 
(4.55) 

5.97 
(4.55) 

5.37 
(4.56) 

N   473 
      

Source:  Computations made using NLSY79 data. 
Note: Significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent levels are indicated by ***, **, and *. 
Note: Standard errors are indicated in parenthesis. 

 

C. The Effect of Home Conditions on Adolescents 

Specification 4 in the full sample and specification 8 in the sub-sample were 

tested on both PIAT Reading and PIAT Math to determine if home quality measures 

impacted academic achievement.  The HOME Score is found to be statistically 

significant in all of the specifications where it is included at least at the 5% level for both 

PIAT Reading and PIAT Math in the full sample.  This result is not surprising since the 

HOME Scale is an instrument that has reliability and has been used in many studies.22 

When adolescents in this study lived in homes that were minimally cluttered, their 

PIAT Reading percentile scores increased by an estimated 4.52 percentage points.  The 

same adolescents saw an even greater gain, 10.61 percentage points, in PIAT Reading 

percentile scores if their homes were determined to be clean.  An explanation for these 

results may be that a clean, clutter free, safe home provides as ideal place to read.  

Surprisingly, adolescents whose homes were considered to be free of structural and 

health hazards (homesafe) were estimated to experience a 4.11 decrease in their PIAT 

Reading percentile scores.   

                                                
22 See Zill & Coiro (1992) for example. 



 

 31 
 
 

The only home quality variable found to be statistically significant for PIAT Math 

is the homenotdark variable.  At the 10% significance level, homenotdark, is estimated to 

increase PIAT Math scores by 4.71 percentage points.  This finding may be explained by 

the differences between reading and mathematics. Unlike reading where a quite, clean 

place may be required for optimal concentration, students who excel in math may only 

require adequate light to see the problems and may be able to work in unclean, cluttered 

environments. 

For Blacks, home quality measures as measured by the HOME Score are found to 

be statistically significant in all specifications of the sub-sample for PIAT Reading and 

for all but Specification 8 for PIAT Math.  Again, the HOME Score, although statistically 

significant, had a negligible effect for Blacks.  None of the additional home quality 

measures are significant for either PIAT Reading or PIAT Math scores in the sub-sample.   

 

VII. Further Opportunities for Study 

o Academic achievement is a term that is not concrete.  The definition in this 

research is measured in terms of PIAT Math percentile scores and PIAT Reading 

percentile scores, but it could have included other descriptors such as the Peabody 

Picture Vocabulary Test or the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.  The PIAT has been 

widely used by several researchers including Orr (2003) who used the PIAT Math 

standardized scores in her research, Luster and McAdoo (1994), Hao (1995), and 
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Kaester (1997).23 Orr believes that it is a reliable measure of a child�s 

achievement (pg. 287). 

o Measuring the true impact of homeownership and home quality is difficult 

considering the many factors that influence academic achievement.  For example, 

school quality has been found to impact academic achievement, but is not 

controlled in this research.   Differences in schooling among adolescents could 

have accounted for some of the effect of other variables used in the models such 

as income.  Income may drive school selection and therefore be correlated.  

o The selection of only four of the HOME questions from the NLSY79 may be 

problematic because other questions could have been selected such as whether the 

mother encouraged the child to talk or whether she spoke to the child without 

scolding. 

o There is no distinction made between adolescents� families who live in publicly 

rented homes and adolescents� families who live in privately rented homes due to 

an absence of data.  This distinction could have implications because the income 

of the families, quality of the surrounding schools, and mother�s education may 

have been impacted by the addition of the distinct categories of rental types as 

illustrated in the study conducted by Murnane et al. (1981). 

o The race of the child is determined by the race of the mother.  This distinction 

could be problematic in the cases where white women birth black babies.  The 

                                                
23 According to Orr, p. 288. 
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likelihood of the race variables being affected by incorrect categorical placements 

is minimal. 

o This research uses the log of net income and finds it to be significant, but also 

finds it to have a negligible effect. The missing values for income are also found 

to be significant and to affect the PIAT scores drastically. Future research may 

seek to include more income data in order to capture income�s true effects. 

