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ABSTRACT 

 
Moving from Public Housing to Homeownership: 

Perceived Barriers to Program Participation and Success 
 
 The goals of public housing have evolved from providing shelter to providing 
opportunities for escaping from welfare and buying one’s own home.  Despite numerous 
federal policies aimed at enhancing resident self-sufficiency and homeownership 
through programs run by local public housing authorities, little is known about who 
participates and who succeeds.  This study explores barriers to participation and 
success in an innovative resident self-sufficiency /homeownership program developed 
by the Housing Authority of the City and County of Denver.  We conduct a survey of 
participants in the Foundations for Homeownership program, eliciting their perceptions 
regarding willingness and ability to participate in the program and, thereafter, completing 
it successfully. 
 
 We find that at time of entry into the program, participants report, on average, 4.6 
major barriers that they perceive would limit their ability to achieve current goals.  Poor 
credit ratings, not having enough savings, low earnings, carrying too much debt, and 
perceived discrimination against low income people by mortgage lenders were seen as 
the primary obstacles affecting participant ability to achieve their goals.  When asked 
about the factors which affect public housing residents’ ability to participate in 
homeownership programs, participants identified the following as major problems: lack 
of affordable day care; not knowing about available resources; lack of education or 
training; lack of confidence in the ability to succeed; substance abuse; and the 
unwillingness or inability to make the effort or commitment to reach personal goals.  
Major barriers affecting the willingness of public housing residents to participate in 
homeownership programs include carrying too much debt; not earning a high enough 
hourly wage; not having enough savings; the lack of a steady job; not being able to 
budget earnings effectively; and poor credit ratings.  Respondents suggest that 
increasing earnings, repairing credit, perseverance, and learning how to budget are the 
major vehicles for overcoming these barriers. 
 
 OLS and logistic regression analyses were conducted to ascertain the degree to 
which perceived barriers were associated with participants’ demographic, economic, or 
attitudinal characteristics.  Larger numbers of perceived barriers to achieving goals were 
associated with African American or Latino status.  Relative to those living in 
conventional public housing developments, residents in Section 8 housing reported 
fewer perceived barriers. Higher levels of self-esteem were associated with fewer 
perceived barriers; higher levels of self-efficacy were associated with higher odds of 
participants expecting to be better off and attaining homeownership. 
 
Keywords: homeownership, public housing, self efficacy, self esteem, barriers 
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Moving from Public Housing to Homeownership: 

Perceived Barriers to Program Participation and Success 
 
 

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT 
 
 Since the mid-1980s, public housing policy has manifested a notable shift in emphasis.  The 
push has been to transform public housing authorities’ (PHAs’) goals from providing shelter to a group 
of permanently poor households into providing a residential environment and comprehensive package 
of services that can effectively help residents eliminate their need for public assistance (Shlay, 1993; 
Wood, 1999).  The shifting emphasis can be likened to public housing converting from “warehouse” to 
“way station” for the poor. 
 
 Several different threads of recent federal housing initiatives contribute to weaving this new 
vision of public housing.  The HOPE VI Program for revitalizing distressed public housing is designed, 
among other things, to create mixed-income communities within public housing complexes in which 
poor families can be exposed to information and role models conducive to gaining employment.  The 
Jobs Plus demonstration attempts to “saturate” targeted public housing developments with job training, 
supportive services, and employment opportunities (Riccio, 1999).  But arguably the primary contributor 
to the fabric of a reoriented public housing policy is the Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program and its 
smaller-scale, 1980s-era forebears: Project Self Sufficiency and Operation Bootstrap (Bogdon, 1999; 
Rohe and Kleit, 1999).   
 
 The National Affordable Housing Act of 1990 authorized FSS, administered by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  For the first time, all but the smallest PHAs 
were required to help participants in their public and assisted housing programs reduce their use of 
various forms of public aid (Sard, 2001).  The aims of FSS were furthered by the Quality Housing and 
Work Responsibility Act (QHWRA) of 1998, which gave PHAs flexibility to serve more working poor 
households and tailor their rent policies to encourage work, and authorized smaller PHAs to develop 
their own FSS programs (Sard and Lubell, 1999).  Moreover, QHWRA established new HUD rules for 
PHA accountability wherein activities promoting resident self-sufficiency were assessed separately, and 
a HUD grant program (Resident Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency) for supporting PHAs’ employment-
promoting activities (Sard and Lubell, 2000a). 
 
 All FSS programs share several elements in common (Sard, 2000; Rohe and Kleit, 1999).  PHA 
staff and representatives from key local service providers form a Program Coordinating Committee that 
devises an action plan tailored to local realities, which must be approved by HUD.  PHA resident 
households choose voluntarily to participate, and can be screened from participation only on a 
circumscribed set of characteristics related to motivation (Rohe and Kleit, 1999).  Participants sign a 
five-year contract that delineates their interim and final goals (which must include independence from 
public assistance) and work or educational responsibilities, and supportive services that will be 
provided to them.  Intensive case management is provided to assist in goal development and 
achievement, through counseling, information, referral, and advocacy.  Finally, FSS provides for an 
escrow savings account, into which any marginal formulaic increases in rent associated with 
improvements in participants’ income is deposited.  With approval of the PHA, participants can 
withdraw funds from their escrow account as part of fulfilling terms of their contracts, such as paying 
tuition for college. 
 
 A number of PHAs have augmented their FSS Programs by adding elements designed to assist 
public and assisted housing families buy their own homes.  A 1996 survey of FSS programs by Rohe 
and Kleit (1999) revealed that 77 percent provided counseling about private rental and home ownership 
opportunities, 12 percent used homeownership as a benchmark for measuring participant success, and 
ten percent thought that homeownership assistance was the most important program element in 
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attracting participants to FSS.  The Charlotte, NC Housing Authority pioneered the homeownership-
focused self-sufficiency strategy through its Gateway Program, begun in 1987 (Rohe, 1995; Rohe and 
Kleit, 1997). 
 
 It is at this point that the FSS-Homeownership Programs intersect with a second major theme 
guiding reorientation of public housing policy that has received consistent support over the last two 
decades: helping public housing tenants become private homeowners.  The first Bush administration 
piloted the sale of selected public housing units to their current occupants, an activity that continued 
into the Clinton administration (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1996).  Local 
variants of the aforementioned HOPE VI Program typically have contained components encouraging 
homeownership by residents of newly revitalized complexes.  HUD conducted extensive 
homeownership counseling and training workshops nationwide during the 1990s (U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, 1996).  Most recently, HUD modified its rules for the Section 8 rental 
assistance program to allow its subsidies to support home purchase (Lazar, 2002). 
 
 These twin thrusts of public housing policy—self-sufficiency and homeownership—enjoy bi-
partisan political support and a record of evaluation research that is cautiously optimistic.  The benefits 
of asset development for the poor have been widely touted (Sherradan, 1991; Shapiro and Wolff, 
2001).  Studies of the early generation self-sufficiency programs observed at least modestly positive 
outcomes (HUD, 1988; Shlay and Holupka, 1992; Blomquist, Ellen and Bell, 1994; Rohe and Kleit, 
1997, 1999), though see the methodological critique by Bogdon (1999). 
 
 Thus, the current policy issue is not whether PHAs should pursue self-
sufficiency/homeownership programs, but rather how can public and assisted housing residents be 
encouraged to participate in the programs and, once participating, successfully reach their goals.  In 
this regard there are serious grounds for concern.  Studies of the FSS program and the Charlotte 
Housing Authority’s Gateway homeownership program have revealed major difficulties in recruiting 
participants and then maintaining their participation after enrollment (Rohe, 1995; Rohe and Kleit, 1997, 
1999; Sard, 2001). 
 
