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ABSTRACT 

 

With increasing demands for schools to produce high test scores, 

understanding what influences children’s success is of great importance.  While 

stability has been shown to be a key indicator of children’s academic performance, 

specific mechanisms of stability are unclear.  Existing research indicates that housing 

tenure itself influences children’s school performance, but these studies have used 

static, rather than dynamic measures of home ownership status. This paper builds on 

this research by examining the effect of housing tenure change from rented to owner-

occupied housing on the school performance of early elementary-aged children.  

Using data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, the results reveal that 

changing housing tenure during first to third grade is a statistically significant 

predictor of children’s achievement test scores in math, although not reading. While 

additional research is needed, this finding provides modest evidence of the promise 

of programs designed to help homeownership, particularly among families with 

young children, to also enhance children’s academic success.
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 

It has long been considered desirable for families and individuals to own their 

own houses.  Homeownership is associated with improved area and neighborhood 

quality.  Owners are often more socially stable than renters, tending to move less often 

than renters and therefore building more permanent connections with neighbors and 

neighborhoods (United States Census Bureau 2006; Warner and Roundtree, 1997).  

These stronger ties lead to lower incidences of crime and violence (Sampson, 

Raudenbush, and Felton 1997; Glaeser and Sacerdote 1999; Sampson and Morenoff 

2006).  Furthermore, for most families, purchasing a home is their largest financial 

commitment; they have added incentive to discourage negative behavior that might 

lower property values and harm their investment (Green and White 1997). 

Homeowners are also more likely to put more time and effort into their 

communities and increase their civic engagement (Hoff and Sen 2005).  Homeowners 

are much more politically active than renters, especially in local governance matters 

(Cox 1982; Rohe and Stegman 1994; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady1995).  In a study 

conducted by DiPasquale and Glaeser (1998) homeowners were twenty-five 

percentage points more likely to vote in local elections and eighteen percentage points 

more likely to know the name of their school board representative.  Owners are also 
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more likely to hold leadership and key activist positions in community groups working 

for improvement (Rossi and Weber 1996). 

Furthermore, homeowners also enjoy personal benefits from owning their 

homes.  Homeowners have higher self-esteem and happiness than renters (Rossi and 

Weber 1996), and they have improved physical and mental health (Rohe, Van Zandt, 

and McCarthy 2001). 

In addition, owning a home provides a better environment for children.  

Homeownership gives children increased access to backyards—places to play and 

exercise.  The increased stability from living in owner-occupied housing provides a 

base for children’s education that has proven benefits for educational outcomes 

(Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin 1999; Prebish and Downy 1999; Moore, Vandivere, and 

Ehrle 2000).  As families live in one area for longer periods of time, they send more 

than one child to the neighborhood school, making the schools social institutions that 

they are committed to seeing succeed. 

With the passage in 2001 of the No Child Left Behind Act (PL 107-110), there 

has been a greater emphasis placed on educational achievement of children, especially 

young children.  With annual evaluations in reading and math, state and local 

governments are feeling the pressure to help disadvantaged children in whatever way 

possible to improve their school performance.  If a child gets behind in the early years 
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of their schooling, that difference may be much more challenging to make up in the 

future; helping all children have a solid start helps to ensure that later test scores and 

achievement goals are met (Schonkoff and Phillips 2000).  Therefore, if 

homeownership is truly the boon many policymakers believe it to be, it would make 

sense to create programs that help families just on the bubble of being able to afford a 

house achieve their homeownership goals. 

More recently, the foreclosure crisis has been hitting those with lower incomes 

the hardest.  Many families who wish to own their own home but have less than stellar 

credit have had to turn to sub-prime mortgages with interest rates that increase rapidly 

after a few years of a lower “teaser” rate or have been the victims of exploitation by 

predatory lenders (HUD-Treasury Joint Report).  Currently, many of these families are 

stretched beyond their means and, unable to pay their mortgage payments, lose their 

homes and all the benefits that accrue from homeownership.  Programs that would aid 

families with owning homes within their means consequently be most likely help those 

in the lower income levels. 

Facilitating homeownership is a unique policy approach to improve academic 

achievement.  Unlike family stability, improved neighborhoods, or positive peer 

groups, policy makers can actually have a measurable impact on a family’s ability to 

own a home through programs that increase the availability of homeownership for 
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lower-income families.  Such programs can take the form of direct subsidies for house 

payments or government incentives to builders and developers to include affordable 

housing in plans for new housing developments. Furthermore, while homeownership 

assistance may represent a transfer from a government to an individual family, 

homeownership itself works in a way that direct cash payments would not.  Studies 

have shown that it is not just how much wealth a family has that can help the children, 

but how that money is spent (Yeung, Linver, and Brooks-Gunn 2002).  Governments 

can place some restrictions on how cash transfers are spent, but they are still unable to 

direct the use of the transfers in the same way that they can with homeownership 

programs.  In the past, governments have used the transfer of goods or limited 

redemption certificates instead of cash for programs such as food stamps, public 

housing, and free and reduced-price school lunches.  Homeownership programs can 

take a similar form, ensuring that governmental funds go directly to the goal of 

increasing homeownership by those who would otherwise be unable to achieve that 

goal. 

Part of the obstacle to increasing homeownership is the clear correlation 

between income and homeownership; homeownership represents a considerable 

investment that many lower-income families are unable to afford.  On average, owners 

have more money in both savings and mutual fund investments than renters (Rossi and 
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Weber 1996).  Therefore, if homeownership is a help to school achievement, low-

income students have a disadvantage from the start.  In 2007, 39% of children 

nationwide live in low-income families, defined as income below 200% of the federal 

poverty level.  That income level in 2007 was $41,300 for a family of four.  This 

means that in the past year, nearly thirty million children lived in low-income families.  

Furthermore, the National Center for Children in Poverty found that from 2004 to 

2006, nationally an average only 42% of children in these low-income families lived in 

owner-occupied housing, while 83% of children in families above the low-income line 

lived in houses their family owned (National Center for Children in Poverty 2006).  

This study, by including controls for the economic status of the family, will examine 

the return to homeownership above and beyond the family’s access to economic 

resources. Programs that help increase the number of low-income children in owner-

occupied housing, therefore, have the potential to provide immediate benefits. 

