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Introduction: The creation of housing inclusivity is significant for uplifting the weaker section of society. The government has always taken relevant steps in developing nations to promote inclusivity in finance and housing for equitable national growth. This inclusion depends upon many parameters. There is a lack of comprehensive research addressing how existing housing policies and designs systematically exclude marginalized groups, highlighting a critical gap in achieving housing inclusivity. The present research focuses on creating a framework that integrates all such parameters to provide insight into which parameters should be given more importance and which should be given less importance during policy implications.

Methods: To achieve this, the research technique of PLS-SEM (Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling) was employed in the present study. Mathematical calculations in the tool named SMART PLS 4 were based on the conceptual model to ensure the credibility of the framed model. The analysis was employed on the responses collected from the respondents using a constructed research instrument, which involves convenience sampling techniques and snowball sampling.

Results: Ultimately, it can be inferred that government policies have the most significant impact on the financial improvement of low-income households, followed by perceptions of housing affordability and access to affordable housing finance.

Discussion: These findings have practical implications for government policy formulation, focusing on infrastructural development through loan assistance and regulatory support. Additionally, it is essential to provide tax incentives and necessary subsidies to the more vulnerable sections of society. Additionally, it is crucial to focus on financial empowerment through the cognition of efficient debt management to raise creditworthiness, as insinuated by the present research.
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1 Introduction

The burgeoning exigencies of urban agglomerations, particularly within rapidly developing economies, have thrust the provision of affordable housing into the forefront of socio-economic discourse (Zhou and Shaw, 2004). The significance of affordable housing finance resides in its capacity to act as a pivotal instrument for ameliorating socio-economic disparities. Also, if the growth of the urban economy is inclusive in nature, the availability of finance for the development of housing infrastructure reduces the exclusionary consequences of market-driven housing dynamics., This dynamism facilitates the creation of stable residencies in the economy by empowering vulnerable sectors of society (Grover and Grover, 2014). Housing inclusivity enriches societal mobility and contributes to the compaction of location-based separation, eventually cultivating a more impartial urban infrastructre, where the necessities of residency do not intercept the accomplishment of civic and financial obligations (Sorensen and Chen, 2022).

Urban inclusivity, as a socio-spatial paradigm, symbolizes a paramount imperative for facilitating impartial and endurable urban growth (Flintrop, 2011). It is necessary to understand the walls that are built to separate rich and poor cannot be brought down without eliminating discrimination. For creating an equitable civilization, it is essential to nurture a resilient metropolitan fabric with multifarious demographic comrades. There is a need to establish a systematic framework that promotes housing inclusivity and empowers weaker sections of society, and the present research is an attempt to achieve this goal (Sorauf, 2024). It is critical to have an economic system where, despite the economic and social background, everyone is able to relish fair access to indispensable aids, prospects, and benefits, thereby encouraging a milieu facilitative to collaborative prosperity (Bozeman, 1974).

The present study covers the research gap of measuring the impact of access to affordable housing finance (Squires, 2008), financial empowerment of low-income households (Birkenmaier and Curley, 2009), housing affordability perception (Yap and Ng, 2018) and government policy support (Landis and McClure, 2010) on housing inclusivity (Landis and McClure, 2010). Housing finance, through the provision of accessible credit, catalyzes financial empowerment by enabling asset accumulation, fostering economic stability, and facilitating participation in wealth generation, thereby transforming domiciliary investment into a conduit for socio-economic mobility (Schwartz, 2013). Housing affordability perception encapsulates the subjective cognitive appraisal of the financial burden associated with securing adequate residential accommodations, a multifaceted construct influenced by individual economic circumstances, socio-cultural norms, and prevailing market dynamics, which collectively shape the perceived accessibility and commensurability of housing costs relative to disposable income, thereby modulating residential decision-making and impacting socio-economic well-being (Alev et al., 2015). The subjective construal of housing affordability, as a cognitive metric, wields significant influence over socio-economic decision-making, impacting residential mobility, financial planning, and overall well-being, thereby shaping individual and collective perceptions of urban economic equity (Tribe, 2010). Research on the impact of affordable housing finance on urban inclusivity is necessitated by the imperative to elucidate the causal nexus between financial instruments and socio-spatial equity, thereby informing policies aimed at mitigating urban fragmentation and fostering inclusive development (Revie and Bryson, 2004).

India’s rapidly urbanizing landscape, characterized by stark socio-economic disparities and a burgeoning affordable housing deficit, renders it an unparalleled locus for investigating the impact of housing finance on urban inclusivity, offering a unique opportunity to scrutinize the efficacy of financial instruments within a context of acute developmental challenges. The Indian urban housing finance milieu manifests as a complex nexus of burgeoning demand, evolving financial instruments, and persistent infrastructural deficits, characterized by rapid urbanization, precipitating an escalating need for residential units, particularly within the affordable housing segment, where projections from entities like the CII and Knight Frank India indicate a cumulative demand reaching 31.2 million units by 2030, valued at approximately INR 67 trillion; this demand, concentrated predominantly (95.2%) within the affordable sector, is met by a financial landscape comprising Scheduled Commercial Banks (SCBs) and Housing Finance Companies (HFCs), with the latter demonstrating significant market penetration within the estimated INR 13 trillion affordable housing loan market, where loan reliance is notably higher than in premium housing; governmental initiatives such as the Pradhan Mantri Awas Yojana (PMAY) catalyze development, yet challenges persist, including the necessity for updated regulatory frameworks, particularly regarding the RBI’s definition of affordable housing within priority sector lending, the impact of rising EMI/Income ratios, and the need for innovative strategies like public-private partnerships and advanced construction technologies, all while the housing finance market is poised for significant expansion, fueled by escalating demand and positive government policies, promising job creation within the sector.

