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ABSTRACT 

Using data from the Current Population Survey November Civic Engagement 

Supplement and the American Community Survey, I estimate the effect of homeownership on 

civic engagement proxies and whether it varies by the median income of the Metropolitan 

Statistical Area.  There is a strong, positive main effect of homeownership on community 

organization participation.  The interaction between MSA median income and homeownership 

tempers this main effect, but it is not statistically significant.   
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I. Introduction 

 

Housing is an important sector in the American economy, particularly because of the 

value Americans place on homeownership.  Owning a home became a fundamental part of the 

American dream after World War II, and is associated with positive externalities, such as 

improved communities.  Since the Great Depression, the federal government has instituted 

policies that promoted homeownership.  Federal policy transformed the United States from a 

nation of renters to one of homeowners.  Yet, only since the 1990s have policy researchers begun 

to research the effects of homeownership and the outcomes of the federal investments. Around 

the same time, policy researchers began investigating the impact of poor neighborhoods on their 

residents.  In this thesis, I will expand upon both bodies of thought by looking at how the effects 

of homeownership are impacted by the affluence of the area.   

The past decade demonstrated the housing sector’s influence over the economy as the 

United States saw the inflation and bursting of the housing bubble.  The United States witnessed 

a domino effect – home prices, which had risen faster than inflation for several years in a row, 

stagnated, then fell. When developers realized they had produced an excess of housing stock they 

responded by building fewer new homes.  As new construction declined, so did the availability 

of construction jobs.  That sector of the labor force saw a reduction in employment.  Because the 

housing market was volatile, many Americans chose to delay a home purchase.  The reduction in 

home sales impacted other parts of the economy.  States and localities received less tax income 

as the volume of real estate sales and property tax receipts declined.  Consumers also spent less 

on furnishings than they would had there been more home sales.  The reduction in home sales 

had a ripple effect on the rest of the economy to the extent that multiple industries reduced their 

workforce.  Homeowners who lost their jobs or saw a large decrease in their home values began 
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defaulting on their mortgages.  Banks started to lose money, and financial instruments that were 

created to promote mortgage lending to riskier buyers started to fall apart.  Homeowners were 

blamed for purchasing homes they could not afford.  The federal government was blamed for 

bailing out private banks.  Banks were blamed for lending to unqualified borrowers. Somehow 

homeownership, previously the gateway to the American Dream, became the cause of the Great 

Recession.  

As the economic forecast worsened, the American public demanded that the government 

do more to move the economy out of the recession.  However, the government’s historic 

contributions to the housing market’s troubles were all but overlooked. During the Great 

Depression, the housing market’s instability and the high rate of foreclosures emphasized the 

fragility of the mortgage lending market.  Whereas today a conventional mortgage has a 30 year 

term, in the 1930s the credit market only offered five to ten year terms.  The average loan-to-

value ratio was 50 percent or less, so lenders assumed very little risk and could easily recuperate 

losses from mortgage defaults by selling the property (Green and Wachter 2006). Essentially, the 

threshold to becoming a homeowner was very high.  Even when borrowers were able to save 

enough for a down payment, the conditions of the mortgage were so rigorous that their property 

ownership was at risk until the mortgage was paid off.  During the 1930s, property values 

declined by 50 percent, so homeowners were unable to refinance because their properties had 

lost so much value.  Between 1931 and 1935 there were approximately 250,000 foreclosures per 

year, with nearly ten percent of homes in foreclosure during the worst of the Great Depression 

(Green and Wachter 2006).  Since then, the federal government has chosen to implement policies 

that promoted and supported homeownership.  Whereas only 46.5 percent of homes were owned 

by their occupants in 1900, the homeownership rate increased to approximately 65 percent by the 
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late 1960s (Historical Census of Housing Tables - Homeownership n.d.). The homeownership 

rate has risen since then, as shown in Chart 1, but by no more than five percentage points even at 

the height of the housing market bubble of the 2000s.  

 

While the government did not engage in the business of lending money for mortgages, it did 

develop policies and programs that promoted the growth of the private mortgage market: 

 The Federal Housing Authority (FHA) was created in 1936.  The FHA sells 

mortgage insurance to borrowers at low rates so mortgage lenders assume less 

risk in their loans (Green and Wachter 2006).   

 The U.S. Department of Veteran’s Affairs loan program was created as part of the 

Veterans Bill of Rights in 1944.  This program offers qualified veterans low cost 

mortgage insurance (Green and Wachter 2006).  

Chart 1: Annual Homeownership Rates for the United States 

and Regions: 1969 - 2011 (U.S. Census Bureau 2011) 
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 Fannie Mae (1938) and Freddie Mac (1970), were created and sponsored by the 

federal government (Green and Wachter 2006).  They serve as two secondary 

market buyers.
a
   

 The federal income tax code includes a mortgage interest deduction and a real 

estate tax deduction, reducing the costs of homeownership.  

Recently, the federal government bailed out Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac after the 

housing bubble burst at great expense to the American taxpayers. The public has questioned why 

the government is backing two private entities – essentially removing the risk factor from their 

decision making.  

  Whereas the public only recently began to question the federal policies that enabled the 

United States to become a nation of homeowners, policy researchers had already begun to 

question the benefits of homeownership.  Their work has moved the understanding of 

homeownership beyond assumptions and conventional thought and found that homeowners  

do exhibit certain measurable characteristics on average that differentiate them from renters. 

Researchers can measure and show that homeowners are in a better position financially. 

According to research by the National Association of Realtors, between 1998 and 2010, 

homeowners on average had between 31 and 46 times the average net worth of renters (Hale 

2010).  Their results are confirmed by research published by the Federal Reserve.  In 1998, the 

median net worth of a homeowner was $132,100 whereas the median net worth of individuals 

categorized as “renter or other” was $4,200 (Kennickell, Starr-McCluer, and Surette 2000).  The 

Federal Reserve reported data for 1989, 1992, 1995, and 1998.  During that time, the mean net 

                                                 
a
 FNMA and FDMC purchase mortgage portfolios from lenders to free up capital within the lending organizations 

so they can lend to more homeowners. If they were to run into financial trouble, the government would step in and 

support them.    
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worth reported by both renters and homeowners was much higher than the median.  However, 

the mean net worth of renters was at times ten times greater than the median, whereas the mean 

net worth of homeowners was only three or four times greater than the relative median.  Part of 

this is because homeowners are able to increase their net worth by paying down the principal on 

their mortgage.  However, it is also probable that wealthier individuals are more likely to be 

inclined to purchase a home.   

  Homeowners vary from renters in a variety of ways beyond financial means.  

Homeowners are more likely to stay in their residence – their obligation to their property is 

legally more rigorous than a lease.  Therefore, it is logical to assume that homeowners would 

spend a greater amount of time wherever they purchased their home, and thus have more reason 

to invest and engage in their respective communities. Homeowners have the potential to benefit 

from investing time into improving their community when they go to sell their property.   

Both the government and the nonprofit sector have noted that stable, vibrant communities 

have engaged homeowners and extrapolated that increasing homeownership levels is a possible 

means by which they can improve struggling communities.  Within the nonprofit sector, 

community development organizations (CDOs) work in struggling neighborhoods where 

homeownership rates are low to promote the development of affordable and quality housing 

stock.  The government has several programs and policies in place to promote homeownership 

among low-income families in struggling communities.  The Community Development Block 

Grant (CDBG) program subsidizes new home construction in blighted communities.  Through 

the Community Reinvestment Act, the government has set expectations that banks lend to the 

communities they serve.  To promote lending in low-income areas, many banks have developed 

special mortgage products for non-traditional borrowers including relaxed underwriting 
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standards, lower interest rates, and down payment assistance.  The assumption that more 

homeownership would improve a struggling community relies on the assumption that 

homeownership has the same impact in every community.  However, communities are often 

composed of a group of people who chose to live there primarily because they can afford to live 

there.  Affordability is related to the quality of the housing stock, quality of the schools, existing 

social relationships, proximity to amenities, and distance from undesirable industry.  There is a 

certain amount of homogeneity within every community and a certain amount of difference 

among different communities. Because all things are not equal, the impacts of homeownership 

will not necessarily be the same everywhere.  Free time, abilities, resources, or interest could 

vary by community.  What if homeowners in a lower income neighborhood had to work more 

hours or work multiple jobs to make their mortgage payment? Maybe higher income families 

face similar demands on their time in their higher paying professions. If homeownership is 

promoted in struggling communities as a community development tool, the policy prescription 

begs the question of whether or not homeownership can be expected to have the same impact on 

communities everywhere even when all else is not equal.   