Whether or not a family owns a home is also correlated with several factors 

other than their financial status.  The family’s race is strongly related to the likelihood 

of homeownship (Charles and Hurst 2002; Rossi and Weber 1996).  For example, in 

2007, the homeownership rate among white, non-Hispanic householders was 75%, 

compared to 47% of black householders (U.S. Census Bureau 2008) . Furthermore, 

whether a family lives in an urban, suburban, or rural area impacts the family’s access 
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to homes available to own and will affect their ability to become homeowners.  This 

means that any policies aimed at improving homeownership may have to move beyond 

simply increasing funding for various projects.  Instead, policymakers will need to pay 

deliberate attention to other barriers to homeownership such as racism and lack of 

access to housing due to location. 

Despite the widely held belief that homeownership benefits families and 

children, relatively little research has been done into exactly how children derive those 

benefits or the magnitude of the impact.  However, while the number of studies is 

small, the available evidence is promising.    

To address these gaps in our understanding of the efficacy or potential of 

homeownership for improving academic achievement, my study explores whether 

moving from renter-occupied to owner-occupied housing improves the academic test 

scores of young school-aged children.  I used data from the Early Childhood 

Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K) to understand the relationship 

between academic achievement and the ownership status of their residence.   I exploit 

the longitudinal nature of the ECLS-K by using measures taken from the spring of the 

children’s first grade to predict scores on two tests of academic achievement—reading 

and math—administered when the children reached the third grade and ranged in age 

from eight to ten years.  In looking at housing status, I consider whether the child has 



 

7 

lived in renter-occupied housing in both first and third grade, lived in owner-occupied 

housing at both times, or transitioned between the two.  The ECLS-K is well-suited to 

this study because it collects comprehensive information on each student’s 

home/housing situation, school quality, and academic achievement for each year of the 

study. 

Given that homeownership is correlated with other factors tied to academic 

achievement, it is essential to control for those influences that have their own impact 

on educational success.  The key control variables included in the present study are: 

economic status, family structure, and neighborhood and school quality.  I estimate 

four nested multivariate models, using a basic regression to determine the effects of 

first grade control variables and the child’s dynamic housing situation on third grade 

test scores. 

This study extends the previous research on the link between housing situations 

and positive outcomes for children in three important ways.  First, earlier studies 

usually focused on older children or long-term outcomes; only Haurin, Parcel, and 

Haurin (2001) have looked at the impact of housing on young children.  Yet the time of 

early years of schooling is a developmentally crucial stage in children’s development; 

determining the effect of housing on positive outcomes at this point of a child’s life can 
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be of great significance in designing housing programs that reach the maximum 

effectiveness with children. 

Second, I have included measures to isolate the effects of housing and 

community quality on educational outcomes.  By looking at the quality of the 

surrounding area, not just housing ownership status, I also account for the effect that 

moving into a better neighborhood may have on a child’s educational success. 

In addition, most of the previous studies all looked at housing as a static factor:  

a child was either in a family who owned their home or rented.  While the later studies 

looked at effects on younger children, not just older teenagers, the effect of moving 

from rented housing to owner-occupied housing was not fully explored.  Harin, Purcel, 

and Harin (2001) did include variables that measured whether the child’s family were 

stable owners over the period of the data, stable renters, or changed tenure.  The 

current paper expands on that idea by further breaking down tenure change into 

specific categories of moving from rented housing to owned housing or vice versa and 

determining what predictive effects such a move has on a child’s educational 

outcomes. 

By isolating such effects, this study has the potential to provide crucial 

evidence needed to help determine if programs to help families with children move 

into owner-occupied homes will have the desired outcome effects on the children.  
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Chapter 2.  Background and Theory  

Links between Housing and Child Well-Being 
Researchers have only begun to focus attention on the topic of homeownership 

and child welfare in the past decade.  Therefore, studies on this relationship are 

relatively sparse.  Among the existing studies, many studies examined the effects of 

homeownership using a variety of dependent variables as well as different data sets.  

Green and White (1997) used multiple national datasets—the Panel Study of Income 

Dynamics (PSID), 1980 Census PUMS, and High School and Beyond—to determine 

the effect of parental homeownership on the probability of resident teenagers dropping 

out of school or, in the case of female, giving birth to a child.  They documented a 

significant decrease in the likelihood of either happening in the children of 

homeowners.   Children of homeowners were, depending on the dataset being 

examined, three to six percentage points more likely to stay in school than children of 

renters; the lower the family’s income, the larger the difference between children of 

renters and owners.  In addition, daughters of homeowners were two percentage points 

less likely to have a child by age eighteen.  Although not direct measures of academic 

achievement, the results of Green and White lend support for the benefits of 

homeownership for children. 

Boehm and Scholottman (1997) also used the PSID, but with a different 

dependent variable.  They examined whether homeownership affects future economic 
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status of children, measured by the child’s future housing tenure choices and wages ten 

years after they left their parents’ house.  Their results provided evidence not only that  

homeownership positively affects the child’s level of educational attainment and their 

achieved (and future) wages, but also that children of homeowners are more likely to 

be homeowners themselves than children whose parents did not own their homes. 

In 2000, Aaronson used the PSID to expand Green and White’s analysis by 

employing additional background variables that are correlated with both 

homeownership and educational attainment, including wealth and family stability.  He 

also included variables to measure whether the student was living in a low-income 

census tract or high-income tract to try to determine the effect of neighborhood on 

educational outcomes.  He confirmed the earlier findings that homeownership 

contributes to the stability of teenagers and increases the likelihood of high school 

graduation.  In addition, he found that homeownership in lower-income tracts provided 

greater benefits than homeownership in higher-income areas. 

Haurin, Purcel, and Haruin (2001) differed from earlier studies by focusing 

upon younger children.  Using the NLSY and NLSY-Child (NLSY-C) datasets, they 

examined the effect of homeownership on the school achievement and behavioral 

outcomes of elementary-aged children.  They included the Behavioral Problems Index 

from the NLSY-C, an index including twenty-eight measures of common behavioral 
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issues, including “acting-out,” difficulties interacting with others, problems 

concentrating, and feelings of worthlessness or inferiority.  To measure cognitive 

ability of children, the study used standardized tests of reading recognition and 

mathematical skills.  Their study revealed that not only is there a positive relationship 

between homeownership and cognitive achievement (children of homeowners scored 

an average of nine percent higher on the math tests than children of renters), but 

children in families who owned their homes were much more likely to have reductions 

in behavioral problems than children of renters. 