India’s urban inclusivity remains an intricate paradox wherein rapid monopolisation exacerbates socio-spatial stratification (Starr and Yilmaz, 2007), relegating economically disenfranchised cohorts to peripheralised enclaves despite proliferating governmental interventions, policy frameworks, and financial mechanisms aimed at fostering equitable access to housing (Bogin et al., 2021), infrastructural amenities, and participatory urban governance, thereby necessitating a recalibrated synthesis of systemic affordability, regulatory coherence, and socioeconomic integration to dismantle entrenched exclusionary paradigms (Evans, 2012).

The present research compares the impact of access to affordable housing, housing affordability perception, government policy’s financial empowerment of low-incomes households, and housing inclusivity. As per previously published research, these variables were found to significantly impact the financial empowerment of low-income households and housing inclusivity. By the application of structural equation modelling the comparison of influence of these variables will be measured with the help of standardized beta and whether this influence is significant or not will be measured with the help of Bootstrapping.



2 Literature review

Housing affordability is the ability of households to secure suitable housing without compromising their financial stability (Jurčišinová et al., 2025), and its significance lies in its direct impact on individual well-being, economic stability, and social equity within communities (Kim et al., 2025). Housing affordability has a direct influence on housing inclusivity (Tao et al., 2025). Housing inclusivity refers to the phenomenon of having access to housing infrastructure for marginalised sections of the economy (Thorns, 1988).


H1: Access to Affordable Housing Finance impacts the Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households.


Informed by Chernoff and Cheung (2024) exposition of infrastructural deficits, institutional lacunae, and data limitations impeding Indigenous economic advancement, the provision of affordable housing finance emerges as a pivotal mechanism for enhancing financial self-sufficiency among low-income households, thus substantiating the hypothesis that broadened fiscal pathways can attenuate systemic inequities and catalyze broader economic empowerment. Access to affordable housing finance is the result of several sub-factors. Majorly, it depends upon the prevailing interest rates at which house loans are available specifically to the marginalised section of society (Stutz and Kartman, 1982). Many macroeconomic factors also influence the availability of loans at the bank, which impacts the accessibility of affordable housing finance (Odeyemi and Skobba, 2022). Many a time, it is also noticed that because of weak economic background, marginalized people who fall into the low-income category are unable to become eligible for a home loan (Holme, 2022). Sometimes, the complexity of the application process also decreases the accessibility of housing finance. In the given sub-factors, housing finance becomes accessible to a person (Hromada et al., 2022).

The financial empowerment of low-income households is a significant latent variable for increasing housing inclusivity (Novoa et al., 2015). This empowerment can be achieved if an individual from a low-income household can maintain the required creditworthiness through efficient debt management by controlling their spending (Sani, 2015). Financial empowerment is also a result of income stability, which facilitates growth in the savings of marginalized people who invest judiciously in available alternatives (Sharam et al., 2015). This financial empowerment of low-income group seems to be directly influenced by affordable housing finance in the available literature.


H2: Access to Affordable Housing Finance impacts the Housing Inclusivity.


In the UK, Haycox et al. (2024) observed that housing inclusivity can be made possible if loans related to the construction and acquisition of houses can be made affordable. The research emphasised the importance of a policy framework that makes housing finance available to the public at a low interest rate. The benefit of affordability in the acquisition of how this will also have other macroeconomic benefits that can further contribute to the nation’s development (Kukk and Levenko, 2024; Saha et al., 2023).

Housing inclusivity is considered a crucial factor in financial inclusion (Simkins et al., 1992). If a developed nation can build an inclusive environment in terms of housing infrastructure, it can be inferred that there is a reasonable assessment of different economic opportunities (Linneman and Megbolugbe, 1992). To determine whether an economy has housing inclusivity, the diversity in the neighborhood can be evaluated in conjunction with the level of commodity integration. The presence of housing inclusivity not only means a person living in a house but it is also accompanied by a reasonable quality of life that further fosters social mobility (Berkhout and Hill, 1992). All these items that constitute housing inclusivity are possible if housing finance is affordable.


H3: Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households impacts Housing Inclusivity.


Housing inclusivity serves as a significant parameter for financial inclusion. Low-income households who own their own houses feel a sense of economic empowerment (Nair et al., 2020). As per research by Vijaya et al. (2018) livelihood empowerment and financial empowerment are significant parameters for housing inclusivity. The study further states that it is necessary, especially in rural areas, for a person to complete the construction of the house (Kilonzo et al., 2025). Providing a loan alone cannot be considered housing inclusivity; the loan must be sufficient to cover the complete construction of the house (Zhao et al., 2025).


H4: Government Policy Support impacts Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households.


As per the research conducted in Pakistan by a Hadar and Manos (2021), government policies are paramount for creating empowerment amongst low-income households. It is necessary that the government focus more on reducing the gap between rich and poor, and the Housing Act is a statistically significant parameter for that. Also, as per the Indian national mission on financial inclusion, the Indian government has taken many steps, such as the Pradhan Mantri Awas Yojana (Ganga, 2025), to create financial empowerment in low-income households (Noreen et al., 2022). Also, the Indian government is found to be rigorously working on increasing financial inclusion through a relevant policy framework (Kaul and Raman, 2018).

