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PREFACE

Findings of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment, a 10-year research project con
ducted by Rand for the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, are document
ed in over 60 interim reports and 7 final topical reports. The latter in turn have been 
condensed and integrated to form a comprehensive final report that contains several hundred 
pages of text and 130 tables and figures.1

Many people interested in the outcome of the experiment would prefer a briefer account, 
which is provided by the present volume. Its summary (pp. v-vii) presents the salient find
ings in the briefest possible form. The main text condenses the comprehensive final report to 
64 pages and 31 tables and figures by omitting methodological explanations, subsidiary find
ings, and much of the statistical detail that is appropriate for a research report. In other 
words, this volume presents conclusions and interpretations without their supporting evi
dence. Interested readers can find full documentation in the main report and publications 
listed in the appendix.

Literally hundreds of people participated in planning, management, operations, data 
processing, and research for the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment during its 10-year 
existence. To the extent feasible, their contributions have been acknowledged by name in the 
main report; in this summary a general acknowledgment will have to serve, except for those 
who worked directly on the present volume: Gwen Shepherdson, who prepared most of the 
text and tables, and Jane Abelson, who supervised production.

*The comprehensive final report, Experimenting with Housing Allowances, The Rand Corporation, R-2740-HUD, 
forthcoming, will be available to the public as a book.
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SUMMARY

This report summarizes and interprets the findings of the Housing Assistance Supply 
Experiment conducted by Rand in two metropolitan housing markets between 1974 and 1980. 
The experiment was part of a broader effort by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) to test the concept of housing allowances as a method for delivering 
housing assistance to low-income households. The specific purpose of the Supply Experiment 
was to learn how a full-scale, "permanent” program would affect the housing markets and 
communities in which it operated.

The experiment was conducted in Brown County, Wisconsin, and St. Joseph County, 
Indiana, metropolitan housing markets centered on Green Bay and South Bend, respectively. 
The sites were chosen for contrast in market structure and condition. Green Bay had a "tight” 
market (low vacancy rates), undivided by racial segregation; South Bend had a "loose” hous
ing market with a large segregated minority population and a considerable inventory of 
older, poorly maintained dwellings.

In each county, a 10-year allowance program was operated by a nonprofit housing allow
ance office (HAO) under contract to HUD and the local housing authority. During the first 5 
years (the experimental period), enrollment was continuously open to all eligible households 
in the county. Low-income renters and homeowners were offered monthly cash payments, 
scaled to household size and income, that would enable them to afford adequate housing. To 
qualify for payments, enrollees had to find decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings on the private 
market and maintain those dwellings to specified standards. Their allowances enabled them 
to increase their housing expenditures as needed to obtain adequate housing; for those whose 
dwellings were already adequate, the allowance offset part of their housing expenses.

The HAOs dealt only with participating households, not landlords, builders, or mortgage 
lenders. The participants themselves were wholly responsible for finding their homes, nego
tiating rents and conditions of occupancy, and meeting their obligations to landlords, mort
gage lenders, or other parties to their transactions. Participants could move or change tenure 
(renting or owning) without losing their allowance entitlements. Housing quality was 
checked by periodic inspections of participants’ dwellings, and defects needing attention were 
reported to the participants; arranging for repairs was their responsibility.

The allowance program was monitored by Rand for five years in each site, during which 
time a total of 25,000 households enrolled and 20,000 received one or more payments. Rand 
also conducted annual surveys in each site addressed to the owners and occupants of a mar
ketwide sample of residential properties, to learn how the respondents and properties were 
affected by the program. Joint analysis of program and survey data yield the following find
ings of fact:

• In the mature program, about a third of those who were currently eligible were 
currently receiving payments. The main reasons for nonparticipation were the small 
entitlements of those who were only marginally or briefly eligible; and the unwill
ingness of some whose dwellings were unacceptable to either repair them or move to 
better housing. The neediest were most likely to participate, but more of them would 
have participated in the absence of minimum housing standards. However, the stan
dards did prompt considerable housing improvement, as noted below.
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• About half of those who enrolled were then living in dwellings that did not meet the 
program’s quality standards. Among those who had to repair or move in order to 
qualify for payments, about two-thirds did so and one-third dropped out. Overall, 80 
percent of the enrollees eventually qualified for payments. Most of those who 
dropped out could have recovered repair costs from their first few allowance pay
ments.

• Participation in the program increased the likelihood of occupying standard housing 
from about 50 to about 80 percent, and reduced preenrollment housing expense bur
dens from about 50 percent of gross income to about 30 percent. In addition to mak
ing required repairs, three-fourths of the owners voluntarily improved their 
dwellings each year and two-fifths of the renters moved to larger or better dwellings. 
However, the average participant increased his housing expenditures by only 8 per
cent over his estimated expenditures absent the program.

• Enrollees were able to meet program standards without much increase in expendi
ture because their housing defects were mostly minor health and safety hazards, 
rather than major structural defects or lack of basic domestic equipment. Repairs

generally made by the participants themselves, their friends, or their land-were
lords, rather than by professional contractors. The average cost of repairing a failed 
dwelling was about $100, including an imputed wage for unpaid labor. Although 
allowances augmented the typical renter’s income ($4,100) by about a fourth and the 
typical owner’s income ($4,600) by a sixth, they chose to spend only a fifth of the 
extra money on housing. Thus, four-fifths of all allowance payments were allocated
to nonhousing consumption.

• A full-scale open-enrollment allowance program had no perceptible effect on rents or 
property values in either a tight housing market (Green Bay) or a loose market 
(South Bend). One reason was that the program increased aggregate housing de
mand by less than 2 percent. Another was that it proved relatively easy and inexpen
sive to transform substandard to standard dwellings. When a renter joined the 
program without moving, his rent typically increased by less than 2 percent, even 
though his landlord may have made minor repairs to bring the dwelling up to pro
gram standards.

• The program had little effect on the physical appearance or social composition of 
residential neighborhoods. Even in neighborhoods where participants made up a 
fifth or more of all residents, the housing improvements were inconspicuous because 
program standards were not concerned with cosmetics. Though many renters moved, 
the origins and destinations of the moves were too diffuse to alter neighborhood 
populations. The degree of racial segregation did not change perceptibly because of 
the program.

• After three years of experience with the program, a majority of all household heads 
and 90 percent of ail participants thought it was a "good idea.” Landlords were less 
enthusiastic, but a majority of those whose tenants included recipients approved of 
the program. In general, the public approved of who got help, what the help was for, 
and how the program was run.

• The allowance programs in Green Bay and South Bend were administered by 
profit corporations under the supervision of Rand and HUD. Hiring staff locally at 
prevailing wages, these housing allowance offices performed their functions prompt
ly, equitably, and humanely at the surprisingly low cost of $163 per recipient-year. 
Many of the program’s administrative features that contributed to this outcome 
transferable to other federal programs.

non-
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Reflecting on the experimental evidence, and consulting available national data, we offer 
the following judgments about the effects of a national program that followed the same design 
as the experimental one:

• Some poor households live in inexpensive and inadequate dwellings; others are ade
quately housed by dint of spending half or more of their incomes for housing. Hous
ing allowances are flexible enough to remedy whichever circumstances apply to a 
particular case, and can serve homeowners as easily as renters. Nationally, as well 
as in the experimental sites, budgetary relief is probably a higher priority for low- 
income households than is better housing.

• The public cost per assisted household would be far below that entailed in programs 
that build new housing for the poor; moreover, we estimate that 85 cents of each 
program dollar would directly benefit participants. A comparable estimate for the 
Section 8 Existing Housing program is 57 cents; for the federal public housing pro
gram, 34 cents; and for an income maintenance program with no housing require
ments, 89 cents.

• At most, 10 percent of all households (half of those eligible) would participate in a 
permanent national program, at an average public cost of about $1,100 per recipient- 
year (1976 dollars), including administration. About 30 percent of the participants 
would occupy safer and more sanitary dwellings than they otherwise would, and all 
would be able to spend more for nonhousing consumption.

• We judge that a national housing allowance program would affect only participants 
and their housing; the broader community would be unaffected for good or ill. 
Specifically, we think that a program open to all low-income renters is not at all 
likely to cause significant rent increases for either participants or others, even in 
moderately tight housing markets. On the other hand, we do not think that a full- 
scale program would much alter the appearance or social composition of low-income 
neighborhoods, nor would it much expedite the residential integration of racial 
minorities.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Housing Assistance Supply Experiment, conducted by The Rand Corporation under 
sponsorship of the U-S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), was a full- 
scale test in two metropolitan housing markets of a housing allowance program to help low- 
income families with their housing expenses. It is the largest, longest, and possibly the most 
complex "social experiment” ever conducted.

Between 1974 and 1980, over 25,000 households in Green Bay, Wisconsin, and South 
Bend, Indiana, enrolled in an experimental program that provided them with monthly cash 
payments on condition that they occupy decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings. The experiment 
was designed to reveal how such a program would affect both participants and nonpartici
pants who were competing for housing in the same market.

Using data from program administration and from annual marketwide surveys of land
lords, renters, and homeowners, Rand researchers analyzed patterns of voluntary participa
tion, changes in housing consumption among participants, market responses to participants’ 
attempts to obtain better housing, community attitudes toward the program, and program 
costs. This report summarizes the experimental findings and explores their implications for 
national housing policy.

The Supply Experiment was one of several experiments undertaken by HUD to learn 
whether housing allowances were a desirable supplement or alternative to traditional federal 
housing programs that subsidize local authorities and private investors who build and oper
ate low-rent housing. The results of these tests were reviewed in 1981 by the President’s 
Commission on Housing, which recommended that housing allowances (also known as "hous
ing vouchers” and "consumer assistance grants”) be adopted as the principal form of federal 
housing assistance. Legislation pursuant to that recommendation has been drafted by HUD 
for submission to Congress in 1982. Consequently, the experimental findings presented here 

directly relevant to current decisions about national housing policy.are

HOW HOUSING ALLOWANCES WORK

Housing allowances are cash payments to help recipients with their housing expenses. 
Many variations are possible, but the following features jointly distinguish allowances from 
alternative forms of housing assistance.

• Allowance entitlement pertains to a specific household, not to a specific dwelling. 
When an assisted household moves, its allowance moves with it.

• Allowance recipients find their housing in the private market. They negotiate the 
terms and conditions of occupancy with housing suppliers and are entirely responsi
ble for fulfilling such agreements. The administering agency makes no commitment 
to housing suppliers and has no contingent liability for recipients’ performances.

• The allowance is at least indirectly earmarked for housing consumption, which dis
tinguishes it from a general income transfer. The earmarking device may be either 
a minimum consumption standard or graduated compensation for increased con
sumption.

l
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In short, housing allowances provide low-income families with the means to pay for 
decent housing on condition that they obtain it from the private market by their own efforts. 
The concept applies as readily to owners as to renters. An allowance program does not spon
sor housing construction or rehabilitation, although private developers, landlords, or the par
ticipants themselves might undertake such actions in response to the program.

BACKGROUND FOR THE EXPERIMENT

HUD’s Experimental Housing Allowance Program (EHAP) was begun in 1971 pursuant 
to a Congressional mandate "to demonstrate the feasibility of providing families of low-in
come with housing allowances to assist them in obtaining rental housing of their choice in 
existing standard housing units” (Housing and Development Act of 1970). That mandate 
reflected general dissatisfaction with the accumulated assortment of housing assistance pro
grams that operated through capital grants, interest subsidies, direct loans, rent-supplement 
payments, and mortgage insurance plans directed to local public authorities, nonprofit hous
ing sponsors, private developers, financial institutions, and housing consumers.

As it developed during 1971-73, HUD’s experimental program had four major compo
nents:

• The Housing Allowance Demand Experiment (conducted by Abt Associates, Inc.), 
designed to test the effects of alternative benefit formulas and earmarking devices 
on both participation rates and the housing consumption of participants.