Harkness and Newman (2002) then used PSID to attempt to expand on 

Aaronson’s findings to isolate the manner in which neighborhood quality impacts 

children. They utilized three conceptualizations to determine the mechanisms through 

which neighborhood quality affects children:  directly through paths such as parenting 

practices and the physical environment, indirectly through the higher quality schools 

associated with the neighborhood, or by some interaction of the other two effects 

(2003).  They kept similar dependent variables as Aaronson; they looked beyond 

educational achievement to predictions of other behaviors, such as teenage unwed birth 

rates, receiving welfare, and future wages.  To measure the quality of the 

neighborhood, Harkness and Newman tested for the effects of the poverty rate, 

homeownership rate, and residential stability in the neighborhood to account for 
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neighborhood distress and to determine the effect of homeownership over and above 

the effects of stability on children.  Using multiple models, they found that 

homeowners’ children are harmed more by neighborhood poverty than renters’ 

children, though children of owners benefit more from neighborhood homeownership 

and stability.  While homeownership benefitted children in almost any neighborhood, 

Harkness and Newman concluded that homeownership in higher quality 

neighborhoods would result in the best outcomes. 

Theoretical Framework for Academic Achievement 
Crucial elements in a child’s educational achievement, which can be defined in 

a number of ways, are both her family structure and degree of family stability.  

Children raised in families with two-biological parents are significantly more likely 

than children with other family backgrounds to score higher on tests of academic 

ability, to remain on or above grade-level, to complete high school, and earn a college 

degree (e.g., McLanahan and Sandefur 1994; Manning 2002; Kim 2004).  Numerous 

studies have documented negative associations with academic outcomes of both single-

parenthood (e.g., McLanahan and Sandefur 1994) and the number of family transitions 

experienced during childhood (Moore, Vandivere, and Ehrle 2000; Pribesh and 

Downey 1999; Simmons et al. 1987).  In addition, children raised by unmarried parents 
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are less likely to succeed academically than their counterparts whose parents are 

married (Brown 2006).   

The number and ages of siblings present are also important factors in a child’s 

educational outcomes.  The more siblings a child has, the more family resources are 

dedicated to the children; this can cause increased marital stress (leading to higher 

divorce rates and greater instability) and decrease the chances of older children 

attending costly private schools or colleges (Caceres-Delpiano 2006).  Birth order has 

also been shown to have an influence on the amount of quality, individualized time a 

parent is able to spend with a child, impacting educational outcomes (Price 2008). 

The economic status of the household, not surprisingly, accounts for a large 

share of the difference in academic outcomes across children (Duncan, Brooks-Gunn, 

and Klebanov 1994).  Economic resources allow parents to invest in a stimulating and 

enrichment activities as well as provide a more stable home environment, both of 

which enrich their children’s learning (Yeung, Linver, and Brooks-Gunn 2002).  In 

determining how a family’s economic status impacts children, researchers have shown 

that it is not just the money itself, but also the different expectations, attitudes, and 

behaviors that higher-income parents have that orient their children towards success in 

school (Zhan 2006). 
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Among the benefits of favorable economic status is the ability to afford to 

purchase a home and to reside in better neighborhoods.  The criminal behavior of 

neighborhood peers has a significant impact on the likelihood of a particular child 

engaging in similar activity (Case and Katz 1991).  The greater the residential stability 

of a neighborhood, the stronger the positive effects of homeownership are on students’ 

graduation rates (Aaronson 2000).  However, being tied to a neighborhood with 

adverse conditions may actually be detrimental to a student’s success (Harkness and 

Newman 2003).  Furthermore, because many schools are financed through real estate 

taxes, the better the neighborhood, the greater resources made available to the schools, 

benefitting students’ performance (Hanushek 1996, 1997) 
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Chapter 3.  Conceptual Model and Hypothesis 

The conceptual framework guiding this study draws from the literature 

discussed above and organizes the factors associated with children’s educational 

achievement (Haveman and Wolfe 1995) using Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Model 

(Bronfenbrenner 1979) (see Figure 1).  The key explanatory variables in the model 

deal with the housing status of the child’s family; whether they were renters in both 

years, owners in both years, or transitioned between renting and owning.   

Figure 1:  Conceptual Framework 
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Because of the additional stability and higher socioeconomic status associated 

with homeownership, I expect homeownership to have the highest impact on children 

of parents who continued to be homeowners, followed by the effect on children who 

moved from renting to owning.  Children whose families continued to rent also have 

some stability and are therefore expected to perform better than children whose 

families moved from owning a house to renting. 
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Chapter 4.  Data and Methods 

Data 
The data set for this analysis is the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, 

Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K).  This is a data set generated by the Department of 

Education studying children who started kindergarten in the fall of 1998.  Data were 

collected from the children, their parents, and their schools (teachers and 

administrators) in their kindergarten (fall 1998 and spring 1999), first grade (fall 1999 

and spring 2000), third grade (spring 2002), fifth grade (spring 2004), and eighth grade 

(spring 2007) years.   

The ECLS-K is nationally representative of the kindergartners, allowing 

analysis to be generalized to all American children on a national level.  To collect the 

data, questionnaires were administrated to parents, teachers, and administrators to 

gather information about the community, home, and school factors that have an impact 

on the children.  To assess the children’s educational attainment and outcomes, 

evaluators administer reading, math, general knowledge (kindergarten and first grade 

only), and science (from third grade on) tests to each child; the student tests and 

surveys for parents and school officials were also translated into Spanish or given 

through translators.  Students who required Braille or sign language for the individual 

assessments or who had special education needs that indicated the child should not be 

assessed were not included in the study. 
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Analysis Sample 

To maximize on statistical power and generalizability, I did not limit the data 

sample.  Due to the longitudinal nature of the study, data were collected on each child, 

even if the child in question was retained a grade or skipped ahead a grade.  To 

determine the effects of homeownership on educational achievement, I used 

explanatory variables collected in the spring of the children’s first grade years to 

attempt to determine their predictive effect on the child’s third grade test scores.   

Variables 

Dependent Variable:  Test Scores 

To measure academic achievement, I used scores from cognitive assessments 

administered directly to the individual children by the ECLS-K data collectors.  Each 

child was given an eighteen to twenty-five question routing test to determine a baseline 

level of the child’s skill in that area.  Based on the score from the routing tests, each 

child was then given one of three second-stage tests with items of appropriate 

difficulty.  Tests of both math and reading ability were administered. 