Government policy support serves as a tool for economically weaker sections of society to combat financial exclusion (Aryeetey-Attoh, 1989). If government policies promote infrastructural development for low-income groups by providing loan assistance and tax incentives, inclusion becomes practical (Arnold and Skaburskis, 1989). Moreover, providing regulatory support to low-income groups in the form of subsidy programs is necessary for promoting financial empowerment and housing inclusivity (Nicholson, 1989).


H5: Government Policy Support impacts Housing Inclusivity.


The governments of developing nations are found to provide credit subsidy schemes to low-income groups to enhance housing inclusivity in their country (Kaul and Raman, 2018). The initiation of providing funds to low-income groups is always through appropriate government policy containing user-friendly terms and conditions for the people (Razin, 2022). Moreover, adequate steps must be taken for the proper execution of the policy at the ground level (Owen and Vedanthachari, 2023).


H6: Housing Affordability Perception impacts Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households.


Housing Affordability Perception is a dynamic, cognitively mediated assessment of residential financial accessibility shaped by socio-economic stratification, market volatilities, and policy-induced distortions (Hoxha, 2024). A research on Islamic finance by Wahab et al. (2016) focuses on the need to create a perception of affordability in the housing sector (Salga, 2005). The research aims to foster this perception to empower low-income households financially.

Financial empowerment and housing inclusion are possible only if there is a positive perception regarding housing affordability in the minds of people (Gan and Hill, 2009). When taking a loan for a building or acquiring a house, the first thing a low-income individual will do is conduct a cost–benefit analysis (Fisher et al., 2009). If the money going out of pocket is more than the perceived benefit of the tangible asset being purchased, it will result in a negative perception of housing affordability. It is essential to foster a positive perception in people’s minds by integrating down payment ease, reducing financial stress, facilitating housing stability (Bogdon and Can, 1997), and clarifying the differences between rental and ownership. If this perception is cultivated within the minds of marginalized people in society, the chances of financial empowerment among them will increase (Vizek, 2009; Withers, 1997).


H7: Housing Affordability Perception impacts Housing Inclusivity.


The intricate interplay between housing affordability perception and housing inclusivity manifests as a multifaceted socio-economic construct wherein subjective valuations of cost accessibility (Goidel and Gross, 1994), informed by macroeconomic indicators, policy frameworks, and socio-cultural paradigms, engender differential access to equitable habitation, thereby perpetuating spatial stratifications, socio-economic dichotomies, and systemic marginalization, as extant literature elucidates that affordability (Tang and Ma, 2018), often delineated through income-to-housing-cost ratios and broader economic indices, not only dictates material access but also shapes psychological predispositions toward residential attainability, fostering exclusionary mechanisms through perceived financial precarity (Rosén et al., 1992), institutional barriers, and cognitive biases that collectively exacerbate residential inequities, necessitating a holistic interrogation of affordability metrics, policy interventions (Robinson and Keefe, 1980), and socio-spatial dynamics to engender an inclusivity paradigm that transcends mere economic feasibility and encapsulates structural equity, distributive justice, and sustainable urban integration (Burrell, 1985; Table 1).


TABLE 1 Theoretical framework.


	Name of theory
	Explanation of theory
	Relation to present research
	Source

 

 	Financial Inclusion Theory 	Postulates that equitable access to financial services mitigates economic stratification and fosters socio-economic mobility. 	Validates the premise that access to affordable housing finance attenuates housing inequality by integrating marginalized demographics into formal credit systems. 	
Fuller (1998)



 	Housing Market Filtering Theory 	Posits that new housing developments precipitate a trickle-down effect, enhancing accessibility for lower-income cohorts. 	Corroborates the assertion that government-backed affordable housing finance catalyzes broader housing inclusivity via systematic affordability adjustments. 	
Maher (1974)



 	Institutional Theory 	Elucidates the influence of formalized norms, policies, and regulatory frameworks in structuring socio-economic behaviors. 	Affirms that government policies on affordable housing finance instantiate systemic mechanisms for equitable urban expansion. 	
Haworth (1957)



 	Social Capital Theory 	Contends that communal networks and trust underpin collective economic upliftment and participatory growth. 	Substantiates the notion that housing inclusivity engenders stronger community cohesion and reciprocal financial empowerment. 	
Schmid and Robison (1995)



 	Behavioral Economics Theory 	Examines cognitive biases and heuristics influencing financial decision-making and accessibility of resources. 	Rationalizes the perception of housing affordability as contingent on psychological, rather than purely economic, determinants. 	
Brañas-Garza and Georgantzís (2012)



 	Theory of Planned Behavior 	Asserts that individual intentions, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control shape economic engagements. 	Explicates how perceptions of affordability and financial empowerment modulate homeownership aspirations and credit-seeking behavior. 	
Schifter and Ajzen (1985)



 	Modernization Theory 	Hypothesizes that economic development and technological advancements induce progressive societal transformations. 	Reinforces the argument that structured housing finance mechanisms are pivotal in urban modernization and social equity. 	
Bernsteint (1971)



 	Social Exclusion Theory 	Delineates the systemic barriers that marginalize disadvantaged groups from socio-economic participation. 	Underscores the role of affordable housing finance in dismantling exclusionary urban structures and fostering inclusivity. 	Fan and Wang (2016); Naik (2023)




 



3 Research methodology

To meet the research objectives, the research instrument was developed after consulting various experts in the field, which is shown in Table 2. After the development of the questionnaire, it was circulated to a specified segment of respondents, who were identified through convenience sampling. Later, these respondents requested that the same questionnaire be filled out by people in their peer group, and snowball sampling was implemented at this stage; hence, the present research uses the integration of two sampling techniques, namely convenience and snowball sampling (Emerson, 2015).