• The Housing Assistance Supply Experiment (conducted by The Rand Corporation), 
designed to test the market and community effects of a full-scale allowance program.

• The Administrative Agency Experiment (conducted by Abt Associates, Inc.), de
signed to test alternative styles of program administration and gather data on ad
ministrative costs in an operational setting.

• The Integrated Analysis (conducted by the Urban Institute), which drew information 
from all three experiments to assess the advantages and disadvantages of housing 
allowances as a method of delivering housing assistance.

The Supply Experiment was thus only one element of a broader program of experimenta
tion involving 12 geographically scattered sites, three research contractors, and eight local 
public agencies. It was not intended to deal with all questions pertinent to housing allow
ances, only to learn about their market and community effects—specifically, whether an 
allowance program could improve the housing circumstances of a large number of low-income 
families without causing difficulties for other members of the community who were compet
ing for housing in the same market. However, the experimental charter was subsequently 
expanded to include analysis of eligibility and participation, effects on participants, and pro
gram administration.

Because of its mission, the Supply Experiment was the longest and largest component of 
EHAP. It was planned during 1972-73, conducted field operations from 1973 through 1979, 
and completed analysis of the experimental data in 1981. It operated in two small metropoli
tan housing markets centered on Green Bay, Wisconsin, and South Bend, Indiana. In each 
place, it conducted a full-scale allowance program for low-income renters and homeowners,

V
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enrolling over 25,000 households during the first five years.1 To measure market effects, it 
conducted four annual field surveys addressed to the owners and occupants of about 2,000 
residential properties in each site. Its findings are presented in over 70 topical reports and 
notes, culminating in the comprehensive final report that is summarized here (see the 
appended bibliography).

THE EXPERIMENTAL SITES

We expected the effects of an allowance program to vary with market structure and 
condition. Many people believed that in a tight housing market (low vacancy rate), or one 
with much substandard housing, the program would drive up rents for both participants and 
others. In a residentially segregated market, low-income racial minorities might use their 
allowances either to improve their present housing or to move to better neighborhoods; in the 
latter case, market effects would differ for neighborhoods of origin and destination. Market 
intermediaries (such as real-estate brokers and home improvement lenders) might either 
facilitate or impede the achievement of program objectives. Community attitudes toward the 
program might differ, depending on the types and severity of market or neighborhood distur
bances.

To test the market effects of housing allowances, we operated identical programs in two 
contrasting housing markets. Brown County, Wisconsin, was selected as an example of a 
metropolitan area with a growing urban center, whose housing market was undivided by 
racial segregation. St. Joseph County was chosen as an example of an area with a declining 
urban center and a segregated minority population. Table 1 shows the population statistics 
that supported these choices.2

Neither site is large relative to the national norm for Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas, which in 1970 averaged about 600,000 inhabitants. Because the cost of an open-enroll
ment program increases with population size, we restricted our choices to places with under 
250,000 inhabitants. Within that constraint, our two sites were remarkably different not only 
as indicated by the selection criteria, but in other ways as well.3

Because of steady population growth, Brown County’s housing stock was relatively new 
and in relatively good condition. Vacancy rates were low and property values high, despite 
the steady pace of new construction. St. Joseph County’s population was decreasing, espe
cially in its urban core, and there was a price-depressing surplus of older homes in the central 
city. By 1975, suburban vacancy rates were also high. The different market conditions re
flected in property values, but not (to our surprise) in rents, which were about the same for 
comparable dwellings in Brown County, central South Bend, and the rest of St. Joseph Coun
ty (see Table 2).

lrTo create the appropriate experimental context, the programs were funded for 10 years, and continued to operate 
under local control after the end of the 5-year experimental period. Knowing that the program would continue for 10 
years encouraged enrollees to plan long-term readjustments in their housing consumption. With a 10-year program 
in prospect, landlords could plan to amortize program-induced repairs, and lenders would be likely to treat allow
ances as part of income in judging credit-worthiness.

tables and figures in this summary are adapted from the main report. For simplicity, we omit some of their 
notes and qualifications.

3Brown County is similar to many of the nation’s smaller, rapidly growing metropolitan areas. St. Joseph County 
is similar to the larger and older metropolitan areas whose central cities have been losing white and gaining 
minority populations. However, no two metropolitan areas are precisely alike; and no sample of two, however care
fully chosen, can provide direct evidence about program effects in places not sampled. Generalization from the 
Supply Experiment therefore requires nonstatistical inference, mediated by an analytical interpretation of the ob
served outcomes in the experimental sites.
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Table 1

Population Contrasts at Baseline: Brown County 
(1974) and St. Joseph County (1975)i

HouseholdsAverage Annual 
Growth (%)Numb er

Percent Black 
or Latin

of
NumberAfter 19701960-70PersonsArea

Brown County 
Green Bay 
Rest of county 

Total
St. Joseph County 
South Bend 
Rest of county 

Total

1.928,100
19,800
47,900

.23.388,500
81,900

170,400
.63.01.2

1.41.52.4

18.639.300
36.300 
75,600

-2.2112.500 
123,000
235.500

.5
1.3.61.2

10.4.8.3
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing:

Census of Population: 1970; and estimates by HASE staff from weighted 
records of the baseline surveys of households in each site.

1970 and

Brown County’s racial homogeneity virtually eliminated the possibility of residential 
segregation by race, and ethnic differences among the white residents were not much reflect
ed in neighborhood settlement patterns. Urban neighborhoods were unusually well mixed as 
to age, cost, and condition of dwellings, so that only a few of the oldest areas seemed at all 
endangered by a general loss of amenity. Housing problems tended to be those of specific 
dwellings and specific households, not neighborhoods.

St. Joseph County, on the other hand, combined the problems of racial segregation and 
neighborhood decline. Its substantial minority of low-income blacks lived almost entirely in 
South Bend, most of them in an area (central South Bend) of older dwellings, many of which 
needed repair. White ethnic groups also formed neighborhood settlements, so that the hous
ing market was sharply divided along racial lines and, less strongly, along ethnic lines. 
Recent residential construction had been mostly on the urban fringe—very large develop
ments of dwellings that are uniform in age, cost, and condition; the older neighborhoods have 
changed mostly by demolition of dilapidated houses. Thus, housing problems in St. Joseph 
County tended to be associated with specific neighborhoods and recognizable types of 
households.

These differences between Brown and St. Joseph counties were reflected in program 
development. Because property values were lower in St. Joseph County, more of its low- 
income households were homeowners, and homeowners made up a larger share of program 
participants than in Brown County. Because St. Joseph County’s blacks had much lower 
incomes than whites, they were heavily represented among enrollees. Because St. Joseph
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Table 2

Housing Market Conditions in Brown County (1974) 
and St. Joseph County (1975)

Price Index 
(Brown County = 100)

Number of 
Habitable 

Units

Average 
Vacancy 
Rate (%)

Property 
Value

Gross
RentMarket Area

Rental Bousing

10014,700 5.1 100Brown County 
St. Joseph County: 

Central South Bend 
Rest of county

568,000
8,400

12.3 98
8.9 98 76

Homeowner Housing

.8 (a)31,700 100Brown County 
St. Joseph County: 

Central South Bend 
Rest of county

(a) 4813,600
43,400

4.2
(a) 771.9

SOURCE: Estimated by HASE staff from weighted records of the
baseline surveys of residential properties in each site.

NOTE: Price indexes compare average or median market prices 
for comparable dwellings in each area as of 1974.

aNot applicable.

County’s housing was in worse condition, applicants’ dwellings more often needed repairs to 
qualify for occupancy by allowance recipients. Perhaps because there were more vacant 
dwellings in St. Joseph County, program participants did more moving than in Brown Coun
ty. Again, because property values were lower in St. Joseph County, more participants there 
changed from renting to owning homes.

THE HOUSING ALLOWANCE PROGRAMS

The experimental housing allowance programs were administered in the two sites by 
nonprofit corporations called housing allowance offices (HAOs). The programs were funded by 
annual contributions contracts between HUD and a local housing authority in each county; 
the local authority delegated operating responsibility for the program to the HAO. Each HAO 
was governed by a board of trustees that included both members of The Rand Corporation 
and local citizens.
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Through the first 5 program years (ending June 1979 in Brown County and December 
1979 in St. Joseph County), over 25,000 households enrolled and over 20,000 received one or 
more allowance payments. The programs grew rapidly during the first three years, but there
after terminations (usually caused by loss of eligibility) nearly offset new enrollments (see 
Fig. 1). At the end of year 5, about 11,500 households were enrolled and nearly 9,500 were 
receiving payments.

During those 5 years, the program provided financial assistance to 11,350 renters and 
8,650 homeowners. At the end of year 5, the average monthly payment was $97, augmenting 
the average recipient’s gross income by 25 percent. The annual equivalent of all payments 
made in the first month of the sixth program year was $4.0 million in Brown County and $7.2 
million in St. Joseph County, or about $11 million in all.

Benefit Standards and Payments

Each enrollee’s allowance entitlement was scaled to his income and to the standard cost 
of adequate housing (called R*) in his community. If he was able to find certifiable housing 
whose cost exactly equaled R*, his housing expenses would amount to his allowance payment 
plus 25 percent of his adjusted gross income. If he spent more than R* for housing, the excess 
came from nonallowance income; if he spent less, a larger fraction of his nonallowance income 
was available for other consumption.

For program purposes, enrollees’ gross incomes were computed to include transfer pay
ments such as welfare benefits and unemployment compensation. For homeowners, we in
cluded imputed returns to the owners’ equity investments in their homes.4 Adjustments 
required by law generally reduced gross income by $300 to $3,000, the amount increasing 
with household size and age of head. Annual benefits were calculated by subtracting a fourth 
of adjusted gross income from the appropriate annualized value of R*; the monthly payment 
was one-twelfth of that amount.

Table 3 shows how enrollees’ incomes and allowance entitlements changed between pro
gram years 2 and 5. The growth in average allowance payments reflects the fact that housing 
costs rose faster than incomes during those years. The table also shows that both renters and 
homeowners who enrolled in St. Joseph County’s program were less prosperous than their 
counterparts in Brown County.

:

* M
1

'
% :1

Enforcing Housing Standards

Shortly after a household enrolled in the program, the HAO evaluated its dwelling 
against program standards for living space, essential facilities, and health or safety hazards. 
Through year 5, 48 percent of all enrollment dwellings in Brown County and 55 percent in St. 
Joseph County failed such evaluations. Table 4 shows the incidence of various defects re
ported during the first two years; thereafter, the defect rate dropped sharply in both sites.5

The occupant of a defective dwelling could take either of two actions to qualify for pay
ments—either arrange for the dwelling’s repair or move to another that met program stan
dards. Homeowners usually either repaired their homes (80 percent) or dropped out of the

I
!

;1

4A homeowner’s equity is an income-producing asset, but the income is received in kind (housing services) rather 
than in cash. We valued such income at 5 percent of estimated equity (assessed value minus mortgage debt).

5The reasons for this decline are discussed below; see text and note, p. 25.

'
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Table 3

Participants’ Incomes and Allowance Payments: 
Housing Allowance Programs in Brown and 

St. Joseph Counties through Year 5

•• ;
g

Average Amount ($) at End of Program Yeara

St. Joseph CountyBrown County

Year Year YearYearYearYearYearYear
•• 43 524 532Item

: Renters
Annual gross income 

After adjustment 
Monthly allowance payment 

Annual equivalent
Homeowners 

Annual gross income 
After adjustment 

Monthly allowance payment 
Annual equivalent

All Participants 
Annual gross income 

After adjustment 
Monthly allowance payment 

Annual equivalent

' !
3,380
2,660

3,453
2,744

3,542
2,827

4,708
3,942

3,266
2,491

4,602
3,841

4,493
3,709

4,311
3,551

9892 11497 91878077i
1,104 1,176 1,3681,164 1,0921,044960924

4,534
3,636

4,679
3,738

5,068
4,040

5,494
4,447

5,697
4,619

4,403
3,457

5,206
4,150

4,910
3,824

63 7184 63 857570 69
756 8521,008 756 1,020900840 828

4,172
3,326

5,020
4,155

3,931
3,056

4,080
3,252

4,415
3,521

4,777
3,885

4,901
4,044

4,569
3,668

83 93 74 82 9876 7574
888 984912 996 1,116 900 1,176888

SOURCE: HAO management information reports for the end of each program year 
indicated.

