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Introduction 

 

Immigration has and will continue to alter the composition of America’s population 

and its housing demands.  Twenty-seven percent of household growth in the United States 

between 2000 and 2010 will come from legal and undocumented immigration.2  Most 

immigration will come from Hispanic countries; most Hispanic immigration will be from 

Mexico.  The housing and housing finance markets need to understand this group better.3  

 

While a large number of detailed studies have focused on the impact of 

immigration on the labor force,  “relatively few studies have attempted to determine the 

impact of immigration on the housing market.”4  The studies that have been done have 

largely been limited to enumerating the demographic demands for housing and comparing 

the homeownership rates in immigrant and native populations as part of the housing tenure 

choice literature.   

 

  The invention of limited dependent variable models allowed the housing tenure 

choice literature to develop.    The literature includes Hendershott and Shilling (1979), 

Haurin, Hendershott and Kim (1990), and Laidler’s (1988) seminal papers looking at the 

financial determinants of owning versus renting, and it has grown exponentially over the 

years. 

 

Since then, the literature has examined in depth the financial, sociological, and 

demographic contributors to the tenure choice decision.  This paper owes much to that 

literature and its modeling strategy will be informed largely by that literature.   But this 

paper does two things that have not been done before: First, it uses a custom designed 

survey that specifically focuses on an important ethnic group with large numbers of recent 

                                                
2 State of the Nation’s Housing, 2005 Joint Center for Housing Studies, Harvard University and 
“Projections of U.S. Households by Race/Hispanic Origin, Age, Family Type, and Tenure to 2020:  A 
Sensitivity Analysis”  George S. Masnick and Zhu Xiao Di, Issue Papers on Demographic Trends 
Important to Housing, U.S. Dept. of HUD, February 2003, pages 79-124.   
3 “Issue Paper on the Impact of Immigration for Housing” Barry Chiswick and Paul Miller, , Issue Papers 
on Demographic Trends Important to Housing, U.S. Dept. of HUD, February 2003, pages 1-79. 
4 Homeownership in the Immigrant Population  George J. Borjas, Research Institute for Housing America, 
Working Paper No. 02-01, page 2. 
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migrants to the United States.  That group, of course, is Mexicans and Mexican Americans.  

While others (Painter, Gabriel and Myers 2001 and Haurin and Rosenthal 2006 for 

instance) have focused on Latino Americans, they have been forced to use data from the 

census and the American Housing Survey.  These data sets do not ask many of the 

questions that we need if we are to understand tenure-choice among people of Mexican 

heritage in America, the single largest emerging ethnic group in the U.S.   

 

We focus on this group for three reasons: (1) advocates have worried about the 

homeownership gap between whites and minority groups, (2) Mexican-heritage 

households as well as other Hispanics are expected to be the largest contributors to 

household growth over the next two decades, and (3) the impact of immigrant status, 

length of stay in the United States, and continuing connections to home country are aspects 

of tenure choice that are not yet well understood.  It is also fair to note that immigration 

has become an issue of considerable policy interest.     

 

Second, we use retrospective survey data to try to determine how households go 

through the planning process necessary to buy a house.  Buying a house is much different 

than buying a non-durable good and is even different from buying other types of durables: 

the institutional obstacles to owning a car, for example, are much smaller than the 

obstacles to owning a house.  Households must plan months, or perhaps even years, in 

advance in order to purchase a house.  It often represents the single largest economic 

expenditure of a household and the household’s chief means of accumulating wealth. 

Homeownership is also a major commitment to a geographic place and to a lifestyle.  For 

us to understand why households buy a house, we must therefore also understand what 

leads households to plan actively to buy a house.  We ask survey questions that begin to 

lead us down the path of understanding the homebuying process, although as we shall see, 

we at this point only have some tantalizing suggestions as to what is going on. 

 

This paper focuses on a particular set Mexican-heritage households: Mexican-

Americans living in the metropolitan areas of Los Angeles, Houston and Atlanta.  We limit 

ourselves to these three places because of budget constraints, they represent distinct types 
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of housing markets (LA has a high cost housing market, Houston an affordable housing 

market, and Atlanta an intermediate market) and because they have large or growing 

Mexican-heritage populations. 

 

Among the most interesting findings of this study are that, after controlling for 

typical socio-economic variables, continuing attachments to Mexico—as measured by 

regular remittance payments, residency status, and various other measures of integration 

into the U.S. financial system–are powerful predictors of whether people become 

homeowners.  Migrants to the United States who send remittances to Mexico are much less 

likely to be homeowners than those who do not.  Those who have a measurable formal 

attachment to the financial sector are much more likely to be homeowners.  Those who 

think they were well informed about the homebuying and mortgage processes were also 

much more likely to become buyers.  We know of no previous work that has looked at this 

phenomenon.   

 

U.S. citizenship, length of time in the U.S., and intentions to stay permanently in 

the U.S. all positively influence homeownership among the study population.  This could 

imply one or more of three things, any of which would be noteworthy: (1) renters 

disproportionately plan to return to Mexico, and therefore indicate a limited planned tenure 

in the U.S. which is not sufficient to amortize the fixed costs of becoming an owner,  (2) 

remittances reduce the ability to save for a down-payment and/or assume the economic 

responsibilities of homeownership, or (3) limited integration into the U.S. financial 

mainstream among both native born and immigrant Mexican-heritage households slows or 

otherwise inhibits our study population along the path to homeownership by limiting 

access to traditional mortgage financing.  We find evidence that all three of these dynamics 

play a role.   

 

We don’t want to overstate our findings: our results come from a limited, cross-

sectional, and homogeneous sample of Mexican-heritage families.  As we will discuss in 

the paper, resource constraints prevented us from asking every question we wished of 
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every person surveyed. Moreover, we have some worries about the biases inherent in 

telephone surveys of lower income, recent immigrants with questionable residence status.   

 

Nonetheless, the results do suggest that some of the unexplained differences in 

homeownership rates between non-Hispanic whites and Latinos reported by other 

researchers may be attributable to nativity, residency and integration into the financial 

system among both immigrants and native-born Latinos.  These are characteristics that 

should be explored in greater depth by any research interested in fully understanding the 

emerging dynamics of the American housing market.   

   

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.  We begin with a brief review 

of the tenure choice literature and then discuss more explicitly this paper’s potential 

contribution to that literature.  We follow with a description of the survey data that we use.  

Next, we present our estimation model and the results of that model.  Finally, we draw 

some inferences and present some policy implications. 

 

The Literature on Tenure Choice 

 

 The theory of housing tenure choice is simple: households have a utility function that 

they are seeking to maximize over housing and a numeraire good, subject to a budget 

constraint: 

 

Max U(I,Ho,Hr) s.t. 

 

I + min(poHo,prHr) < Y 

 

Where U is a twice differentiable concave utility function, Ho is consumption of owner-

occupied housing, Hr is consumption of rental housing, I is consumption other than 

housing, and Y is household income. 
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One might therefore think that the tenure decision would be a simple financial 

decision: if owning is cheaper than renting, one should own; if renting is cheaper, one 

should rent.  In a world of representative agents, the costs of owning and renting should 

equilibrate, and everyone should be indifferent between the ownership forms. 

 

As Rosen’s (1974) innovative paper on the theory of tenure choice pointed out, 

however, the representative agent model is not close to being sufficiently rich to 

characterize the housing market.  Indeed, the extent to which households are idiosyncratic 

has an important impact on the relative costs of owning and renting.  We may think about 

this from the perspective of taxes, the difference between transitory and permanent income, 

demographic characteristics, and other characteristics that might have an impact on 

expected length of stay in a house.  Moreover, one cannot discuss tenure choice in the U.S. 

market without considering the impact of race. 