TABLE 2 Research instrument.


	Type of variable
	Name of variable
	Question heading
	Question statement

 

 	Independent 	Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	Loan Availability 	I can easily access affordable housing loans.


 	Interest Rates 	The interest rates on affordable housing loans are reasonable.


 	Loan Eligibility 	The eligibility criteria for affordable housing loans are fair.


 	Application Process 	The process of applying for an affordable housing loan is simple and transparent.


 	Housing Affordability Perception 	Affordability of Housing 	I find housing options in my area to be affordable.


 	Cost–Benefit Perception 	The benefits of affordable housing outweigh its costs.


 	Rental vs. Ownership 	Owning a house is more financially feasible than renting.


 	Down Payment Ease 	Saving for a down payment is not a significant barrier to homeownership.


 	Housing Stability 	Affordable housing options provide long-term stability.


 	Financial Stress 	Affordable housing reduces my financial burden.


 	Government Policy Support 	Subsidy Programs 	Government subsidies make housing more affordable.


 	Regulatory Support 	Government regulations support affordable housing initiatives.


 	Tax Incentives 	Tax incentives for affordable housing encourage homeownership.


 	Infrastructure Development 	Government investments in infrastructure improve affordable housing access.


 	Loan Assistance 	Government-backed loans make homeownership easier.


 	Mediating 	Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	Income Stability 	Affordable housing finance improves my income stability.


 	Creditworthiness 	Access to affordable housing finance enhances my creditworthiness.


 	Savings Growth 	Affordable housing finance enables me to save more.


 	Investment Confidence 	I feel more confident in making financial investments due to housing security.


 	Spending Ability 	Affordable housing allows me to allocate more money towards other essential needs.


 	Debt Management 	Affordable housing finance helps in managing my overall debt effectively.


 	Dependent 	Housing Inclusivity 	Community Integration 	Affordable housing helps in integrating diverse communities.


 	Social Mobility 	Affordable housing enhances upward social mobility.


 	Neighborhood Diversity 	Affordable housing projects promote neighborhood diversity.


 	Access to Opportunities 	Affordable housing provides better access to employment and education.


 	Quality of Life 	Affordable housing enhances overall quality of life.




 

The data is collected in the capital of India: New Delhi. New Delhi is ideal for researching housing inclusivity due to its diverse population, stark socioeconomic disparities, and rapid urbanisation challenges (Bansal et al., 2024; Chopra and Sharma, 2021; Dar and Kashyap, 2025; Srivastava et al., 2009). The present study employs convenience and snowball sampling, collecting primary data through direct personal investigation in the first phase of data collection, and subsequently uses snowball sampling. The data comprise a sample size of 422 respondents, consisting of residents of slum areas, low-income group households, tenants in informal settlements, and migrant workers. Based on the responses collected from them, a dataset was created that was uploaded into SmartPLS 4 for the application of partial least squares structural equation modelling.

The results that will be produced by the application of software comprises of 2 stages:

	• PLS Algorithm

	• Bootstrapping



PLS algorithm tests the reliability and validity of the framed conceptual model, whereas bootstrapping performs hypothesis testing.

Furthermore, the research extends beyond a purely quantitative analysis, seeking to elucidate the phenomenological experiences of those directly affected by affordable housing finance. It scrutinises the nuanced perceptions of beneficiaries, examining how these financial interventions modulate their sense of security, community integration, and economic mobility. By integrating perceptual data with quantifiable financial metrics, the study aims to furnish a holistic understanding of the impact of affordable housing finance on the lived realities of urban residents. The application of PLS-SEM in SMART PLS 4, enables the simultaneous assessment of multiple latent constructs, providing a rigorous framework to unravel the complex causal relationships that underpin urban inclusivity. In essence, this investigation seeks to contribute a granular, empirically grounded perspective on how financial empowerment, mediated through accessible housing finance, can catalyse equitable and inclusive urban development.

A conceptual model is articulated and established on the variables extracted from the literature review to fulfill the research objective. Firstly, the algorithm was run on the conceptual model to commence the computations and entice a conclusion in the context of research objectives to discover the path coefficient and correlation as offered in Equations 1 and 2.
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It is necessary to make these 2 calculations to support further analysis which will be based on cronbach alpha, composite reliability, and average variance extracted which were calculated on the basis of Equations 3–5 respectively.
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After that discriminant validity of the scale framed was tested with the help of Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio of Correlations by using the values given in Equation 6. This equation is applied to the conceptual model for the purpose of confirming discriminant validity among the variables used in research.
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Sample chosen to respond to the questionnaire frame, their responses then go through the calculation of sample mean to study the nature of respondents. Sample mean is calculated by the formula given in Equation 7.
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Standard deviation was also calculated as per Equation 8 to measure the difference amongst the construct.
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Check the acceptability or rejection of the hypothesis, t statistics and p value are used as per Equations 9 and 10, respectively.
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The conceptual model’s hypothesis testing was done by bootstrapping it on the sample set of 5,000 and applying Equation 11.
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4 Data analysis