This paper will investigate the conventional wisdom underlying the relationship between 

civic engagement and homeownership.  Overall, research does suggest that homeowners are 

more engaged within their community.  This paper will seek to test whether homeownership 

benefits all communities similarly, or if the relationship between civic engagement and 

homeownership varies with the median income of the locality.  To do so, I use the Current 

Population Survey Civic Engagement Supplements from November 2008, November 2009, and 

November 2010, and combine data from those years with the median incomes for Metropolitan 

Statistical Areas taken from the American Community Surveys in 2008, 2009, and 2010. I use a 
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fixed effect model to control for variation across years and across locations and test it with 

variations on my fully specified model.  In the majority of my models, homeownership does 

have a positive, statistically significant relationship with civic engagement.  However, as the 

median income increases in a community, the effect of being a homeowner decreases in the 

majority of the models but is not statistically significant.    

II. Literature Review 

The community development field has viewed homeownership as a means to fortify 

struggling communities.  My research is ultimately questioning the assumption that 

homeownership is good for communities by building off of two existing bodies of research. The 

first examines the relationship between homeownership and civic engagement.  The second 

examines the importance of neighborhood.   

As discussed in the introduction, homeownership is promoted by the federal government 

for a combination of historical and intuitive reasons.  Historically, the instability of 

homeownership hurt the economy during the Great Depression.  In response to the financial 

hardship faced by homeowners, the federal government implemented a string of policies to 

support the commercial lending market and thus homeownership.  When families were losing 

their homes, the government decided to support homeownership and not simply provide housing 

assistance.  This choice indicates that it placed value in property ownership.  

One of the key assumptions about homeownership is that it is good for communities.  A 

successful community is more than a group of homes close together.  A community is measured 

on a variety of factors including whether or not its residents feel safe, know their neighbors, have 

elements of their personal safety net nearby, trust their local schools, do not feel isolated from 
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employment opportunities, and feel their social needs are met.  A community depends on its 

residents volunteering their time to neighborhood watches, intramural sports, soup kitchens, 

PTAs, and local service organizations – all work provided for free in an effort to elevate the 

surrounding community.  In community development, “safe,” “vibrant,” and “inclusive” are 

words used to describe ideal communities.  The stability of the residents plays a key role in the 

safety and vibrancy of a community.  The longer the residents stay in an area, the more likely 

they are to know their neighbors and participate in their community.  They become familiar 

faces.  They have more time to build relationships and get involved.  Engaged citizens are an 

essential part of successful communities.  

I am examining the relationship between homeownership and civic engagement because 

communities are of varying quality.  Some communities are more desirable than others.  Is it 

possible that homeowners in less desirable communities are less engaged, and therefore the 

community suffers?  For the purposes of my research the externality of interest is civic 

engagement, which is defined as “individual and collective actions designed to identify and 

address issues of public concern” (American Psychological Association n.d.).  This definition 

could include voting, social engagement with neighbors, and membership in community 

organizations.  

 Research on homeownership and civic engagement is very aware of the difficulty of 

isolating the effects of the variables of interest.  There is a strong likelihood of selection bias.  

Over the past decade, the homeownership rate has ranged between 60-70 percent
b
.  Renters are a 

minority within the population.  The differences between homeowners and renters have been 

researched extensively.  Homeownership levels vary greatly by race and ethnicity.  Coulson 

                                                 
b
 This number is calculated by dividing the total number of owner households by the total occupied households.   
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(2002) highlights that, controlling for income and geographic location, African Americans are 

less likely to own homes.  He also finds that Asian Americans, who report incomes similar to 

those of whites, report lower rates of homeownership.  Coulson’s research also draws out the 

relationship between housing prices and homeownership.  Certain regions of the country have 

higher housing prices, and therefore lower homeownership rates.  He finds that a large immigrant 

population is associated with lower homeownership rates.  The relationship between high 

housing costs and large immigrant populations account for lower rates of homeownership in the 

western United States and New England (Coulson 2002).  Given Coulson’s research, 

communities with high concentrations of African Americans or Asian Americans will have lower 

homeownership rates than mostly-white communities.   

The demographic composition of a community also impacts stability.  Majority-white 

communities have historically displayed a “tipping point” phenomenon even after the 

development of anti-discriminatory policies for real estate and lending. Card, Mas, and Rothstein 

(2008) use regression discontinuities to investigate the relationship between the proportion of 

minorities in a neighborhood and white population flows from that neighborhood.  They find that 

cities had a “tipping point” of between 5 percent and 20 percent minority share of the 

community.  Their research includes data from 1970-1980, 1980-1990, and 1990-2000.  After 

the first decade, each subsequent decade is associated with a higher “tipping point.” Local 

attitudes towards minorities also are associated with tipping points – more tolerant 

neighborhoods tip at higher minority shares.  Initially, only black minorities are associated with a 

“tip” but in the latter two-thirds of the time period researched, all other minorities are associated 

with a similar ability to “tip” a neighborhood. According to Card, Mas, and Rothstein (2008), 
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when a community approaches the tipping point, there is a drastic change in the composition of 

the community, but it stabilizes soon after the neighborhood tips.  

Stability can be an indicator of a desirable community but it can also be bad for the 

residents.  Sometimes it comes at the expense of decreased resident mobility.  In poorer 

neighborhoods, homeownership entraps residents. They may have purchased a home in a 

different market and are now unable to sell their home because of the undesirable nature of their 

community.  There is little research addressing the impact on homeowners of decreased mobility 

out of declining neighborhoods (Rohe, Van Zandt, and McCarthy 2001).  However, the 

“trapping” effect of homeowners in struggling communities should be noted as a potential 

disincentive to homeownership in those neighborhoods.  

As discussed earlier, homeownership is promoted by the federal government for 

historical reasons and assumed benefits.  Property ownership is part of the 20
th

 century American 

Dream.  Policy researchers have worked to fill the gap between assumptions of benefits and 

evidence.  Educational attainment, civic engagement, and mental health have been key foci of 

research.  Rohe, Van Zandt, and McCarthy (2001) find that the social benefits of homeownership 

are broad, and include increased satisfaction with life and increased self-esteem. Their research 

also discusses the fact that homeowners are more satisfied with their physical homes after 

controlling for external factors.  

 Because homeownership is integrally associated with a specific location, the relationship 

between homeownership and the place where a person owns a home has also been widely 

examined.  Coulson (2002) finds that “homeownership provides external, or social, benefits in 

the form of greater maintenance and neighborhood conditions, better-raised children, and better 

‘civic’ behavior.”  He notes that some research found social benefits were higher for low-income 
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families.  Even controlling for income in general, Rohe, Van Zandt, and McCarthy’s (2001) 

research finds that “homeowners are indeed more likely than renters to participate in voluntary 

organizations and engage in local political activity.”  Glaeser and DiPasquale (1999) control for 

income, race, and state to create proxies for local housing market conditions and find that at the 

10% level, homeownership is statistically significantly associated with increased community 

involvement.  Rossi and Weber (1996) find a similar relationship.  They theorize that 

homeowners are more involved in their local politics because the value of their home is related to 

the quality of the community.  Their research also shows that homeowners are more engaged in 

local politics than renters.  