 The current paper contributes to this policy discussion by adding to the scanty empirical 
literature on barriers to public housing residents participating and, thereafter, succeeding in self-
sufficiency/homeownership programs.  We conduct a survey of participants in the Denver (CO) Housing 
Authority’s (DHA’s) Foundations for HomeOwnership (FFHO) and Resident Opportunities for Self 
Sufficiency (ROSS) programs, eliciting their perceptions regarding barriers to program participation and 
completion.  Our research goals are threefold: 
 
• To ascertain public housing residents’ perceptions regarding the barriers affecting their chances of 

success in the Denver Housing Authority’s FFHO/ROSS Programs. 
 
• To ascertain participants’ perceptions regarding barriers affecting the ability and willingness of 

public housing residents to participate in the FFHO/ROSS Programs. 
 
• To assess the degree to which perceptions of barriers to success are correlated with participants’ 

demographic, economic, or attitudinal characteristics. 
 
 The paper proceeds first by reviewing the limited evidence on barriers to participation and 
success in self-sufficiency / homeownership programs.  It then turns to a description of the Denver 
FFHO program investigated and the survey methods employed.  A survey of 145 first year participants 
forms the basis of findings related to perceived barriers to their willingness and ability to participate, and 
to ultimately reach their goals.  Analysis of variance, OLS regression, and logistic regression are used 
to explore correlates of these perceptions.  The paper concludes with a discussion of the findings’ 
implications for public policy and future research. 



 3

 
BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION AND SUCCESS IN 

SELF-SUFFICIENCY/HOMEOWNERSHIP PROGRAMS 
 
 Much of what we know about this issue can be attributed to the series of studies undertaken by 
William Rohe and Rachel Garshick Kleit on the national FSS program (Rohe and Kleit, 1999) and PHA 
self-sufficiency/homeownership programs in Charlotte (Rohe, 1995, Rohe and Kleit, 1997, Kleit and 
Rohe, 2000) and Seattle (Kleit, 2002). We begin by considering the issues surrounding participation, 
then success.  
 
Program Participation 
 

According to a 1996 survey of FSS program coordinators, eliciting participation in the program 
proved to be a common problem across the nation: 75 percent of the responding agencies reported 
trouble meeting their HUD-mandated enrollments (Rohe and Kleit, 1999).  The reason for the lack of 
willingness to participate cited most-frequently (65 percent) by program coordinators was residents’ 
fears of leaving public housing or losing their Section 8 benefits.  Other reasons were: problems with 
child care (51 percent); cynicism regarding social programs (43 percent); unwillingness to make five-
year contracts (35 percent); already involved in education and training (28 percent); distrust of the PHA 
(18 percent); and lack of motivation (18 percent). 

 
In his study of Charlotte’s Gateway Program, Rohe (1995) asked participants to assess the 

importance of various aspects of the program in influencing their willingness to participate.  Both “the 
possibility of owning a home” and “the job training and education offered” options proved very important 
for 94 percent and 85 percent of the respondents, respectively.  Other program aspects, listed in order 
of frequency with which they were assessed as very important, were: benefits (rent) freeze when 
income rises (67 percent); immediate availability of public housing (57 percent; relevant for those 
selected from waiting list); and provision of day care (50 percent). 

 
However, even if residents were willing to participate in the Gateway program, only a small 

minority proved qualified (Rohe, 1995).  The primary reason advanced for the difficulty in recruiting 
qualified applicants was the requirement of a high school diploma and no history of drug use, criminal 
offenses, or late rental payments (requirements not present in FSS).  Moreover, a number of applicants 
did not attend all the preliminary meetings required to enter the program, an implicit test for motivation 
and time-management skills. 

 
Focus group interviews with those eligible residents who declined to participate in Gateway 

revealed a variety of reasons (Rohe, 1995; Rohe and Kleit, 1997).  These included: Gateway stressed 
community college whereas many wished on-the-job training; difficulty balancing home and child care 
responsibilities with school; ill will toward the PHA; non-supportive peers; and not wishing to move to 
the one public housing development where all Gateway participants were housed.  Gateway program 
staff also suggested than many non-participants feared leaving the security of public housing and/or 
were deterred by the seven-year term of their self-sufficiency contracts (Rohe, 1995). 
 
Program Completion 
 
 Although rates of FSS program completion for a given cohort across the nation were not 
calculated by Rohe and Kleit (1999), the 1996 survey revealed that the cumulative rate of voluntary 
withdrawals or terminations was four times the rate of contract completions (24 vs. 6 percent).  Attrition 
also was high in the Gateway program: of the study cohort of participants only 32 percent ultimately 
graduated (Rohe and Kleit, 1997). Rohe and Kleit (1997: 84) concluded, “participants had great 
difficulty in completing the program.” 
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When FSS program coordinators were asked to assess the main barriers for participants 
completing their contracts, by far the most frequent response (67 percent) was “lack of motivation” 
(Rohe and Kleit, 1999).  Other barriers cited, in order of frequency: personal problems (54 percent); 
child care responsibilities (52 percent); other (43 percent); moved to new location (25 percent); 
transportation access and/or expense (19 percent); and illness (18 percent). 

 
Many of these reasons are echoed implicitly in the analysis of dropouts of the Gateway program 

(Rohe and Kleit, 1997).  One-third was terminated due to non-compliance with regulations relating to 
illegal activity or nonpayment of rent; another third quit their schooling, job, or assigned program.  
Focus groups revealed that dropouts perceived several other factors related to their decision to 
terminate: 

 
• inadequate financial support provided by AFDC and food stamps alone; 
• impatience with the length of program, especially if decent job currently available; 
• Gateway staff emphasized training for non-traditional occupations conflicting with participant 

desires; 
• difficulties in balancing family and schooling responsibilities; 
• case management staff shortages and high turnover 

 
 Focus groups with participants in the Seattle self-sufficiency/homeownership program revealed 
additional perceptions of barriers to success (Kleit, 2002).  Participants thought it extremely difficult to 
raise their incomes in line with program expectations, since it typically meant leaving their current jobs.  
As single mothers and wage earners, they believed it virtually impossible to pay for child care and other 
necessities, yet save enough for a home down payment. 
 
 In their most recent work on Gateway, Kleit and Rohe (2000) attempted to model statistically the 
predictors of successful exits from the program.  Lack of previous welfare experience and prior 
vocational training proved indicative, although the multivariate models were able to discern few robust 
predictors.  Qualitative interviews with successful participants reinforced the importance of educational 
levels prior to program entry and suggested that the ability to isolate oneself from peer groups that 
discourage self-sufficiency was also crucial. 
 
The Role of Self Perception in Influencing Participant Perceptions of Program Barriers and Program 
Completion 
 
 There is a growing body of research suggesting that self-perception, particularly in regards to 
self-esteem, locus of control, and self-efficacy, influences motivation, persistence and accomplishment 
of goals or tasks (Bandura, 1977, 1982, 1986).  In this paper, self-esteem refers to an individual’s 
perceptions of self worth, while locus of control refers to an individual’s beliefs about the relative 
influences of external forces beyond the individual’s control and internal forces under the individual’s 
control as explanations of particular outcomes (see Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy refers to an 
individual’s beliefs of one’s ability to successfully perform or complete a given tasks or behavior.  Given 
concerns about the measurement of self-efficacy within the research literature, this concept warrants 
further explication. 
 