Informed by the partial least squares structural equation modeling in Figure 1 results, the diagram elucidates how “Access to Affordable Housing Finance”—anchored by factors like application processes, interest rates, and loan eligibility—exerts a direct positive influence on both “Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households” (e.g., via improved creditworthiness, debt management, and savings growth) and “Housing Inclusivity” (encompassing quality of life, neighborhood diversity, and social mobility), while “Housing Affordability Perception” (shaped by cost–benefit views, down payment feasibility, and financial stress) and “Government Policy Support” (evidenced by infrastructure development, loan assistance, and subsidy programs) intercede as additional accelerants that reinforce and synergize these relationships, ultimately generating a multifaceted framework wherein enhanced affordable finance channels, favorable housing perceptions, and enabling public policies coalesce to propel economically and socially inclusive outcomes for disadvantaged households.

[image: Flowchart illustrating relationships between housing finance, empowerment, affordability, and inclusivity. Key nodes include Financial Empowerment, Housing Inclusivity, Access to Affordable Finance, and Government Policy Support, with numerical values indicating strength of connections. Sub-factors for each node are shown with arrows indicating dependencies.]

FIGURE 1
 PLS-Algorithm.


All constructs in Table 3—namely Access to Affordable Housing Finance, Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households, Government Policy Support, Housing Affordability Perception, and Housing Inclusivity—exhibit exemplary psychometric robustness (as evidenced by Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability indices significantly surpassing conventional thresholds, and AVE values well above 0.50), thereby confirming both their internal consistency and convergent validity within the measurement model.


TABLE 3 Construct reliability and validity.


	Particulars
	Cronbach’s alpha
	Composite reliability (rho_a)
	Composite reliability (rho_c)
	Average variance extracted (AVE)

 

 	Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.932 	0.936 	0.951 	0.830


 	Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.914 	0.918 	0.935 	0.710


 	Government Policy Support 	0.903 	0.909 	0.928 	0.721


 	Housing Affordability Perception 	0.862 	0.864 	0.898 	0.598


 	Housing Inclusivity 	0.911 	0.915 	0.934 	0.741




 

All inter-construct HTMT estimates in Table 4 remain comfortably below conventional thresholds (i.e., < 0.85), thereby bolstering the premise that each latent dimension—Access to Affordable Housing Finance, Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households, Government Policy Support, Housing Affordability Perception, and Housing Inclusivity—demonstrates robust discriminant validity within the measurement model.


TABLE 4 Discriminant validity.


	Particulars
	Heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT)

 

 	Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households <−> Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.310


 	Government Policy Support <−> Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.307


 	Government Policy Support <−> Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.455


 	Housing Affordability Perception <−> Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.476


 	Housing Affordability Perception <−> Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.454


 	Housing Affordability Perception <−> Government Policy Support 	0.394


 	Housing Inclusivity <−> Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.420


 	Housing Inclusivity <−> Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.458


 	Housing Inclusivity <−> Government Policy Support 	0.484


 	Housing Inclusivity <−> Housing Affordability Perception 	0.418




 

The cross-loading in Table 5 coefficients indisputably illustrates that each manifest variable predominantly saturates its respective latent construct relative to all alternative constructs, thereby corroborating the model’s convergent fidelity and discriminant robustness (Table 6).


TABLE 5 Cross loading.


	Particulars
	Access to affordable housing finance
	Financial empowerment of low-income households
	Government policy support
	Housing affordability perception
	Housing inclusivity

 

 	Access to Opportunities 	0.315 	0.361 	0.466 	0.335 	0.910


 	Affordability of Housing 	0.564 	0.309 	0.244 	0.582 	0.296


 	Application Process 	0.937 	0.269 	0.267 	0.435 	0.374


 	Community Integration 	0.542 	0.306 	0.218 	0.314 	0.764


 	Cost–Benefit Perception 	0.244 	0.283 	0.219 	0.795 	0.234


 	Creditworthiness 	0.253 	0.873 	0.415 	0.369 	0.393


 	Debt Management 	0.245 	0.600 	0.309 	0.301 	0.362


 	Down Payment Ease 	0.296 	0.304 	0.277 	0.814 	0.303


 	Financial Stress 	0.304 	0.345 	0.359 	0.797 	0.351


 	Housing Stability 	0.310 	0.309 	0.271 	0.841 	0.273


 	Income Stability 	0.287 	0.887 	0.358 	0.320 	0.357


 	Infrastructure Development 	0.261 	0.390 	0.871 	0.366 	0.437


 	Interest Rates 	0.908 	0.254 	0.268 	0.378 	0.333


 	Investment Confidence 	0.209 	0.891 	0.355 	0.342 	0.336


 	Loan Assistance 	0.258 	0.396 	0.845 	0.318 	0.410


 	Loan Availability 	0.877 	0.262 	0.193 	0.304 	0.308


 	Loan Eligibility 	0.921 	0.259 	0.304 	0.449 	0.385


 	Neighborhood Diversity 	0.287 	0.356 	0.493 	0.350 	0.901


 	Quality of Life 	0.259 	0.483 	0.287 	0.275 	0.828


 	Regulatory Support 	0.174 	0.317 	0.866 	0.271 	0.346


 	Rental vs Ownership 	0.264 	0.311 	0.253 	0.783 	0.253


 	Savings Growth 	0.234 	0.881 	0.331 	0.373 	0.362


 	Social Mobility 	0.265 	0.298 	0.441 	0.336 	0.892


 	Spending Ability 	0.206 	0.885 	0.323 	0.328 	0.277


 	Subsidy Programs 	0.265 	0.334 	0.822 	0.266 	0.322


 	Tax Incentives 	0.244 	0.327 	0.841 	0.277 	0.371




 


TABLE 6 VIF.