 Based upon my review of existing research, there is evidence that both homeowners and 

communities benefit from homeownership.  As I have noted, researchers have specifically 

identified a relationship between homeownership and civic engagement.  My research follows 

that vein of thought but incorporates the incomes of the communities.  This variation was 

motivated by the body of research on neighborhood effects.   

Neighborhood effects research investigates the impact of an individual’s neighborhood 

on health, social, and employment outcomes.  Starting with the Gautreaux program in 1976, 

certain housing authorities implemented programs in which residents were provided with 

financial assistance to move to a neighborhood with a different demographic profile.  The 

programs tested the theory that the original neighborhoods fostered a culture of poverty that 

isolated its residents and reduced their economic opportunities. Specifically, the programs took 

individuals from high poverty and primarily minority neighborhoods and moved them to a less 

poverty-dense and/or less minority populated area with the goal of improving economic 

outcomes for the treated households.  These programs were often coupled with some counseling 
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to assist families in their adjustment to their new communities.  Three separate programs have 

attempted to do some version of that policy experiment: the Gautreaux demonstration, the 

Moving to Opportunity Program, and the Hope VI program.  These programs allow policy 

researchers to study neighborhoods as an experimental treatment (Sanbonmatsu, et al. 2011).   

 The Gautreaux program resulted from a 1976 Supreme Court decision that HUD had 

employed racially discriminatory policies in Chicago’s public housing program.  As a result, the 

Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) provided Section 8 housing vouchers to existing public 

housing residents and individuals on the waitlist to move to mostly white neighborhoods in the 

city and in the suburbs.  The program did not offer participants housing in communities with less 

than 70 percent whites.  At the same time, the rental markets in more exclusive Chicago suburbs 

were priced too high for program participants.  Therefore, on average, program participants were 

assigned to primarily white, middle class to upper-middle class neighborhoods.  On the 

administrative side, family size, debt, and poor housekeeping disqualified some families from 

participating in the program.  According to Rosenbaum’s article (1995), these criteria reduced 

the program eligible pool by less than 30 percent.  Families were assigned to neighborhoods in a 

quasi-random fashion.  As an appropriate apartment for a family became available, the family 

was contacted regardless of their preference for an urban or suburban location.  They had an 

incentive to accept the offered apartment because the probability that they would receive another 

offer was low.   

Rosenbaum’s research pays particular attention to the issue of a “culture of poverty” by 

controlling for historical dependence on AFDC and attitudes.  He finds that participants who 

moved to mostly white suburbs had higher employment rates.  He also finds that the participants’ 

children were more likely to attend school, pursue college, and attain employment. He 
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recognizes that his results conflict with existing literature on neighborhood effects and does not 

suggest that his research definitively disproves the existing understanding of the impact of 

neighborhoods (Rosenbaum 1995) 

 The Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing (MTO) program was a 10-year research 

demonstration that coupled “tenant-based housing assistance with housing counseling to help 

very low-income families move from poverty stricken urban areas to low-poverty 

neighborhoods” (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2012). The program, 

administered by the local housing authorities in Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, and 

New York City, randomly assigned certain families to a program that required families to move 

to neighborhoods with a poverty rate of less than 10%. Program eligibility was limited to 

families with children in public housing.   

Analysis of the MTO program has produced inconsistent results with regard to outcomes 

for the children participants in the program.  Katz, Kling, and Liebman (2001) examine initial 

results from the Boston MTO program and find that MTO experiment group participants who 

complied with the program reported an 18 percentage point decrease in problem behavior.  When 

separated out by gender, respondents were more likely to report a decrease in problem behavior 

among their male children than among their female children.  However, Katz, Kling, and 

Liebman suggest that this might be related to the higher rates of program participation among 

families who reported problem behavior from their boys prior to the move.  Kling, Ludwig, and 

Katz (2005) further examine the relationship between crime and MTO and develop a theory that 

boys responded to the treatment with increased criminal behavior because they had a 

comparative advantage in this area.  Kling, Ludwig and Katz attribute this development to four 

components: the boys scored lower on tests than the girls and their other classmates so they were 
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more likely to receive reinforcement for criminal behavior than academic behavior; from a 

psychological standpoint, boys are more likely to engage in antisocial behavior in response to 

stress; boys receive less parental supervision than girls; and because the boys were more likely to 

commit crimes, they were more likely to find partners in crime among other boys (Kling, 

Ludwig, and Katz 2005).  Ludwig, Duncan, and Hirschfield (2001) use juvenile arrest records to 

estimate the effect of MTO on juvenile crime within the Baltimore MTO program. They find that 

teens who had participated in the experiment were less likely to be arrested for robberies but 

more likely to be arrested for property crimes.  They note that there was a spike in arrests for 

property crimes in the time period immediately following the program.  Ludwig, Duncan, and 

Hirschfield (2001) also find that families whose children were more likely to be involved in 

crime were also more likely to participate in MTO.  

MTO participants also reported improved health.  They described a decrease in their 

children’s physical injuries due to accidents as well as asthma-related issues.  The preliminary 

results from Boston show that overall, the control group, Section 8 recipients, and MTO 

participants all reported an increase in employment, but there was no clear treatment effect from 

moving to suburbs.  Katz, Kling, and Liebman (2001) suggest that the increase in employment is 

probably more associated with the growth of the economy and the change in welfare laws during 

the 1990s than any treatment effects of changing neighborhoods.  

While the MTO program was not successful at getting families to stay in communities 

with poverty rates below 10%, Quigley and Raphael (2008) find that families within the 

experimental group were on average in a community with a 20% poverty rate, a significantly 

lower number than a community with concentrated poverty (40% or higher).  Quigley and 

Raphael (2008) also note that there were no statistically significant effects on employment.   
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In the Fall of 2011, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 

released the final impacts evaluation of the Moving to Opportunity experiment (Sanbonmatsu, et 

al. 2011).  Their results track mostly with the interim results reported on by Quigley and 

Raphael.  They did not find any relationship between participation in MTO and improved 

employment or reduced poverty.  There were also no significant improvements in educational 

achievement.  Sanbonmatsu, et al., find that participants in both the experimental cohort and the 

Section 8 voucher group felt safer in their communities.  They observe that the participants in the 

experimental group have some improved health indicators including reduced obesity, reduced 

depression, and reduced anxiety.  At the same time, the treatment group also exhibited some 

increased risk behaviors.  The adults were more likely to drink or abuse substances.  Female 

youths were more likely to consume alcohol underage and male youths were more likely to 

smoke.  The final impacts evaluation concludes that MTO “helped families move into 

neighborhoods where neighbors were more willing to work together to support shared norms” 

(Sanbonmatsu, et al. 2011).  

Neighborhood effects were also tested by the Hope VI program managed by the Chicago 

Housing Authority (CHA).  The CHA conducted a panel study that followed 198 households 

from the Madden/Wells Homes. Residents in that community were relocated to mixed income 

communities as the CHA planned to demolish or rehabilitate a total of 25,000 units (Popkin, et 

al. 2010).  

The HOPE VI demonstration, much like the MTO program, examined neighborhood 

effects by moving the participants into new communities.  As with the MTO program, the 

participants were on average happier with their homes. They were in areas with lower crime and 

perceive less violence in their community.  However, they still faced challenges such as poor 
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health and low rates of employment. The families are still largely living in poor communities 

with limited access to economic and educational opportunities.  Only 25 percent moved into 

communities with less concentrated poverty, defined as a poverty rate of less than 15 percent 

(Popkin, et al. 2010). 

In summary, the research on the impact of neighborhoods on outcomes has found mixed 

results.  In some cases, it is possible that residents will be happier, healthier, and exposed to less 

of certain types of crime. In some cases, their children are more likely to complete higher levels 

of education.  However, more affluent communities do not definitively guarantee better 

economic opportunities and in some cases they may increase the incentives for the young male 

participants to engage in crime.  The research on neighborhood effects does demonstrate the 

complexity of the relationship between neighborhoods and their residents.  Changing the 

neighborhood will not necessarily change its impacts on its residents. 