 

We may expect income taxes to segment the housing market both within and across 

tenure types (see Capozza, Green and Hendershott (1996) on capitalization of tax 

preferences).  The relative cost of owning versus renting is a function of how a house is 

financed and the tax code.  Because imputed rent is not taxed and mortgage interest is 

deductible for determining taxable income, itemizers in high marginal tax brackets will 

outbid itemizers in lower tax brackets for housing, and itemizers will outbid non-itemizers 

with mortgage debt.  Differences across states in marginal tax rates have allowed us to 

determine the impact of tax status on tenure choice controlling for income.  Thus tax status 

is an important determinant of tenure choice (see Mathur and Rosen (1975), Rosen and 

Rosen (1984), Green and Vandell (1999)).   

 

Expected length of stay is also an important determinant of tenure status.  

Purchasing a house involves incurring fixed costs (title insurance, lawyer’s fees, an 

implicit share of the Realtor commission, moving expenses) absent from renting.  To the 

extent one expects to spend a long time in one place, one can have some confidence that he 

will amortize these costs.  On the other hand, for people who expect to stay in a dwelling 

for a short period, these costs are large, and discourage homeownership. 
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Goodman (1988) showed that current income is not by itself a strong predictor of 

housing demand or tenure.  Households do a reasonably good job of sizing up their 

lifetime income prospects, and consume housing accordingly.  For instance, households 

with high levels of education expect high levels of permanent income, controlling for age 

and current income.  But Goodman also shows that transitory income is an important 

component of housing demand.   

   

Short stayers are also less likely to be concerned with one of the most important 

non-pecuniary benefits of owning—security of tenure.  Therefore, estimates of tenure 

choice equations in the past have found that some obvious proxies for expected length of 

stay—age (young people move more often than older people); and martial status (singles 

are more mobile than married couples) are important predictors of tenure (see Goodman 

1988 and Green 1996).  

   

The most recent literature shows that race remains an issue in the housing market in 

general, and in tenure choice in particular.  Ondrich, Ross, and Yinger’s (2003) and Farley 

and Kyrsan’s (2002) most recent works use matched pairs to demonstrate that 

discrimination remains in the housing market, although it is not as prevalent as it once was.  

Interestingly, the ultimate impact of housing market discrimination is not altogether 

clear—while it is the case that discrimination remains in the owner market, DeRango 

(1998) shows that it is even more common in the rental market.  One could imagine that 

discrimination, pernicious as it is in any market, actually tends to make African-Americans 

less likely to rent. 

 

On the other hand, we know that the ownership rate among African-Americans is 

lower than for any other racial group, even after controlling for the commonly used socio-

economic variables (income, education, age, marital status, tax status, etc.).  It is in part an 

outcome of continuing housing market discrimination but it could also reflect differences 

in wealth, credit history and other variables that are hard to come by in the micro-data 

typically available in tenure choice studies.  We do know that African-Americans, as well 
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as Latinos, have substantially less wealth than whites, and are far less likely to have formal 

financial relationships (via credit cards, a checking account or a loan) with a depository 

institution than whites. 

  

Recent matched-pair work by Turner, Ross, Galster and Yinger (2002) suggests 

that Hispanics face discrimination about as often as African-Americans.  Moreover, the 

patterns are remarkably similar to African-Americans; renters are more likely to face 

unfavorable treatment than owners.   Yet the share of respondents in our sample who said 

they were discriminated against was roughly half the have that Turner et al. found received 

unfavorable treatment.  Perhaps our findings reflect something about the specific markets 

we were investigating. 

  

Finally, past literature has shown that immigrant status has a major impact on the 

likelihood of homeownership.  In fact, Painter, Gabriel, and Myers (2001) show that once 

one controls for the usual suspects plus nativity, citizenship status, and length of stay in the 

United States, there is no statistical difference in ownership rates between Latinos and 

Anglo Americans. 

 

It is here that our survey can provide new information: it will allow us to determine 

whether immigrant status in and of itself creates a barrier to homeownership or whether 

those immigrants who do not become homeowners do so out of choice.  Indeed, we have a 

good proxy for ties to home country to investigate the correlation between tie to the home 

country and the desire to become a homeowner.  The proxy is remittances.  Mexicans 

living in the United States return more than $12 billion per year.  The survey also provides 

us with data on the relationship between Mexico and the formal U.S. financial system.  

This will enable us to investigate for the first time the impact that financial institution 

relationships have on the propensity to purchase a home. 

 

Survey Design and Data 

Although Latinos share a common linguistic background and many cultural 

similarities, the Latino population is fairly diverse, representing many different countries 
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and regions.5 Among foreign- and native-born Latinos, Mexico is the most common 

country of ancestry or origin, accounting for 67 percent of all Latinos residing in the 

United States.  Puerto Ricans and Cubans are, respectively, the second and third largest 

identifiable heritage groups. This study focuses on Latinos of Mexican origin, because of 

their current preponderance as well as their expected contribution to future U.S. population 

growth. By focusing the analysis on a single country of ancestry and the one of 

predominance, we are able to more fully capture the dynamics of this largest of Latino 

groups.  

 

The survey seeks to determine how Mexican-heritage households approach and 

navigate the home buying process.  It is based on data collected during the spring of 2003 

from (1) a telephone survey of 1,400 Mexican-heritage renters and recent first-time 

homebuyers in Los Angeles, Houston and Atlanta, all of which have a substantial Latino 

population.   

 

The sampling frame has its drawbacks: it is a random sample of households with a 

Latino surname with a phone number listed in the directory.   This creates three problems: 

it excludes households without any phone, it excludes households that do not have a 

landline, and it excludes households that have a landline but chose not to be listed in a 

directory.  As such, the sample is surely not representative.  However, budget issues 

prevented us from having surveyors do field interviews. 

 

On the other hand, we were still able to capture households that are non-permanent 

residents. In fact, much to our surprise, the random sample produced a higher share of 

immigrants than the 2002 Current Population Survey measured. Tomas Rivera developed 

sample weights to take into account nativity.  We will report regression results below 

based on both weighted and unweighted samples.  The telephone survey did enable us to 

                                                
5 Latino immigrants are by far the largest immigrant group residing in the United States. According to the 
2000 Census, persons born in Mexico, Latin America, and the Caribbean constitute 51 percent of all 
immigrants.  Persons born in Asia and Europe constitute, respectively, 28 percent and 16 percent of 
immigrants. 
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create a quantitative profile of prospective and recent homebuyers, and to identify specific 

barriers to homeownership.   

 

Although our budget limited our study to three metropolitan areas — Los Angeles 

Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA), Houston CMSA, and Atlanta 

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)6 – each of the areas represents a different type of 

housing market.  Los Angeles represents the largest Mexican-heritage population in the 

United States and is the second largest in the world (exceeded by only Mexico City in 

Mexico).7  It includes the largest Mexican American barrio (East Los Angeles) and is 

home to one in five of the nation’s Latinos of Mexican origin.  This group also constitutes 

30 percent of the total residents and 75 percent of Latino residents in the greater Los 

Angeles area.  Los Angeles also represents a housing market which has become quite 

costly and where the entrance price for homeownership is one of the highest in the nation.   

 

Like Los Angeles, the Houston CMSA has a large Mexican American barrio and is 

one of the most prominent gateway cities to immigrants from Mexico.  It represents a 

metropolitan area with large numbers of both recent immigrant and native-born Mexican-

heritage households.  Unlike Los Angeles, however, Houston has a less costly housing 

market.  In the Houston CMSA, three counties were excluded from the study because of a 

limited Latino population.  Included in the study are the five counties that contain 99 

percent of the Mexican population. 