	Particulars
	VIF

 

 	Access to Opportunities 	3.879


 	Affordability of Housing 	1.220


 	Application Process 	4.484


 	Community Integration 	1.710


 	Cost–Benefit Perception 	2.161


 	Creditworthiness 	3.172


 	Debt Management 	1.306


 	Down Payment Ease 	2.302


 	Financial Stress 	1.947


 	Housing Stability 	2.579


 	Income Stability 	3.338


 	Infrastructure Development 	2.623


 	Interest Rates 	3.490


 	Investment Confidence 	3.627


 	Loan Assistance 	2.248


 	Loan Availability 	2.836


 	Loan Eligibility 	3.838


 	Neighborhood Diversity 	3.575


 	Quality of Life 	2.207


 	Regulatory Support 	2.769


 	Rental vs Ownership 	2.058


 	Savings Growth 	3.344


 	Social Mobility 	3.429


 	Spending Ability 	3.811


 	Subsidy Programs 	2.195


 	Tax Incentives 	2.330




 

An inspection of the VIF coefficients reveals that, although a few indicators (e.g., “Application Process”) approach moderate collinearity thresholds (VIF ≈ 4–5), overall multicollinearity remains within acceptable bounds, thereby sustaining the structural integrity of the model and corroborating the validity of subsequent inferential analyses (Figure 2).

[image: Flowchart depicting relationships affecting housing inclusivity. Key factors are "Access to Affordable Housing Finance," "Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households," "Housing Affordability Perception," and "Government Policy Support." Housing inclusivity has a value of zero point three two four, and financial empowerment is zero point two five seven. Factors like loan eligibility, infrastructure, and social elements show influences with respective weightings.]

FIGURE 2
 Bootstrapping.


The bootstrap-based resampling procedure reveals that all hypothesized structural paths achieve statistical significance at the p < 0.05 threshold—with the singular exception of the direct linkage from Access to Affordable Housing Finance to Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households (p = 0.073)—thereby substantiating the model’s overall predictive robustness while indicating one non-significant pathway.

Table 7 reveals insightful results from the application of bootstrapping for hypothesis testing on the conceptual model. Different relationships between variables and structural equation modelling will be helpful in policy formulation. The relationship between the variable of access to affordable housing finance and financial empowerment of low-income households is found to be statistically significant at the 10 per cent level, whereas all other relationships are found to be statistically significant at the 5 per cent level.


TABLE 7 Hypothesis testing.


	Particulars
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	p values

 

 	Access to Affordable Housing Finance -> Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.088 	0.089 	0.049 	1.793 	0.073*


 	Access to Affordable Housing Finance -> Housing Inclusivity 	0.204 	0.205 	0.056 	3.666 	0.000**


 	Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households -> Housing Inclusivity 	0.204 	0.203 	0.056 	3.646 	0.000**


 	Government Policy Support -> Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.301 	0.302 	0.054 	5.608 	0.000**


 	Government Policy Support -> Housing Inclusivity 	0.266 	0.267 	0.059 	4.512 	0.000**


 	Housing Affordability Perception -> Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.260 	0.260 	0.056 	4.637 	0.000**


 	Housing Affordability Perception -> Housing Inclusivity 	0.109 	0.109 	0.051 	2.136 	0.033**





*Significant at 10% Level. **Significant at 5% Level.
 

The uniformly robust factor loadings (all p < 0.001) and associated T-statistics convincingly validate each item’s alignment with its respective latent construct in Table 8, thereby reinforcing the measurement model’s convergent legitimacy and indicating that the indicators substantially capture the intended theoretical dimensions.


TABLE 8 Outer Loading.


	Particulars
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	p values

 

 	Access to Opportunities <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.910 	0.909 	0.009 	98.444 	0.000


 	Affordability of Housing <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.582 	0.582 	0.037 	15.694 	0.000


 	Application Process <− Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.937 	0.937 	0.005 	182.194 	0.000


 	Community Integration <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.764 	0.763 	0.025 	30.378 	0.000


 	Cost–Benefit Perception <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.795 	0.794 	0.019 	42.013 	0.000


 	Creditworthiness <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.873 	0.872 	0.012 	71.563 	0.000


 	Debt Management <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.600 	0.600 	0.037 	16.000 	0.000


 	Down Payment Ease <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.814 	0.814 	0.017 	46.982 	0.000


 	Financial Stress <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.797 	0.796 	0.020 	40.839 	0.000


 	Housing Stability <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.841 	0.840 	0.016 	51.152 	0.000


 	Income Stability <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.887 	0.887 	0.011 	80.981 	0.000


 	Infrastructure Development <− Government Policy Support 	0.871 	0.871 	0.011 	79.068 	0.000


 	Interest Rates <− Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.908 	0.908 	0.009 	102.766 	0.000


 	Investment Confidence <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.891 	0.891 	0.010 	89.137 	0.000