Research has examined the relationship between homeownership and civic engagement.  

Policy analysts have also studied the potential effects of neighborhoods.  In my research, rather 

than studying how a neighborhood changes its residents, I am examining how likely homeowners 

are to change their neighborhood, based upon the affluence of the neighborhood.   

 

III. Data 

 

The data used in this paper come from the Current Population Survey (CPS) and the 

American Community Survey. The Census Bureau conducts the CPS monthly for the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics.  The survey collects a comprehensive set of data about the respondent’s 

household demographics.  The sampling methods of the CPS allow it to be accurate and 

representative of the population at the national and state level.  However, below the state level, 

sample sizes are too small to accurately represent smaller geographic divisions.   
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Occasionally another department within the government or a private funder will support a 

monthly supplement that collects data on a specific topic.  In 2008, the Census began collecting 

civic engagement data annually in the month of November.  They continued to collect data for 

this supplement in 2009 and 2010.  Data for 2011 were not yet available at the time of this 

research.   

For my research, I reference the American Psychological Association definition of civic 

engagement because it is both comprehensible and based in research.  Civic engagement is 

described by the American Psychological Association as actions designed to identify and address 

issues of personal concern within the community.  For the CPS supplement, Census workers 

asked respondents questions about their engagement in political activities, local groups and 

networks, their relationships within the community, and their feelings regarding social cohesion 

and inclusion (U.S. Census Bureau 2009).  

For the purposes of my research, I am using civic engagement as my left-hand side 

variable.  Participation in community organizations is an appropriate measure of civic 

engagement because it addresses both behavior towards changing one’s neighborhood, but it also 

captures behaviors associated with interacting with other members of the community.  The CPS 

Civic Engagement Supplement included school groups, neighborhood organizations, or 

community organizations; service or civic organizations; sports or recreation organizations; and 

churches, synagogues, mosques, or other religious institutions in its questions about community 

organization participation.  In order to recognize the importance of all the community 

organizations mentioned, and in order to best capture the level of civic engagement, I considered 

participation in at minimum one of the mentioned groups as participation in a community 

organization.  I used an affirmative response as my proxy for civic engagement.  



18 

 

 One of the strengths of using the CPS data is the availability of data at the Metropolitan 

Statistical Area (MSA) level without any restrictions due to confidentiality concerns.  This was 

the most local level of data available for public use.  However, because an MSA must be a 

certain size, only urban areas are captured in my regressions.  The results will not be 

generalizable to rural areas, which is one of the weaknesses of the data. 

 Other weaknesses of the data include the fact that the data are not representative of the 

actual populations at local levels and the use of proxy questions to measure civic engagement.  

There is no single measure of civic engagement as it is more an idea rather than a specific, 

measurable action.  I chose to use responses to community organization participation questions 

because they seemed to identify the most proactive and accessible actions among the civic 

engagement proxies.  However, by using community organization participation as my proxy for 

civic engagement, I may be excluding behaviors that demonstrate a facet of civic engagement.  

CPS income data are reported in ranges, so the data are not useful in calculating median 

incomes.  Also, as discussed before, the information is not representative at the local level, so it 

would not be the best data source for calculating MSA median incomes.  Given these challenges, 

I used the American Community Survey (ACS) to obtain median income data for 2008, 2009, 

and 2010 at the MSA level and I matched those data to the individual responses with 

corresponding MSAs in the CPS data.  When examining the descriptive statistics and 

regressions, I use the weights provided by the CPS that were associated with the civic 

engagement supplement.  The weights account for any sampling imbalances and missing sample 

points.  

The ACS is also conducted by the Census Bureau.  The ACS collects social, economic, 

and housing data on an ongoing basis to meet the data demands on the Census Bureau that the 
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decennial census was unable to meet.  The ACS is actually a more recent survey that was first 

considered by the Census in the early 1990s.  During the rest of the 1990s, the Census Bureau 

researched, developed, and tested methods to implement the survey.  In the early 2000s, the 

Census conducted a demonstration stage of the ACS in which it collected nationwide and state 

level data.  2006 was the first year the ACS was fully executed.  The ACS annually collects data 

from a sample of approximately 3 million addresses using mail, phone calls, and field 

representatives (U.S. Census Bureau 2009). 

To answer my research question, I look at data on homeownership, race, education, age, 

employment, marital status, and civic engagement from the CPS data for November 2008, 

November 2009, and November 2010.  I take data on median incomes at the MSA level from the 

2008, 2009, and 2010 American Community Survey and merge it with the CPS dataset.  I 

generate my interaction variable for the added effect of homeownership on civic engagement as 

MSA median income increases after merging the two datasets.  My key variables of interest are 

whether or not the respondent is a homeowner, the median income of the MSA, the interaction of 

homeownership and the median income of the MSA, the MSA itself, and participation in 

community organizations 

IV. Methodology 

To estimate whether the effect of homeownership on civic engagement varies by MSA 

median income, I use a linear probability model. My model uses civic engagement as the 

dependent variable.  My key right-hand side variables include homeownership, MSA median 

income, and the interaction between MSA median income and homeownership. My model is 

written out below.  
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In this model, i denotes the individual cases, j indexes the location, and t indexes the year.  My 

fixed effects variables include    for year fixed effects and    for location fixed effects.  Civic 

engagement is the dummy variable that includes all participation in community organizations. 

Homeownership is a dummy variable.  I divide the MSA median income data by 10,000 in order 

to magnify the coefficients.  Homeownership and MSA median income are interacted to test the 

relationship between homeownership and civic engagement as it varies by the median income of 

the MSA.  Within the x vector, I have controls for race, ethnicity, educational attainment, 

employment, marital status, sex, and age.  It should be noted that within the data, a respondent 

could respond affirmatively to being racially black or white and ethnically Hispanic. In my 

preparation of the dataset for regressions, I define respondents as white if they reported 

themselves as racially white and ethnically not Hispanic.  I apply similar logic to respondents 

who reported that they identify as black or Asian.  For all respondents who identified ethnically 

as Hispanic, I categorize them as such regardless of how they identified racially.  Finally, I create 

the category “Other Races” to capture any racial identities that had not already been categorized.  

This category also includes respondents who reported multiple racial backgrounds.  

 I am using MSA fixed effects to control for unobserved characteristics of MSAs that are 

constant over time.  The civic engagement data of interest are only available for three years – 

2008, 2009, and 2010.  Those three years were a tumultuous time in the housing market.  

Therefore, I include time fixed effects to control for nationwide housing market variations. In my 

regressions, I cluster the standard errors at the MSA level.  I run a total of 18 regressions.  The 
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first five built up to my fully specified regression.  Regression six is the fully specified 

regression.  I then run three models that were variations on the fully specified model.  In one 

regression, I took out the median income variables, in the other I took out the homeownership 

variables.  In the third I did not include the CPS weights.  I then run four regressions – one for 

each geographic region of the United States (Northeast, South, Midwest, and West).  Lastly, I 

run a regression with each of the individual community activities that fed into my larger 

community organization variable.  I also run a regression using military service as a dependent 

variable to see the effect of using a non-community organization variable as a proxy for civic 

engagement.   

 

V. Results 

A brief review of the descriptive statistics yields some interesting points about how this 

dataset relates to the actual population.  Table 1 shows summary statistics calculated from the 

CPS data sets over the years 2008, 2009, and 2010.  The Census provided weights with the data 

set.  For my calculations, I weight the estimates using the CPS Civic Engagement supplement 

weight.  