 

The Atlanta Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) has witnessed major growth rates 

in Latino arrivals in recent years and now has a small but growing Latino and Mexican 

population.  As an emerging port of entry for new immigrants, it is an example of a 

homeownership market in a location that is only recently trying to accommodate the new 

                                                
6 We included only those counties with more than 20,000 residents of Mexican origin. It would have been 
logistically difficult and cost-prohibitive to conduct case study interviews throughout such a large 
geographical area.        
7 Mexico City has over 8.6 million residents, yet over 18 million people are residing in the city and its 
surrounding urban areas—a CMSA equivalent. The second largest city in Mexico is Guadalajara with over 
1.6 million residents.  There are about 3.7 million people living in the City of Guadalajara and its 
neighboring urban areas.  
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immigrant.  We surveyed Mexican-American households in only four of the 20 counties in 

the Atlanta MSA.  Seventy-eight percent of Latinos of Mexican origin residing in Atlanta 

MSA live in the four selected counties. 

   

All three of these markets have substantial Mexican or Mexican-American 

populations, but they also contrast in important ways.  The Los Angeles housing market is 

one of the most costly in the U.S. and consequently one of the most difficult for first-time 

homebuyers.  On the other hand, housing in Houston and Atlanta is relatively affordable.  

According to the National Association of Realtors, in 2003 the median house price in the 

Los Angeles MSA was $355,000, while in Houston and Atlanta, it was $130,000 and 

$157,500, respectively. 

 

We may also characterize Los Angeles as an “old” Latino city, Atlanta as a “new” 

city, and Houston as somewhere in between.  By mixing three cities with large Mexican-

American or Mexican populations that nonetheless have important differences, we hope to 

have survey data that are close to representative of the nation’s Mexican-heritage 

population as a whole.   

     

Samples for the telephone survey were drawn from directory-listed households 

with Spanish surnames within the selected counties.  The survey contained about 100 

question items on the homeownership expectations, experience, and knowledge of the 

respondents.  The telephone survey was conducted in the language of respondent’s 

choice—either English or Spanish—over a three-week period, from May 6-29, 2003.  

Interviews were conducted with adults of Mexican origin who were the household’s 

decision maker on important financial decision such as what apartment to rent or house to 

buy. 

 

We divided our respondents into three mutually exclusive groups based, primarily, 

on tenure and whether they want to buy a home in the U.S.   Because they exhibited 

characteristics and behaviors very similar to recent first time homeowners, we treat as 
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“owners” those respondents who were actively in the process of buying a home at the time 

of the interview, even though technically they are renters.  The three groups are: 

 

The Non-interested-- Renters who do not wish to own a home in the United States.  

Because the study was directed at the factors explaining the decision and timing of buying 

a home, this group was only incidentally examined.   

 

Ownership Plans— Renters who wish to own a home someday but have not started to 

formally engage in the home buying process. 

  

Ownership Actions— Renters who are in the process of buying a home or who have 

bought one within two years of the interview.  

 

We first examine descriptive characteristics of these groups, and then perform a 

multivariate analysis of the survey data using an ordered logit regression with the measures 

being: not actively looking for a home, actively looking for a home, and recent buyer of a 

home.     

 

Past research points to four groups of determinants that determine housing tenure— 

demographic, financial, information, and residency factors (see Coulson 1999; Gyourko 

and Linneman 1996; Krivo 1995; Lopez 1986; Painter, Gabriel, and Myers 2001, PHH).  

In our work, we have the following specific explanatory variables within each category:  

 

 • Demographic variables: age, marital status, number of children in the household, area 

of residence, and education. 

 

 • Financial variables: household income, job security, financial conditions, and difficulty 

in saving for the down payment.   

 

 • Information variables: familiarity with how to qualify for a mortgage, difficulty in 

finding an advisor, and information on home buying 
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 • Residency and assimilation variables: nativity, length of stay in the U.S., immigration 

status, English proficiency, formal relationship with U.S. financial institutions, 

homeownership in Mexico, remittance to Mexico, and discrimination in the housing 

market. 

   

Our paper is innovative in two respects.  First, we look at households at three stages 

of the tenure choice process—those who are not actively looking to buy a house, but might 

do so someday, those who are actively looking for a house, and those who have actually 

purchased a house.  Second, many of the variables listed above--formal relationship with 

U.S. financial institutions, homeownership in Mexico, remittance to Mexico—have not 

generally been examined as potential determinants of tenure choice for Mexican-heritage 

households.  At a minimum, these questions can illuminate how Mexican-heritage 

households have progressed along the path to homeownership.  They also have the 

potential to illuminate part of the unexplained homeownership gap between Latinos and 

other groups that previous researchers have reported.  That said, one must be cautious 

extrapolating too much from a single, cross sectional sample based on a single country of 

origin.   

 

Characteristics of Mexican-Heritage Rental Households8  

 

  More than 86 percent of the Mexican-heritage households surveyed are either 

owners or wish to become owners at some point.  Many are recent immigrants and 

economically constrained.  Table 2 shows, however, that the time by which these 

households think they will likely accomplish this goal varies.  For over 21 percent of the 

households, homeownership is a distant dream they think will take at least five years to 

accomplish.  Another 31 percent feel that they will be ready to attempt homeownership 

within five years.  Thirty-four percent are either actively engaged in buying a home (in 

                                                
8 Our sample is more heavily immigrant than we expected based on the immigrant share of renters of 
Mexican-heritage in our study areas reported in the 2002 Current Population Survey (CPS).  We report both 
unweighted and weighted regressions, where the weights make the immigrant share conform to the 2002 
CPS.  
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contact with a real estate agent or in the process of mortgage financing) or have recently 

bought a home (within 2 years of the interview).   
 

A small minority of households (13.5 percent) showed little interest in 

homeownership.  Table 3 displays the reasons offered by these households for not being 

interested.  The most frequently given reason for not being interest in homeownership in 

the U.S. is the expectation of returning to Mexico (48.8 percent).  For these households, 

the U.S. is viewed as a temporary residence in which employment is available. They 

expect to return to Mexico after saving sufficient funds. Our focus groups, however, 

suggest that many of these households will end up staying in the U.S. permanently and that 

their U.S. homeownership expectations may change.  What is significant is that few of 

these households could be classified as per se preferring renting to homeownership.   

 

Ideally, we would include these households in the regression analysis below.  

Unfortunately, the organization that funded the survey was not interested in the 

characteristics of those who had little or no interest in ownership, and so we do not have 

regressors for these households. 

 

Table 4 describes the demographic make-up of the sample population.9  The 

Mexican-born respondents are the overwhelming majority of the household heads, 

representing 86.7 percent of the respondents.  A higher share of U.S.-born respondents 

than immigrants are engaged in home ownership actions, while among immigrants, renters 

are less likely than owners to be permanent residents and U.S. citizens (Exhibit 1).  Not 

only are the renters in these three cities overwhelmingly born in Mexico, a majority of 

them have come to the U.S. within the last 10 years.  Their foreign-born status and recent 

entry into the U.S. is further reflected in both their limited income and their relative 

youthfulness.  In the first instance, total household income for most is below $35,000 per 

year.  In the second instance, the majority is under the age of 35 years.   

 

                                                
9 This survey was a telephone survey based upon listed Spanish surnames.  As a consequence, the selection 
bias should be for the more established, economically secure, native-born Hispanic households.   



First Draft:  Do Not Quote or Cite 

 15 

Annual remittances to relatives and friends still living in Mexico are an important 

feature of Mexican-heritage households’ family finances.  Nearly half of all respondents 

reported sending some remittances in the previous year.  This can be a significant drain on 

financial resources, further stretching comparatively low incomes among the study 

populations.  This can make it more challenging to save for a down payment, and may 

make monthly payments more difficult than they otherwise appear.  Indeed, we see that 

renters are more likely than owners to send remittances to Mexico (Exhibit 2).  Although 

this may be a consequence of their more recent arrival to the U.S., remittances turn out to 

have substantial predictive power in our homeownership model after controlling for length 

of time in the U.S. and other factors.   