NOTE: Gross income for a homeowner includes an imputed amount equal to 5 per
cent of equity in the home. Adjustments are those required by law and vary with 
age of head, number of dependents, and number of secondary wage earners. The 
monthly allowance payment is based on adjusted gross income and the standard cost 
of adequate housing,

Comparable detail is not available for program year 1.

i.;

"I

;
program (20 percent); about 60 percent of the renters arranged for repairs, 20 percent moved, 
and 20 percent dropped out.

During the first 5 program years in Brown County, over 3,700 initially defective dwell
ings (including those to which enrollees moved) were repaired at the instance of enrollees 
seeking to qualify for payments, and over 1,000 enrollees moved before qualifying for pay
ments. In St. Joseph County, over 6,900 dwellings were repaired and nearly 2,000 enrollees 
moved before qualifying for payments.

For those whose housing was initially acceptable, neither repairing nor moving was 
required to qualify for allowance payments. However, the payments alleviated budgetary 
stresses likely to lead to nonpayment of rent or utility bills or to undermaintenance of homes. 
Moreover, about 2,000 recipients in Brown County and 2,300 in St. Joseph County moved 
after qualifying for payments, presumably having reconsidered their housing alternatives in 
the light of their increased resources.

The repairs needed to bring a dwelling up to program standards were rarely expensive,

ri
& t

i
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Table 4

Specific Defects in Enrollees’ Dwellings: Housing 
Allowance Programs in Brown and St. Joseph 

Counties through Program Year 2 !!t
Defects per 100 Dwellings*2

St. Joseph CountyBrown County

Type of Defect Owners OwnersRenters Renters

Inadequate Living Space 
Too few habitable rooms or bedrooms

Inadequate Facilities 
Kitchen (lacking any of 7 items) ^ 
Bathroom (lacking any of 8 items)

Hazardous Conditions 
Exterior property area (4 items) 
Building exterior:

Stairs, porches, railings 
Windows
Other (4 items)

Building interior:
Stairs, railings 
Other (7 items)

Utility systems (4 items)

b 1518 23 13

5 166 8
14 30 1715

3 3 23

6 37 3
137 2010

464 3

34353123
887 11
71712 11

104 164 109104All defects
SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from HAO records through June 1976 

for Brown County and December 1976 for St. Joseph County.
NOTE: Entries are based on initial evaluation records for 4,533 en

rollment dwellings in Brown County and 6,266 in St. Joseph County. Any 
defect tabulated here caused the dwelling to be rated not acceptable.

^Because some entries cover more than one item on the evaluation form, 
"defects per 100 dwellings" is not necessarily equivalent to "percent of 
dwellings with indicated defect."

^To be habitable, a room must be above a minimum size and have adequate 
heat, light, and ventilation. A habitable bedroom must offer privacy to 
the occupant.

Q
Required facilities include refrigerator, cooking range, hot-and-cold 

sink, electrical switches and outlets, lighting, ventilation, and minimum 
ceiling height. Facilities must be in safe, operable condition.

^Required facilities include flush toilet, hot-and-cold sink, hot-and- 
cold tub or shower, electrical switches and outlets, heat, ventilation, 
and privacy. Facilities must be in safe, operable condition.
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even though genuine hazards to the occupants were often remedied. Most repairs were done 
by the occupant himself or his landlord; out-of-pocket expenses for materials and hired labor 
seldom exceeded $100; about a fourth of the repairs in each site were made without cash 
expenditure, using unpaid labor and materials on hand.

Each dwelling occupied by an allowance recipient was evaluated annually to ensure that 
it continued to meet program standards. A fifth of the dwellings occupied by recipients in 
Brown County and a third in St. Joseph County drifted below standards in the year preceding 
their annual evaluations. Most of those whose dwellings failed promptly repaired the new 
defects; some subsequently moved; and payments were suspended for those who did neither.
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III. ELIGIBILITY AND PARTICIPATION !•

;
N
h

Enrollment in the experimental allowance program was continuously open to all 
households in Brown and St. Joseph counties that met the program’s standards as to income, 
assets, and family composition. Allowances were paid to enrollees whose dwellings had 
passed their most recent housing evaluations. As we had expected from preexperimental 
analysis, about a fifth of all households were eligible for enrollment at any given time. Par
ticipation grew rapidly during the first two program years, but abruptly leveled off in year 3. 
To our surprise, only a third of those eligible in year 3 were then receiving payments.

Table 5 shows selected characteristics of those receiving payments at the end of year 3, 
and the recipiency rate for each category of eligibles. The two sites differed sharply in the mix 
of owners and renters, partly because low-income owners were more common in St. Joseph 
County and partly because more low-income renters there were accommodated in public 
housing (virtually absent from Brown County). Households headed by single parents account
ed for about a third of the total in each site; elderly singles and couples accounted for 46 
percent in Brown County and 57 percent in St. Joseph County. The remainder, nonelderly 
couples, were mostly households whose breadwinners were temporarily unemployed.

Within the eligible population, participation rates differed substantially for renters and 
owners; for whites and nonwhites; and for households headed by couples and single persons, 
by old and young persons, and by parents and childless persons. However, we find that most 
of these differences are explained by underlying differences between the groups either as to 
benefits and costs of participation or attitudes toward assistance. The underlying determi
nants of participation turn out to be the amount and expected duration of allowance pay
ments, asset holdings that provide an economic cushion, the cost of meeting the program’s 
housing standards, and general attitudes toward government assistance. Once these vari
ables are controlled, the only statistically significant demographic difference is between 
households with and without children: The former are more likely to participate than the 
latter.

hii
h
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)
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The underlying determinants suggest a model of generally rational choice in which hous
ing improvements are not much valued. Eligibles and enrollees seem to balance the expected 
stream of cash payments against the expected trouble and out-of-pocket costs of meeting 
housing standards. Their decisions may also be influenced by perceptions of need that covary 
with expected benefits and are clearly affected by predispositions concerning the proper role 
of government.

The interaction of program features with household and housing characteristics yields 
the outcomes displayed in Fig. 2. The main reasons for nonparticipation, shown in the figure, 
are explained below.

Low benefits: small allowance entitlements for marginally eligible households, which 
discouraged many from enrolling; some did enroll, but subsequently dropped out 
before qualifying for payments.
Poor housing: the program’s housing standards, which discouraged some eligibles 
from enrolling, but more often discouraged enrollees from qualifying for payments. 
Delay: brief durations of eligibility, so that some became ineligible before they ap
plied, or did not apply because they expected only a short period of benefits.

11
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Table 5i
iu
. ; Characteristics of Recipients and Recipiency Rates: 

Housing Allowance Programs in Brown and St. Joseph 
Counties, End of Year 3

HI

Recipients as Percent 
of All Eligibles

Percent of All 
Recipientsf'i

. St. Joseph 
County

St. Joseph 
County

Brown
County

Brown
CountyCharacteristic

*
Housing Tenure

45 383863Renter
Owner 27286237

Household Composition 
Single parent 
Elderly single person 
Young couple, young children 
Other nonelderly couple 
Elderly couple

Race of Head 
White non-Latin 
Other

46 393132
5643 3735
21 12512

2225710
24231411

(a) 297897
(a) 36223

36100 100 31All cases
SOURCE: Distribution of recipients tabulated by HASE staff from HAO 

records for June 1977 in Brown County and December 1977 in St. Joseph 
County; distribution of eligibles estimated by HASE staff from household 
survey records for wave 4 in Brown County and wave 3 in St. Joseph County.

NOTE: Entries exclude single persons under 62 who became eligible in 
August 1977.

^Distribution of eligibles by race was not estimated for Brown County, 
where over 98 percent of all household heads were non-Latin whites.

• Uninformed: lack of information about the program, which forestalled enrollment.
• Other: mainly, reluctance to accept assistance from government, which inhibited 

some eligibles from applying.

These obstacles to participation are not necessarily program defects. That those who are 
marginally or briefly eligible screen themselves out may be a program virtue rather than a 
defect; enrolling them would entail substantial administrative cost but would yield meager 
benefits. Without housing standards, the program would be indistinguishable from a nega
tive income tax and would result in little housing improvement; however, we have learned 
that the exact specification of housing standards has important effects on participation (see 
below). Not many eligibles were uninformed about the program, and most who applied 
quickly completed the steps needed to become recipients; substantial improvements in out-
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37%

:
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45% ^

!
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14% ,
;
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4%/ housing 
V 13%

Delay !■:

Delay/
8% / 7%

10%
Other

Uninformed
Key:

Percent of eligibles

:
Reasons for 
not receiving 
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payments

!•’

{

Low 
benefits 
V 12%

Receiving | 
payments | 

27%

Low
benefits

30%
OtherST.JOSEPH 

COUNTY
Receiving | 
payments |

i 38%

10%

:
Poor

housing
27%

4% / Uninformed
4% DelayPoor

housing
25%

Other
10%

7% \ 6% 
DelayV^x- Uninformed

SOURCE: Estimated by HASE staff from HAO records for program year 3 in each site, and from records 
of the survey of households, wave 4, in each site.

Fig. 2—Distribution of eligible households by recipiency status and 
reasons for not receiving payments: renters and owners in 

Brown and St. Joseph counties
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!! reach or processing are neither feasible nor very beneficial to program purposes. Whether 

those who are reluctant to accept help should be persuaded otherwise is certainly open to 
argument.

Evidence that housing specifications are important comes from a comparison of participa
tion outcomes in the Supply and Demand experiments. Although the designers of the two 
experiments did not intend to apply radically different standards, they did choose somewhat 
different operational tests for decent, safe, and sanitary housing. For example, the Demand 
Experiment required a minimum ratio of window size to room area, whereas the Supply 
Experiment required enough natural light in each room to permit "normal domestic activi
ties” during daylight hours. The Supply Experiment required handrails on stairways of six or 
more steps, whereas the Demand Experiment dicbnot.

Thus, some dwellings that passed one set of standards would fail the other, and the 
reverse. Moreover, the average cost of repairing a failed dwelling differed in the two experi
ments. Window area, a leading cause of failure in the Demand Experiment, can usually be 
changed only by expensive remodeling. The lack of a handrail, a leading cause of failure in 
the Supply Experiment, was remedied by an average cash outlay under $10.

Table 6 compares outcomes at different stages on the path from eligibility to recipiency, 
for renters in the four sites of the Supply and Demand experiments who were offered approxi
mately the same schedule of benefits. Differences between experiments as to program knowl
edge are artifacts of experimental design.1 Among informed eligibles, enrollment rates are 
about the same in three of the four sites, but above average in Phoenix for reasons that 
eluded the Demand Experiment analysts. The incidence of initial evaluation failures is also 
similar in three of four sites; the exception is Green Bay, whose housing was generally of 
better quality.2 The clearest difference attributable to housing standards is the response to 
failure: In the Supply Experiment, an average of 66 percent of those who had to repair or 
move eventually qualified for payments, whereas in the Demand Experiment, only 38 percent 
of the corresponding group became recipients.

In both experiments, larger entitlements encouraged, and evaluation failures dis
couraged, participation. Larger entitlements reflect lower incomes relative to family size, so 
the needier were, other things equal, more likely to enroll. However, overcrowded and deteri
orated dwellings were more common among large families and those with low incomes, so the 
needier households were also more likely than others to be required to improve their housing 
in order to qualify for payments.