Approximately 38 percent of the sample participates in a community organization. The 

sample has a higher proportion of homeowners than the general American population – 75 

percent versus approximately 66 percent respectively.  This could have to do with the nature of 

my sample which only includes urban areas.  However, as stated in the literature review, high 

housing costs are associated with less homeownership.  Therefore, because urban areas are 

associated with greater housing demand and thus higher housing costs, it does not seem probable 

that urban areas have higher homeownership rates than rural areas.  The mean of the MSA 

median incomes is $55,210.  64 percent of the sample says they were employed at the time of the 
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survey.  Close to 64 percent of respondents are categorized as white, 18 percent identified as 

Hispanic, 11 percent as black, 6 percent as Asian, and less than 2 percent identified as any other 

race.  After incorporating the weights, the sample population does seem to approximate the 

racial/ethnic composition of the overall United States population.   

28 percent of respondents had completed high school but not pursued further education.  

20 percent of respondents had graduated from college and 11 percent had completed some post-

graduate studies.  A large portion of adults in the sample reported that they are married (79 

percent).  Slightly less than half of the respondents identify as male (46 percent).  The average 

age of a respondent is just under 48 years.  Less than 10 percent of respondents have served in 

the military.  

In Table 2 I report summary statistics for homeownership rates by race/ethnicity. Table 2 

shows that blacks and Hispanics have homeownership rates approximately 30 percentage points 

lower than white respondents.  Respondents who identified as Asian or any other race have 

homeownership rates percent of nearly 70 percent, and thus are close to the national average.  

Much of the literature around homeownership recognizes that homeownership rates among 

Asian-Americans are higher than blacks, but still lower than among whites.   

Table 3 examines participation in community organizations separated out by race.  

Within the overall sample, 40 percent of respondents state that they participated in at least one of 

the community organizations mentioned by the Census, such as a school group, church group, or 

civic organization.  Respondents who identified as white report the highest rates of community 

involvement – 43 percent of the whites in the sample stated that they are involved in at least one 

community organization.  Blacks and “Other Races” are the next most likely to participate in 

community organizations (39 and 40 percent, respectively).  Asians and Hispanic respondents 
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are the least likely to report participating in a community organization (30 percent and 24 

percent, respectively).  

In order to include education within the regressions, I separated education into several 

dummy variables.  Less than High School (13 percent of the sample) captures all respondents 

with less than a high school diploma.  The largest group of respondents in terms of education had 

obtained a high school degree and not completed any further studies.  They were separated into 

their own variable (29 percent of the sample). Those who completed some college became 

another dummy variable (18 percent) as were those who completed an associate’s degree (9 

percent).  Respondents who completed a college degree became their own dummy variable (20 

percent) and any respondents with any postgraduate studies were combined into one variable (11 

percent). To prevent issues of collinearity, I did not include the variable for associate’s degrees 

in the regression. 

In Table 4, there appears to be a positive relationship between homeownership and 

educational attainment.  Respondents with less than a high school degree have the lowest 

homeownership rate – 52 percent. Among the respondents with only a high school degree, 72 

percent report that they were homeowners.  The rate of homeownership increases gradually as 

education increases.  79 percent of respondents with associate’s degrees are homeowners. 

Among recipients of a bachelor’s degree and those who have completed at least some graduate 

work, the rates increase to 85 percent and 88 percent, respectively.  There is over a 30 percentage 

point difference between homeownership rates among those with postgraduate studies and those 

who have less than a high school degree (88 percent versus 52 percent, respectively).  

 Interestingly, just as homeownership increases with educational attainment, so does civic 

engagement rates.  As shown in Table 5, approximately 19 percent of respondents with less than 
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a high school degree report participating in any community organizations whereas 58 percent of 

respondents who had completed some graduate studies respond affirmatively.  28 percent of high 

school graduates report participating in community groups.  The rate increases to 39 percent with 

some college, 43 percent with an associate’s degree, and 52 percent with a bachelor’s degree.  

Within the overall CPS sample, the rate is 38 percent.  

In Table 6, I report the regression results using community organization participation as 

the dependent variable.  In Column 1, I include the variables for homeownership, the MSA 

median income, and the interaction between homeownership and the MSA median income.  In 

this regression, there is a statistically significant relationship between homeownership and 

participation in community organizations.  At the average MSA median income ($55,210), being 

a homeowner is associated with a 0.0153 increase in the probability that a respondent 

participates in a community organization.
c
  A $10,000 increase in MSA median income is 

associated with a 0.0095 increase in the probability that a respondent participates in a community 

organization for non-homeowners and a 0.0098 increase in the probability for homeowners.  

Only the main effect of homeownership on community organization participation is statistically 

significant.  The main effect of MSA median income, as well as the interaction between MSA 

median income and homeownership, is not statistically significant. However, the coefficients are 

positive.  For homeowners, every $10,000 increase in MSA median income is associated with an 

additional 0.0003 increase in the probability that the homeowner participates in a community 

organization relative to non-homeowners.  The main effect of homeownership maintains 

statistical significance as variables are added for employment (Column 2); race and ethnicity 

(Column 3); education (Column 4); and marital status, sex, and age (Column 5).  Once control 

                                                 
c
 0.1512 + (0.0003×5.521) = .153 
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variables are added to the equation, the coefficient on the interaction variable changes direction 

so that it becomes negative.  For MSAs with higher median incomes, the effect of 

homeownership on community organization participation is not as strong as it would be in less-

affluent MSAs.  However, the interaction variable is not statistically significant in any of the 

models.  

There is more than a 0.05 decrease in the main effect of homeownership on community 

organization participation between the first model in Column 1 and the fully specified model 

including fixed effects in Column 6. The main effect of homeownership is statistically significant 

in each model.  This reinforces what the literature review explained – that there is a relationship 

between homeownership and community involvement.  

Based upon the fully specified model in Column 6, homeownership and MSA median 

income are both positively associated with community organization participation. To summarize 

the results, I used the expression (0.0966×Homeownership)+(0.0392×MSA Median Income)+(-

0.0072×Homeownership×MSA Median Income).  To illustrate the results, I created Chart 2 in 

which I show the difference in community organization participation for homeowners and non-

homeowners at MSA median incomes ranging from $20,000 to $70,000.  
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As the median income of the MSA increases, homeowners and non-homeowners alike 

are more likely to participate in community organizations.  However, relative to homeowners, 

the likelihood that non-homeowners will participate in a community organization increases as 

MSA median income rises.  As shown in Chart 2, at an MSA median income of $20,000, 

homeowners have a 0.08 higher probability of participating in a community organization than 

non-homeowners.  However, the difference in probability of participation decreases to less than 

0.05 as MSA median income approaches $70,000.  In the fully specified model, the main effect 

of homeownership is statistically significant (p<0.05), but the main effect of MSA median 

income and the interaction variable are not.  Based upon the results that are statistically 

significant, this model supports the theory that homeownership and civic engagement have a 

positive relationship, no matter where the respondent lives.   

The fully specified model also shows a negative relationship between certain racial 

groups and civic engagement.  Identifying as Hispanic or Asian is associated with a 0.0695 and 

0.1507 decrease in the probability that the respondent participates in a community organization, 
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respectively.  In the model, as more control variables are added, the size of the coefficient for the 

Hispanic control variable increases by 0.09, making it less negative.  For Asian respondents, the 

size of the coefficient varies as control variables are added.  When the model is fully specified, 

the estimated effect becomes more negative by 0.02 relative to the estimated effect in Column 3.  

For respondents who identified as black, the relationship goes from negative and statistically 

insignificant to positive and statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level (-0.0149 to 

0.0314).   

Higher education has a strong, positive relationship with community organization 

participation – a 0.0966 and 0.1523 increase in the probability that college graduates and 

respondents with some post-graduate studies participate in community organizations, 

respectively.  Once the education variables are added to the model, the coefficient on identifying 

as Hispanic becomes less negative by 0.07.  This may be because there was some bias in Column 

3 and identifying as Hispanic was really capturing more of the relationship between education 

and community organization participation.  There is actually a decrease in the coefficient for 

respondents identifying as Asian when education was added, so it is possible that adding 

education reduces the bias in the regression.   