 

Marital status has often previously been shown to be important in tenure choice, 

partly because it often is a precursor to having children and partly because it increases the 

financial resources of the household.  As shown in exhibits 3 and 4, first time homeowners 

in our sample are more likely than renters to be married and are more likely to have 

children. 

 

The survey results also show that geographic mobility is an important component 

of homeownership.  Respondents who report planning to move to a nearby neighborhood 

when they buy a home are more likely than others to be first time home owners (Exhibit 

5).10  The high cost of housing in several of the counties studied makes mobility especially 

important. 

 

Econometric Model for the Transition to Owning 

 

Our first time homebuyer model measures the statistical importance of potential 

drivers of the tenure decision.  Following much of the past tenure choice literature, we first 

demonstrate the importance of financial and demographic factors.  What distinguishes this 

study is our focus on information, nativity and financial system attachment variables – 

                                                
10 For first time homeowners, the question asks about what the respondent actually did when they bought 
their home. 
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variables that are likely to be important to the homeownership decision among the heavily 

immigrant, Mexican community in the U.S.   

We model the homeownership decision as an ordered logistic regression on our 

cross sectional sample of Latino renters and recent first time homeowners.  As discussed 

above, we have in our sample a small number of individuals who, although not yet 

homeowners, are actively engaged in the homebuying process: they exhibit survey 

responses much more like recent first time homeowners than other renters in the survey.   

The three categories of response variables are not engaged in homebuying, engaged in 

homebuying, and recent homebuyer.  We would model these three outcomes most 

optimally in a multinomial logit framework: unfortunately, we don’t have enough 

households in the middle category to exploit the rich set of explanatory variables.11  The 

ordered logit results give us the relative likelihood that a household will be in a higher 

category relative to a lower category.  In our context, the “lowest” category is renter; the 

next highest is actively pursuing buying a home, and the highest is homeowner.  The 

ordering seems natural. 

 

We report results based on weighted and unweighted ordered logits with all 

information variables included; the regressions vary in terms of functional form for 

remittances, and in terms of the self-reported perceived discrimination ratio.  The weights 

adjust for the under-representation of native-born Mexican-heritage households in the 

sample.  We in Table 5 present parameter estimates for the order logistic model.  This table 

is quite long; we will also refer to odds-ratios and Wald Chi-Squared Statistics, full tables 

of which are available from the authors by request. 

 

A category we include for each question is “missing” response; households that 

refuse to answer a particular question may well be systematically different from the others, 

and we didn’t want to lose degrees of freedom by discarding such households from our 

data.  

 

                                                
11 We tried doing multinomial logits, but couldn’t identify many parameters that we can identify using the 
ordered logit method. 
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Financial and Demographic Variables 

 

We begin with the usual suspects driving tenure choice:  income, age and family 

status.  Not surprisingly, income is powerful for explaining homeownership.    

Respondents with higher incomes are generally more likely to be homeowners.  The 

estimates indicate that a respondent with family income in the $35,000 to $49,000 range is 

at least.1.88 times more likely to be in a a homeowner category than a respondent with 

income less than $35,000, holding constant other characteristics, and the lower bound 95 

percent confidence interval of the odds ratio is always well above one.  Among other 

things, this demonstrates there is an important threshold effect for owning: once a 

household passed the income level at which they are no longer constrained from becoming 

owners, they chose to become owners.  The parameter estimates for higher income levels 

are also always positive, but observations are relatively sparse, and so we therefore have 

large standard errors around these parameters. 

 

Marital status, presence of children and age also are important—this is consistent 

with past literature.  Those who are married, have a partner, or are widowed are 

significantly more likely to be at a higher tenure level than singles; those who are separated 

or divorced behave like singles.  Likelihood of ownership rises monotonically in number 

of children and with age.  It is interesting to note, however, that in our weighted 

regressions age is significant at all conventional levels, but it just barely misses 

significance at the 95 percent confidence level in some unweighted regressions. 

 

We do also have findings on self-assessed credit-worthiness, ability to pay bills 

when facing stress, and external financial resources.  So far as we know, this is the first 

paper to include variables of this sort in determining homeownership.  We turn to each 

question individually. 

 

The first question asked respondents to strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither 

agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree and strongly disagree with the statement, “I always 

pay my bills on time.”  Ninety-four percent of our respondents placed themselves in one of 
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the first two categories, but the self-separation is highly revealing:  those that “somewhat 

agree” are only about half as likely to be in a higher category relative to those that 

“strongly agree.” 

 

The next question asked, “If you or your immediate family faced a major 

unexpected loss in income, how likely or unlikely is it that you could pay your bills for the 

next three months.  Answers ranged from “very likely” to “very unlikely.”  In the weighted 

regressions, this variable was significant at conventional levels; in the unweighted 

regressions it was marginally significant.  However, it was those households in the 

“missing or don’t know” category that were statistically different from the rest; this may be 

revealing—those who least understand the precariousness of their household’s finances are 

more likely to fall into a lower tenure category. 

 

Finally, the survey asked “Other than your spouse or domestic partner, would you 

have someone else contribute to the down payments or monthly payments to your 

home“(or, for homeowners, do you have someone else contribute).   This variable was 

never statistically different from zero. 

 

Location  

 

The single most important determinant of tenure status appears to be where 

respondents live.    Relative to living in Harris County, TX, families living in the more 

expensive Los Angeles, Riverside, or Orange counties in California are significantly and 

substantially less likely to be homeowners, while those living in Gwinnet and Cobb 

counties in Georgia and Riverside county, California are much more likely (1.6 to 2.1 

times more likely) to be homeowners.  Although our data show that incomes are modestly 

higher among the households within our samples that live in the highest house price 

counties, relative house prices in these counties are exceptionally expensive, meaning 

families are in general more constrained in these counties.   
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To test our assumption that differences in ownership are a function of cost 

differences, we ran a simple correlation of the coefficients on the various counties in the 

the model in the first column of the first panel and median house price for the county based 

upon the 2000 census.  We found a correlation of -0.31 between the coefficients and 

median house prices. 

 

The good news here is that locational flexibility can attenuate the adverse effect of 

house prices.  Our analysis shows that families that intend to move to a nearby 

neighborhood when they are ready to buy a home – perhaps to a lower cost area – are more 

likely to become homeowners than families who do not intend to move.   

 

Attachment to the United States 

 

As discussed earlier, roughly 86 percent of the sample surveyed was immigrants.  

Understanding homeownership among Mexican-heritage households thus requires an 

understanding of the role of nativity, residency, and various proxies for integration into the 

U.S. financial system.  

 

We look first at residency, a characteristic that substantially improves the 

explanatory power of the model (Wald Statistic of 22).  One of the unusual features of our 

survey is that we include a substantial number of non-permanent and undocumented 

residents.  Residency is divided into native born, naturalized citizens, permanent residents, 

and the non-permanent and undocumented resident category.  We find it  - 19 -

something of a surprise that naturalized citizens are more likely to have higher tenure 

status than native born Amercans of Mexican heritage.  Native born and legal permanent 

residents (the omitted group) are also more likely to be in a higher tenure category than 

non-permanent residents and undocumented immigrants.   

 

Residency status continues to predict tenure, even after controlling for length of 

tenure in the United States.  Not surprisingly, immigrants who have been in the United 

States longest are most likely to be owners, although it is interesting to note that those who 
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have been in the US since the 1990s are more likely to be in a higher tenure category than 

those who arrived during the 1980s. 