In the Demand Experiment, the housing effect dominated participation outcomes, per
haps because repair costs to remedy Demand-specified defects were larger. In the Supply 
Experiment, the entitlement effect dominated, as is shown below for all eligibles in the two 
counties:

I
i

i.9
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I
*In the Demand Experiment, households in a screened sample of eligibles were individually told how the program 

worked, then invited to enroll. Thus, all members of the "eligible” population were informed about the program. In 
the Supply Experiment, program information and invitations to apply were disseminated through the media to the 
general public; not all eligibles paid attention.

2A cross-experimental field test of evaluation standards indicates that somewhat fewer dwellings in Pittsburgh 
and Phoenix would have failed Supply Experiment standards, and many more dwellings in Brown and St. Joseph 
counties would have failed Demand Experiment standards. By Demand standards, Brown County’s housing was of 
about the same quality as that of Pittsburgh and Phoenix, but St. Joseph County’s was much worse.

.
’ ;

• :

It
UI
i
I

‘



15

Table 6

Comparison of Participation Rates in the Supply and Demand Experiments: 
Renter Households Offered "Housing-Gap,” Minimum Housing 

Standards Program, by Site

Percent of Indicated Total

Supply Experiment Demand Experiment
Eligibility Status 

and Outcome Brown County St. Joseph County Pittsburgh Phoenix

Summary

Eligible to enroll 
Ever enrolled

Ever qualified for payments

100 100100 100
65 64 8475
55 46 30 45

Detail

100Eligible to enroll
Informed about program 
Not informed

100 100100
85 85 100100
15 15

Informed eligible 
Ever enrolled 
Never enrolled

100 100100 100
75 8477 75

23 25 1625

100 100 100 100Enrollee
Qualified for payments*2 
Had to repair or move^

46 28 2933
54 6772 71

b 100100 100 100Had to repair or move
Ever qualified for payments 
Never qualified for payments

71 61 34 42
29 39 66 58

SOURCES: For Supply Experiment, same as Table 5; for Demand Experiment, Kennedy 
and MacMillan (1980), Tables 2-4 and 2-9.

NOTE: Differences between experiments in program design and record systems qual
ify the parallelism of entries. Difference in outcomes reflects both differences in 
program design and differences in the eligible populations. See text for discussion.

Qualified immediately after enrolling and completing an initial housing evalua
tion.

bFor the Supply Experiment, this group includes enrollees who did not complete an 
initial evaluation on the enrollment dwelling, failed such an evaluation, or passed 
the evaluation but did not submit a lease agreement. In the Demand Experiment, all 
were evaluation failures.
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M:
Recipiency 
Rate (%)

Estimated Monthly 
Entitlement ($)

17.510-19 
20-39 
40-79 
80-119 
120 or more

21.2
36.5

?! 46.1i
44.4i;

i
Housing quality had only a slight negative effect on the propensity to enroll, but among 

enrollees who failed their initial evaluations, the cost of repair was inversely related to the 
probability of qualifying for payments (see Table 7). Curiously, that negative relationship 
prevailed despite the higher average allowance entitlements of those facing the larger repair 
bills: Their allowances would soon have compensated them for such one-time repair outlays. 
Among enrolled owners in both sites who terminated after an initial dwelling failure, we 
estimate that repair outlays would typically have been compensated by less than two months’ 
allowances. For renters, the corresponding recapture times were six months in Brown County 
and three months in St. Joseph County, assuming that the tenants paid all repair costs rather 
than sharing them with their landlords; moreover, large repair bills could have been avoided 
by moving.

We conclude that low-income households do not much value the housing improvements 
required by the HAOs, considering them a cost, not a benefit of participating. It also appears 
that they heavily discounted future benefits as recompense for present outlays.3

!
■»

i

3Over three-fourths of the enrolled owners who terminated rather than repair or move said they couldn’t pay 
repair costs that averaged about $125, including unpaid labor valued at the minimum wage. Only about 15 percent 
of these terminees actively sought credit. Among renter terminees facing average repair costs of $350, most blamed 
their landlords for not repairing—but declined to move.
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Table 7

Repair Cost, Allowance Entitlement, and Recipiency 
Rate for Enrolled Households, by Tenure and Site

Average Monthly 
Allowance 

Entitlement ($)

Percentage 
Qualifying for 

PaymentsInitial 
Repair 

Cost ($) OwnersRenters RentersOwners

Brown County

Under $10 
10-24 
25-49 
50-99
100 or more

75 979669
85 77 84 73

7986 84 73
7688 6785

(a)(a)91 80

St. Joseph County

Under $10
10-24
25-49
50-99
100-249
250 or more

9878 9755
8994 61 81
847195 66
7871 6398
6473 56110 >
5889 92 56

SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from HAO
records for all households that enrolled in 
1977 and completed an initial housing evalu
ation.

NOTE: Repair costs were estimated for 
each evaluated dwelling using standard cost 
figures for each type of housing defect re
ported for the dwelling. Overcrowding was 
not considered a housing defect. Dwellings 
that passed initial evaluations are included 
in the category of repair costs under $10.

aToo few cases for reliable estimation.
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III. EFFECTS ON PARTICIPANTSi
i
,

About 80 percent of all enrollees eventually qualified for payments; in the two sites 
combined, more than 20,000 households became allowance recipients during the first 5 pro
gram years. Below, we estimate how the program affected those who were recipients at the 
end of the third program year, a group that we think fairly represents the characteristic mix 
of participants in a mature program.

Our assessment of program effects focuses on changes in housing consumption and 
changes in household budgets. That focus reflects the program’s dual purposes: (a) to improve 
the housing of low-income households that occupy substandard housing and (b) to ease the 
housing expense burdens (or, equivalently, to increase the nonhousing consumption) of those 
already occupying standard housing. The HAOs’ housing standards and recipients’ housing 
preferences together determine the balance that was achieved between the two purposes.

The program’s effect on recipients’ housing consumption equals their consumption while 
in the program minus what their consumption would have been without the program; and 
similarly for housing expense burdens. Typically, researchers estimate without-program out
comes by observing a group of subjects receiving no experimental treatment, whose char
acteristics are like those of the treated subjects. Because open enrollment was important to 
other HASE research objectives, the experimental design did not designate a group of eligible 
households to serve as a formal control group. Instead, we used household survey data that 
span the period from before the program began through program year 3 to construct a control 
model that serves the same analytical function as a control group.1

:!

-..
1

a

i

HOUSING CONSUMPTION CHANGES

jj We found that the allowance program caused recipients to consume about 8 percent more 
housing than they would have consumed without the program, and that the proportion living 
in dwellings of standard quality increased from about half to over four-fifths. Renters 
achieved their housing improvements partly by repairing and partly by moving; owners 
achieved theirs almost entirely by repairing their homes.

Table 8 shows estimates of the consumption increase separately for renters and owners 
in each site. These increases are measured by housing expenditures—for renters, gross rent; 
and for owners, outlays for repairs and improvements.2 Although all of the entries in the 
table are statistically different from zero at the 90 percent confidence level or better, the 
reader can see that the estimates, especially for homeowners, have high sampling variances. 
However, the closeness of the four independently estimated values, ranging from 7.8 to 8.9 
percent, reinforces our confidence in the individual point estimates.

1

:
;• -i

28

t A

:
: '3

B i 1The technical issues are too complex for detailing here. Briefly, we compared the preprogram housing consump
tion behavior of future allowance recipients with that of all other households, and found that both groups varied 
their consumption in nearly the same way in response to the same factors (income and demographic characteristics). 
We then used year 3 data for both groups to estimate how much housing the recipients would have consumed absent 
the program.

^The comparisons of with-program and without-program expenditures are not changes over time in rents or 
repair costs of those who became participants. The comparisons are between observed expenditures by year 3 partici
pants and estimates of the same households’ expenditures absent the program. See note 1 above for a brief explana
tion of those estimates.

t •;
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!Table 8
!i

Program-Induced Housing Consumption Increase: Year 
3 Allowance Recipients in Brown and St. Joseph 

Counties, by Housing Tenure

Percent Increase in Housing Consumption

Renters Owners
u

Standard
Error

Point
Estimate

Standard
Error

Point
EstimateSite

7.8Brown County 
St. Joseph County 

Average

3.1 8.9 4.0
8.2 4.3 7.9 5.0
8.0 2.7 8.4 3.2

Estimated by HASE staff from HAO records and 
models fit to countywide household survey data.

Estimates are based on the characteristics of 
those receiving payments at the end of program year 3 in 
each site.

SOURCE:

NOTE:

Table 9 shows estimates of the proportion of recipients whose dwellings would, on a 
randomly chosen day, pass an HAO evaluation, compared with the corresponding estimated 
outcome absent an allowance program. Even with a program, not all recipients would be in 
standard dwellings, because dwellings deteriorate between annual evaluations. However, the 
improvement amounts to about 36 percentage points for both renters and owners in Brown 
County and 24 for both renters and owners in St. Joseph County; the overall average im
provement is 30 percentage points.

The large increase in standard housing for recipients contrasts sharply with the small 
increase in housing consumption because the latter is measured in dollars, and many viola
tions of the HAOs’ housing standards were inexpensive to remedy. With their housing allow
ances as incentives, enrollees fixed many such defects that they would otherwise have 
ignored; but the HAO-required repairs had little effect on the market rents and values of the 
repaired dwellings.

The allowance program affected recipients’ housing consumption by altering both their 
repair and moving behavior. Moving offers wider possibilities for consumption change than 
does repairing. When a household moves, it can change all the attributes of its dwelling— 
space, quality, style, and neighborhood environment. Repairs, on the other hand, primarily 
address quality and style. Adding rooms is expensive and often inefficient, and a repair 
cannot change the dwelling’s neighborhood.

Because their characteristics and circumstances differ greatly, owners and renters used 
much different combinations of moving and repairing to change their housing consumption.
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Table 9

• :i| Effect of the Allowance Program on Housing Quality: 
Year 3 Allowance Recipients in Brown and 

St. Joseph Counties, by Housing Tenurei
I

Percent Occupying Standard Housing
' ;

OwnersRenters

With ^ 
Programwith bProgram

Without
Program

Without
ProgramSite

56 9150 87Brown County 
St. Joseph County 

Average
58 847047

8748 78 57
Estimated by HASE staff from HAO housing 

evaluation records and a housing deterioration model fit 
to HAO data.

NOTE:

SOURCE:

Estimates are based on the characteristics of 
those receiving payments at the end of program year 3 in 
each site.

^Percent of year 3 recipients whose enrollment dwell
ings passed their initial evaluations.

Percent of year 3 recipients whose dwellings would 
have passed evaluations administered at random dates be
tween regularly scheduled evaluations.

Because owners controlled their own repair policies, and because moving would entail selling 
one house and buying another, they nearly always made program-induced housing adjust
ments by repairing their dwellings rather than by moving. Renters had less control over 
repair policies, and moves were less expensive for them. Landlords usually maintain their 
properties with the expected tenant in mind; if the current tenant wants much different 
housing, he is more likely to move than to persuade his landlord to repair or remodel the 
dwelling. However, the expense of many HAO-required repairs was so low that renters often 
repaired their dwellings without consulting their landlords.