 

VIII. Conclusion and Policy Implications 

The study�s conclusions have important implications for public policy. Home 

conditions including homeownership and some housing quality factors may affect 

academic achievement.  Higher academic achievement leads to better educational 

opportunities, better employment opportunities, and ultimately better lives for current and 

succeeding generations. Policy makers, mayors, and other elected officials through policy 

initiative such as regulations, laws, ordinances, subsidies, and building codes aimed at 

increasing homeownership may indirectly affect academic achievement. If we as a 

society can positively impact the development of a child through measures such as 

educating low-income citizens about the benefits of homeownership and requiring 

builders to set aside a certain number of affordable units in newly constructed 

neighborhoods, then we may be able to break cycles of disadvantage. 
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       Data Appendix 
 Variable Name NLSY79 Variable 

Name Definition N  Min Max 

D-1 PIATMath C1198700           PIAT Math score: total 
percentile score for 1992 1509 1 99 

D-2 PIATReading C1199000           
PIAT Reading Recognition 

score: total percentile score for 
1992 

1509 1 99 

I-1 Homeownership R3911100           Own or make payments on this 
house? 1 if yes, 0 if no 1506 0 1 

I-2 HOMEScore C1192000           HOME Score: Cognitive 
Stimulation percentile score 1450 0 95 

I-3 HOMEinter   
Interaction terms           

Homeownership * HOME 
Score 

1450 0 95 

I-4 HomeClean C1121400 Is home clean?  1 if yes, 0 if 
otherwise 1454 0 1 

I-5 HomeNotDark C1121300 Is the home not dark?  0 if yes, 
1 if otherwise 1455 0 1 

I-6 HomeMinClut C1121500 
Is the home minimally 
cluttered?  1 if yes, 0 if 

otherwise 
1454 0 1 

I-7 HomeSafe C1121600 
Does the home appear to be 

structurally safe?  1 if yes, 0 if 
otherwise 

1368 0 1 

I-8 Hm_type R3700000 Living in own dwelling unit? 1 
if yes, 0 if otherwise 1509 0 1 

I-9 Mom_age C0038232       Age of mother in years at time 
of 1992 interview 1509 27 35 

I-10 MothEduc_lths 1504 0 1 

I-11 MothEduc_hs 

C0061116 
  

Categorical variables, Series of 
dummies: less than high 

school, high school, & more 
than high school (omitted 

category) 
  

1504 0 1 

I-12 Moth_sch C0061115           
Mother currently attending or 

enrolled in school? 1 if yes, 0 if 
otherwise 

1509 0 1 

I-13 Lincome R4006600 Log of income 1509 0 13.64 

I-14 Lincomemiss   Missing observations for the 
logged income variable 1509 0 1 
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I-15 Male C1013500 
Categorical variables:      1 if 

male, 2 if female (omitted 
category) 

1505 0 1 

I-16 Black 1494 0 1 

I-17 White 

R3917900 
  

Categorical, Series of dummy 
variables:              

       Race variables: 1 if white, 
2 if Black, 3 if otherwise 

(omitted category) 
  1494 0 1 

I-18 Age C0007030           Age of the child in months at 
the time of the 1992 interview 1509 120 179 

I-19 Northeast 1503 0 1 

I-20 West 1503 0 1 
I-21 South 

R4007100  
  

Series of dummy variables     
Region of the U.S. : 

North Central  
(omitted category) 

  
  1503 0 1 

I-22 Father C0010700 Father present? 1 if yes, 0 if 
otherwise 1485 0 1 

I-23 Urban R4009000 1 if Urban, 0 if  rural or 
otherwise 1500 0 1 

I-24 Married R3701700 
  

1 if married or remarried, 0 if 
otherwise including : never 

married, separated, widowed, 
divorced 

1509 0 1 

I-25 Marriedmiss  Missing observations for the 
married variable 1509 0 1 

 