New sets of assessments were created between first and third grade to reflect 

the fact that the children were expected to gain skills beyond the basics measured with 
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the first grade tests.  However, some test items were retained to maintain the ability to 

use the scores longitudinally. 

The score used for this analysis is a score generated using Item Response 

Theory (IRT).  IRT accounts for the fact that not every child answered every possible 

question by using the pattern of correct, incorrect, and omitted answers to questions 

actually administered, along with the difficulty, discriminating ability, and “guess-

ability” of each test item to place the child on a continuous ability scale.  By using the 

routing test items and items shared between second-stage tests and different rounds of 

tests, researchers could estimate the score each child would have reached had every 

question in all the assessment forms been administered.  This also makes it possible to 

measure achievement gain over time, even though the tests were not identical from 

year to year.   

Independent Variables 

Housing Tenure.  The goal of this study is to explore the influence of changes 

in housing situations on children’s academic achievement.  The two waves of study 

data allow me to capture the dynamic nature of home ownership.   I created four 

variables:  stable owner, stable renter, rent to own, and own to rent.  These categories 

allow me to record if the child’s parents indicated that they owned their home in both 

the first and third grade surveys, rented in both those time periods, moved from renting 
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their home to owning, or began renting after owning their home.  Ideally the 

operational measures would include specific data on the physical condition of the 

home and the degree to which the home is crowded, but that information was not 

collected by the ECLS surveys. 

Characteristics of Children.  To account for the correlation between 

performance on standardized tests of achievement and grade level, I used dummy 

variables from first grade for whether or not the child has a diagnosed disability, and if 

the primary language spoken at home is English.  I also include whether or not the 

child is on track with their grade level in both rounds of data collection.  In addition, 

due to differences in mean test scores across racial and gender groups (see Table 2), I 

have included dummy variables controlling for the child’s gender and race.  Finally, to 

control for the baseline of individual ability that is not correlated to any external 

factors, I included the child’s first grade test score as well. 

Family Structure.  Family structure from the child’s first grade year is 

measured by the number of people over and under eighteen in the household (seeking 

to include the number of siblings present in the home in the analysis) and dummy 

variables recording parents’ marital status, whether or not there are siblings present in 

the home, and the whether the child has two, one, or zero biological parents present.  I 

coded parental marital status as married, single (parent widowed or never married), or 
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apart (parents separated or divorced).  It would also be useful to have a variable 

capturing the child’s position among her siblings, but it is not available from the data 

set. 

Household Economic Status.  In addition to controlling for overall family 

income levels, I include dummy variables that record whether or not a family has 

received Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) assistance or food stamps 

within the past twelve months prior to the first grade data collection.  In defining the 

family income levels, I used the 2000 federal Department of Health and Human 

Services poverty guidelines (Federal Register).  Families at or below 200% of the 

federal poverty line (defined as $17,050 total annual household income) for a family of 

four) were classified as low income.  Families with income between $30,000 and 

$75,000 per year were designated as medium income; household income higher than 

$75,000 per year was categorized as high income. 

School Quality.  This construct is measured by several variables, including a 

categorical variable of the percentage of minority students (<10%, 10-25%, 25-50%, 

50-75%, >75%), a measure of the percentage of students receiving free or reduced-

price lunch, and variables recording the answers of school principals on the level of 

community support or overcrowding status of the school the child attended in the first 
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grade.  Because of multicollinearity problems, I did not include a variable to measure 

whether the child’s school is public or private. 

Neighborhood Quality.  Neighborhood quality is measured by dummy 

variables recording answers to questions to parents in the child’s first grade year about 

whether or not they believe it is safe for their children to go to school or to play 

outside.  Although it would be ideal to include measures for property values in the 

neighborhood, types of housing in the area, and neighborhood crime levels, none of 

these ratings on the overall quality of the neighborhood were included in the ELCS-K 

data collections.  

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for the variables used in this analysis, 

both explanatory and dependent.  Means of the key explanatory variables and certain 

other independent variables are only provided for third grade because the variable is 

one that measures change over time and therefore does not have a first grade value.  In 

addition, because demographic characteristics for an individual child (other than age, a 

linear progression) would not change between first and third grade, the means are only 

provided for first grade. 
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Table 1:  Means and Standard Deviations of Variables 
  First Grade Third Grade 

Variable by Domain N 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) N 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 
Demographics     
 Male 17554 51.18    
 Hispanic 17527 17.47    
 Black 17527 14.23    
 White 17527 56.43    
 Asian 17527 6.36    
 Other Race 17527 5.51    
 Age (in years) 16632 7.24    
   (0.37)   
 Child Speaks English at Home 17565 0.96    
 On Grade Level Both Years   14542 90.11  
 Child has Disability 15529 16.39  13336 26.92  
Geography     
 Northeast Region 16819 18.51  14525 18.65  
 Midwest Region 16819 25.47  14525 25.68  
 South Region 16819 33.60  14525 32.90  
 West Region 16819 22.41  14525 22.77  
 Urban 16716 39.44  14202 38.14  
 Suburban 16716 39.19  14202 39.61  
 Rural 16716 21.37  14202 22.24  
Housing Tenure     
 Stable Owner   12198 67.57  
 Stable Renter   12198 19.09  
 Rent to Own   12198 3.28  
 Own to Rent   12198 6.04  
Economic Status     
 Received TANF in Last 12 Months 15493 5.00  13178 4.30  
 Received Food Stamps in Last 12 Months 15498 13.03  13181 11.30  
 Low Income 14299 39.37  11926 33.31  
 Middle Income 14299 37.21  11926 37.96  
 High Income 14299 23.43  11926 28.74  
 Total Household Income 17565 2993.39  17565 1735.23  
   (45458.77)  (5449.63) 
Family Structure     
 Two Biological Married Parents 15557 63.84  13386 63.72  
 Two Married Parents, One Biological 15557 6.89  13386 8.27  
 Nonbiological Married Parents 15557 1.63  13386 2.46  
 One Single Biological Parent 15557 9.87  13386 8.69  
 One Single Nonbiological Parent 15557 1.56  13386 0.81  
 One Apart Biological Parent 15557 12.53  13386 13.07  
 One Apart Nonbiological Parent 15557 0.68  13386 0.66  
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Table 1:  Means and Standard Deviations of Variables 
  First Grade Third Grade 