;

:

l

PROGRAM-INDUCED REPAIRS

Both renters and owners made many repairs to remedy housing defects that were cited 
by the HAOs during initial and annual evaluations. We call these actions required repairs 
because they were made in order to qualify for allowance payments. Both renters (or their 
landlords) and owners also repaired defects that had not been cited by the HAOs, and im
proved their dwellings in ways not required by program standards. We call these actions

:
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program-in-
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: I
Required repairs that were completed by enrollees and recipients (itemized in Table 10) 

ranged from clearing unsanitary debris to residing or reroofmg entire buildings. To qualify 
for allowance payments, enrollees and recipients installed stairway handrails, replaced bro
ken windows, sealed leaky vent pipes, fixed plumbing leaks, and repaired walls and roofs. A 
few installed kitchen or bathroom facilities, added fire exits, or rewired their dwellings. Some 
undertook several such actions, and a few homeowners virtually rehabilitated their dwell
ings.

ii;
j

About a third of the households receiving payments in a mature program did 
quired repairs in the course of a year, either in connection with their initial qualification for 
payments or in order to avoid suspension following an annual evaluation or a move. Includ
ing the value of unpaid labor, the average cost of those repairs was about $100, or about $30 
per recipient when averaged over both repairers and nonrepairers.3

Repair costs were low because most defects could be and were remedied by nonprofession
al labor. Owners and their friends did four-fifths of the work on owner-occupied homes (see

some re-

:

Fig. 3). Tenants and their friends did over half the work on rented dwellings, and their 
landlords did most of the rest. Professional contractors were involved in less than a fifth of 
homeowners’ repairs and less than a tenth of renters’ repairs.

Program-induced voluntary repairs may have been made to rental properties that housed 
allowance recipients,4 but our evidence is conclusive only for homeowners. Owners’ voluntary 
repairs often dealt with structural problems that posed no immediate hazard, or added 
amenities that were not required by the HAOs.

Almost three-quarters of the owners made some voluntary repairs each year. Averaged 
over all owner recipients, the annual cash expense was $403 per recipient (see Table 11). This 
figure includes both repairs they would have made without the program ($263 average for the 
two sites) and the voluntary repairs that were caused by the program ($140 average), but not 
the required repairs ($25 average).

Comparing owners’ total annual repair expenses while in the program with our estimate 
of their expenses without the program, we conclude that the program caused them to increase 
their cash outlays for repairs and improvements by $165 annually. Required repairs by rent- 

and their landlords averaged $33 per dwelling, and there may have been additional pro
gram-induced voluntary repairs to those dwellings.
ers

PROGRAM-INDUCED MOVES

The allowance program affected both the timing of recipients’ moves and the amount of 
their housing changes when they moved. It caused some households to cancel or postpone

3For this computation, unpaid labor by recipients, their friends, and their landlords was valued at the minimum 
wage. We estimate that about 16 percent of homeowners’ required repair costs and 32 percent of renters’ required 
repair costs were unpaid labor. It should be noted that the average total repair cost of $100 was far above the median, 
because about a fourth of the repairs were accomplished with unpaid labor and materials on hand. The average cash 
outlay was about $70, and the median was about $10.

4Regressions of annual repair expenditures for rental properties on property and occupant characteristics indicate 
a positive program effect, but the data are so "noisy” that even a large average effect might be attributable to 
sampling variability.
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• Si Table 10
Hi

Repairs Made in Response to Evaluation Failures: 
Allowance Program Participants in Brown and 

St. Joseph Counties, by Housing Tenure
s

\\
: & Percent of All Repair Actionsc

i;s
St. Joseph CountyI rt Brown County

i

: OwnersRentersOwnersRentersItem Repaired■:!

12 202516Handrail, steps 
Window, door 
Structure 
Plumbing system 
Heating system 
Electrical system 
Refrigerator, range 
Outbuildings, grounds 
Other

34373137
16191616jjl 14131211

4 3m 22
4 344

(a) 2 12
4 566

46 4 5

100100100100All repair actions
Tabulated by HASE staff from HAO housingSOURCE:

evaluation records for January 1976 through June 1979 in 
Brown County and through December 1979 in St. Joseph
County.

NOTE: Data include both repairs made by enrollees 
seeking to qualify for payments and those made by re
cipients in response to subsequent annual evaluation 
failures. For renters, entries include repairs under
taken by either the landlord or the tenant. Percent
ages may not add exactly to 100 because of rounding.

aLess than 0.5 percent.

:|l moves that would have decreased their housing consumption, and it caused others to speed up 
moves that increased their housing consumption. When recipients moved, the program 
caused them to increase housing consumption by more than they would have done in its 
absence.

Homeowners’ mobility was only slightly affected by the program. For renters, participa
tion reduced mobility overall. We estimate that 59 percent of the renter recipients would 
normally have moved during the 18-month average interval from their enrollment to the end 
of year 3. However, only 40 percent actually moved, implying that the program’s net effect 
was to delay moves. Some may have been reluctant to move after qualifying for payments 
because each move entails a new housing evaluation with attendant risk of failure. However, 
there is also evidence that recipients were less likely than others to move to less expensive

Sfi

;
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BROWN COUNTY it
Voluntary \iRequired

CONTRACTOR

II13% f CON
TRACTOR

FRIEND OWNER30% !OWNEROWNERS \t52%21% 66%

ifFRIEND

18%

s
CONTRACTOR !

f CON
TRACTOR

8%

i23% IITENANT !TENANTRENTERS 35%LANDLORD it47%35% LANDLORD
■ ;35% !

7% 1;
10% FRIEND

FRIEND

iir
ST. JOSEPH COUNTY

■

VoluntaryRequired

iiCONTRACTOR

19%
OWNER

CON
TRACTOR

COMMUNITY/^ 
GROUP H—

29% !OWNER
45% 50%

OWNERS FRIENDFRIEND
21%32%

!
CONTRACTOR ■•«_

10%
f CON
TRACTOR

=
TENANT ITENANT 26% 34%

RENTERS 33%
LANDLORD

LANDLORD40%
12%28%

12%
FRIEND

FRIEND

SOURCE: HAO Records from January 1976 through June 1977.

Fig. 3—Sources of labor for required and voluntary repairs
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Table 11

•i'i
Annual Cost of Program-Induced Repairs Made by 

Year 3 Owner Recipients: Housing Allowance 
Programs in Brown and St. Joseph Countiesi

Average Annual Repair Expense ($)I;
With Program

i Program-
Induced
Repairs^

Total
Without
Program*2

1 Voluntary
Repairs*2

Required
Repairs^3 TotalSite;

. i,
414 17839123236Brown County 

St. Joseph County 
Average

443 15341627290
: 16542840325263

is SOURCE: Estimated by HASE staff from HAO housing evaluation 
records for January 1976 through June 1979 in Brown County and 
through December 1979 in St. Joseph County; and from repair ex
penditure models fit to household survey data for each site.

NOTE: Except as indicated, repair costs reported in this 
table do not include any allowance for unpaid labor. When valued 
at the minimum wage, such labor adds about 12 percent to repair 
costs in Brown County, 7 percent in St. Joseph County.

Estimated without-program repair expenses of year 3 owner- 
recipients.

Includes a small amount of unpaid labor, valued at the 
minimum wage.

q
Voluntary repairs equals total minus required repairs.

^Total with-program minus total without-program repairs.

i1

' i
.

i
dwellings in response to financial adversity; the program provided allowances that increased 
as income fell and as housing costs generally rose.6

Although the program appears to have reduced the overall mobility of renter recipients, 
the 40 percent who did move after enrolling accounted for most of the renters’ increased 
housing consumption. As shown in Table 12, the typical year 3 recipient who moved after 
enrolling increased his gross rent expenditures (in constant dollars) by about 16 percent,

t :J
I 1

1.4
i

5In contrast to the findings reported above, renters in the comparable part of the Demand Experiment moved 
slightly more often than did that experiment’s control households. One would expect the Demand Experiment to 
generate more moves than the Supply Experiment because more enrollment dwellings failed initial housing evalua
tions, and their defects (e.g., windows too small) were harder to remedy. However, among those in the Supply 
Experiment whose enrollment dwellings were acceptable, mobility decreased; for the comparable group in the De
mand Experiment, mobility was about the same as for the control group. The Demand Experiment’s findings are 
reported in MacMillan (1980).

■

'i
I

i
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Table 12

Program-Induced Housing Consumption Increases 
Before and After Enrollment: Year 3 Renter 
Recipients in Brown and St. Joseph Counties, 

by Mobility Status

Percent Increase in Housing Consumption i

After Enrolling
Before

Enrolling^TotalSite Total Nonmovers Movers

7.8 .4 7.4 1.7 16.4 
16.6
16.5

Brown County 
St. Joseph County 

Average
:8.2 2.6 5.6 .5

8.0 1.5 6.5 1.1

SOURCE: Estimated by HASE staff from HAO records for
households receiving payments at the end of program year 3. 
and from models fit to household survey data for each site.

aRatio of average gross rent at enrollment to average gross 
rent without the program, expressed as a percentage. Both 
rent variables were adjusted to year 3 dollars.

^Ratio of average gross rent at the end of year 3 to aver
age gross rent at enrollment, expressed as a percentage. Both 
rent variables were adjusted to year 3 dollars. Mobility sta
tus indicates whether or not a recipient moved between enroll
ment and the end of year 3.

'

•I

r.
j

whereas those who did not move increased their expenditures by only 1 percent, presumably 
because of repairs.

Part of renter recipients’ consumption increase occurred before they enrolled. We find 
that their gross rents at the time of enrollment exceeded the values we predicted for them by 
about 1.5 percent (Table 12, col. 2), even though the prediction took into account the observed 
housing preferences of future recipients. This finding may partly reflect preenrollment hous
ing choices that anticipated future receipt of allowance payments, but there is stronger evi
dence that some households moved from dwellings they thought would fail the housing 
standards to other dwellings they thought would pass, perhaps to avoid the embarrassment of 
being told they lived in substandard housing. For this and other reasons,6 initial evaluation 
failure rates declined over program years 1 to 5.

Even though moves offered more opportunity for housing change than did repairs, renter 
recipients who moved did not much change the attributes that are only affected by moving— 
dwelling size and neighborhood characteristics. Movers’ destination dwellings averaged the

:

6As knowledge of program rules spread, applicants sometimes repaired their dwellings before arranging for an 
evaluation; and some eligibles who thought their dwellings would fail did not bother to apply. In addition, dwellings 
repaired by one enrollee often later reentered the program when occupied by another enrollee. All these factors 
contributed to the drop in failure rates.
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I ! same number of rooms as their origin dwellings, and were usually located in either the same 
or a similar neighborhood. The changes that resulted from moving were in habitable space 
(rooms meeting HAO standards) and dwelling quality (high ratings on HAO checklist items), 
clearly indicating the program’s influence.

!!:i!
s Mil

I
it HOUSEHOLD BUDGET ALLOCATION.!

■«

Both renters and homeowners in Brown and St. Joseph counties gave housing consump
tion a high priority in their budgets; but once they achieved average levels of space and 
quality, further improvement had a low priority relative to other forms of consumption. In 
the jargon of economists, that behavior corresponds to a low income elasticity of demand for 
housing. For a typical renter household, we estimate that a permanent 10-percent increase in 
income would cause only a 2-percent increase in housing consumption; for a typical owner, 
housing consumption would increase by 5 percent.7

Because when they enrolled most recipients occupied adequate or nearly adequate hous
ing, the HAOs’ standards did not cause them to increase their housing consumption very 
much; and because their income elasticities of housing demand were so low, they did not use 
much of the allowance payment for additional housing consumption. Table 13 shows that 
renters on average spent $16 of every $100 of allowance payments for increased housing 
consumption, and owners spent $21. About four-fifths of all allowance payments were allo
cated to other consumption.

It should be emphasized that the allocation of allowances to nonhousing consumption 
was entirely consistent with program purposes. When they joined the program, most subse
quent recipients were spending far larger shares of their meager budgets for housing than the 
limit set by federal law for public housing tenants and embodied in the housing allowance 
formula as a target. Under the Brooke Amendment (PL 91-152, 1969), public housing rents 
were limited to 25 percent of the tenant’s adjusted gross income.8 Table 14 shows that 
allowance recipients were spending more than twice that limit when they enrolled. Even 
with the allowances, their housing expense burdens exceeded the prescribed limit because 
most recipients chose dwellings whose rents were slightly higher than our estimate of the 
standard cost of adequate housing.