Derived from Bandura’s social cognitive theory, self-efficacy consists of self-expectations about 
both ability and outcomes.  Efficacy expectations refer to an individual’s beliefs about his or her ability 
to successfully perform a required behavior.  Outcome expectations, meaning an individual’s beliefs 
about the specific consequences that will result from successful task completion, and as such, are a 
distinctive component of self-efficacy theory.  According to Bandura, both kinds of expectations are 
important in producing and sustaining task-related behavior.  Efficacy expectations affect an individual’s 
choice of setting, behaviors and persistence in performance.  Individuals with low efficacy expectations 
are more likely to avoid situations or environments that exceed their perceptions of their own coping 
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skills, seeking instead activities or environments they consider themselves to be more capable of 
handling (Bandura, 1982).  Moreover, they are expected to influence how long one will persist in a 
course of action in the face of obstacles or aversive experiences (Bandura, 1982; Lent et. al., 1986).  Of 
interest, Bandura (1982) argues that individuals are more influenced by their perceptions of 
performance successes than by the actual successes themselves. 
  
 There is considerable literature that examines the influence of these self-perception measures 
in relation to academic and career outcomes, and specifically,   performance and persistence (see Lent, 
Brown, and Larkin, 1986; Brown, Lent and Larkin, 1989; House, 1992, 1993; Tinto, 1993; Santiago and 
Einarson, 1998).  However, studies assessing individual performance and persistence in other 
programs, including the self-sufficiency programs that have emerged on the heels of welfare reform, 
have been limited. Stokes and Brash (1997) and Westra (2000) have examined the influence of self-
esteem and self-efficacy on job readiness among welfare recipients, reporting that participation in 
classes and intensive case management was associated with increased sense of self-efficacy.  In their 
assessment of participants in a self-sufficiency program, Kleit and Rohe (2002) found that individual’s 
locus of control was a significant predictor of program persistence.  
 
Nascent Areas of Consensus 
 
 Despite differences among programmatic particulars, the forgoing research commonly finds 
three themes related to non-participation in self-sufficiency/ homeownership programs: fear of leaving 
public housing, home/child care responsibilities, and inappropriate/unattractive educational programs 
being offered.  Regarding barriers to successfully completing programs, many findings again are not 
generalizable inasmuch as they respond to program idiosyncrasies.  Nevertheless, frustrations 
associated with long-term commitments, challenges of single mothers balancing child care, education 
and work while trying to reduce debt and save, and prospectively more attractive short term 
opportunities seem generally associated with voluntary program withdrawals.  Behavioral issues, 
especially illegal activities and nonpayment of rent, trigger most involuntary withdrawals.  
 
 The current paper advances work in this field in several ways.  We investigate the self-
sufficiency/homeownership program of the Housing Authority of the City and County of Denver (DHA), 
which, as we shall explain below, differs in important programmatic particulars from its counterparts in 
Charlotte and Seattle.  Unlike some prior research that solicits impressions of barriers from program 
administrators, we elicit participants’ perceptions that, arguably, are more relevant for guiding future 
programmatic modifications.  We carefully distinguish participant perceptions regarding public housing 
residents’ willingness and ability to participate in these programs.  Finally, we attempt for the first time 
to ascertain personal correlates of particular perceptions of barriers and outcome expectations, 
integrating self-efficacy, self-esteem and locus of control measures to account for their influence on 
participant expectations of program performance. 
 

THE DENVER HOUSING AUTHORITY’S FOUNDATIONS  
FOR HOMEOWNERSHIP PROGRAM 

 
 In the early 1990s, DHA initiated its basic FSS program focusing on improving the educational 
and employment opportunities of residents and their families.  In the mid-1990s, DHA established the 
FFHO program as an elective option for qualified FSS participants.  According to a senior DHA official 
we interviewed, the “primary goal of FFHO is to help foster self-sufficiency, knowledge, empowerment, 
and responsibility so that residents can make appropriate life choices” in order to realize the goal of 
homeownership.  In addition to the education, counseling, and supportive services provided by the 
FFHO program, Denver’s program also includes several financial incentive and assistance programs 
that enable participants to acquire the necessary downpayment and closing costs.   
 
Program Design 
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 DHA’s FFHO program is designed to work in conjunction with its FSS and ROSS programs to 
overcome four major barriers to homeownership among DHA residents: low income, bad credit 
histories, job instability, and the lack of savings.  To address the barrier of low income, the DHA’s 
FSS/ROSS programs have developed an employment component emphasizing education and job 
training.  To address poor credit, the FFHO program works with DHA residents to not only understand 
credit histories but to develop specific strategies aimed at credit repair and building positive credit 
histories.  Both programs work with residents to encourage and maintain stability of employment.  
Finally, to address insufficient savings, FFHO utilizes the rent escrow account feature of the FSS 
program to provide for home down payment and closing costs, often supplemented by down payment 
assistance grants from a local foundation. 
 
 Two levels distinguish FFHO program activities. The initial level is geared towards credit, 
savings, and employment issues.  Roughly half of all participants have household incomes below 
$15,000 when they start the FFHO Program, and the program tries to build their incomes by 50 to 100 
percent during this initial level.  Those who are deemed by FFHO staff to be within a year of purchasing 
their own home “graduate” to the advanced level, the Home Buyers Club.  Requirements for entry into 
the Home Buyers Club include being employed with the current employer for at least one year and 
having personal savings of at least $500.  At this point in the program, courses focus on the process of 
obtaining a mortgage, training for basic home maintenance activities, and shopping for a home. 
 
 To better understand FFHO participant perceptions, it is important to note the similarities and 
differences between FFHO and those of the counterpart programs operating in Charlotte and Seattle 
mentioned above.  The key characteristics of these programs are summarized in Table 1.  In contrast to 
the programs in Charlotte and Seattle which have pre-specified contract periods, the FFHO Program in 
Denver does not have time limits.  The overarching goal of all three programs is to enhance self-
sufficiency and enable participants to leave public housing, with homeownership a major goal in both 
the Gateway and FFHO programs.  Further, program participants in the Gateway and Youngs Lake 
Commons programs are more likely to come from specific public housing developments than those in 
FFHO.  Although there may be some overrepresentation of participants from two DHA developments – 
the North Lincoln Campus of Learners and the Curtis Park HOPE VI project, FFHO participants come in 
nearly equal numbers from the conventional developments, dispersed housing units and from Section 8 
residents. 
 
 The FFHO Program in Denver is also the least restrictive in terms of participant qualifications.  
Unlike the programs in Charlotte and Seattle with significant eligibility requirements, the only 
qualifications for participation in FFHO is that the participant be (and remain) a DHA resident or Section 
8 subsidy recipient for the duration of their involvement with the program.  Participants in all three of the 
programs participate in initial as well as ongoing needs assessments and goal setting.  Both the Denver 
and Seattle programs offer intensive, on-site case management.  Penalties for program noncompliance 
are the most extensive in Denver.  In addition to loss of escrow and program termination, noncompliant 
FFHO participants also lose the DHA match from their matched savings accounts.      
 
 Each of the programs offer some type of rent caps to program participants.  While ceiling rents 
are used at Youngs Lake Commons and in the initial phases of the Gateway program, rent escrow 
accounts are used in the FFHO program for participants who are also involved in the Family Self-
Sufficiency Program.  Recent FFHO program participants entering under the ROSS program are not 
eligible for the rent escrow accounts.  Instead, their rents are set according to the 30% federal 
guidelines.  Finally, each of the programs offers some additional assistance to participants for 
downpayments or closing costs.  Among FFHO participants, this additional assistance comes from 
credits earned for participation in Incentive Plus classes taken during the initial phase of the program as 
well as through silent second mortgage opportunities offered by DHA and other Colorado financial and 
redevelopment entities.   
 