Variable by Domain N 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) N 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 
Family Structure (cont’d.)     
 Does Child Have Siblings? 15262 15.36  13133 15.85  
 Number of People Under 18 in Household 15575 2.53  13407 2.51  
   (1.17)  (1.14) 
 Number of People Over 18 in Household 15575 2.05  13405 2.10  
   (0.70)  (0.76) 
Neighborhood Quality     
 Safe to Go to School 15552 97.63  13381 97.89  
 Safe to Play Outside 15531 96.86  13257 97.53  
School Quality     
 Percentage of Students on Free or Reduced Lunch 13538 36.29  11859 38.00  
   (29.44)  (28.49) 
 <10% Minority Student Body 16520 32.14  14257 32.03  
 10-<25% Minority Student Body 16520 17.33  14257 16.50  
 25-<50% Minority Student Body 16520 16.07  14257 16.44  
 50-<75% Minority Student Body 16520 10.59  14257 11.23  
 Over 75% Minority Student Body 16520 23.87  14257 23.81  
 Overcrowded School? 10748 31.96  11526 22.41  
 Public School? 16820 80.17  14510 81.73  
 Does School Have Strong Community Support? 10656 86.20  11580 88.69  
Stability     
 Child Moved to School Between Grades 1 and 3   14272 0.18  
Dependent Variables     
 Math Test Score (Scale: 0-153) 16591 57.55  14268 92.11  
   (16.88)  (21.55) 
 Reading Test Score (Scale: 0-186) 16291 71.67  13616 117.97  
   (22.44)  (27.20) 

 

Methods 
 The goal of this study is to predict third grade math and reading test 

scores based on demographic characteristics of the child and family, economic, school 

and community-level factors measured in the first grade, plus specific measures of the 
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family’s homeownership. I estimate my empirical model using Ordinary Least Squares 

(OLS) regression.   

 I examine the influence of home ownership stability on both math and 

reading achievement test scores administered in the third grade while holding other 

variables constant as shown in the equation below.  

 Third Grade Test Score = a + β1stable renter + β2renter-owner + 

β3owner-renter + β4z + µ 

Where, z = an array of explanatory variables representing dimensions of 

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological framework including child characteristics, family 

structure, household economic status, school quality, and neighborhood quality.  
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Chapter 5.  Findings 

Descriptive Statistics 
Table 2 examines how math and reading achievement scores vary according to 

children’s circumstances. Because the study is is designed to increase our 

understanding of the effects of changes in children’s housing tenure over time, the 

table presents relationships between background characteristics measured in first grade 

and tests scores from third grade. 

Table 2:  Mean Math and Reading Performance Scores in Third Grade by Child, Family, 
and School Characteristics in First Grade 

Variable by Domain 
Mean of Grade 3 

Math Score (Std. Dev.) 
Mean of Grade 

3 Reading Score (Std. Dev.) 
Demographics     
 Male 93.85  (22.18) 115.65  (28.26) 
 Female 90.32  (20.74) 120.33  (25.86) 
 White 97.61  (19.94) 124.26  (25.08) 
 Hispanic 84.96  (20.58) 110.52  (25.81) 
 Black 78.66  (19.69) 102.58  (27.99) 
 Asian 95.84  (22.08) 119.98  (23.00) 
 Other Race 86.05  (21.93) 107.87  (31.97) 
 Speaks English at Home 92.92  (21.32) 118.62  (27.02) 
 On Grade Level Both Years 94.43  (20.45) 121.03  (24.60) 
 Child with Disability 86.68  (23.10) 109.10  (32.76) 
Geography     
 Northeast Region 92.64  (21.43) 119.02  (26.57) 
 Midwest Region 94.40  (20.86) 119.47  (28.31) 
 South Region 91.28  (21.94) 116.64  (27.41) 
 West Region 90.85  (21.59) 117.28  (25.58) 
 Urban 90.82  (21.91) 117.03  (27.26) 
 Suburban 95.07  (20.86) 121.09  (25.26) 
 Rural 89.65  (21.43) 114.16  (29.36) 
Economic Status     
 Received TANF in Last 12 Months 79.02  (20.11) 99.00  (28.66) 

 
Received Food Stamps in Last 12 
Months 

78.94  
(20.32) 99.06  (29.93) 

 Low Income 83.57  (20.64) 106.84  (27.70) 
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Table 2:  Mean Math and Reading Performance Scores in Third Grade by Child, Family, 
and School Characteristics in First Grade 

Variable by Domain 
Mean of Grade 3 

Math Score (Std. Dev.) 
Mean of Grade 

3 Reading Score (Std. Dev.) 
Economic Status (cont’d.)     
 Middle Income 96.02  (19.74) 123.34  (23.95) 
 High Income 104.05  (18.22) 131.94  (20.76) 
Family Structure     
 Two Biological Married Parents 96.67  (20.67) 123.76  (24.65) 
 Two Married Parents, One Biological 89.77  (19.63) 114.39  (26.82) 
 Nonbiological Married Parents 86.76  (21.84) 115.41  (31.66) 
 One Single Biological Parent 81.00  (20.50) 103.33  (28.05) 
 One Single Nonbiological Parent 79.11  (18.85) 101.95  (29.50) 
 One Apart Biological Parent 89.16  (21.52) 113.83  (28.00) 
 One Apart Nonbiological Parent 80.59  (21.56) 106.28  (28.13) 
 Child has Siblings 84.66  (21.52) 107.24  (27.93) 
Neighborhood Quality     
 Safe to go to School 93.11  (21.42) 119.13  (26.86) 
 Safe to Play Outside 93.22  (21.38) 119.30  (26.77) 
School Quality     
 <10% Minority Student Body 97.21  (19.64) 124.43  (24.62) 
 10-<25% Minority Student Body 96.73  (20.32) 123.07  (25.63) 
 25-<50% Minority Student Body 94.07  22.04  119.86  (26.50) 
 50-<75% Minority Student Body 89.15  (21.52) 112.94  (26.52) 
 Over 75% Minority Student Body 81.98  (20.79) 104.96  (27.39) 
 Overcrowded School 92.99  (21.40) 117.93  (27.07) 
 Public School 90.90  (21.84) 115.54  (27.49) 
 School has Strong Community Support 93.31  (21.09) 119.51  (26.36) 
Stability     

 
Child Moved to School Between Grades 
1 and 3 89.95  (22.32) 114.52  (29.48) 

 

As shown, the relationships among the explanatory variables and academic 

achievement conform to expectations based on the existing literature. For example, 

white children (97.6) have higher average math scores in third grade than black (78.7) 

and Hispanic children (84.9), but score only slightly higher on average than Asian 

children (95.8).  In addition, children with two present, biological parents had the 
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highest average third grade reading scores (123.76), scoring higher than children with 

two parents in the home but only one of them biological (average score of 114.39.  The 

children with the lowest average reading scores were the children living with a single 

non-biological parent (101.95). 