 In Columns 2 and 3, employment has a positive, statistically significant relationship with 

civic engagement.  However, by Column 4, the relationship is no longer statistically significant.  

The coefficient does not become statistically significant as more variables are added, and its 

coefficient decreases to -0.0001 from the initial coefficient of 0.0517. This is not particularly 

surprising.  Employment is not necessarily an indicator that someone would be motivated to be 

involved in their community.  There are, for example, stay-at-home parents or retirees who play 

an active role in their communities.  At the same time, employed individuals might seek out this 
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participation because it is something that genuinely interests them and offers them fulfillment 

outside of their employment.   

 In Column 5, the final demographic variables are added – sex, marital status, and age.  

All of them are statistically significantly associated with civic engagement at all conventional 

levels.  In Column 5, being married is associated with almost a 0.0565 increase in the probability 

that a respondent participates in a community organization.  Age is also positively associated 

with community organization participation but has a diminishing marginal effect.  This is 

demonstrated in Chart 3 below. To demonstrate the effect of age, I use the expression 

(0.0087×Age)+(-0.0001×Age
2 

) based on Column 5 and the expression (0.0095×Age)+                         

(-0.0001×Age
2
) based on Column 6.  In Column 5, the probability of community organization 

participation increases until around age 43.5.  For Column 6, the probability of community 

organization participation increases until age 47.5, which is around the average age of the 

sample.  Both coefficients on age and age
2
 are statistically significant for the models in Columns 

5 and 6 (p<0.01).    



29 

 

 

Identifying as a man is negatively associated with community organization participation.  

Within this sample, women are more likely to be involved in community organizations.  This 

relationship combined with the coefficient on marital status may be describing conventional 

gender roles – the man is out working while the woman is more involved in home-centered 

issues.  However, such a conclusion is outside of the scope of this research.  

In Column 6, my fully specified model, a dummy variable for each MSA and for the 

years 2008 and 2009 are included.  Some of the MSAs were statistically significantly related to 

the dependent variable.   

In order to further examine the relationship between community organization 

participation and the control variables, I run additional regressions in Table 7.  In Column 1, I 

drop the variables for MSA median income and the interaction variable.  The main effect of 

homeownership actually decreases, but it is still statistically significant.  In Column 2, I drop the 
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variable for homeownership and the interaction variable.  The coefficient on MSA median 

income is smaller than the main effect in the fully specified model (0.0279 versus 0.0392) but 

still positive.  The coefficient is still not statistically significant.  In Column 3, I estimate the 

fully specified model without weights.  Column 4 is the fully specified model, presented for 

comparison purposes.  There is some variance between the fully specified model with weights 

and without weights.  The size of the main effect of homeownership increases from .0948 in 

Column 3 to .0966 in Column 4.  Both coefficients are statistically significant, but Column 3 has 

a lower p-value (p<0.01 in Column 3 versus p<0.05 in Column 4).  The coefficient on the 

interaction between homeownership and MSA median income becomes more negative from  

-0.005 to -.0072 when weights are added to the model in Column 4.  Neither of the coefficients is 

statistically significant.  In the fully specified model in Table 7, the right-hand side variables 

explain more of the variation in community organization participation than do the right-hand side 

variables in the other models.  That model has the largest R
2
 value (0.1165).  The right-hand side 

variables in Column 2 explain almost as much of the variation (R
2
=0.1146) as those in Column 

4.  The right-hand side variables in the unweighted regression in Column 3 explain the least 

amount of the variation (R
2
=0.1074).   

In Table 8, I run four regressions – one each for the Northeast, Midwest, South, and 

West.  Only in the West is there a statistically significant main effect of homeownership (p<0.01) 

and interaction between homeownership and the MSA median income (p<0.1).  Interestingly, 

there is a large main effect of being a homeowner on participating in community organizations in 

the West. The relationship is much larger in the West than in any other region. Taking into 

consideration the interaction of MSA median income and homeownership, the probability of 

participating in a community organization decreases for homeowners relative to non-
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homeowners as the MSA median income increases.  At the average MSA median income of 

$55,210, the probability that a homeowner in the West participates in a community organization 

is .10 greater than the probability for a non-homeowner.
d
  Because of the magnitude of the 

coefficient on the interaction variable relative to the main effect of MSA median income, the 

relationship between MSA median income and community organization participation is negative 

for homeowners.  This relationship is positive for non-homeowners.  This is graphically depicted 

in Chart 4.   

 

Only one other region has a statistically significant coefficient on the variables of interest.  

In the Northeast, there is a positive and statistically significant coefficient (at the 90% confidence 

level) on the interaction between homeownership and MSA median income.  As shown in Chart 

5, in MSAs with a median income closer to $20,000, homeowners are less likely than non-

homeowners to participate in community organizations.  However, for MSAs with a median 

                                                 
d
 This was calculated using the expression (0.2241×Homeownership)+(0.0098×MSA Median Income)+                   

(-0.0249×Homeownership×MSA Median Income).   
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income above $40,000, the relationship reverses so that homeowners are more likely to 

participate in community organizations than non-homeowners.   

  

Table 8 shows that there are large variations in the variable coefficients across regions.  

For example, in the Midwest, identifying as Asian is associated with a .2090 decrease in the 

probability that a respondent will participate in a community organization, whereas in the 

Northeast, there is only a .0900 decrease in the probability that the respondent will participate in 

a community organization.  In the Midwest, the effect of post-graduate education on civic 

engagement is higher than in the Northeast (0.1887 versus 0.1164).   

Table 8 highlights that in many regions, homeownership and the affluence of the local 

community do not have a statistically significant relationship with civic engagement outcomes.  

In the same regressions, however, racial and ethnic identities do display strong and statistically 

significant relationships with civic engagement.  Education, marital status, gender, and age also 

demonstrate statistical significance.  This may indicate that in much of the United States, the 

identity of the respondent including their race, ethnicity, education, age, and marital status, plays 

a greater role in their desire to participate in community organizations.  Furthermore, the 
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coefficients vary from region to region.  It is possible that there are uniquely regional 

experiences and those experiences depend on the respondent’s identity.  The American 

experience of community appears to vary more based upon identity than it does by 

homeownership.   

In Table 9, I run regressions using each of the proxy variables that feed into my 

“community organization” variable, including school group, neighborhood organization, or 

community organization participation; service or civic organization participation; sports or 

recreation organization participation; and religious institution participation.  In Column 5, I run a 

regression of military service on the same right-hand side variables used in the community 

organization regressions to see if a completely different dependent variable would exhibit a 

different dynamic.  The variable for “Military” is an indicator for the respondent reporting ever 

having served on active duty in the U.S. Armed Forces.   

Interestingly, only in Columns 1, 2, and 4 is the main effect of homeownership 

statistically significant.  Column 1 includes school groups, neighborhood, or community 

organizations; Column 2 includes service or civic organizations; and Column 4 includes church, 

synagogue, mosque, or other religious institutions.  In these three models, the interaction of 

homeownership and the median income in the MSA is small, negative, and statistically 

insignificant.  Chart 6 illustrates the difference in the probability that a homeowner versus a non-

homeowner participates in these types of community organizations.  At low MSA median 

incomes, the effect of being a homeowner on the probability of participating in school, 

neighborhood, or community organizations is small – less than 0.1.  As MSA median income 

increases, the difference becomes even smaller.  For service or civic organizations, simply being 

a homeowner is associated with a large increase in the probability that the respondent will 
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participate.  The difference between homeowners and non-homeowners is greater than 0.4 at low 

MSA median incomes.  As income rises, the difference decreases but only slightly.  Lastly, the 

participation by homeowners in a church, synagogue, or other religious institution does not vary 

much as MSA median income increases.  For non-homeowners, the probability increases so that 

as MSA median income approaches $70,000, they are more likely to participate in these groups 

than homeowners are. 