A final point of importance is that the 8-percent overall average increase in recipients’ 
housing consumption was larger than would have been achieved by an unrestricted income 
transfer of the same amount as the allowance payment. We estimate that the increased

-

.

I

7When the experiment began, most economists believed that the income elasticity of housing demand was close 
to unity. Better data analyzed during the past decade led to lower estimates. Those from the Supply Experiment 
(0.19 for renters, 0.45 for homeowners) are among the lowest on record. Renters’ and owners’ elasticities differ 
considerably in every study, probably for two reasons: Those who have stronger interest in housing consumption tend 
to buy homes, and those who buy homes have an investor’s as well as a consumer’s interest in the property. Some 
economists argue that renters' low income elasticities of housing demand are attributable to saving for future home 
purchases. The weak tests of this hypothesis that are possible with HASE data do not support it.

8Normative ratios of housing expense to income have been calculated in several different ways in the housing 
literature, yielding substantially different results for given household circumstances. For example, the 25-percent 
rule is often applied to gross income, which is larger than the adjusted gross income used in the public housing 
program. Different results are also obtained when housing subsidies are added to income rather than subtracted 
from housing expense.

:
I

I I:
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Table 13

Allocation of Allowances between Housing and Other 
Consumption: Year 3 Recipients in Brown and 

St. Joseph Counties, by Housing Tenure

Allocation of Allowance (%)
Average
Annual

Allowance
Additional

Housing
Consumption

Other
Consumption($) TotalSite v

iRenter

961 83 10017Brown County 
St. Joseph County 

Average
1,066
1,014

15 85 100
16 84 100

i
Owner 1

796 22 78Brown County 
St. Joseph County 

Average

100
767 80 10020
781 21 79 100

Estimated by HASE staff from HAO records for 
households receiving payments at the end of program year 3 in 
each site and from housing expenditure models fit to household 
survey data for each site.

SOURCE:

:

income accounts for at most half the increased housing consumption; the rest was due to 
other program features, primarily the housing space and quality standards that enrollees had 
to meet in order to qualify for payments.9

9Using our estimated income elasticities of housing demand, we calculate that renters whose incomes were 
augmented by about 25 percent would have chosen to increase housing consumption by 4 percent, absent any 
housing standards. Our data on homeowners indicate that recipients whose incomes were augmented by about 17 
percent woul'd have increased their consumption by nearly 8 percent, given time to make all adjustments; however, 
we counted only repairs and improvements to their current homes as evidence of increased consumption, and they 
increased their repair expenditures by substantially more than either the extra income or the program’s housing 
standards can explain. It may be that the moral pressure of receiving a housing allowance caused them to allocate 
more of their allowance payments to repairs than they would have allocated from ordinary income.
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Table 14ill

Program Effect on Ratio of Housing Expense to 
Income: Year 3 Recipients in Brown and 
St. Joseph Counties, by Housing Tenure:

• i
Average Annual Amount (%) Ratio of Housing 

Expense to Income? % (%)Housing ExpenseHousehold Income

ill Without With 
Program Program

Housing
Allowance

Without 
Program15 Program*^

Adjusted 
Grossa Gross^

With
; Site

4:■ Renters

961 592,053
1,975
2,014

2,212
2,137
2,175

364,569
3,632
4,101

3,504
2,484
3,027

Brown County 
St. Joseph County 

Average
1,066
1,014

80 43
66 38

Owners
■ ■

1-1 2,182
2,097
2,139

5,081
4,198
4,640

4,039
3,421
3,744

2,004
1,944
1,974

796 50 34Brown County 
St. Joseph County 

Average
: 767 57 39

781 53 36
SOURCE:
NOTE:

Same as Table 13.
Expense burdens shown in the last two columns are computed as they would 

be for public housing tenants; the denominator in all cases is adjusted gross in
come.

includes transfers other than housing allowances.
^Adjusted for age of head, number of dependents, and extraordinary work 

care, or health expenses. 
cWithout-program housing expense divided by adjusted gross income.
^With-program housing expense minus housing allowance, divided by adjusted gross 

income.

, child-

'
•:

:

:
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IV. MARKET AND NEIGHBORHOOD EFFECTS

.

The primary purpose of the Supply Experiment was to learn how a full-scale housing 
allowance program would affect local housing markets. Below, we summarize what we 
learned about the experimental program’s effect on housing prices, neighborhood conditions, 
and the policies of market intermediaries (such as mortgage lenders) and indirect suppliers 
(such as repair contractors). We conclude that all three effects were negligibly small; with 
minor qualifications, only participants and their dwellings were affected by the program.

Before the experiment, many people expected differently. It was generally agreed that 
disbursing housing allowances would increase low-income families’ purchasing power and 
that the program’s housing standards would focus their increased spending on housing. Be
cause the allowance.would be portable, the increased demand for housing services would not 
necessarily be confined to participants’ preenrollment dwellings or neighborhoods, but might 
spill over into other parts of the housing market. Whether participants were in fact able to 
move or change tenure would depend partly on the policies of market intermediaries such as 
rental agents, real-estate brokers, and mortgage lenders. Whether or not they moved, partici
pants’ attempts to upgrade their dwellings would require the services of home improvement 
contractors and perhaps lending institutions. However, observers disagreed among them
selves about the most probable market responses to such demand pressures and how those 
responses would vary with market structure and initial market conditions.

Optimists expected that the market would respond smoothly, meeting increased demands 
for housing and intermediary services without exorbitant price increases, poor service, or 
fraud. Aided by their allowances, black residents of segregated neighborhoods could, if they 
chose, move to white neighborhoods. Dilapidated dwellings would become hard to rent, so 
would be either rehabilitated or withdrawn from the market. Housing conditions would im
prove generally, low-income families would have more housing choices, deteriorating neigh
borhoods would be spruced up, and all would be accomplished without significant price 
increases.

The pessimistic scenario stressed other possibilities, in particular the prospect of initial 
market disturbances and neighborhood destabilization. The most widely voiced concern was 
that in a tight housing market, program-induced demand would drive up the price of housing 
services not just for participants, but for others as well. Some observers worried about a 
general exodus from deteriorating neighborhoods that would cause property values there to 
fall precipitously; moreover, prices might rise in the neighborhoods to which participants 
moved, and so might social tensions. Others thought that market intermediaries would coop
erate to prevent low-income families, especially racial minorities, from moving to better 
neighborhoods; and that participants who attempted to improve their dwellings would need 
protection from unscrupulous contractors and lenders.

Five years of program operations in two metropolitan housing markets provide conclu
sive evidence that both optimists and pessimists greatly overestimated the market stimulus 
that would result from an open-enrollment program. Although about a fifth of all households 
in each site were eligible for assistance, only about 8 percent were enrolled at any given time 
and only about 7 percent were actually receiving payments. Even in neighborhoods where 
enrollees were concentrated (e.g., central South Bend), allowances added less than 1 percent 
to the neighborhood’s aggregate income. Moreover, only a fraction of the added income was

i
!
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30Ifim spent for housing. In Brown County’s rental market, where over a fifth of all renters were 
enrolled, increased spending by participants added less than 2 percent to total rent expendi
tures. Although thousands of dwellings in each site were repaired, program-related repair 
expenditures added less than 3 percent to preprogram residential repair outlays in each 
community.

Given the modest demand stimulus provided by the allowance program, it is not surpris
ing that the market effects were mild, but it is worth noting that the housing market re
sponded more efficiently to the program than many observers expected. For example, 
although renter participants increased their consumption of housing services by about 8 per
cent, the price of those services increased by only 2 percent for allowance recipients and not 
at all for others. The increased demand was met initially by improving existing dwellings and 
shifting vacancies from better to worse dwellings, and subsequently by modest changes in the 
housing inventory (see Sec. Ill, above, "Program-Induced Moves” and "Program-Induced Re-
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pairs”).\
Other market effects were similarly mild. Although thousands of recipients moved in 

each site, their moves were too diffuse as to origins and destinations to measurably alter the 
composition of neighborhood populations or to cause new social tensions. Although thousands 
of dwellings were repaired, we found no evidence of strain on either the resources or ethics of 
the home repair industry. Although commercial banks and thrift institutions were conspicu
ously uninterested in mortgage loans on low-valued properties, over 300 low-income renters 
in the program nonetheless found lenders willing to finance home purchases for them.

When we compare the characteristics of the experimental sites with those of a national 
sample of metropolitan housing markets, we do not find any persuasive reason to suppose 
that the experimental outcomes are aberrant. We conclude that the effects of a national 
housing allowance program would be limited to participants and their dwellings; the broader 
community would be virtually unaffected for good or ill. Although that outcome is less than 
the optimists hoped for, it is far better than the pessimists feared. In any case, it does simplify 
the assessment of allowances as an instrument of federal policy to know that spillover effects 
are negligible.

•f PRICE EFFECTS IN THE RENTAL MARKET

Concern about the program’s effect on housing prices appropriately centered on the rent
al market. To learn about those effects, we measured rent changes within a marketwide 
panel of rental properties during the first three program years—the period of rapid enroll
ment growth. We also analyzed landlords’ revenue and expense accounts for the same period.

Although rents rose rapidly in both sites, the rent-change data, examined both market
wide and for special groups of dwellings, show no evidence of marketwide increases that could 
reasonably be attributed to the program; participants, however, apparently paid a small 
premium upon entering the program.

We expected rents to rise during the experimental period because of general price infla
tion that would affect both tenants’ incomes and landlords’ costs. Nationally, contract rents1

I

|
I lContract rent is the amount that a tenant pays his landlord. It always pays for shelter, and sometimes includes 

heat, gas, electricity, and other services. Tenants usually pay directly for at least some utilities. Gross rent is 
contract rent plus the cost of any tenant-paid utilities, so is more nearly comparable across dwellings as 
of housing cost to the tenant.

a measure
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rose by about 5.8 percent annually during the period covered by our experimental data; in the 
north-central region, where the experimental sites are located, the annual rate of increase 
was 5.2 percent. In Brown County, contract rents rose by 5.6 percent annually; and in St. 
Joseph County, by 4.4 percent. Thus, external comparisons do not signal any unusual rent 
increases in our sites.

Direct evidence from HAO records shows that few landlords chose to raise rents when 
their tenants entered the allowance program, even though program rules required a new 
one-year lease agreement. The HAOs recorded the rents paid by applicants at the time of 
their enrollment interviews and again about 2 months later when their dwellings had been 
evaluated, repaired if need be, and certified for occupancy. Table 15 shows that the rents 
entered on the lease agreements of tenants who did not move averaged less than 2 percent 
more than their preenrollment rents. The increase was even smaller among dwellings that 
did not need repairs in order to meet program standards.

Our marketwide survey data enable us to identify dwellings occupied by program partici
pants and compare their annual gross rent increases with those for all other dwellings (Table

!
;
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iTable 15 ;

Rent Changes for Dwellings Whose Occupants Enrolled 
in the Allowance Program in Brown and St. Joseph 

Counties, Years 1-3

!Average Monthly 
Gross Rent ($)

Enrollment
Interview

Repair
Status

Certification 
for Payments

Average 
Increase (%) :

Brown County

i164 1.6No repair required 
Repair required 

All cases

167
2.5151 155

162 1.9159
iiSt. Joseph County
L158 .7No repair required 

Repair required 
All cases

157 1155 1.7152
156 1.2155

$
SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from HAO records 

through program year 3 in each site.
NOTE: Entries are for renter enrollees who did not move

when they entered the program. They reported their con
tract rents when they enrolled and again when their dwell
ings were certified for occupancy; the HAO estimated the 
value of tenant-paid utilities in each case from standard 
tables. The average interval between the enrollment inter
view and first certification was 1.6 months in Brown County 
and 2.1 months in St. Joseph County.
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•i::I 16). Those comparisons indicate that during the first program year, participants’ gross rents 
rose by about 3 percent more than nonparticipants’ gross rents, but the difference subse
quently diminished.2 That result includes the effects of other characteristics of participants’ 
housing: For example, low rents rose faster than high rents, regardless of the tenants’ 
participation status. Controlling on dwelling characteristics, we estimate that the pure 
participation effect was a one-time rent increase averaging 1.4 percent in Brown County and 
2.1 percent in St. Joseph County.