  

 

The role of remittances 

 

A large proportion of Mexican-heritage households (44%) reported that they 

routinely send money to relatives and friends still living in Mexico.  In light of how little 

income many of these households earn, we find this large percentage remarkable.  This 

leads us to consider whether these remittances affect homeownership.  Ex ante, it is unclear 

what effect remittances will have on homeownership.  The theoretical sign of the effect is 

negative; by diverting a portion of their income to Mexico, remittances may slow the 

respondents’ accumulation of funds for a down payment and may make monthly payments 

more burdensome.  These continuing obligations may constrain the economic ability of 

households to engage in home buying.  On the other hand, the ability to send remittances 

could positively affect homeownership if it proxies for unobserved wealth.   

 

The models provide evidence that remittances play an important role in 

homeownership decision among non-native born Mexican heritage households.  We 

specify remittances in three ways—we look at log remittances, remittances, and a dummy 

variable that indicates whether the family sent any remittances.  In the unweighted 

regressions, we find that remittances help explain tenure status; in the weighted 

regressions, we find that remittances do not.  When remittances show up as important, they 

have a negative impact on owning.    

The reason for the difference relates to the nature of the weighting.  The weights 

increase the influence of native-born Mexican-heritage households in the regressions.  

Such households are surely “well-attached” to the United States; remittances likely reveal 

little about the likelihood of a short tenure in the United States.  For those born in Mexico, 

however, it is entirely possible that remittances are revealing about planned length of 

tenure in the United States, and therefore about the desire to become a homeowner.  
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Anecdotal evidence suggests that large portions of the remittances are used for 

constructing or improving housing in Mexico.  In this view, remittances may either lead 

Mexican-heritage families to postpone homeownership due to the added financial burden, 

or signal an expectation of a shorter length of stay in the U.S., which would make 

homeowning in the U.S. less financially attractive.  In any event, this issue is well worth 

pursuing as we attempt to better understand the determinants of immigrant housing tenure. 

 

 

The roles of information, financial knowledge, formal attachment to the 

financial system and discrimination 

 

Discussion of integration into the U.S. financial system leads naturally to the role 

of information and financial knowledge.  Survey respondents displayed a considerable lack 

of familiarity with the financial system – particularly key parts of the home buying 

process.  We thus sought to examine whether financial knowledge affected 

homeownership.   

 

This exercise is complicated by the cross sectional nature of our sample.  Our first 

time homebuyers have just recently experienced the homeownership process and so are 

likely to be more familiar with it, leading to a spurious correlation between our measures 

of knowledge and homeownership outcomes.  To mitigate this, we asked recent first time 

homebuyers to recall their knowledge as of the time ‘you started looking for a home’.  This 

retrospective phrasing may attenuate the endogeneity problem.   

 

The questions asked include: “How familiar are you with what it takes to qualify 

for a mortgage,” “How familiar or unfamiliar are you with how to find a home to buy?” 

and “ How easy is for you to find someone you can trust to advise you on the homebuying 

process?”  The gradations of answers range from very familiar to very unfamiliar of very 

easy to not at all easy.  Those who are familiar with the process and those who said they 

had an easy time finding advisors were more likely to be in a higher tenure category.   
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Finally, and not surprisingly, having a bank account is a strong predictor of tenure status.  

Again, the question of homeowners is a retrospective one—owners were asked whether 

they had a bank account before they became owners.  To some extent, this variable is a 

necessary condition for ownership, but it also reflects attachment to the formal financial 

system.  The survey also asked respondents where they had a credit card—after controlling 

for presence of a bank account, it was never a significant predictor.  This is perhaps 

surprising in light of the important role credit cards take in determining FICO scores, but 

having a bank account seems to be the most important indicator of attachment to the 

financial system. According to tabulations from the 2004 Survey of Consumer Finances, 

slightly less than one-quarter of Latino households are “unbanked.”  Our results suggest 

that attaching Mexican-Americans to financial institutions would be an effective 

mechanism for increasing ownership rates. 

 

  Only 9 percent of the households in our sample felt that they had faced 

discrimination in the housing market.  Unfortunately, those who felt that they had faced 

discrimination also had an increased likelihood of lower tenure status. 

 

Concerns about endogeneity notwithstanding, the results suggest outreach and 

education efforts can help to raise homeownership among Mexican-heritage households. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

The Mexican-heritage renter and first time homebuyer population in the U.S. is 

primarily an immigrant population.  This paper investigates the role of nativity and 

nativity-related factors on the rate of first time homeownership among Mexican-heritage 

renters in the U.S.  Our broadest measures of attachment to the U.S. – nativity, residency 

status, time since arrival in the U.S., intentions to return to Mexico, and the amount of 

money sent to relatives and friends in Mexico suggest that, among Mexican immigrants, 

assimilation is a key determinant of homeownership in the U.S.  Native-born Mexican-

heritage households are no more likely than permanent resident immigrants to be 
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homeowners, holding other factors constant.  Among immigrants, being undocumented 

sharply reduced homeownership; U.S. citizens are more likely to be homeowners than 

permanent residents; more recent immigrants are much less likely to be homeowners; those 

intending to return to Mexico someday are less likely to be homeowners; those who send 

significant amounts of money to relatives and friends in Mexico are less likely to be 

homeowners in the U.S.   

 

The results clearly indicate the presence of barriers to homeownership among 

undocumented immigrants in our sample.  Though the nature of such barriers is not 

discernable in our data, past research suggests they could take the form of discrimination 

or legal or other residency status-related barriers.  However, our data do show that such 

barriers are considerably less important among immigrants that have become U.S. citizens 

and legal permanent residents.  Conditional on time since immigrating to the U.S., 

citizenship and legal permanent residency have the same (positive) effect on 

homeownership.   

 

Collectively, the results reported here suggest that attachment, information and 

knowledge are important parts of the story explaining homeownership among Mexican-

heritage households.  Leaving aside the obvious barriers faced by the undocumented, the 

evidence indicates that time since arriving in the U.S., ongoing financial obligations to 

family still living in Mexico, and the extent of integration in the U.S. financial system 

could help explain a notable portion of the previously unexplained gap between Mexican-

American and non-Hispanic white homeownership rates.  
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Table 1:  Population of Study Areas 
 

 Total 
Residents 

Non-Latino 
Residents 

Latino 
Residents 

Residents 
of Mexican 
Heritage 

Mexican 
Percent of 
Total 
Population 

Los Angeles CMSA      
Los Angeles County 9,519,338 5,277,125 4,242,213 3,041,974 32.0% 
Orange County 2,846,289 1,970,710 875,579 712,496 25.0% 
San Bernardino County 1,709,434 1,040,047 669,387 532,186 31.1% 
Riverside County 1,545,387 985,812 559,575 463,465 30.0% 
Ventura County 753,197 501,463 251,734 211,925 28.1% 
Total  16,373,645 9,775,157 6,598,488 4,962,046 30.3% 
Houston CMSA      
Harris County 3,400,578 2,280,827 1,119,751 814,693 24.0% 
Fort Bend County 354,452 279,581 74,871 51,447 14.5% 
Brazoria County 241,767 186,704 55,063 42,422 17.5% 
Galveston County 250,158 205,219 44,939 34,670 13.9% 
Montgomery County 293,768 256,618 37,150 27,845 9.5% 
Total 4,540,723 3,208,949 1,331,774 971,077 21.4% 
Atlanta MSA      
Gwinnett County 588,448 524,311 64,137 36,016 6.1% 
Fulton County 816,006 767,950 48,056 32,476 4.0% 
DeKalb County 665,865 613,323 52,542 30,741 4.6% 
Cobb County 607,751 560,787 46,964 29,833 4.9% 
Total 2,678,070 2,466,371 211,699 129,066 4.8% 
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Table 2 
 