 	Loan Assistance <− Government Policy Support 	0.845 	0.845 	0.013 	66.689 	0.000


 	Loan Availability <− Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.877 	0.877 	0.012 	74.644 	0.000


 	Loan Eligibility <− Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.921 	0.921 	0.008 	108.556 	0.000


 	Neighborhood Diversity <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.901 	0.900 	0.010 	94.000 	0.000


 	Quality of Life <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.828 	0.827 	0.020 	41.161 	0.000


 	Regulatory Support <− Government Policy Support 	0.866 	0.865 	0.013 	64.334 	0.000


 	Rental vs Ownership <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.783 	0.782 	0.022 	36.266 	0.000


 	Savings Growth <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.881 	0.880 	0.012 	74.848 	0.000


 	Social Mobility <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.892 	0.892 	0.012 	74.112 	0.000


 	Spending Ability <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.885 	0.885 	0.012 	72.289 	0.000


 	Subsidy Programs <− Government Policy Support 	0.822 	0.821 	0.019 	43.552 	0.000


 	Tax Incentives <− Government Policy Support 	0.841 	0.841 	0.017 	48.687 	0.000




 

As evidenced by the uniformly significant outer weights and T-statistics in Table 9, the measurement model’s reflective specification is robustly supported, as each item demonstrably contributes meaningfully to its latent construct—indicating strong indicator reliability and further buttressing the latent dimensions’ theoretical salience through the high loadings and uniformly low p-values.


TABLE 9 Outer weights.


	Particulars
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	p values

 

 	Access to Opportunities <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.249 	0.249 	0.009 	26.699 	0.000


 	Affordability of Housing <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.220 	0.221 	0.023 	9.555 	0.000


 	Application Process <− Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.289 	0.289 	0.011 	25.492 	0.000


 	Community Integration <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.221 	0.222 	0.020 	11.165 	0.000


 	Cost–Benefit Perception <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.189 	0.189 	0.014 	13.122 	0.000


 	Creditworthiness <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.226 	0.225 	0.011 	21.446 	0.000


 	Debt Management <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.190 	0.190 	0.016 	12.032 	0.000


 	Down Payment Ease <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.221 	0.221 	0.014 	15.413 	0.000


 	Financial Stress <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.253 	0.254 	0.020 	12.976 	0.000


 	Housing Stability <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.212 	0.212 	0.014 	14.747 	0.000


 	Income Stability <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.202 	0.202 	0.009 	21.389 	0.000


 	Infrastructure Development <− Government Policy Support 	0.267 	0.267 	0.013 	20.479 	0.000


 	Interest Rates <− Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.263 	0.263 	0.011 	23.812 	0.000


 	Investment Confidence <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.196 	0.196 	0.009 	23.010 	0.000


 	Loan Assistance <− Government Policy Support 	0.260 	0.260 	0.014 	18.696 	0.000


 	Loan Availability <− Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.253 	0.252 	0.014 	17.457 	0.000


 	Loan Eligibility <− Access to Affordable Housing Finance 	0.291 	0.292 	0.014 	20.659 	0.000


 	Neighborhood Diversity <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.251 	0.251 	0.010 	25.323 	0.000


 	Quality of Life <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.215 	0.215 	0.013 	16.507 	0.000


 	Regulatory Support <− Government Policy Support 	0.214 	0.214 	0.012 	18.216 	0.000


 	Rental vs Ownership <− Housing Affordability Perception 	0.206 	0.206 	0.016 	12.602 	0.000


 	Savings Growth <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.204 	0.204 	0.008 	25.051 	0.000


 	Social Mobility <− Housing Inclusivity 	0.224 	0.224 	0.009 	23.656 	0.000


 	Spending Ability <− Financial Empowerment of Low-Income Households 	0.175 	0.175 	0.010 	17.261 	0.000


 	Subsidy Programs <− Government Policy Support 	0.211 	0.211 	0.014 	15.372 	0.000


 	Tax Incentives <− Government Policy Support 	0.225 	0.225 	0.012 	19.059 	0.000




 



5 Discussion

The first relationship measures the impact of access to affordable housing finance on the financial empowerment of low-income households. The probability value of the relationship is 0.073, which shows a significant relationship at a 10% level of significance. This relationship is positive in nature, as the beta value in Figure 1 is 0.088. The inferential statistical examination underscores the marginally significant yet impactful positive correlation between financial accessibility in the housing sector and the economic fortification of socioeconomically disadvantaged demographics, thereby necessitating policy architects to recalibrate fiscal interventions, optimise subsidy allocations, and engineer equitable lending frameworks that amplify affordability without exacerbating systemic risk, ensuring that strategic resource distribution is empirically substantiated to maximise socioeconomic upliftment while minimising unintended market distortions.

The second segment measures the impact of access to affordable housing finance on housing inclusivity. The probability value is zero, which signifies a statistically significant impact on access to housing finance and housing inclusivity. Moreover, the relationship between the variables is positive, indicating that if the government is interested in increasing the housing inclusivity level of its country, the affordability of housing finance must be improved. These findings are parallel with the previous studies (Alkhan, 2020; Burk, 1988; Kahler, 2006).

The third relationship is between financial empowerment and housing inclusivity. Based on the statistical analysis, this relationship was also found to be statistically significant, as the probability value for the given association is also zero. Barry and Aho (2020) also draws a similar conclusion and has evidenced the significance of financial empowerment for enhancing inclusivity in the housing sector.