Hu:

m
3 Table 16Ml

Rent Changes for Participants’ and Nonparticipants’ 
Dwellings during the First Three Program Years 

in Brown and St. Joseph Counties

:

'
•I Average Annual Change (%) in Gross Rent

j |
Difference

1 Participants’ 
Dwellings

Nonparticipants
Dwellingsa Standard ErrorAmountPeriod

Brown County

3.2 1.7Period 1 
Period 2 
Period 3 

All periods

8.8 5.6
12.2 9.6 2.6 1.3

2.09.2 7.2 1.1
7.4 .89.9 2.5

St. Joseph County

7.4 4.3Period 1 
Period 2 
Period 3 

All periods

3.1 2.5
7.49.5 2.1 2.1

6.3 5.3 1.0 1.5
7.5 2.05.5 .9

SOURCE: Estimated by HASE staff from linked records of the annual 
surveys of households in each site.

NOTE: Entries in the first column are estimates of average rent 
changes for dwellings occupied by participants during at least part 
of the observation interval. Entries in the second column are for 
dwellings not occupied by participants during the interval of obser
vation. A given dwelling could appear in both columns but for dif
ferent periods. Annual differences between participants’ and non- 
participants' rent increases are not cumulative; see text for explana
tion.

I
:

i% -1

aPeriods correspond roughly to program years; calendar intervals 
differ by site.

i

are now comparing gross rents, not the contract rents discussed above. For comparison between dwellings 
within our sites, gross rent is more suitable for reasons stated in note 1 above.

:
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It is important to note that the participation effect ri

subsequent rent increases were only slightly if at all affect dh A? contlnuing tenants, their 
The decline over time in the participation effect (see Tahi ic\-eir StatUS as Participants, 
fact that later observations of rent changes on particmanU’ a 1S11mostly attributable to the 

„ participating ,,„a„0 ,„d *"fewer new :

isTRENDS IN RENTAL OPERATING INCOME AND EXPENSE

From four annual surveys oflandlords in each site, we obtained data that enabled us to 
compile annual operating statements for each property. Trends in rental income, expenses, 
and profits help us assess the causes of the contract rent increases discussed earlier. If they 
resulted from excess demand for housing services (whether induced by the program or other 
causes), we would expect landlords’ profits to rise.

I

;
1
;

Table 17 compares the first- and fourth-year operating statements for regular rental 
properties in each site.3 Gross rent, the amount that a tenant pays for an occupied dwelling, 
increased by 28.5 percent in Brown County and 26.5 percent in St. Joseph County. Operating 
expenses increased by about 39 and 28 percent in the two counties, respectively. The rapid 
rise in operating costs was driven by rising energy prices; the increase was larger in Brown 
County because our baseline data there precede the petroleum crisis of 1973.

Absent any other changes, net operating income—the amount available to the landlord 
for debt service and equity return—would have fallen in both sites. However, the occupancy 
rate rose in both sites, so the landlords’ revenues rose by more than the average rent in- 

Net operating income went up by nearly 11 percent in Brown County and by nearly

r

crease.
30 percent in St. Joseph County. Thus, if the allowance program affected landlords’ profits, it 
must have done so by increasing the occupancy rate rather than by enabling landlords to 
raise rents exorbitantly. Even so, as shown in the last column of the table, the constant-dollar 
value of net operating income fell in Brown County and rose only slightly in St. Joseph

!

:
!

County.
Subtracting mortgage interest payments from net operating income leaves the return to 

the landlord’s equity in his property. In both sites and both years, the current equity return 
under 3 percent of equity value, not enough to warrant holding the average property 

an investment. However, nominal appreciation in property values raised the total equity 
return at baseline to 12 percent in Brown County and 7 percent in St. Joseph County. Three 
years later, the corresponding figures were 10 and 6 percent. In short, landlords accounts do 
not suggest that the allowance program enabled them to earn extra profit.

:aswas
i:
1

3As the note to Table 17 explains, both gross rent and operating expenses include direct tenant payments for fuel 
and utilities, and vacancy losses include some tenant expenses not accounted for elsewhere. These accounting con
ventions improve cross-property comparability and do not affect the outcome with respect to net operating income. 
We should also note that the entries in Table 17 are based on a weighted sample of properties, whereas those in 
Table 16 are based on a weighted sample of dwellings. Table 17 thus gives more weight to single-family houses and 
less to multiple dwellings than does Table 16. The comparable 3-year change in gross rent from Table 16 is 24.9 
percent for Brown County and 18.1 percent for St. Joseph County.

!;
I

;
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Table 17il
;i
!■

Trends in Rental Property Operating Expense and 
Income during the First Three Program Years in 

Brown and St. Joseph Counties
!ii

■

;!!l‘ill
Annual Amount ($) 

per Dwelling1 Price Index 
(Year 1 - 
1.000)

Real
Change

Ratio 
(Year 4: 
Year 1)

;•'
/Year ftYear la (%)iljj Item

i v
Brown County

-4
Operating expense*3 
Vacancy loss and related items 
Net operating income6 

Gross rentJ

1.394
1.174
1.108
1.285

1.348
1.285
1.281
1.281

3.41,063 1,482d - 8.6 
-13.5

142121
6385761

2,2621,760 .3'il
St. Joseph County•:

:
■;! 1.282

1.130
1.298
1.265

1.332
1.265
1.229
1.229

1,6961,323 3.8Operating expense 
Vacancy loss and related items 
Net operating income6 

Gross rent/

dt 216 244 -10.6
228 296 5.6

1,767 2,236 2.9
SOURCE: Estimated by HASE staff from records of the surveys of rental proper

ties in each site and from price indexes constructed by HASE staff for each site.
NOTE: Entries are averages for regular rental properties (excluding farms, 

mobile home parks, rooming houses, and properties with commercial space) opera
ting in each site for the full calendar year preceding the baseline and wave 4 
surveys respectively. To make the accounts comparable between properties, all 
expenses are included whether paid directly by the tenant or included in contract 
rent. The entries were formed by computing average values per dwelling on each 
sampled property, then weighting the properties to reflect their sampling proba
bilities.

aFor Brown County, 1973; for St. Joseph County, 1974.
^For Brown County, 1976; for St. Joseph County, 1977.
Q
Includes fuel and utilities, maintenance, janitorial service, management, 

property tax, and insurance. Excludes capital improvements.
^Vacancy rent loss, including an allowance for utilities that would have been 

paid by the tenant; uncollectable rent; and the rental value of appliances sup
plied by the tenant. The corresponding price index is the rate of increase in 
gross rent.

g
Income available to the landlord for debt service and equity return; the cor

responding price index is the national consumer price index.
f
•'Gross rent, assuming t00-percent occupancy; the corresponding price index is 

the national consumer price index.

i:
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MODELING MARKET OUTCOMES

As a further check on our direct observations of rent 
modeled market outcomes from known initial conditions , "ges and landlords’ profits, we 
flation and assuming that the only demand chanees w’ero ®/aCtlng fro™ general price in
program. Briefly, we used program data to model the time-oathTf by allowance
changes, and data mostly from the Annual Housing Survev t ^“gram-induced demand 
pliers’ aggregate response to market signals of excess demand °T^e 6 * 6 ^me'pat;h of sup‘ 
path of price changes that would be needed to continuously 
housing services against the available supply. 6

The model distinguished two submarkets in each site, one consisting of dwellings poten
tially acceptable to program participants (dwellings they could afford that also either already 
met the HAOs’ housing standards or could be inexpensively improved), and the other consist-' 
ing of the remainder of the rental stock (both dwellings that were too expensive for partici- 
pants and those that were irremediably substandard).

Figures 4 and 5 show the modeled market outcomes for Brown and St. Joseph counties 
over a period of ten years following the introduction of the allowance program. The model 
predicts housing price increases in the recipient submarkets of each county during the first 
two program years as newly enrolled households compete for standard housing. By the end of 
the third program year, the price of housing is falling in the recipient submarkets because 
(through repairs to existing dwellings) the supply of standard housing is catching up with the 
augmented demand for it. Under the most adverse assumptions about repair activity, the 
price of housing services in the recipient submarket reaches its peak in year 3 at 103.5 in 
Brown County and 102.5 in St. Joseph County (year 0 = 100 in each site).

Events in the nonrecipient submarket follow the opposite course; the price of housing 
services first falls as program participants vacate substandard dwellings that cannot easily 
be repaired, then gradually rises to preprogram levels as the least rentable dwellings are 
removed from inventory. The marketwide average price, reflecting offsetting price changes in 
the recipient and nonrecipient submarkets, hardly changes during the 10-year period.

The model results are generally consistent with the empirical evidence concerning the 
size of price increases in the recipient submarket relative to those in the market as a whole, 
but because our observations were made in a context of general price inflation, we cannot 
accurately assess whether prices in the nonrecipient market would have fallen absent that

!
I

i

general inflation.
?
! -

NEIGHBORHOOD EFFECTS
j

Housing assistance programs have often been designed to focus on specific neighborhoods 
that need preservation or renewal, and usually provide assistance only to the occupants of 
selected dwellings. In contrast, the experimental allowance program was open to low-income 
households throughout Brown and St. Joseph counties, and the allowances were portable in 
the sense that enrollees could move without losing their entitlements. One purpose of the 
experiment was to learn how a program with those features would affect deteriorated neigh
borhoods. A related purpose was to learn how such a program would affect existing patterns 
of residential segregation that tend to concentrate both low-income households and racial 
minorities in segregated neighborhoods.

:
:

i

i
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} Program year

SOURCE: Estimated by HASE staff from a demand model fit to data from HAO records 
for Brown County and a supply model fit to data from The U.S. Bureau of the 
Census's Annual Housing Survey.
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Fig. 4—Price changes caused by the allowance program: a model 
of the rental housing market in Brown County
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Program year

SOURCE: Estimated by HASE staff from a demand model fit to data from HAO records for 
St. Joseph County and a supply model fit to data from the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census's Annual Housing Survey.

Note: Ranges reflect alternative assumptions about repair response. Submarket price 
changes are maximums in that they assume no reverse flow of demand to the 
nonrecipient submarket as price falls there.

i
v iFig. 5—Price changes caused by the allowance program: a model 

of the rental housing market in St. Joseph County !
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i
Briefly, we find that because of such segregation, allowance payments did focus on 

deteriorated low-income neighborhoods, especially those predominantly occupied by blacks. 
Although the allowances augmented the incomes of participants and caused many to repair 
their homes, we are unable to discern spillover effects in the form of general neighborhood 
improvement. Although many participants moved, their moves did not significantly alter the 
economic or ethnic composition of neighborhood populations.

Silt!!iliii

it!

■ ; Program Activity and Neighborhood Improvement

To assess the spatial distribution of assistance, we divided each county into small, resi- 
dentially homogeneous neighborhoods (108 in Brown County and 86 in St. Joseph County) 
and classified each according to the amount of allowance payments per resident household 
during the first three program years (Table 18). Although the program did not have explicit 
neighborhood targets, the pattern of participation did cause payments to concentrate in cer
tain neighborhoods. The 23 most active neighborhoods in Brown County, containing less than 
a fifth of all households in the county, jointly received over two-fifths of all allowance pay
ments. In St. Joseph County, nearly half of all payments went to residents of the 21 most 
active neighborhoods.