Participants and Outcomes 
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 The FFHO program just completed its seventh year of operation.  In 2000, the DHA was 
awarded a multi-year grant under their Resident Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency (ROSS) program that 
ultimately will enable the FFHO program to provide services to an additional 450 non-FSS clients over 
the next several years.  The first participants under this grant entered the FFHO program in 2001.  As 
of the Fall of 2002, there were approximately 600 DHA and Section 8 residents participating in the initial 
level of the FFHO program and 22 residents in the Home Buyers Club.  According to estimates 
calculated from unpublished DHA data sources, these participants had numerous characteristics that 
distinguished them from generic DHA residents: 
 

• Roughly 90 percent of FFHO participants are heads of mother-only families with children, 
with the majority of mothers never having been married; these are significantly higher 
percentages than for non-FFHO participants. 

 
• Two-thirds of FFHO participants are under age 40, a significantly higher fraction than non-

participants. 
 
• Nearly one-half of the FFHO participants are Latino and over one-third are African-

American, both higher fractions than non-participants. 
 
• FFHO participants are slightly more likely to speak English and be U.S. citizens and are less 

likely to be handicapped. 
 
• Significantly higher proportions of FFHO participants have changed units to obtain 

employment and training; lower proportions have been evicted for whatever reason.   
  

 To date, there has been no systematic attempt to describe, let alone evaluate, the participation 
rates, attrition rates, or outcomes associated with the FFHO Program.  However, program records 
indicate that 84 participants have purchased homes as of December 2002.  Of particular interest, at this 
writing there have been no foreclosures on any of the homes purchased through this program.  In focus 
groups conducted with FFHO homebuyers during 2002, respondents were generous in their praise for 
the program and could offer few suggestions for programmatic revisions.  Nonetheless, despite these 
felicitous indicators, our conversations with FFHO staff members suggest significant challenges in both 
attracting sufficient numbers of qualified applicants to the FFHO program and then avoiding attrition 
before they complete it.   Indeed, while the graduation rates are 19% and 50% for FSS and FFHO 
program participants, respectively, there is still considerable programmatic concern about program 
noncompletion.  It is in this context that we sought to ascertain residents’ perceptions related to these 
issues. 
 
 

RESEARCH METHODS 
 
Data and Sample 
 
 The data for this study were drawn from the first wave of the Denver Housing Study, a 
longitudinal study tracking the ways in which participation in public housing authority-sponsored 
homeownership programs foster the acquisition of human, financial and social capital assets of adults 
and children living in low-income households.  During the first year of this study, all individuals who 
entered the FFHO program over the course of the year were contacted first by mail and then through 
follow-up telephone calls and invited to complete a telephone interview  (N=223).  This baseline 
questionnaire consisted on items focusing on respondent/household characteristics at time of program 
entry, reasons for participating in the FFHO Program, current education and training, general life 
satisfaction, goals and expectations including several indicators of self-perception, transportation, child 
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care and health care arrangements, an assessment of the FFHO Program, employment and other 
sources of income and assets,  baseline information about child outcomes, family background 
characteristics including previous exposure to public housing and homeownership, and social support 
systems.  Surveys were completed with 145 participants, representing a 65% response rate. 
 
 Table 2. summarizes the characteristics of our FFHO Program respondents with comparisons 
by ethnicity.   The average age of our respondents was 37 years; and 94% of all respondents were 
female.  Slightly less than one quarter of all respondents had less than a high school level of education, 
with Latino respondents significantly more likely to have not completed high school relative to African 
American respondents.  Approximately 36% of all respondents held high school diplomas.  Another 
30% had attended some college, and 10% held college degrees.  More than four out of ten 
respondents held full-time jobs and another 21% were employed part-time.  Slightly less than one-third 
of the respondents had household incomes of less than $10,000; 37% had incomes between $10,000 
and $19,999; and the remaining 30% had incomes above $20,000.  Approximately 39% of all 
respondents lived in Section 8 units; another 37% of the respondents lived in DHA developments and 
23 percent lived in DHA dispersed housing units.  Less than one quarter of the respondents had lived in 
public housing at any time while growing up.  In contrast, 61% had resided in a home owned by their 
parents during childhood.  Respondents reported moderate to high levels of self-esteem, self-efficacy 
and perceived control over their lives.  When compared to African American respondents, Latino 
respondents reported significantly lower levels of self-esteem. 
 
Model Specification 
 
 This study explores differences among, and possible predictors of, first year program 
participants’ perceptions of barriers and outcome expectations.  To address our first research question 
regarding perceived barriers, we examined them in light of finding employment and achieving program 
goals.  Based on data gleaned from focus group and in-depth interviews conducted in 2000 with 
program participants regarding obstacles to success experienced by public housing residents, we 
constructed several scales to measure potential barriers.  These scales were pretested in 2000-01 and 
subsequently refined. 
 
 

Barriers to employment were defined as those factors that might limit the ability of the 
respondent to find a good job, including items such as the lack of transportation, lack of education or 
job training, poor health status, substance abuse or criminal histories, lack of information about job 
opportunities, and perceived employer discrimination.  These were operationalized as a Barriers to 
Employment Scale through the use of an 18-item scale measuring the effect of these factors on 
respondents’ employment.  Respondents were asked to rate each item in terms of being a major 
problem, a minor problem, or no problem at all in their finding a good job.  In our Barriers to 
Employment Scale, major problems were scored “3” and minor problems “1.”  Thus, our scores could 
range from a low of 0--indicating the absence of any employment-related barriers--to a high of 48--
indicating that all of the items on the scale were considered to be major barriers for the respondent.  
The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .83.  A related measure derived from this scale was the total 
number of these employment barriers that were identified by the respondent as major problems, which 
could range from 0 to 18. 
 

Barriers to achieving current goals were defined as those factors that would limit the ability of 
the respondent to realize current goals.  In addition to the items described above regarding barriers to 
employment, additional items such as lack of a stable job, limited work hours, low earnings, too much 
debt or credit problems, budgeting issues, discrimination toward low income people by housing provider 
or lenders, lack of English language skills, as well as lack of confidence, support and motivation were 
included to capture these potential factors limiting goal attainment.  These were operationalized as a 
Barriers to Goal Attainment Scale through the use of a 26-item scale measuring the perceived effect of 
these factors on respondents’ ability to achieve their stated program goals.  Respondents were asked 
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to rate each item in terms of being a major problem, a minor problem, or no problem at all in their ability 
to achieve their goals.  Using the same scheme as above, scores could range from a low of 0--
indicating the absence of any barriers to goal attainment--to a high of 78--indicating that all of the items 
on the scale were considered to be major barriers for the respondent.  The Cronbach’s alpha for this 
Barriers to Goal Attainment Scale was .94.  A related measure derived from this scale was the total 
number of these barriers to achieving goals that were identified by the respondent as major problems, 
which could range from 0 to 26. 

 
Two additional measures of perceived barriers were constructed.  One scale measures 

respondent perceptions about the barriers affecting PHA resident ability to participate in the FFHO 
Program and consists of 12 items derived from the Barriers to Goal Attainment Scale.  Participation 
was defined as the ability to join the program and attend classes and meetings.  The other scale 
measures respondent perceptions about the barriers affecting PHA resident willingness or motivation to 
participate in the FFHO Program and consists of 13 items derived from the Barriers to Goal Attainment 
Scale.  The Cronbach’s alpha for these scales were .87 and .91, respectively.   

 
Consistent with Bandura’s theory (1977, 1982, 1986), we conceptualized outcome expectations 

in terms of participant expectations regarding two possible self-sufficiency/homeownership outcomes:  
chances for being much better off within the next three years; and chances for owning a home within 
the next five years.  These variables are measured by two questions asking respondents to indicate the 
likelihood of being much better off in three years as well as the likelihood of attaining homeownership 
within the next five years.   
 