Stages of Homeownership of Mexican-heritage Rental Households 
     

Expected Ownership Timeline: Los Angles Houston Atlanta Total 
Not interested in ownership 11.2% 9.4% 19.3% 13.5% 
5 years or more 23.7% 20.0% 20.7% 21.4% 
Within 5 years 33.6% 31.4% 28.5% 31.1% 
Actively engaged in buying 8.1% 7.4% 6.4% 7.3% 
New homeowners 23.5% 31.8% 25.1% 26.7% 
                 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Table 3 
 

Reasons For Not Wishing To Be A Homeowner 
  

Reasons Percent of Cases 
I plan to return to Mexico 48.8% 
Insecure financial or legal status 15.1% 
I may not stay in this town 10.2% 
I just prefer to rent 9.6% 
Can't afford to own 8.4% 
I don't want the responsibility 4.8% 
Life's too unpredictable 3.6% 
Not a good investment 2.4% 
I live alone 2.4% 
I don't want a mortgage 1.8% 
  
Don't Know/Refused 12.2% 
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Table 4 
 

Nativity 
 US Born Foreign Born Refused Total   

Non-interested 4.8% 84.1% 11.1% 100.0%   
Ownership Dreams 7.8% 89.5% 2.7% 100.0%   
Ownership Actions 12.8% 83.4% 3.8% 100.0%   
Total 9.1% 86.7% 4.2% 100.0%   

       
Length of Residency 

 US Born 5 yrs or less 6 to 10 yrs 11 to 20 yrs over 20 yrs Total 
Non-interested 6.8% 34.1% 22.0% 22.7% 14.4% 100.0% 
Ownership Dreams 8.5% 21.2% 24.8% 34.3% 11.3% 100.0% 
Ownership Actions 14.6% 11.7% 16.9% 36.3% 20.5% 100.0% 
Total 10.4% 19.3% 21.8% 33.7% 14.8% 100.0% 

       

Total Household Income 
  Under 

$35,000 
 $35,000 to 

$49,999 
 $50,000 or 

more 
 

Sub-total 
 

DK/Refused 
 

Non-interested 83.5% 12.6% 3.9% 100.0% 45.5%  
Ownership Dreams 79.7% 14.8% 5.5% 100.0% 18.9%  
Ownership Actions 56.1% 27.6% 16.3% 100.0% 18.7%  
Total 71.6% 19.2% 9.2% 100.0% 22.4%  

       
Age  

 under 25 yrs 25 to 34 yrs 35 to 44 yrs 45 to 54 yrs 55 or older Total 
Non-interested 9.4% 44.5% 25.0% 7.8% 13.3% 100.0% 
Ownership Dreams 10.1% 45.9% 30.8% 10.0% 3.3% 100.0% 
Ownership Actions 6.9% 40.2% 30.1% 15.3% 7.4% 100.0% 
Total 8.9% 43.8% 29.9% 11.6% 5.7% 100.0% 
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Table 5 
Panel I 

Weighted Ordered Probit Results 
Dependent Variable = 2 if Owner, 1 if Buying, 0 if not Buying 

 
 Remittance 

Variable is 
Ln(Rem) 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Remittances 

Dummy 
Variable for 

Remittances 
(1=None 

Sent) 
-1.305 -1.067 -1.409 Intercept 2 

(0.537) (0.667) (0.550) 
-0.735 -0.540 -0.838 Intercept 1 

(0.536) (0.666) (0.549) 
0.646 0.632 0.649 Household Income before 

taxes = 35-49K (0.038) (0.043) (0.038) 
0.443 0.520 0.439 Household Income before 

taxes = $50-64k (0.081) (0.090) (0.081) 
0.184 0.247 0.187 Household Income before 

taxes =$65-79K (0.185) (0.201) (0.184) 
1.268 1.388 1.282 Household Income before 

taxes  >$80k (0.284) (0.316) (0.284) 
0.268 0.484 0.244  Household Income before 

taxes - Missing (0.046) (0.058) (0.047) 
-0.008 0.000 0.142* Remittances 
0.000  0.000  (0.001) 

-0.739 -0.786 -0.752 Information regarding denial for 
car loan/credit card in last 2 yrs 

- Missing (0.517) (0.536) (0.519) 
0.117 0.101 0.118 Denied for car loan/credit card 

in last 2 yrs  (0.039) (0.045) (0.039) 
-1.087 -1.073 -1.082 I always pay my bills on time - 

somewhat agree (0.038) (0.043) (0.038) 
-0.059 13.454 0.024 I always pay my bills on time - 

neither agree nor disagree (2.619) (607,264.920) (2.633) 
0.045 -0.257 0.059 I always pay my bills on time - 

somewhat disagree (0.138) (0.166) (0.138) 
-0.821 -0.936 -0.811 I always pay my bills on time - 

strongly disagree (0.465) (0.558) (0.465) 
15.309 16.253 15.368  I always pay my bills on time - 

Information Missing (224,033.197) (607,265.963) (224,020.652) 
-0.314 -0.176 -0.323 It is very likely that my family 

could pay 3 months of bills if 
loss of income (0.075) (0.094) (0.075) 

1.609 2.018 1.599  It is likely that my family could 
pay 3 months of bills if loss of 
income - Information Missing (0.299) (0.405) (0.300) 

-1.092 -0.846 -1.095 It is neither likely nor unlikely 
that my family could pay 3 
months of bills if loose of 

income (0.782) (0.869) (0.785) 
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Table 5 
Panel I (cont.) 

Weighted Ordered Probit Results 
Dependent Variable = 2 if Owner, 1 if Buying, 0 if not Buying 

 Remittance 
Variable is 

Ln(Rem) 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Remittances 

Dummy 
Variable for 

Remittances 
(1=None 

Sent) 
-0.068 0.044 -0.075 It is somewhat likely that my 

family could pay 3 months of 
bills if loss of income (0.072) (0.089) (0.072) 

0.047 0.119 0.036 It is somewhat unlikely that my 
family could pay 3 months of 

bills if loss of income (0.103) (0.122) (0.103) 
0.189 0.209 0.192 No outside help for 

Downpayments? (0.030) (0.035) (0.030) 
-1.395 -1.537 -1.367 Age < 24 

(0.201) (0.229) (0.200) 
-1.523 -1.598 -1.514 Age 25-34 

(0.146) (0.167) (0.145) 
-1.222 -1.281 -1.210 Age 35-44 

(0.150) (0.172) (0.150) 
-0.980 -1.000 -0.977 Age 45-54 

(0.159) (0.185) (0.159) 
-0.900 -1.147 -0.947 Age category - Missing 

(0.214) (0.257) (0.219) 
0.369 0.337 0.381 Children - 1 or 2 

(0.047) (0.055) (0.048) 
0.805 0.801 0.825 Children  - 3 or 4 

(0.059) (0.068) (0.059) 
1.052 1.130 1.057 Children - 5 or more 

(0.213) (0.238) (0.213) 
-0.106 -0.346 -0.124 Children – No Answer 

(0.163) (0.188) (0.167) 
1.416 1.506 1.410 Domestic Partner 

(0.118) (0.136) (0.118) 
-0.209 -0.232 -0.214 Separated 

(0.267) (0.302) (0.267) 
0.958 1.138 0.996 Widowed 

(0.348) (0.417) (0.348) 
0.590 0.584 0.582 Divorced 

(0.257) (0.271) (0.258) 
1.120 1.086 1.116 Married 

(0.065) (0.076) (0.065) 
-0.825 -0.599 -0.760 Missing HH Type 

(2.187) (2.401) (2.196) 
0.439 0.466 0.438 U.S. citizen 

(0.072) (0.082) (0.072) 
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Table 5 

Panel I (cont.) 
Weighted Ordered Probit Results 

Dependent Variable = 2 if Owner, 1 if Buying, 0 if not Buying 

 Remittance 
Variable is 

Ln(Rem) 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Remittances 

Dummy 
Variable for 

Remittances 
(1=None 

Sent) 
0.123 -0.111 0.116  

Missing Residency Status (0.134) (0.193) (0.134) 
0.119 0.052 0.082 Native of the U.S. 