According to the 4th measurement model, government policy has a statistically significant impact on the financial empowerment of low-income households. The relationship between the variables is positive, and hence, it is relevant for government policy formulation. This relationship implies that government policy plays a crucial role in strengthening the weaker section of the economy. One of the basic needs for the public is housing, and to fulfil it, government policy plays a significant role. Previously published literature supports these findings (Bogin et al., 2020; Keasey and Hudson, 2007) and highlights the relevance of different elements of government policies for improving the lower sector of the populace.

The 5th association is measured between the variable of government policy support and housing inclusivity. The relationship between these variables is positive and statistically significant as the beta value is 0.266, and the probability value is zero. Based on these statistical values, it can be interpreted that if government policies are supportive in terms of infrastructural development, loan assistance, tax incentives, regulatory support and subsidy programs, it will lead to the creation of inclusivity in the housing sector of the economy. Do similar results have been witnessed in the studies conducted by Artis (1963) and Monkkonen (2019).

The 6th hypothesis measures the impact of housing affordability perception on the financial empowerment of low-income households. A statistically significant relationship has been found between the two variables, as the probability value is zero, and the relationship is positive, as the value of the beta coefficient is 0.260. There are studies that emphasise the importance of building housing affordability perception to empower the weaker sections of society (Pritchard, 2002). Housing affordability perception can be increased by reducing financial stress by generating awareness of rental versus ownership comparison, building cost–benefit perception, and generating ease in the down payment (Jarrett, 1962). Previous studies published stress empowering low-income households with adequate debt management and income stability, creating investment confidence and increasing the worthiness of the low-income section of the economy (Shukla, 2022).

Considering the 7th hypothesis, it can be interpreted that housing inclusivity can be enhanced by creating a positive perception regarding the affordability of a house. These findings parallel the previous studies such as Bennett and Loucks (1994) and Cooper (2018). Housing inclusivity is a significant variable that can be achieved by integrating items like access to opportunities, community integration, neighbourhood diversity, quality of life, and social mobility.

Ultimately, it can be inferred that government policies have the most significant impact on the financial improvement of low-income households, followed by perceptions of housing affordability and access to affordable housing finance. Correspondingly, access to affordable housing finance is statistically significant at 10% and has the least standardised beta value of 0.088. Hence, while the government plans to empower low-income households, the primary focus should be on making favourable policies for such income groups and running campaigns to create a positive perception of house affordability. Moreover, access to affordable housing finance should be considered because it also positively impacts financial empowerment. The present research provides different items to be integrated into government policies, the housing of mobility perception and access to affordable housing finance as a framework for increasing the probability of success of creating an inclusive housing infrastructure for the people.

The present study underlines significant actionable claims. According to the results, an attempt has been made to increase the financial empowerment of low-income households and enhance housing inclusivity. Upon assessing the statistical findings, it can be inferred that government policies have the most significant impact on increasing economic empowerment. This is also true in the context of housing inclusivity. Therefore, there is a need for the development of appropriate government policy support that inculcates requisite infrastructural development loan assistance, regulatory support, subsidy programs, and tax incentives. This will empower low-income households financially by increasing their creditworthiness, promoting efficient debt management, enhancing income stability, fostering investment confidence, promoting growth in their savings, and improving their spending ability. Moreover, access to affordable housing finance and perceptions of housing affordability are also statistically significant in boosting housing inclusivity. Housing inclusivity is essential and comprises access to opportunities, commodity integration, neighbourhood diversity, quality of life, and social mobility. All these elements of housing inclusivity are influenced by reasonable access to affordable housing finance, a favourable perception of housing affordability, and government policy support. It is necessary to have an actionable approach to accessing affordable housing finance by simplifying the application process, lowering interest rates, making loans available through efficient rationing, and making loan eligibility criteria more transparent. Furthermore, the perception of housing affordability depends on the level of clarity between rental and ownership, housing stability, everyday financial stress, ease of down payment, cost–benefit perception, and the affordability of housing. If all the elements are integrated Through required political intervention, the problem of reducing the gap between the rich and poor can be solved at an increasing rate.



6 Conclusion

In developing nations, housing inclusivity signifies the indispensable amelioration of socio-economic disparities through the provision of equitable domiciliary access, thereby catalysing holistic societal advancement. Enhancing governmental policy frameworks to fortify affordable housing finance accessibility, bolster financial empowerment mechanisms, and recalibrate perceptions of housing affordability is imperative for catalysing comprehensive housing inclusivity, thereby engendering a socioeconomically resilient urban landscape. The present research has provided a framework for increasing housing inclusivity, which will enhance the likelihood of success for government plans aimed at uplifting the weaker sections of society. To increase the level of housing inclusivity, the maximum focus needs to be on developing conducive government policy support for low-income groups. This government policy support takes the form of infrastructure development, loan assistance, regulatory support, subsidy programs, and tax incentives. The second most important parameter after government policy support is the financial empowerment of low-income households and access to affordable housing finance. Moreover, the perception of housing affordability also has a positive impact on statistical inclusivity in all housing. Keeping all these parameters and sub-parameters in mind, a robust framework supporting mathematical calculation 4 promoting housing inclusivity can be administered. Like other researchers, this study also faces certain limitations, including the time frame within which it was conducted and the limited scope of the area to which the respondents belong. However, this research supports the findings of similar studies conducted in various regions. This ensures an parallel structure of findings, facilitating the generalizability and universality of the results.
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