 Self-perception measures.  Three self-perception measures are incorporated into the model: 
self-esteem, locus of control, and self-efficacy.  Self-esteem is measured using the Rosenberg Self-
Esteem (RSE) scale, a 10-item instrument widely used to indicate individual self-worth.  Five items on 
the RSE scale are reverse coded in order to have higher scores reflecting higher levels of self-esteem.  
Scores range from a low of 0 representing low ratings of self-worth to a high of 40 representing high 
ratings of self-worth. The Cronbach’s alpha for the RSE scale was .80.  Locus of control is measured 
using Levenson’s 1974 revision of Rotter’s (1966) Internal/External Control Scale.  This scale consists 
of 8 items measuring internal control, chance control, and powerful others (external) control.  Scores 
range from a low of 0 representing a low sense of internal control to a high of 32 representing a high 
sense of internal control over one’s life.  The Cronbach’s alpha for the Internal/External Control scale 
was .76.  
 
 Self-efficacy is defined in terms of participant confidence in the ability to complete program 
requirements.  It is measured using a 9-item scale, which asked participants to indicate level of 
confidence relative to the completion of a series of self-sufficiency and homeownership-related tasks1.  
Responses were coded into three possible categories: very confident, somewhat confident, and not 
confident at all.  Overall scores range from 0, indicating a low self-rating of efficacy, to 20, indicating a 
high self-rating of efficacy.  The Cronbach’s alpha for our Self-Efficacy Scale was .84.  We hypothesize 
that individuals with higher levels of self-esteem, self-efficacy, and a greater sense of control over their 
lives will perceive fewer barriers to achieving their goals as well as have higher outcome expectations 
relative to participants with low levels on self-perception. 
 

Background characteristics.  We hypothesize that perceptions of barriers and outcome 
expectations at time of program entry are related to the background characteristics of respondents, 
respondent self-perceptions, and program characteristics.  Background characteristics included in our 
model are respondent’s age, ethnicity, employment status, educational attainment at time of program 
entry, household income and previous exposure to living in public housing and/or residence in a home 

                                                 
1 These included: ]("completing the FFHO program", “ability to clear up credit”, “ability to lower debt”, “ability to 
increase income”, “ability to pay a mortgage”, ability to find a home you can afford to purchase”, ‘ability to provide 
upkeep on the home”, “handling the stress of homeownership”, “ability to keep the home you purchase.” 
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owned by the respondent’s parents.  Age of respondent is estimated using respondent’s reported date 
of birth.  Ethnicity is measured using dummy variables for African American and Latino ethnicity.  The 
omitted category is other (Anglo, Vietnamese, and other ethnic backgrounds).  Employment status is 
measured using a dummy variable where 1indicated full or part-time employment; 0 indicated 
unemployed or not in the labor force.  Educational attainment is measured using dummy variables for 
high school graduate and education beyond high school.  The omitted category was less than high 
school.  Household income is measured using current annual household income reported to the DHA.  
Dummy variables were used to measure childhood exposure to living in public housing or a home 
owned by the respondents’ parents (coded 1=yes).  We hypothesize that perceived barriers increase 
and outcome expectations decrease as a function of age, employment status, low educational 
attainment and low-income status.  In addition, we expect that African American and Latino participants 
are more likely to perceive barriers limiting their opportunities; and hence, also have lower outcome 
expectations when compared to other public housing residents.  Finally, we expect that participants 
who resided in public housing during childhood would perceive more barriers and have lower outcome 
expectations relative to those who had not lived in public housing as children or who had lived in homes 
owned by their parents. 
 
 Program characteristics.  Program characteristics included in the model are two dummy 
variables representing the type of DHA housing program that the respondents are participating in: one 
for dispersed (scattered-side public) housing and the other for Section 8 (tenant-based vouchers in 
private) housing.  The omitted category is for residence in one of the conventional DHA developments.   
We hypothesize that relative to participants residing in DHA developments, participants in dispersed or 
Section 8 housing would perceive fewer barriers limiting their abilities to achieve goals and would hold 
higher outcome expectations. 
 
 

RESULTS 
 
Reasons for Participating in the FFHO Program  
 
 In analyses not presented here, the possibilities of owning a home (91%) and clearing up credit 
(90%) were the primary reasons cited for participating in the FFHO Program.  Also important were: 
lowering debt (82%), the opportunity to open a Matched Savings account (78%), and learning about 
opportunities to increase salary.  Somewhat less important to first year participants were the classes on 
homeownership (65%), which is not surprising since these are not offered until the second phase of the 
program, and the availability of training/educational opportunities (64%). 
 
Participant Perceptions of Barriers and Outcome Expectations 
 
 What do first year participants in the FFHO Program perceive as the major barriers that would 
limit their ability to realize their goals?  As shown in Table 3, respondents identified the following as the 
major problems affecting the ability to achieve their goals: poor credit ratings (45%), not having enough 
savings (44%), not earning a high enough hourly wage (39%), carrying too much debt (36%), and 
discrimination toward low-income people by mortgage lenders.  Respondents were least likely to report 
lack of confidence in one’s ability to succeed, lack of support from family and friends, or limited English 
proficiency as major barriers to succeeding in FFHO.  In contrast to FSS coordinators perceptions 
reported by Rohe and Kleit (1999), relatively few respondents felt that lack of motivation (3%) or fear of 
leaving public housing (10%) were major problems that would affect their ability to realize their goals.  
In analyses not reported here, we found that the only significant ethnic differences were associated with 
perceived discrimination toward low-income people by housing providers. 
 
 How many barriers do participants perceive at time of program entry?   Table 4 summarizes 
participant perceptions of barriers and outcome expectations.  On average, first year respondents 
identified 3.2 major barriers to employment and 4.6 major barriers to achieving current goals, although 
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the range was from 0 to 18.  Although there were variations across ethnic groups and program types, 
these variations were not statistically significant.  When examining the results of the Barriers to 
Employment Scale and the Barriers to Attaining Goals Scale, we find that average scores were 27.3 
and 40.5, respectively.  The range of scores on the Barriers to Employment Scale was 0 to 47and on 
the Barriers to Attaining Goals Scale was 25 to  70.  While there were no significant differences by 
ethnicity or program type of perceived barriers to employment, one-way analysis of variance tests 
revealed a significant difference by program type for perceived barriers to attaining current goals.   
 
 When it comes to outcome expectations, we see that while more than three quarters of all first 
year participants expect to be much better off in three years, a much smaller percentage of 
respondents (52%) felt that it was very likely they would be owning their homes within the next five 
years.  Again, although ethnic differences were observed, with Anglos and Latinos being less optimistic 
about their futures than were African American respondents, these differences were not statistically 
significant. 

 
    
Participant Perceptions Regarding Barriers to Public Housing Resident Participation in FFHO 
 
 What do participants perceive as the major barriers limiting the ability and willingness of public 
housing residents to participate in the FFHO Program?  Their perceptions are summarized on Tables 5 
and 6.  The major perceived problems affecting the ability of residents to participate in FFHO include: 
the lack of affordable day care (56%), not knowing about available resources (56%), the lack of 
schooling (54%), the lack of confidence in the ability to succeed (49%), substance abuse problems 
(47%), and unwillingness or inability to make the effort or commitment to reach goals (46%).  Factors 
identified as the major barriers to residents’ willingness to participate in FFHO include: carrying too 
much debt (69%), not earning a high enough hourly wage (68%), not having enough savings (67%), 
lack of a steady job (65%), not being able to budget earnings effectively (63%), and poor credit ratings 
(62%).   
 