(0.063) (0.074) (0.064) 
-0.356 -0.312 -0.360 Something Else 

(0.047) (0.056) (0.047) 
-0.467 -0.338 -0.451  Missing Mortgage Knowledge 

(0.953) (1.080) (0.951) 
-0.628 -0.587 -0.612 Knowledge of Mortgage 

qualifications - Not at all 
familiar (0.072) (0.082) (0.072) 

-0.544 -0.414 -0.528 Knowledge of Mortgage 
qualifications - Somewhat 

unfamiliar (0.075) (0.086) (0.075) 
-0.007 -0.011 0.000 Knowledge of Mortgage 

qualifications - somewhat 
familiar (0.066) (0.077) (0.067) 

-0.755 -0.417 -0.728  Missing Planned Purchase 
Location (0.345) (0.393) (0.345) 

0.048 0.141 -0.002 I will purchase a house outside 
of the state (0.090) (0.109) (0.094) 

-0.352 -0.382 -0.342 I will purchase a house in a 
nearby city (0.048) (0.057) (0.048) 

0.271 0.204 0.270 I will purchase a house in 
another neighborhood in the 

city (0.028) (0.032) (0.028) 
0.360 0.311 0.361 Live in Brazoria County 

(0.498) (0.547) (0.501) 
0.243 0.080 0.261 Live in Cobb County 

(0.083) (0.099) (0.083) 
-0.244 -0.053 -0.255 Live in DeKalb County 

(0.097) (0.116) (0.098) 
0.179 0.060 0.179 Live in Ford Bend County 

(0.317) (0.349) (0.316) 
-0.434 -0.648 -0.410 Live in Fulton County 

(0.104) (0.138) (0.104) 
-1.203 -1.063 -1.186 Live in Galveston County 

(0.593) (0.610) (0.591) 
0.820 0.810 0.808 Live in Gwinnet County 

(0.065) (0.075) (0.065) 
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Table 5 
Panel I (cont.) 

Weighted Ordered Probit Results 
Dependent Variable = 2 if Owner, 1 if Buying, 0 if not Buying 

 Remittance 
Variable is 

Ln(Rem) 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Remittances 

Dummy 
Variable for 

Remittances 
(1=None 

Sent) 
-0.833 -0.868 -0.831 Live in LA County 

(0.049) (0.056) (0.049) 
0.587 0.612 0.543 Live in Montgomery County 

(0.548) (0.614) (0.563) 
-0.500 -0.669 -0.488 Live in Orange County 

(0.096) (0.110) (0.096) 
1.069 0.907 1.070 Live in Riverside County 

(0.334) (0.429) (0.332) 
0.658 0.859 0.666 Live in San Bernardino County 

(0.157) (0.178) (0.157) 
-0.110 -0.162 -0.110 Live in Ventura County 

(0.200) (0.220) (0.201) 
0.731 0.772 0.733 Do you have a Bank Account? 

(0.035) (0.042) (0.035) 
0.144 0.200 0.148 Do you have a Credit Card? 

(0.030) (0.035) (0.030) 
0.385 0.395 0.367 Do you have a Car Loan? 

(0.027) (0.031) (0.027) 
0.229 -0.048 0.215 Very easy to find trusted 

advisor (0.195) (0.249) (0.195) 
0.192 -0.051 0.184 Easy to find trusted advisor 

(0.188) (0.239) (0.188) 
-0.484 -0.782 -0.494 Neither easy nor hard to find 

trusted advisor (0.184) (0.234) (0.184) 
-0.596 -0.820 -0.601 Hard to find trusted advisor 

(0.203) (0.255) (0.203) 
-0.425 -0.309 -0.421 Discriminated Against? 

(0.078) (0.052) (0.078) 
0.763 0.906 0.743 

(0.134) (0.176) (0.134) Arrival Missing 
0.000 0.000  0.000  
0.965 0.727 0.969 Arrive Before 1970 

(0.396) (0.445) (0.393) 
0.076 -0.103 0.068 Arrive Between 1970-80 

(0.110) (0.125) (0.110) 
0.255 0.195 0.242 Arrive Between 1980-90 

(0.048) (0.058) (0.001) 
    0.956 Remittance Missing 
    (0.022) 
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Table 5 
Panel II 

Unweighted Ordered Probit Results 
Dependent Variable = 2 if Owner, 1 if Buying, 0 if not Buying 

 

  Remittance 
Variable is 

Ln(Rem) 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Remittances 

Dummy 
Variable for 

Remittances 
(1=None 

Sent) 
-1.399 -1.128 -1.673 Intercept 2 

(0.477) (0.586) (0.488) 
-0.868 -0.632 -1.142 Intercept 1 

(0.476) (0.585) (0.487) 
0.713 0.707 0.710 Household Income before 

taxes = 35-49K (0.036) (0.041) (0.036) 
0.881 0.950 0.880 Household Income before 

taxes = $50-64k (0.097) (0.111) (0.097) 
0.529 0.769 0.508 Household Income before 

taxes =$65-79K (0.293) (0.336) (0.293) 
1.197 1.463 1.194 Household Income before 

taxes  >$80k (0.454) (0.494) (0.453) 
0.089 0.290 0.102  Household Income before 

taxes - Missing (0.043) (0.054) (0.043) 
-0.028  0.00 0.289 Remittances 

(0.000)  (0.00) (0.022) 
-1.180 -1.212 -1.202 Information regarding denial 

for car loan/credit card in last 
2 yrs - Missing (0.429) (0.460) (0.433) 

0.117 0.042 0.119 Denied for car loan/credit 
card in last 2 yrs  (0.042) (0.049) (0.042) 

-0.675 -0.610 -0.682 I always pay my bills on time 
- somewhat agree (0.037) (0.043) (0.038) 

0.287 14.313 0.360 I always pay my bills on time 
- neither agree nor disagree (2.138) (1,398,444.829) (2.135) 

0.040 -0.348 0.052 I always pay my bills on time 
- somewhat disagree (0.151) (0.192) (0.151) 

-0.577 -0.793 -0.563 I always pay my bills on time 
- strongly disagree (0.536) (0.691) (0.540) 

15.755 15.703 15.808  I always pay my bills on time 
- Information Missing (252,321.200) (242,858.475) (262,565.566) 

-0.256 -0.078 -0.256 It is very likely that my family 
could pay 3 months of bills if 

loss of income (0.071) (0.091) (0.071) 
0.954 1.187 0.943  It is likely that my family 

could pay 3 months of bills if 
loss of income - Information 

Missing (0.236) (0.309) (0.237) 
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Table 5 

Panel II (cont.) 
Unweighted Ordered Probit Results 

Dependent Variable = 2 if Owner, 1 if Buying, 0 if not Buying 

 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Ln(Rem) 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Remittances 

Dummy 
Variable for 

Remittances 
(1=None 

Sent) 
-0.961 -0.703 -0.970 It is neither likely nor unlikely 

that my family could pay 3 
months of bills if loose of 

income (0.604) (0.671) (0.606) 
-0.134 0.035 -0.140 It is somewhat likely that my 

family could pay 3 months of 
bills if loss of income (0.066) (0.084) (0.066) 