Table 3 depicts the relationship between children’s family, economic and 

neighborhood circumstances in first grade and housing tenure variables measuring 

changes from first to third grade.  It is clear from these results that housing tenure 

varies considerably by race, income level, and family. Specifically, almost three-

quarters of homeowners were white (72.71%), much higher than the percentage of 

homeowners who were black (6.46%).  A much larger percentage of renters were on 

government assistance in the past year (13.02% received TANF, 33.20% received food 

stamps) than homeowners (1.13% received TANF, 3.51% received food stamps).  

Finally, a large percentage of homeowners were two-biological parent households 

(79.87%), while single biological parents tended to be renters (23.60% of renters). 

Given that many of the independent variables shown here to be related to the 

propensity to be stable homeowners are also related to educational outcomes, it is 

critical that they are held constant when measuring the effect of changes in housing 

tenure on children’s test scores. 
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Table 3:  Distribution of Housing Tenure from First to Third Grade by Child, Family, 
School, and Neighborhood Characteristics from First Grade 
  Housing Tenure 

Variable by Domain Owner Renter 
Became 
Owner 

Became 
Renter 

Demographics     
 Percent Male 50.86  50.77  52.24  56.25  
 Percent White 72.71  31.26  50.68  49.00  
 Percent Hispanic 12.01  31.04  22.01  18.50  
 Percent Black 6.46  23.13  14.13  18.50  
 Percent Asian 4.72  6.06  6.11  5.00  
 Percent Other Race 4.10  8.51  7.07  9.00  
 Age (in years) 7.25  7.20  7.25  7.23  
  (0.35) (0.36) (0.35) (0.35) 
 Percent That Speak English At Home 98.19  89.56  93.49  96.75  
 Percent On Grade Level Both Years 93.00  86.50  89.75  87.37  
 Percent Children with Disability 15.25  16.88  18.86  19.00  
Geography     
 Percent in Northeast Region 19.38  20.39  15.87  12.14  
 Percent in Midwest Region 29.71  18.97  22.51  19.26  
 Percent in West Region 18.56  33.48  26.26  29.55  
 Percent in South Region 32.36  27.16  35.35  39.05  
 Percent Urban 32.46  50.43  43.69  41.80  
 Percent Suburban 43.42  31.12  32.66  31.75  
 Percent Rural 24.12  18.45  23.66  26.46  
Economic Status     
 Percent Received TANF in Last 12 Months 1.13  13.02  6.80  5.75  
 Percent Received Food Stamps in Last 12 Months 3.51  33.20  16.82  16.50  
 Percent Low Income 28.03  83.76  68.61  60.54  
 Percent Middle Income 37.47  13.26  22.63  27.57  
 Percent High Income 34.49  2.98  8.76  11.89  
Family Structure     
 Percent with Two Biological Married Parents 79.87 38.74 48.98 50.00 
 Percent with Two Married Parents, One Biological 5.41 7.01 11.13 10.00 
 Percent with Two Nonbiological Married Parents 2.04 0.52 0.81 1.00 
 Percent with One Single Biological Parent 2.70 23.60 12.08 15.25 
 Percent with One Single Nonbiological Parent 1.17 2.41 1.22 2.75 
 Percent with One Apart Biological Parent 6.70 20.89 20.35 14.50 
 Percent with One Apart Nonbiological Parent 0.58 0.60 0.95 2.50 
 Percent Children with Siblings 6.55  30.93  21.05  19.32  
 Number of People Under 18 in Household 2.48  2.64  2.51  2.47  
  (1.05) (1.32) (1.15) (1.17) 
 Number of People Over 18 in Household 2.08  1.93  1.97  2.12  
  (0.54) (0.88) (0.75) (0.84) 
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Table 3:  Distribution of Housing Tenure from First to Third Grade by Child, Family, 
School, and Neighborhood Characteristics from First Grade 
  Housing Tenure 

Variable by Domain Owner Renter 
Became 
Owner 

Became 
Renter 

Neighborhood Quality     
 Percent Safe to Go to School 98.41  96.00  96.20  97.49  
 Percent Safe to Play Outside 98.62  93.07  95.92  97.75  
School Quality     
 Percentage of Students on Free or Reduced Lunch 27.11  47.80  40.95  42.59  
  (24.95) (31.23) (28.76) (28.81) 
 Percent with <10% Minority Student Body 44.37  14.60  24.52  23.85  
 Percent with 10-<25% Minority Student Body 20.89  10.96  15.12  15.72  
 Percent with 25-<50% Minority Student Body 15.32  15.83  18.21  15.72  
 Percent with 50-<75% Minority Student Body 7.86  15.78  14.68  12.74  
 Percent with Over 75% Minority Student Body 11.55  42.84  27.46  31.98  
 Percent with Overcrowded School 31.25  36.93  32.39  28.81  
 Percent Public Schools 73.62  91.63  85.59  82.59  
 Percent Schools with Strong Community Support 88.68  81.95  85.43  86.36  
Stability     
 Percent Moved to School Between Grades 1 and 3 13.45  22.08  34.42  26.93  

 

Table 4 presents descriptive data on the key question motivating this study—

does the combination of housing stability and homeownership improve children’s 

academic performance?  Average math and reading scores are reported across each of 

the four tenure categories.  Stable owners had the highest average reading and math 

scores in both first and third grade and had the largest gains on both tests (35.62 points 

for math, 47.74 points for reading).  Children who moved from renting to owning had 

the second largest gains (33.48 points in math, 86.82 points in reading), while stable 

renters had the lowest gains (31.61 points in math, 41.95 points in reading). 
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Table 4:  Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Variables by Housing 
Tenure From First to Third Grade 
  Stable Owners Stable Renters Rent to Own Own to Rent 

Variable 
Spring 

Grade 1 
Spring 

Grade 3 
Spring 

Grade 1 
Spring 

Grade 3 
Spring 

Grade 1 
Spring 

Grade 3 
Spring 

Grade 1 
Spring 

Grade 3 

Math   61.99   97.61   51.91   83.52   55.98   89.46   54.33   87.21  
   (16.88)  (20.24)  (15.18)  (21.11)  (17.21)  (21.50)  (16.15)  (21.32) 
Reading  76.86  124.60  64.98  106.93  28.74  115.56  68.68  111.92  
  (22.61) (24.55) (20.32) (28.42) (21.07) (26.70) (20.20) (29.27) 

 

Given that certain family and community level factors are associated with both 

housing tenure and children’s test scores, my next step is to explore the returns to 

housing tenure using a multivariate framework. 