There are three interesting patterns in these results worth noting.  First, perceptions regarding 
ability vs. willingness of other public housing residents to participate are quite different.  Second, 
respondents were more likely to cite these barriers as major problems for other public housing 
residents than they were to cite them as barriers affecting their own goal attainment.  Second, none of 
the problems cited by respondents as major barriers to the willingness to participate in FFHO would in 
fact exclude DHA residents from program participation.  Yet, these are widespread perceptions among 
public housing residents who are program participants.  This would suggest the need for more 
educational efforts with residents about program requirements, assuming that these participant 
perceptions may be generalized to the larger population.   

 
Predictors of Perceived Barriers to Success and Outcome Expectations 
 
 In order to ascertain the degree to which perceived barriers to success and outcome 
expectations were associated with participants’ demographic, economic, or attitudinal characteristics, 
we conducted OLS and logistic regression analyses.  The dependent variables in our OLS regression 
models included the number of perceived major barriers to employment, the number of perceived major 
barriers to attaining current goals, and the scores for the Barriers to Employment and Barriers to 
Attaining Goals scales.  Dependent variables in the logistic regression model included the dichotomous 
variable indicating likelihood of being much better off within the next three years and the likelihood of 
owning a home within the next five years.  In our presentation of logistic regression results, we use the 
odds ratios of the coefficients.  The odds ratio represents the change in the odds of the dependent 
variable occurring (i.e., expecting to become a homeowner within five years) given a unit change in a 
specific predictor variable, controlling for the effects of the other predictors.  Independent variables 
included the age of participant, ethnicity, annual household income, educational attainment at time of 
program entry, employment status, childhood exposure to living in public housing and homeownership, 
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PHA residential program type and three measures of participant’s self-perception: self-esteem, self-
efficacy, and locus of control.  The results of our regression analyses are presented in Table 7 and 8. 
 
 Table 7 displays the OLS regression results for the models predicting barriers to finding a good 
job and achieving goals measured by the scale scores as well as the number of major barriers, 
respectively.  Our empirical model accounted for approximately 12-14% of the variance in barriers to 
finding a good job and 8-11% of the variance in barriers to attaining goals.  There were relatively few 
significant predictors of the numbers of perceived barriers to finding good employment and attaining 
goals or of the scores on the two scales measuring perceived barriers.  Several demographic variables 
were statistically significant predictors in one or more of the models.  African American and Latino 
participants reported significantly higher barriers to attaining goals, relative to non-African American 
and non-Latino participants.  Relative to those who were not high school graduates, respondents who 
had a high school diploma were significantly more likely to report fewer barriers to finding a good job.  
Finally, Section 8 participants reported significantly fewer barriers to attaining goals relative to 
participants living in conventional DHA developments.   
 

Of particular interest, after controlling for differences in background characteristics and DHA 
program type, self-esteem remains a statistically significant predictor across all models.  As expected, 
higher levels of self-esteem were associated with lower scores on both barriers scales as well as with 
fewer perceived major barriers to finding a good job and to attaining current goals.  Neither self-efficacy 
nor locus of control were predictive of differences in participant perceptions of barriers.  

 
In addition, we tested our empirical model as a predictor of two measures of anticipated 

consequences linked to successful completion of the FFHO program: being better off within the next 
three years and attaining homeownership within the next five years (see Table 8).  Our empirical model 
accounted for approximately 22% of the variance in participant expectations of being better off within 
the next three years and 32% of the variance in participant expectations of being a homeowner within 
the next five years.  As anticipated, increasing age was associated with decreasing odds of 
expectations of being better off or becoming a homeowner.  As expected, residence in public housing 
during childhood was associated with decreasing expectations of being better off within the next three 
years.  Compared to participants residing in DHA developments, those residing in dispersed housing 
had nearly seven times higher odds of expecting to be better off within the next three years.  As noted 
above, self-perception measures were statistically significant predictors of outcome expectations.  
Increasing levels of self-efficacy were associated with higher odds in the expectations of being better 
off and attaining homeownership within the next five years 

 
 DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY 
 
Our analysis of perceived barriers and outcome expectations identified by first year participants 

of the Denver FFHO program makes several contributions to the current policy debate on how to 
encourage assisted housing residents to participate in self-sufficiency/homeownership programs and 
successfully reach their goals.  First, we found that FFHO participants at time of program entry 
identified considerable barriers (4.6 major barriers, on average) that they believed must be overcome to 
successfully achieve their goals.  The primary barriers to success identified by participants were poor 
credit, limited savings, low earnings, and high debt loads.  These same barriers were identified by 
FFHO participants as among the major factors limiting other DHA residents’ willingness to participate in 
the program.  Although none of these factors restrict FFHO program participation in terms of stated 
policy guidelines, it is clear that they represent powerful perceptual deterrents nonetheless.  This 
suggests that FFHO administrators need to develop more persuasive outreach techniques that can 
convince public housing residents that, despite what they might believe are insurmountable barriers, 
the FFHO program is designed to assist them in overcoming them and, indeed, has an impressive track 
record of success in this regard.   
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Second, FFHO participants perceived several key factors limiting the ability of public housing 
residents to participate in the FFHO Program: substance abuse issues and the lack of: affordable day 
care, information about available resources, education or job training, confidence, and motivation.  
These findings echo those reported in the aforementioned body of work completed to date by Rohe and 
Kleit.  For FFHO program administrators this means that it may be insufficient to merely convince public 
housing residents that they should participate; expanded supports for such participation are also 
implied.  If there is validity in the above perceptions, the implication is that these supports must go well 
beyond day care to the provision of more intensive case management and counseling services. 

 
Third, our multivariate analyses revealed that a key predictor of perceived barriers and outcome 

expectations was participant self-perception.  Self-esteem was a significant predictor of perceived 
barriers in all of our OLS regression models.  Self-efficacy was a significant predictor of outcome 
expectations. This suggests the need to monitor how changes in the levels of participant self-perception 
may be associated with achieving various milestones throughout the duration of program participation 
and, conversely dropping out of the program.  It also offers implicit reinforcement to the importance the 
FFHO program places on building participants’ positive self-perceptions as an end it itself, as well as a 
means to other successes. 

 
The foregoing programmatic implications—more persuasive outreach coupled with multi-

dimensional supports for participants—are likely to be viewed as onerous by many public housing 
authorities in this period of fiscal austerity.  Nevertheless, to not invest in these things may prove 
penny-wise but pound-foolish.  Given that PHAs’ welfare-dependent residents will face time limits, 
PHAs’ financial viability may be threatened if these tenants’ welfare payments end and their rents must 
be reduced accordingly.  Thus, increased efforts to reduce the barriers to participating in self- 
sufficiency and homeownership programs may be recommended not only as the right thing to do for 
public housing residents, but also for the housing authorities themselves. 
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Table 1. Characteristics of Selected Self-Sufficiency and HomeOwnership Programs 
 

 Family  
Self Sufficiency  

Gateway  
Program  

Seattle  
Youngs Lake Commons 

Denver 
FSS/ROSS/HOP 

Contract Period/Goals 5 yrs. to exit welfare 7 yrs. to exit welfare/buy 
home; 
2 yrs. remediation, 5 yrs. 
transition stage 

3 yrs. to exit PHA FSS - 5 yrs. to exit welfare;  
ROSS - no time limits;  
HOP- no time limits  

Program Participants Clustered 
in Distinct Developments 

No Some Yes 
(single family home cluster) 

No but some occurs  
(e.g., Campus of Learners; 
Curtis Park) 

Participant Qualifications Few besides motivation Earnings max. $12,500; in 
PHA or on wait list; HS 
diploma; no criminal, rent or 
credit problem history 

Live in PHA for 2+ yrs.; all 
minors in school; no rent 
arrears or history of unit 
abuse; head working 6+ 
mos. @ 20 hrs./wk. during 
past 12 mos. 