0.143 0.283 0.135 It is somewhat unlikely that 
my family could pay 3 months 

of bills if loss of income (0.095) (0.115) (0.095) 
0.218 0.249 0.205 No outside help for 

donwpayment? (0.026) (0.031) (0.026) 
-0.904 -1.029 -0.883 Age < 24 

(0.203) (0.233) (0.203) 
-1.021 -1.107 -1.083 Age 25-34 

(0.138) (0.158) (0.138) 
-1.041 -1.059 -1.016 Age 35-44 

(0.141) (0.160) (0.141) 
-0.645 -0.599 -0.612 Age 45-54 

(0.148) (0.171) (0.149) 
-0.741 -0.915 -0.710 Age category - Missing 

(0.190) (0.231) (0.193) 
0.361 0.246 0.364 Children - 1 or 2 

(0.047) (0.055) (0.047) 
0.639 0.496 0.641 Children  - 3 or 4 

(0.056) (0.065) (0.056) 
1.111 1.087 1.105 Children - 5 or more 

(0.172) (0.192) (0.172) 
-0.068 -0.310 -0.049 Children – No Answer 

(0.146) (0.169) (0.148) 
0.915 0.942 0.935 Domestic Partner 

(0.118) (0.138) (0.119) 
-0.002 0.006 -0.020 Separated 

(0.234) (0.295) (0.235) 
0.737 0.990 0.768 Widowed 

(0.439) (0.080) (0.443) 
0.467 0.587 0.450 Divorced 

(0.279) (0.295) (0.281) 
0.998 0.988 1.007 Married 

(0.068) (0.080) (0.068) 
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Table 5 

Panel II (cont.) 
Unweighted Ordered Probit Results 

Dependent Variable = 2 if Owner, 1 if Buying, 0 if not Buying 

 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Ln(Rem) 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Remittances 

Dummy 
Variable for 

Remittances 
(1=None 

Sent) 
1.298 1.813 1.293 Missing HH Type 

(0.334) (0.405) (0.335) 
0.426 0.442 0.428 U.S. citizen 

(0.055) (0.062) (0.055) 
0.025 -0.243 0.028 Missing Residency Status 

(0.099) (0.139) (0.100) 
0.240 0.108 0.233 Native of the U.S. 

(0.081) (0.092) (0.082) 
 

-0.358 -0.309 -0.358 Nativity: “Something Else” 
(0.036) (0.043) (0.036) 
-0.563 -0.472 -0.543  Missing Familiarity with 

Mortgages (0.702) (0.807) (0.705) 
0.487 -0.436 -0.493 Knowledge of Mortgage 

qualifications - Not at all 
familiar (0.070) (0.078) (0.070) 

-0.474 -0.376 -0.479 Knowledge of Mortgage 
qualifications - Somewhat 

unfamiliar (0.076) (0.086) (0.076) 
-0.183 -0.178 -0.176 Knowledge of Mortgage 

qualifications - somewhat 
familiar (0.071) (0.081) (0.071) 

-0.306 -0.007 -0.317  Missing Purchase Location 
Plans (0.263) (0.298) (0.263) 

-0.065 -0.071 -0.066 I will purchase a house 
outside of the state (0.080) 0.096  (0.081) 

-0.222 -0.245 -0.220 I will purchase a house in a 
nearby city (0.045) (0.053) (0.045) 

0.529 0.466 0.531 I will purchase a house in 
another neighborhood in the 

city (0.026) (0.031) (0.026) 
0.711 0.715 0.712 Live in Brazoria County 

(0.439) (0.484) (0.442) 
0.564 0.440 0.562 Live in Cobb County 

(0.085) (0.101) (0.085) 
-0.053 0.015 -0.045 Live in DeKalb County 

(0.088) (0.107) (0.088) 
0.334 0.191 0.349 Live in Fort Bend County 

(0.382) (0.431) (0.380) 
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Table 5 

Panel II (cont.) 
Unweighted Ordered Probit Results 

Dependent Variable = 2 if Owner, 1 if Buying, 0 if not Buying 

 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Ln(Rem) 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Remittances 

Dummy 
Variable for 

Remittances 
(1=None 

Sent) 
-0.348 -0.539 -0.333 Live in Fulton County 

(0.095) (0.130) (0.095) 
-0.071 0.058 -0.077 Lice in Galveston County 

(0.894) (0.863) (0.899) 
0.952 0.942 0.953 Live in Gwinnet County 

(0.061) (0.072) (0.061) 
-0.745 -0.798 -0.748 Live in LA County 

(0.046) (0.053) (0.046) 
0.603 0.655 0.610 Live in Montgomery County 

(0.360) (0.407) (0.364) 
-0.545 -0.617 -0.543 Live in Orange County 

(0.085) (0.095) (0.086) 
1.019 0.849 1.039 Live in Riverside County 

(0.238) (0.299) (0.239) 
0.283 0.424 0.276 Live in San Bernardino 

County (0.155) (0.170) (0.155) 
0.402 0.414 0.392 Live in Ventura County 

(0.175) (0.197) (0.176) 
0.725 0.776 0.729 Bank Account 

(0.031) (0.037) (0.031) 
0.106 0.136 0.104 Do you have a credit card? 

(0.029) (0.034) (0.029) 
0.395 0.423 0.383 Do you have a car loan? 

(0.025) (0.029) (0.026) 
0.023 -0.351 0.027 Very easy to find trusted 

advisor (0.149) (0.189) (0.149) 
0.043 -0.298 0.041 Easy to find trusted advisor 

(0.143) (0.179) (0.143) 
-0.676 -1.090 -0.671 Neither easy nor hard to find 

trusted advisor (0.140) (0.176) (0.140) 
-0.376 -1.056 -0.735 Hard to find trusted advisor 

(0.157) (0.196) (0.157) 
-0.780 -0.748 -0.767 Discriminated Against? 

(0.075) (0.089) (0.075) 
0.815 0.897 0.792 

(0.103) (0.135) (0.104) Arrival Missing 
0.000  0.000 0.000 
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Table 5 

Panel II (cont.) 
Unweighted Ordered Probit Results 

Dependent Variable = 2 if Owner, 1 if Buying, 0 if not Buying 

 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Ln(Rem) 

Remittance 
Variable is 

Remittances 

Dummy 
Variable for 

Remittances 
(1=None 

Sent) 
0.980 0.751 0.974 Arrive Before 1970 

(0.276) (0.318) (0.276) 
0.078 -0.093 0.073 Arrive Between 1970-80 

(0.085) (0.097) (0.085) 
0.270 0.202 0.266 Arrive Between 1980-90 

(0.037) (0.447) (0.037) 
    -0.035 
    (0.568) Missing Remittance 
   

 
Notes:  All regressions have 1140 Observations, and Concordant predictions of between 
79.4 and 80.6 percent.  Unweighted regressions have slightly better in sample predictions 
than weighted regressions. 
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Preliminary draft: Do not quote without permission 2

Exhibit 1

Renters less likely to be U.S. citizens or permanent residents

7.76

29.52

7.48

46.53

8.71

12.82

33.19

17.65

25.63

10.71

0
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40
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US born US Citizen Permanent resident Something else Missing

Percent
Renters Owners
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Exhibit 2

First Time Homeowners Less Likely than Renters 
to Send Remittances to Mexico

51.7

5.44
3.13

29.39

10.34

64.5

3.78 4.41

25.53

3.78

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

None less than $500 $500-$1000 $1000-$5000 more than $5000

Percent
Renters Owners

How much last year did you send to relatives and friends still living in Mexico?

Mean amount remitted among renters:  $4434 among owners:  $3115
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Preliminary draft: Do not quote without permission 3

Exhibit 3

First Time Homeowners 
Are More Likely Than Renters To Be Married

63.67

4.9 2.72 1.22

16.33

8.57

2.59

77.73

1.89 1.89 1.26
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Exhibit 4

First Time Homeowners 
Have More Children then Renters

7.35
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45.17
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Preliminary draft: Do not quote without permission 5

Exhibit 5

First Time Homeowners More Mobile than Renters

45.71

25.44

17.01

8.44

3.4

41.18
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Percent
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[Just before you became a homeowner…] Which of the following best describes your intentions 
regarding [where you will buy a home]?

 
 



First Draft:  Do Not Quote or Cite 

 41 

 