 

VI. Conclusion 

My research supports the theory that homeowners are more active participants in their 

community than non-homeowners.  However their participation is tempered by an increase in the 

affluence of the MSA, although this is not statistically significant.  Even within most regions, the 

overall dynamic between the variables of interest (homeownership, MSA median income, and 

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

2 3 4 5 6 7

MSA Median Income (in $10,000) 

Chart 6: Calculations for the Coefficients on Homeownership, MSA Median 

Income, and the Interaction Variables by Type of Participation 

School, Neighborhood or

Community Organization

(homeowner)

School, Neighborhood or

Community Organization

(non-homeowner)

Service or Civic Organization

(homeowner)

Service or Civic Organization

(non-homeowner)

Church, Synagogue, Mosque,

or other Religious Institution

(homeowner)

Church, Synagogue, Mosque,

or other Religious Institution

(non-homeowner)



35 

 

the interaction of homeownership and MSA median income) remains the same.  Depicting the 

estimates graphically makes clear that the magnitude of the coefficients on MSA median income 

and the interaction variable, relative to one another, determines whether homeowners or non-

homeowners would be more likely to participate in community organizations.  The main effect 

of MSA median income on community organization participation is positive.  With the exception 

of the Northeast, the coefficients on the main effect of homeownership and on the interaction 

between homeownership and MSA median income are both negative.  It was surprising that in 

many cases the main effect of MSA median income on civic engagement is not statistically 

significant. 

 Interestingly, the strongest relationship within the regressions is between educational 

attainment and civic engagement.  Once the various types of community organization 

participation are separated in Table 9, there is a large, statistically significant relationship 

between post-graduate studies and participation in a school group, neighborhood, or community 

organization.  Those with graduate studies are overall more likely to participate in the other 

groups, but none of the other dependent variables has as strong of a relationship with post-

graduate studies. It is also interesting that community organization participation varies so widely 

across race and ethnicity.   

The results of the regressions affirm the common assumption about homeownership.  It is 

good for the community.  The results also pave the way for future research.  There are strong 

relationships between organization participation and other variables including education and 

region.  Future research should consider examining the nuances of different regions and 

potentially paring down the effects of demographics within those regions.  
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Table 1: Summary Statistics 

Variable        Mean   
Standard 

Deviation 

  
  

Participates in a Community Organization 0.38 0.48 

Owns a Home 0.75 0.44 

MSA Median Income (in Ten Thousand Dollars) 5.521 0.98 

Employed 0.64 0.48 

White 0.64 0.48 

Hispanic 0.18 0.38 

Black 0.11 0.32 

Asian 0.06 0.24 

Any other Race (multi-racial or not Black or Asian) 0.02 0.13 

Educational Attainment is less than High School 0.13 0.34 

High School Graduate 0.29 0.45 

Completed Some College 0.18 0.38 

Completed an Associate's Degree 0.09 0.29 

College Graduate 0.20 0.40 

Completed some Post-graduate studies 0.11 0.31 

Married 0.79 0.41 

Male 0.46 0.50 

Age (years) 47.6 15.79 

Served in the Military 0.10 0.30 
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Table 2: Homeownership Rates by Ethnicity/Race 

Ethnicity/Race Percent Homeowners n 

Overall  75%   75,256  

White 85% 52,995 

Hispanic 54% 10,144  

Black 56% 6,543 

Asian 69%                  4,168  

Other Races 67% 1,406  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: Community Organization Participation Rates by Ethnicity/Race 

Ethnicity/Race Community Involvement Rate n 

Overall 38% 77,568 

White 43% 52,041 

Hispanic 24% 9,931 

Black 39% 6,378 

Asian 30%                  4,051  

Other Races 40%                  1,369  
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Table 4: Homeownership Rates by Educational Attainment 

Educational Attainment Percent Homeowners n 

Overall 75% 75,256  

Less than High School 52% 8,003 

High School Only 72% 20,866 

Some College 74% 13,015 

Associate's Degree 79% 7,388 

Bachelor's Degree 85% 16,323 

Graduate Work 88% 9,641 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: Civic Engagement Rates by Educational Attainment 

Educational Attainment Community Involvement Rate n 

Overall 38% 77,568 

Less than High School 19% 7,817 

High School Only 28% 20,454 

Some College 39% 12,766 

Associate's Degree 43% 7,262 

Bachelor's Degree 52% 16,009 

Graduate Work 58% 9,462 
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Table 6: Fully Specified Model including Weights 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Homeowner 0.1512*** 0.1544*** 0.1454*** 0.1258*** 0.0972** 0.0966** 

 

(0.0535) (0.0525) (0.0492) (0.0458) (0.0457) (0.0459) 

MSA Median Income 

(in $10,000s) 

0.0095 0.0091 0.0185* 0.0092 0.0060 0.0392 

(0.0114) (0.0113) (0.0100) (0.0101) (0.0101) (0.0560) 

Homeowner * MSA 

median income (in 

$10,000s) 

0.0003 -0.0006 -0.0053 -0.0089 -0.0064 -0.0072 

(0.0096) (0.0094) (0.0086) (0.0080) (0.0080) (0.0079) 

Employed 

 

0.0517*** 0.0511*** 0.0089 0.0012 -0.0001 

  

(0.0066) (0.0063) (0.0062) (0.0077) (0.0074) 

Hispanic 

  

-0.1649*** -0.0930*** -0.0924*** -0.0695*** 

   

(0.0144) (0.0142) (0.0142) (0.0131) 

Black 

  

-0.0149 0.0156 0.0234 0.0314* 

   

(0.0185) (0.0175) (0.0176) (0.0174) 

Asian 

  

-0.1340*** -0.1591*** -0.1627*** -0.1507*** 

   

(0.0176) (0.0183) (0.0185) (0.0176) 

Less than High School 

  

-0.1792*** -0.1703*** -0.1718*** 

    

(0.0173) (0.0173) (0.0162) 

High School Only 

  

-0.1342*** -0.1299*** -0.1278*** 

    

(0.0128) (0.0128) (0.0124) 

Some College 

  

-0.0320** -0.0263** -0.0265** 

    

(0.0130) (0.0130) (0.0125) 

Bachelor's Degree 

  

0.0966*** 0.0959*** 0.0983*** 

    

(0.0149) (0.0149) (0.0145) 

Post Graduate Studies 

  

0.1523*** 0.1526*** 0.1561*** 

    

(0.0154) (0.0154) (0.0147) 

Married 

    

0.0565*** 0.0523*** 

     

(0.0085) (0.0084) 

Male 

    

-0.0365*** -0.0369*** 

     

(0.0051) (0.0050) 

Age 

    

0.0087*** 0.0095*** 

     

(0.0016) (0.0016) 

Age
2
 

    

-0.0001*** -0.0001*** 

     

(0.0000) (0.0000) 

Year Dummies?          No No No No No Yes 

MSA Dummies?         No No No No No Yes 

Weights? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 65,841 65,841 65,841 65,841 65,841 65,841 

R-squared 0.0184 0.0209 0.0381 0.0841 0.0890 0.1165 

The standard errors are clustered at the MSA level.  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 7: Variations on the Fully Specified Model 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Community 

Organization 

Participation? 