Must be a PHA resident or 
receiving Section 8 subsidy 

Needs Assessment Yes Yes Yes Yes 

On-Site Intensive Case 
Management 

No No Yes Yes 

Homeownership Emphasized 
Outcome 

Sometimes  Yes Yes Yes 

Rent Escrow or Ceiling Rents Escrow Ceilings during remediation; 
Escrow during transition 
stage 

Ceiling rent Rent escrow (FSS); 
no escrow (ROSS) 

Extra Assistance Available for 
Downpayments or Closing 
Costs 

Sometimes  Yes Yes Yes 

Penalties for Noncompliance Loss of escrow Loss of escrow Returned to PHA 
development 

Terminated from program; 
loss of escrow; loss of 
match from matched 
savings account 

 
* HOP == Denver Foundations for Home Ownership Program  
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Table 2. Selected Entering Characteristics of HomeOwnership Program Participants by Ethnicity 
  

All Respondents 
(N=145) 

 
African American 

(N=66) 

 
Anglo 
(N=8) 

 
Latino 
(N=55) 

 
Other 
(N=19) 

Average age  37.0 37.8 47.0 35.2 35.8 

% less than H.S.a 24.1 13.6 37.5 38.5 15.8 

% H.S. graduates  35.9 40.9 25.0 28.8 42.1 

% more than H.S. 40.0 45.5 37.5 32.7 42.1 

% employed full-time 41.4 48.5 37.5 36.5 31.6 

% employed part-time 21.4 22.7 12.5 19.2 26.3 

% HH income less than $10,000 31.7 27.3 25.0 32.7 47.4 

% HH income $10,000-$19,999 36.6 37.9 50.0 34.6 31.6 

% HH income $20,000 or more 30.3 33.3 25.0 30.8 21.1 

% residing in DHA developmentsb 36.6 24.2 37.5 44.2 57.9 

% residing in dispersed housing 22.8 18.2 50.0 25.0 21.1 

% residing in Section 8 housingc 39.3 56.1 12.5 30.8 15.8 

% residing in public housing during childhood 24.1 24.2 12.5 28.9 15.8 

% residing in home owned by parents during childhoodd 61.4 63.6 75.0 48.1 84.2 

Average score- Self-Efficacy Scale 13.5 14.1 13.9 13.0 12.6 

Average score - Self-Esteem Scalee 32.3 33.9 30.3 30.8 31.4 

Average score - Locus of Control Scalef 23.0 24.0 22.6 22.4 21.2 

 
Differences across group means were estimated using one-way ANOVA and the Scheffe test.  Significant differences across groups (p < .05) are reported in the footnotes 
below. 
  
a  Latino participants significantly more likely to have less than a high school level of education relative to African American participants. 
b Significant group differences in percent residing in developments, one-way ANOVA. 
c African American participants significantly more likely to reside in Section 8 units than Latino or other participants. 
d Significant group differences in percent of respondents who resided in a home owned by their parents, one-way ANOVA. 
e Latino participants have significantly lower levels of self-esteem, on average, than African Americans. 
f Significant group differences in locus of control, one-way ANOVA.   



       
 Percent reporting:  

 
 
Limiting Factor 

No 
Proble

m  
At All 

 
Minor 
Proble

m 

 
Major 
Proble

m 

 
 

Unsur
e 

 
Mean  
Scor

e 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

a.  Lack of transportation 62.1 21.4 15.2 1.4 1.50 .77 

b.  Lack of adequate or 
affordable 
     day care 

54.5 21.4 22.8 1.4 1.66 .85 

c.  Lack of schooling 44.1 35.2 17.9 2.8 1.68 .80 

d.  Lack of job training or skills 46.2 29.0 20.7 4.1 1.66 .85 

e.  Lack of a steady job 49.0 22.1 26.9 2.1 1.74 .88 

f.  Not working enough hours 55.9 21.4 20.7 2.1 1.61 .84 

g.  Not earning a high enough 
hourly 
     wage 

29.0 28.3 39.3 
 

3.4 2.03 .91 

h.  Not being able to budget my 
     earnings effectively 

45.5 35.2 17.2 2.1 1.68 .78 

i.  Not having enough savings 15.9 38.6 44.1 1.4 2.26 .77 

j.  Carrying too much debt 29.0 32.4 35.9 2.8 2.01 .87 

k.  Poor credit rating 23.4 28.3 44.8 3.4 2.14 .90 

l.  Lack of decent housing 51.0 26.2 18.6 4.1 1.59 .84 

m. Discrimination toward low- 
     income people by housing 
     providers 

47.6 25.5 19.3 7.6 1.57 .89 

n.  Discrimination toward low- 
     income people by lenders 

31.0 22.1 29.7 17.2 1.64 1.08 

o.  Lack of confidence in my 
ability 
     to succeed 

65.5 23.4 8.3 2.8 1.37 .68 

p.  Lack of support from family 
and 
     friends 

62.8 26.2 9.0 2.1 1.42 .68 

q.  Unable to speak/write well in 
     English 

55.9 6.2 6.9 31.0 .89 .80 

r.  Afraid to leave public housing 64.1 20.0 9.7 6.2 1.33 .74 

s.  Unwilling or unable to make 
the 
     effort/commitment to reach 

77.2 17.9 3.4 1.4 1.23 .53 



 
 
Limiting Factor 

No 
Proble

m  
At All 

 
Minor 
Proble

m 

 
Major 
Proble

m 

 
 

Unsur
e 

 
Mean  
Scor

e 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

u.  Having a criminal record 82.1 15.2 0.7 2.1 1.14 .43 

v.  Living in too dangerous a 
     neighborhood 

66.9 17.9 12.4 2.8 1.40 .74 

w. Having an alcohol or drug 
    problem 

88.3 6.9 2.8 2.1 1.10 .44 

x.  Being in poor health or 
disabled 

66.9 14.5 16.6 2.1 1.46 .79 

y.  Lack of health insurance 61.4 19.3 16.6 2.8 1.50 .80 

z.  Other (specify):   95.2 1.4 2.1 1.4 1.04 .33 
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Table 4. HomeOwnership Program Participants’ Perceptions of Barriers and Outcome Expectations by Ethnicity and Housing 

Program Type 
 
 Ethnicity Program Type 

Mean Score on  
Selected Measure 

All 
Respondent

s 
(N=145) 

African 
American 

(N=66) 

 
Anglo 
(N=8) 

 
Latino 
(N=55) 

 
Other 
(N=19) 

 
Development 

(N=55) 

 
Dispersed 

(N=33) 

 
Section 8 

(N=57) 

Number of perceived 
major employment 
barriers 

3.21 2.86 3.13 3.75 2.95 3.69 2.39 3.21 

Employment Barrier 
Scale 

27.32 26.50 28.13 28.44 26.74 28.78 25.58 26.91 

Number of perceived 
major barriers to 
attaining current 
goals 

4.56 4.65 4.50 4.94 3.21 4.82 4.18 4.53 

Barriers to Obtaining 
Current Goals Scale* 

40.48 41.32 40.13 40.98 36.32 43.10 38.58 39.10 

Barriers to PHA 
Residents Ability to 
Participate in HOP* 

24.41 25.70 26.63 23.96 20.21 26.02 22.79 23.79 

Barriers to PHA 
Residents 
Willingness to 
Participate in HOP 

28.97 30.41 29.13 28.63 24.79 29.67 26.97 29.44 

% Expecting to be 
Much Better Off in 3 
Years 

75.86 83.33 62.50 67.31 78.95 65.45 81.82 82.46 

% Expecting to Own 
their Own Homes in 5 
Years 

52.41 62.12 37.50 46.15 42.11 50.91 51.52 54.41 

 
Differences across group means were estimated using one-way ANOVA and the Scheffe test.  Significant differences across groups (p < 
.05) are noted by asterisks.  Mean differences by ethnic group are significant for perceived barriers in ability to participate in HOP; significant 
differences by program type for perceived barriers to obtaining current goals. 
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Table 5. Perceived Barriers Affecting Public Housing Residents’ Ability to Participate in the HomeOwnership Program 
 