Regression Results 
I used Ordinary Least-Squares (OLS) regression models to estimate the effect 

of housing tenure over and above other factors associated with educational 

achievement.  Based on Bronfenbrenner’s Human Ecology model, I nested my 

regressions.  First, I estimated the effects of personal characteristics on a child’s test 

scores (Model 1).  I next added family characteristics (Model 2).  To examine the 

effects of the larger community beyond individual and family influences, I added them 

in Model 3.  Finally, I examine the effects of housing tenure over and above the other 

characteristics (Model 4).  For all regressions, I weighted the sample using the given 

sample weight to compensate for survey nonresponse and keep the sample nationally 

representative.  These results are shown in Tables 5 and 6. 
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Table 5:  OLS Regression Results Regressing Third Grade Math Scores on 
Child, Family, School, and Neighborhood Characteristics from First Grade 
Variable by Domain Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 Intercept 60.45 *** 64.45 *** 62.07 *** 62.42 *** 

Demographics         
 Male 2.96 *** 2.99 *** 3.03 *** 3.08 *** 

 Hispanic -3.60 *** -2.14 *** -1.63 ** -1.52 * 

 Black -7.83 *** -5.98 *** -5.32 *** -5.24 *** 

 Asian 1.81  2.36 † 2.96 * 3.05 * 

 Other Race -3.93 *** -2.56 *** -2.13 * -2.03 * 

 Age (in years) -4.06 *** -3.49 *** -3.49 *** -3.51 *** 

 Child Speaks English at Home 6.42 *** 5.49 *** 4.99 *** 4.78 *** 

 On Grade Level Both Years 4.86 *** 4.84 *** 4.76 *** 4.80 *** 

 Child Has Disability -1.66 *** -1.57 *** -1.66 *** -1.65 *** 

 Grade One Test Score 0.91 *** 0.87 *** 0.87 *** 0.87 *** 

Geography         
 Northeast Region 0.79  0.30  0.10  0.29  
 Midwest Region -0.31  -0.65  -1.10 * -1.00 * 

 West Region -0.51  -0.90 † -1.03 † -0.89 * 

 Suburban 0.01  -0.61  -0.98 * -1.05 * 

 Rural -3.17 *** -2.93 *** -3.10 *** -3.22 *** 

Economic Status         
 Received TANF in Last 12 Months   1.10  1.15  1.22  
 Received Food Stamps in Last 12 Months   -1.18 † -1.15 † -0.88  
 Low Income   -5.66 *** -5.13 *** -4.74 *** 

 Middle Income   -2.66 *** -2.42 *** -2.25 *** 

Family Structure         
 Two Married Parents, One Biological   -2.04 *** -1.99 ** -1.75 * 

 Nonbiological Married Parents   -5.26 *** -5.50 ** -5.54 ** 

 One Single Biological Parent   -2.15 *** -2.07 ** -1.77 * 

 One Single Nonbiological Parent   -11.27 *** -11.81 ** -11.49 *** 

 One Apart Biological Parent   -1.54 * -1.54 * -1.27 † 

 One Apart Nonbiological Parent   -5.66  -6.29  -5.76  
 Does Child Have Siblings?   2.15 *** 2.23 ** 2.11 ** 

 Number of People Under 18 in Household   -0.33 * -0.29 † -0.30 † 

 Number of People Over 18 in Household   -0.24  -0.17  -0.22  
Neighborhood Quality         
 Safe to Go to School     2.55 * 2.53 * 

 Safe to Play Outside     0.96  0.98  
School Quality         
 Percentage of Students on Free/Reduced Lunch     -0.02 ** -0.02 ** 

 10-<25% Minority Student Body     0.21  0.28  
 25-<50% Minority Student Body     -1.50 * -1.41 * 

 50-<75% Minority Student Body     0.28  0.31  
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Table 5:  OLS Regression Results Regressing Third Grade Math Scores on 
Child, Family, School, and Neighborhood Characteristics from First Grade 
Variable by Domain Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

School Quality (cont’d.)         
 Over 75% Minority Student Body     -0.81  -0.72  
 Overcrowded School     -0.44  -0.46  
 School has Strong Community Support     0.31  0.27  
Stability         
 Child Moved to School This Year     0.08  0.26  
Housing Tenure         
 Stable Renter       -1.37 ** 

 Rent to Own       -1.47 * 

 Own to Rent       -1.70  
          
 N = 5124         
 Adj. R-sq. 0.64  0.65  0.65  0.65  
          

Note: † indicates p≤.10, * indicates p≤.05, ** indicates p≤.01, and *** signifies p≤.001 

Table 6:  OLS Regression Results Regressing Third Grade Reading Scores 
on Child, Family, School, and Neighborhood Characteristics from First 
Grade 
Variable by Domain Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 Intercept 72.12 *** 77.67 *** 73.20 *** 73.64 *** 

Demographics         
 Male -1.59 *** -1.86 *** -1.77 *** -1.75 *** 

 Hispanic -4.99 *** -3.18 *** -2.09 * -2.01 * 

 Black -10.07 *** -6.30 *** -4.92 *** -4.64 *** 

 Asian -3.44 * -2.96 † -2.04  -1.98  
 Other Race -7.82 *** -5.68 *** -4.97 *** -4.91 *** 

 Age (in years) -3.09 *** -2.20 *** -2.29 ** -2.33 ** 

 Child Speaks English at Home 9.06 *** 6.67 *** 6.04 ** 5.87 ** 

 On Grade Level Both Years 7.94 *** 7.60 *** 7.72 *** 7.77 *** 

 Child Has Disability -5.00 *** -4.78 *** -4.90 *** -4.87 *** 

 Grade One Test Score 0.80 *** 0.76 *** 0.76 *** 0.76 *** 

Geography         
 Northeast Region 1.33 † 0.83  0.70  0.79  
 Midwest Region 1.10 † 0.69  0.21  0.23  
 West Region 0.52  0.28  0.40  0.45  
 Suburban 0.24  -0.75  -1.42 * -1.45 * 