Homeowner 0.0571*** - 0.0948*** 0.0966** 

  (0.0108) - (0.0267) (0.0459) 

MSA Median Income - 0.0279 0.0152 0.0392 

(in $10,000s) (0.0551) (0.0278) (0.0560) 

Homeowner * MSA 

median income (in 

$10,000s) 

- - -0.005 -0.0072 

  
- (0.0047) (0.0079) 

Employed 0.0013 0.003 -0.0056 -0.0001 

  (0.0072) (0.0073) (0.0041) (0.0074) 

Hispanic -0.0650*** -0.0765*** -0.0584*** -0.0695*** 

  (0.0129) (0.0125) (0.0083) (0.0131) 

Black 0.0315* 0.0224 0.0249** 0.0314* 

  (0.0169) (0.0167) (0.0111) (0.0174) 

Asian -0.1483*** -0.1547*** -0.1664*** -0.1507*** 

  (0.0172) (0.0170) (0.0087) (0.0176) 

Less than High School -0.1722*** -0.1818*** -0.1913*** -0.1703*** 

  (0.0157) (0.0156) (0.0096) (0.0162) 

High School Only -0.1279*** -0.1319*** -0.1330*** -0.1299*** 

  (0.0119) (0.0123) (0.0073) (0.0124) 

Some College -0.0251** -0.0285** -0.0232*** -0.0263** 

  (0.0123) (0.0126) (0.0072) (0.0125) 

Bachelor's Degree 0.0965*** 0.1004*** 0.0941*** 0.0959*** 

  (0.0140) (0.0145) (0.0087) (0.0145) 

Post Graduate Studies 0.1539*** 0.1582*** 0.1467*** 0.1526*** 

  (0.0138) (0.0145) (0.0100) (0.0147) 

Married 0.0507*** 0.0624*** 0.0497*** 0.0523*** 

  (0.0082) (0.0082) (0.0061) (0.0084) 

Male -0.0394*** -0.0374*** -0.0351*** -0.0369*** 

  (0.0052) (0.0050) (0.0032) (0.0050) 

Age 0.0093*** 0.0108*** 0.0090*** 0.0095*** 

  (0.0015) (0.0016) (0.0009) (0.0016) 

Age
2
 -0.0001*** -0.0001*** -0.0001*** -0.0001*** 

  (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

Year Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

MSA Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Weights? Yes Yes No Yes 

Observations 73,770 65,841 65,841 65,841 

R-squared 0.1139 0.1146 0.1074 0.1165 

The standard errors are clustered at the MSA level.  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 8: Regressions using Region instead of MSA 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES 

Community 

Organization 

Participation in the 

Northeast 

Community 

Organization 

Participation in 

the Midwest 

Community 

Organization 

Participation in 

the South 

Community 

Organization 

Participation in 

the West 

     Homeowner -0.1849 0.1652 0.0890 0.2241*** 

 

(0.1550) (0.1304) (0.0638) (0.0811) 

MSA Median Income 0.0823 0.1757 0.0337 0.0098 

(in $10,000s) (0.2617) (0.1158) (0.0858) (0.0978) 

Homeowner * MSA median 

income (in $10,000s) 

0.0487* -0.0227 -0.0123 -0.0249* 

(0.0250) (0.0235) (0.0109) (0.0125) 

Employed -0.0190 -0.0226 0.0214* -0.0028 

 

(0.0135) (0.0176) (0.0114) (0.0125) 

Hispanic -0.0262 -0.1080*** -0.0604** -0.0914*** 

 

(0.0170) (0.0285) (0.0259) (0.0171) 

Black 0.0653*** 0.0394* 0.0272 0.0026 

 

(0.0211) (0.0212) (0.0317) (0.0251) 

Asian -0.0900** -0.2090*** -0.1623*** -0.1513*** 

 

(0.0340) (0.0454) (0.0332) (0.0208) 

Less than High School -0.1426*** -0.2240*** -0.1727*** -0.1583*** 

(0.0427) (0.0318) (0.0240) (0.0248) 

High School Only -0.1178*** -0.1318*** -0.1197*** -0.1431*** 

  (0.0309) (0.0289) (0.0222) (0.0185) 

Some College -0.0344 -0.0351 -0.0044 -0.0475*** 

  (0.0233) (0.0264) (0.0260) (0.0171) 

Bachelor's Degree 0.0499 0.1620*** 0.1122*** 0.0593** 

  (0.0294) (0.0331) (0.0262) (0.0249) 

Post Graduate Studies 0.1164*** 0.1887*** 0.1900*** 0.1050*** 

  (0.0411) (0.0290) (0.0239) (0.0271) 

Married 0.0420* 0.0491*** 0.0710*** 0.0377** 

  (0.0211) (0.0165) (0.0150) (0.0150) 

Male -0.0134 -0.0466*** -0.0502*** -0.0280** 

  (0.0110) (0.0092) (0.0081) (0.0112) 

Age 0.0104*** 0.0134*** 0.0074*** 0.0093*** 

  (0.0033) (0.0040) (0.0028) (0.0027) 

Age
2 

-0.0001*** -0.0001*** -0.0001** -0.0001*** 

 

(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

Year Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

MSA Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Weights? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 4,366 8,589 12,746 9,713 

R-squared 0.0888 0.1336 0.1199 0.1248 

The standard errors are clustered at the MSA level.  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 9: Different Civic Engagement Proxies 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES 

School Group, 

Neighborhood, or 

Community Organization 

Service or 

Civic 

Organization 

Sports or 

Recreation 

Organization 

Church, Synagogue, 

Mosque, or other 

Religious Institution 

Served in the 

Military  

Homeowner 0.0722** 0.0449** -0.0309 0.0972* 0.0208 

 
(0.0329) (0.0213) (0.0294) (0.0537) (0.0328) 

MSA Median Income 0.0562 0.0100 0.0141 0.0186 0.0209 

(in $10,000s) (0.0365) (0.0224) (0.0325) (0.0465) (0.0211) 

Homeowner * MSA median 

income (in $10,000s) 
-0.0062 -0.0053 0.0115** -0.0154 -0.0050 

(0.0053) (0.0037) (0.0048) (0.0096) (0.0060) 

Employed -0.0105 -0.0009 0.0103* 0.0009 -0.0332*** 

 
(0.0065) (0.0034) (0.0055) (0.0058) (0.0042) 

Hispanic -0.0537*** -0.0259*** -0.0517*** -0.0074 -0.0390*** 

 
(0.0092) (0.0045) (0.0081) (0.0094) (0.0057) 

Black 0.0173 -0.0180*** -0.0426*** 0.0600*** 0.0115 

 
(0.0125) (0.0055) (0.0095) (0.0162) (0.0071) 

Asian -0.1114*** -0.0426*** -0.1087*** -0.0618*** -0.0641*** 

 
(0.0123) (0.0075) (0.0109) (0.0178) (0.0077) 

Less than High School -0.0854*** -0.0605*** -0.0582*** -0.0998*** -0.0885*** 

(0.0123) (0.0072) (0.0078) (0.0149) (0.0094) 

High School Only -0.0750*** -0.0426*** -0.0473*** -0.0798*** -0.0298*** 

 
(0.0102) (0.0070) (0.0078) (0.0125) (0.0077) 

Some College -0.0092 -0.0188*** -0.0063 -0.0336*** 0.0041 

 
(0.0117) (0.0072) (0.0081) (0.0127) (0.0072) 

Bachelor's Degree 0.0830*** 0.0076 0.0469*** 0.0529*** -0.0215*** 

 
(0.0121) (0.0079) (0.0112) (0.0130) (0.0082) 

Post Graduate Studies 0.1386*** 0.0281*** 0.0604*** 0.0786*** -0.0401*** 

 
(0.0154) (0.0101) (0.0117) (0.0134) (0.0091) 

Married 0.0124** 0.0023 0.0115* 0.0573*** -0.0020 

 
(0.0060) (0.0044) (0.0066) (0.0075) (0.0049) 

Male -0.0708*** 0.0261*** 0.0265*** -0.0418*** 0.1827*** 

 
(0.0038) (0.0033) (0.0038) (0.0051) (0.0107) 

Age 0.0113*** 0.0011* 0.0033*** 0.0055*** -0.0072*** 

 
(0.0010) (0.0007) (0.0009) (0.0012) (0.0009) 

Age
2
 -0.0001*** 0.0000 -0.0001*** -0.0000*** 0.0001*** 

 
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

Year Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

MSA Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Weights? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 65,949 65,914 65,915 65,848 67,142 

R-squared 0.1020 0.0551 0.0746 0.0773 0.2076 

The standard errors are clustered at the MSA level.  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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