 Percent reporting:   

Barriers affecting PHA residents’ ability to 
participation the Home Ownership Program 

No Problem  
At All 

 
Minor 

Problem 

 
Major 

Problem 

 
 

Unsure 

 
Mean  
Score 

 
Std. Dev. 

a.  Lack of transportation 20.7 31.7 40.0 7.6 2.04 .96 

b.  Lack of adequate or affordable 
    day care 

17.2 20.7 55.9 6.2 2.26 .96 

c.  Lack of schooling 17.2 22.8 53.8 6.2 2.24 .95 

d.  Lack of confidence in the ability 
     to succeed 

13.1 31.7 49.0 6.2 2.23 .91 

e.  Lack of support from family and 
     friends 

21.4 37.9 33.8 6.9 1.99 .91 

f.  Not able to speak/write English 
    well 

21.4 29.0 41.4 8.3 2.03 .98 

g.  Unwilling or unable to make the 
     effort/commitment to reach 
    goals 

15.2 31.7 45.5 7.6 2.15 .95 

h.  Not knowing about available 
     resources 

12.4 24.8 55.9 6.9 2.30 .94 

i.  Living in too dangerous a 
   neighborhood 

28.3 31.0 33.8 6.9 1.92 .95 

j.  Having an alcohol or drug 
    problem 

19.3 25.5 46.9 8.3 2.11 .99 

k.  Being in poor health or disabled 15.9 41.4 35.9 6.9 2.06 .89 

l.  Other (specify):   86.9 0.7 6.2 6.2 1.07 .56 
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Table 6. Perceived Barriers Affecting Public Housing Residents’ Willingness to Participate in the HomeOwnership Program 
       
 
 Percent Reporting:    

Barriers Affecting Willingness to Participate in the 
Home Ownership Program  

No Problem 
At All 

 
Minor 

Problem 

 
Major 

Problem 

 
 

Unsure 

 
Mean 
Score 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

a.  Lack of job training or skills 12.4 29.0 51.7 6.9 2.26 .93 

b.  Lack of a steady job 11.0 17.2 64.8 6.9 2.40 .94 

c.  Not working enough hours 13.1 29.0 50.3 7.6 2.22 .95 

d.  Not earning a high enough hourly 
     wage 

9.0 15.9 68.3 6.9 2.46 .92 

e.  Not being able to budget 
     earnings effectively 

9.0 20.7 63.4 6.9 2.41 .92 

f.  Not having enough savings 9.7 15.9 66.9 7.6 2.42 .95 

g.  Carrying too much debt 9.7 13.8 69.0 7.6 2.44 .95 

h.  Poor credit rating 11.0 17.9 62.1 9.0 2.33 .99 

i.  Afraid to leave public housing 16.6 27.6 46.9 9.0 2.12 .99 

j.  Lack of health insurance 23.4 26.9 40.7 9.0 1.99 1.00 

k. Discrimination toward low-income 
    people by housing providers 

26.9 32.4 31.7 9.0 1.87 .97 

l.  Discrimination toward low-income 
    people by lenders 

24.8 27.6 37.9 9.7 1.94 1.01 

m.  Having a criminal record 17.2 25.5 47.6 9.7 2.11 1.02 
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Table 7. OLS Regression Models Predicting Public Housing Respondents Perceptions of Barriers to Success  
  

 # of Major Barriers 
to Finding a Good Job 

Perceived Barriers 
 to Employment 

# of Major Barriers 
 to Obtaining Goals 

Perceived Barriers to 
Obtaining  Goals 

 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Individual/Household Characteristics         

Participant age in years  .027 .028 .008 .067  .031 .044 .028 .104 

Ethnic Origin (omitted=other)         

  African American 1.422 .906 2.549 2.142 3.746** 1.411 9.916** 3.320 

  Latino  1.598 .954 2.722 2.254 3.033* 1.485 6.017 3.494 

Yearly household income -.001 .000 -.001 .000 -.003 .000 -.001 .000 

Educational attainment (omitted=less than high school)         

  High school graduate -1.938* .792 -3.134 1.871 -.788 1.232 -2.263 2.900 

  Completed schooling beyond high school  -1.092 .798 -2.969 1.886 -1.162 1.243 -4.894 2.924 

Currently employed (1=yes, 0=no) -.448 .761 .103 1.798 -.878 1.185 -3.037 2.787 

Lived in PHA during childhood (1=yes, 0=no) .047 .728 .957 1.721 .105 1.134 1.740 2.668 

Lived in home owned by parents during childhood  .345 .635 2.449 1.502 1.846 .989 4.385 2.328 

Self Perception Indicators         

  Self-efficacy .141 .087 .140 .205 -.065 .135 -.061 .317 

  Self-esteem  -.199* .077 -.527** .182 -.275* .120 -.827** .282 

  Locus of control -.036 .082 -.058 .194 -.023 .128 .515 .300 

Public Housing Program (omitted=development)         

   Dispersed housing -1.531 .845 -2.789 1.997 -.589 1.316 -5.003 3.096 
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   Section 8 -.972 .727 -2.845 1.719 -.480 1.133 -6.516* 2.665 

Intercept 8.300** 2.554 43.314*** 6.037 12.310** 3.977 55.345*** 9.356 

Adjusted R2 .138 .117 .078 .106 

F 2.185* 1.980* 1.629 1.877* 

  
* p < .05;   ** p < .01; *** p < .00 
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Table 8. Logistic Regression Models Predicting HomeOwnership Program Participants’ Perceptions of Outcome Expectations 
 

 Participant Expectation of Being Better 
Off Within the Next Three Years 

Participant Expectation of Likelihood of 
Owning a Home in Five Years 

  
B 

 
S.E. 

Odds  
Ratio 

 
B 

 
S.E. 

Odds  
Ratio 

Individual/Household Characteristics       

Participant age in years  -.055* .027 .946 -.070** .026 .932 

Ethnic Origin (omitted=other)       

  African American .375 .871 1.455 .737 .734 .315 

  Latino  -.995 .884 .370 .102 .777 1.108 

Yearly household income  .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 1.000 

Educational Attainment (omitted=less than HS)       

   High school graduate -.216 .769 .806 -.176 .674 .839 

   Completed schooling beyond high school -.240 .736 .787 .912 .694 2.488 

Currently employed (1=yes, 0=no) -.230 .726 .795 .956 .684 2.601 

Lived in PHA during childhood (1=yes, 0=no) -1.753* .720 .173 -.481 .638 .618 

Lived in home owned by parent during childhood (1=yes, 0=no) .156 .587 1.169 -.042 .546 .959 

Self Perception Indicators       

  Self-efficacy .235** .092 1.265 ..218** .084 1.243 

  Self-esteem  .098 .078 1.103 .111 .071 1.117 

  Locus of control -.125 .086 .882 -.037 .089 .964 

Public Housing Program (omitted=development)       

   Dispersed housing 1.942* .817 6.975 .314 .720 1.369 
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   Section 8 .860 .668 2.363 -.314 .619 .731 

Intercept -.266 2.262 .766 -2.511 -4.397* 2.256 

Cox & Snell R2  .223   .318  

-2 log likelihood  88.722   105.332  

 
* p < .05;   ** p < .01; *** p < .00 
 
 