 Rural -2.68 *** -2.54 *** -2.86 *** -2.92 *** 
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Table 6:  OLS Regression Results Regressing Third Grade Reading Scores 
on Child, Family, School, and Neighborhood Characteristics from First 
Grade 
Variable by Domain Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Economic Status         
 Received TANF in Last 12 Months   0.87  0.85  0.88  
 Received Food Stamps in Last 12 Months   -3.80 *** -3.66 *** -3.53 *** 

 Low Income   -6.38 *** -5.51 *** -5.37 *** 

 Middle Income   -3.74 *** -3.28 *** -3.22 *** 

Family Structure         
 Two Married Parents, One Biological   -2.08 ** -2.05 * -1.92 * 

 Nonbiological Married Parents   -2.25  -2.41  -2.47  
 One Single Biological Parent   -3.42 ** -3.13 ** -2.98 ** 

 One Single Nonbiological Parent   -4.64  -5.47  -5.27  
 One Apart Biological Parent   -1.32  -1.19  -1.14  
 One Apart Nonbiological Parent   -5.23  -6.11  -6.01  
 Does Child Have Siblings?   0.27  0.39  0.41  
 Number of People Under 18 in Household   -1.04 *** -0.98 *** -0.97 *** 

 Number of People Over 18 in Household   0.07  0.23  0.22  
Neighborhood Quality         
 Safe to Go to School     2.01  2.12  
 Safe to Play Outside     4.05 ** 3.99 * 

School Quality         
 Percentage of Students on Free or Reduced Lunch     -0.03 ** -0.03 * 

 10-<25% Minority Student Body     0.50  0.52  
 25-<50% Minority Student Body     -1.04  -1.03  
 50-<75% Minority Student Body     0.39  0.39  
 Over 75% Minority Student Body     -2.67 * -2.63 * 

 Overcrowded School     0.15  0.14  
 School has Strong Community Support     0.37  0.36  
Stability         
 Child Moved to School This Year     0.16  0.18  
Housing Tenure         
 Stable Renter       -0.75  
 Rent to Own       0.47  
 Own to Rent       -2.21  

 N = 5069         
 Adj. R-sq. 0.22  0.58  0.58  0.58  
          

Note: † indicates p≤.10, * indicates p≤.05, ** indicates p≤.01, and *** signifies p≤.001 
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Results   
In the first model, where I used only individual-level demographic variables, 

the results were highly significant.  Speaking English at home and staying on grade 

level have significant, positive coefficients.  However, both of the coefficients for 

being black and for living in a rural area are negative and are highly statistically 

significant.  There were some differences between the two estimations.  Males, who 

scored higher on math tests, scored 1.75 points lower, on average, on the reading tests.  

This was the first indication that there might be different factors affecting the two test 

scores. 

Next, when adding in family-level variables such as economic characteristics 

and family structure, the significance level of several of the coefficients (but not the 

directional impact) varied according to which test score was used.  For both 

estimations, receiving food stamps in the past twelve months had a significant negative 

impact on test scores (though its significance with respect to math scores is only at the 

.10 level).  In addition, having a family structure other than two biological parents 

present lowered the child’s test scores; the greatest impact comes from living with a 

single non-biological parent.  These results were consistent both with previous 

literature and expectations. 

Interestingly, many of the school qualities did not have a significant impact on 

test scores.  The percentage of students in the school receiving free or reduced lunch 
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was significant at the .01 level for both dependent variables, though the magnitude of 

its impact is very small (-.02 for math, -.03 for reading).  However, nothing else was 

significant in both estimations. 

The difference in the two estimations was most pronounced with regards to the 

key explanatory variables, housing tenure.  They achieved statistical significance when 

predicting math scores; whether a family moves from owning to renting is significant 

with a p value of .11.  Having parents who were homeowners in both years yielded the 

highest scores, though there was not a great difference between the impact on scores of 

stable renters and children whose families moved from renting their home to owning it. 

However, the housing tenure variables were not significant in predicting 

reading scores.  Still, the direction of any impact housing tenure might have was 

generally as expected, with the exception of moving from renting a house to owning 

one.  Unlike with math scores, this variable was positive, indicating that, if the results 

were significant, children who moved from renting to owning would score almost half 

a point higher, on average, than children of stable owners. 

These results suggest that math scores are a function of stability in a child’s 

life, while reading may be more a result of home resources.  With math scores, stability 

indicators, such as changes in housing tenure or family makeup, had a more significant 

impact than with reading scores.  Yet with reading, children who had greater family 
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resources—families who did not receive food stamps and who were able to purchase a 

home after renting—had higher scores than otherwise.  If true, these findings may 

indicate that outcomes of various governmental interventions may vary depending on 

the form the intervention takes. 
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Chapter 6.  Discussion and Conclusion 

For American policy makers, homeownership is often seen as the ideal 

situation for families.  Studies have shown many positive externalities of 

homeownership, including decreases in crime rates and increases in the health and 

overall well-being of homeowners.  Its impact on children, however, is less clear. 

Much is known about some of the various influences on children’s educational 

outcomes (whether that is defined as achievement on tests or grade-level attainment).  

Family structure and resources combine to give children greater access to enrichment 

opportunities and adult attention, which can translate into higher educational 

achievement.  Furthermore, family and peer attitudes can influence the outlook of the 

child, leading them toward higher educational results and away from crime. 

The theory behind many housing programs is that the two influences combine 

positively to impact children’s schooling.  However, this is also a common problem in 

studying the impact of housing on education.  Frequently, many of the known benefits 

to child education—higher family income, improved peer groups, increased stability—

are tied up with homeownership, and vice versa.  The aim of this paper was to build 

upon previous research by adding dynamic measures of homeownership. My results 

are consistent with many earlier findings.  Individual, family, and community 

characteristics have an impact on child educational outcomes, in respectively 
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decreasing significance.  In addition, measures of stability and family resources, have 

different impacts on math and reading test scores.  While housing tenure as well as 

tenure change do not have a significant influence on reading skills in the current study, 

my results indicate that a move to owner-occupied housing could be beneficial in 

raising math test scores for young children.  The difference in the impact of tenure on 

reading and math scores may be a result of the different influences on each of those 

types of skills. 
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