Although the neighborhoods with high levels of program activity do not form a single 
geographic cluster in either county, they are distinguishable from inactive neighborhoods in 
several respects. They have on average the lowest incomes and property values and the 
lowest incidence of homeowners. Their residential properties are below average in quality 
and maintenance. Thus, by most standards, the allowance program focused on the neighbor
hoods as well as the individual households that most needed help.

However, we find very little evidence that the program altered even the most active 
neighborhoods. In both counties, the greatest increases in population and income occurred in 
the less active neighborhoods, and the greatest increases in property value and dwelling 
quality occurred in neighborhoods with intermediate levels of program activity. Although 
these results do not preclude program effects, they certainly do not signal them.

Considered in context, program activity even in the most active neighborhoods was sim
ply not great enough to generate observable neighborhood change; allowance payments aug
mented neighborhood income by less than one percent, so the general standard of living could 
not have been much affected. The program caused many participants to repair their dwell
ings, but when their repair expenditures are averaged over all neighborhood residents, they 
amount to only a few dollars per dwelling.

However, we did find that neighborhood residents noticed the program and perceived it 
as improving property upkeep and raising property values (Table 19). In part, these percep
tions can be attributed to a general tendency to respond positively to questions about efforts 
at civic betterment; but the difference in responses between high-activity and low-activity 
neighborhoods indicates that respondents in the former group were at least more aware of 
program activity, even if their own households were not directly involved. Probably, they 
generalized program effects from particular instances of friends or neighbors whose homes 
had visibly benefited from the program.

i
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!Table 18

Classification of Neighborhoods by Level of Program Activity: 
Brown and St. Joseph Counties £

bNeighborhood Group Resident Population Cumulative Allowance 
Payments, Years 1-3

Number of 
Neighbor

hoods

Number Percent 
Enrolled 
(Year'3)

Program
Activity
Levela

of Total Per Resident 
($000) Household ($)C iHouseholds

Brcwn County %
1 (high) 23 8,231

9,017
8,578
9,084
8,868

2,074
1,362

25213 l
21 9 1512
14 8326 973 ;:20 4 500 554 5

5 (low) 18 3282 37

St. Joseph County

14,113
14,780
13,886
15,786
16,254

1 (high) 21 21 3,105
1,759

220
12 10 1192 !847 6116 63

4 446954 15
260 165 (low) 18 2

\SOURCES: Tabulated by HASE staff from records of the survey 
of households, waves 1 and 4, in each site; and from HAO records 
through program year 3.

NOTE: Population statistics are based on samples of about
2,600 households in Brown County and 2,100 in St. Joseph County. 
Neighborhood groups exclude 12 thinly populated neighborhoods in 
Brown County and 4 in St. Joseph County because sample sizes were 
too small for reliable classification by level of program activity.

^Neighborhoods were grouped according to cumulative allowance 
payments per resident household.

Population data are from survey wave 1, conducted just before 
the allowance program began. Participation rate is based on the 
resident population at survey wave 4, corresponding to the end of 
program year 3.

Q
Resident households at survey wave 1.
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il Table 19i

Perceived Neighborhood Change by Level of Program Activity: 
St. Joseph County!

Percentage Distribution of Responses by Level of 
Program Activity in Respondent's Neighborhood

:
V{ Groups 1 and 2 (High)Perceived

Program
Effect

Groups 3-5 
(Low)a

All
NeighborhoodsRecipients Nonrecipients

&
Effect of Program on Neighborhood Property Values?

4538-i; 67 45Increased 
No effect 
Decreased

50574932
5 561

il Effect of Program on Neighborhood Property Upkeep?

544884 50Increased 
No effect 
Decreased

46 49 4316
4 3 3

Effect of Program on Repairs?

67Increased 
No effect 
Decreased

55 40 50
42 4632 53|

3 41 1

Has the Program Affected Your Household?

A lot 
Somewhat 
Very little 
Not at all

75 3 4 9
15 2 5 5

4 4 4 4
6 91 87 82

SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from records of the survey of 
households, wave 4, for St. Joseph County.

Entries are based on responses from 1,665 household 
heads who were familiar with program details. Except for round
ing error, all distributions should add to 100 percent.

aAbout 88 percent of the residents of these neighborhoods 
nonrecipients.

NOTE:

I
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|
;Residential Mobility and Neighborhood Change

The portability of housing allowances led some observers to speculate that a full-scale 
program would result in substantial spatial rearrangements of low-income households, par
ticularly those belonging to racial minorities. Some thought the program would help achieve 
a desirable pattern of residential integration, dispersing low-income and minority households 
among more prosperous white neighborhoods. Others worried that participants would aban
don deteriorating neighborhoods and move in unwelcome numbers to a few better neighbor
hoods. Still others were skeptical that the program would much alter the residential 
distribution of participants.

We found that about 40 percent of all renter recipients and 4 percent of all homeowner 
recipients moved after enrolling in the program; about half moved in order to qualify for 
payments and the others moved voluntarily while they were receiving payments. The annu
alized mobility rate for renter participants is distinctly lower than the rate for comparable 
nonparticipants. We think that participation dampens mobility by enabling some renters to 
stay in dwellings they could not otherwise afford; and possibly by deterring others from 
moving, because they do not understand that their allowance entitlements are portable, or 
worry about possible repair requirements that might be imposed by the HAOs 
residence.

To learn how program-related moves affected residential neighborhoods, we compared 
the origins and destinations of all postenrollment moves made by allowance recipients during 
the first five program years in each site. Generally, these moves were either to new addresses 
within the origin neighborhoods, or to similar nearby neighborhoods; the average distance 
moved was less than a mile, and we found no strong directional patterns or focuses in either 
site.

:

!
i

:
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1
\on a new

?

In St. Joseph County, we tabulated moves by whites and non whites separately,4 and 
distinguished between neighborhoods that were predominantly nonwhite, integrated, and 
white. Only a third of the moves were from one type of neighborhood to another, and the 
counterflows between each pair of neighborhood types were nearly balanced (see Fig. 6). 
There was a net shift from nonwhite to integrated and from integrated to white 
neighborhoods, but these net flows were very small relative to the total populations of either 
origin or destination neighborhoods, and did not significantly alter the racial balance in any 
neighborhood.

;

i
y
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THE ROLE OF MARKET INTERMEDIARIES

Because the housing allowance program relies on the private market, program outcomes 
could be affected by the policies or practices of a variety of market intermediaries and in-

ment firms; the latter include residential repair and improvement contractors and providers 

of janitorial and maintenance services.

:

We investigated how these industries were org articipants in the allowance pro-
who used their services, and how their policies a ec were seldom used by
gram. Briefly, we found that the industries were amorph ,

living in central South Bend.
“KThe nonwhites were nearly all blacks who, when they enr
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Integrated
neighborhoods!

i

j

i\
White

neighborhoods
Nonwhite

neighborhoods

Net flow

SOURCE: Compiled by HASE staff from HAO records through program year 5.

Note: Entries are based on 3,641 moves made by households while enrolled, of which 1,296 were 
between the different types of neighborhoods described in the text.

Fig. 6—Moves by program participants between nonwhite, integrated, 
and white neighborhoods in St. Joseph County, 1974-79

either landlords or homeowners, and that program-related transactions never accounted for a 
substantial share of any intermediary’s or supplier’s activity. Consequently, few firms in any 
of the industries ever articulated special policies toward program participants who might 
deal with them, or actively sought participants’ business.

The Intermediary Role in Home Improvement

Enrollees whose dwellings failed initial or annual evaluations had to repair or move in 
order to qualify for payments. Complicated repairs might require the skills of professional 
contractors and expensive repairs might require credit.

However, nearly all the required repairs and most of the voluntary repairs were made by 
the recipients themselves, their friends, or their landlords (see Fig. 3, above). Only the larger 
and more expensive jobs were delegated to professional contractors, whose work on partici
pants’ dwellings was valued at about $236,000 annually in Brown County and $757,000 in St. 
Joseph County. Although these are substantial sums, they amount to less than 3 percent of 
the total receipts of the home repair industry.

Because required repairs were so inexpensive, few participants or their landlords needed 
or sought credit to finance them. Although about half of those who dropped out of the pro
gram mentioned difficulty meeting the housing requirements as one of their reasons, analysis
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iof their circumstances convinces us that easier access to credit at market interest rates would 

have enabled only a few such terminees to qualify for payments. Most had other reasons for 
dropping out.

:;
,

The Intermediary Role in Home Purchase

Renters enrolled in the allowance program could become homeowners without losing 
their entitlements; but aside from the monthly allowance payment, the program offered no 
special incentives or assistance for home purchase. The prospective buyer was responsible for 
finding a home that he could afford and that met HAO standards, for negotiating the sale, 
and for arranging mortgage or other credit to finance the purchase.

Less than a third of the renter enrollees in Brown County and less than a fourth in St. 
Joseph County were young couples, the type of household that accounts for most first-home 
purchases. Because of their low incomes, scant savings, and (sometimes) irregular credit 
records, few would be regarded as prime prospects by either real-estate brokers or institution
al lenders. However, 2 percent of the renter enrollees in Brown County and 3 percent in St. 
Joseph County bought homes after they enrolled.

Commercial banks and thrift institutions in both sites were reluctant to lend on the 
low-valued properties that program participants could afford. Nonetheless, these participants 
bought inexpensive conventional or mobile homes, financing them either with FHA-insured 
loans from mortgage banks, with land contracts, or with consumer loans; some were helped 
by relatives or nonprofit organizations, or made a joint purchase with another family.

Racial Steering and Redlining

Real-estate brokers are often accused of "managing” racial segregation by steering their 
clients to or away from particular neighborhoods. Lenders are often accused of sealing the 
fates of deteriorating neighborhoods by refusing loans on properties there, regardless of the 
buyer’s qualifications (redlining). We investigated these phenomena in our sites as they per
tained to the outcome of the allowance program.

Neither steering nor redlining was an issue in Brown County, which lacks both racial 
minorities and seriously deteriorated neighborhoods. In St. Joseph County, anecdotes about 
racial steering abound, but reliable evidence on the extent of the practice is lacking. Most 
commercial banks and thrift institutions avoided lending on central South Bend properties, 
but other lenders did not.

The racial pattern of home purchases by renter enrollees is consistent with the steering 
hypothesis. Eighty-six percent of the black homebuyers in the program bought within central 
South Bend, where 82 percent of the black population lives. However, that area also con
tained the least expensive homes; and at least some of the buyers either preferred accustomed 
environments or did not know much about alternative possibilities. Once in place, a pattern 
of racial segregation tends to perpetuate itself even without special efforts by market inter
mediaries to maintain it.

i:
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V V. COMMUNITY ATTITUDES
:

:pj From the standpoint of public policy, how people feel about a social program may be fully 
as important as what it objectively does for them. As part of the Supply Experiment, we 
gathered considerable information on community knowledge of and attitudes toward the ex
perimental allowance program. The most systematic information was collected in annual 
communitywide surveys of households and landlords. In addition, resident observers attended 
public meetings at which the program was discussed, talked informally to both influential 
and ordinary citizens, compiled statistical reports on the content of telephone calls received 
by the HAOs, and monitored the treatment of program-related news by local media.

Briefly, we found that knowledge of the program’s existence spread rapidly because of 
the HAOs’ aggressive outreach campaigns; but most people were vague about program de
tails unless they were directly involved as participants or landlords of participants. Over 
time, both favorable and unfavorable attitudes toward the program hardened. Most house
hold heads were favorably disposed toward the program, but only participants believed that 
it substantially affected the community. Landlords were less enthusiastic about the program 
than household heads, but landlords with participating tenants were more positive than 
those without such tenants.

The wide base of community support for this program and the solidification of that sup
port as community experience accumulated are not characteristic of all new social programs. 
From detailed response to our attitude questions, we conclude that this program was espe
cially popular because (a) it was a policy experiment; (b) it was well designed as a housing 
assistance program; and (c) it was managed competently and humanely.

I:

N

THE SPREAD OF PROGRAM KNOWLEDGE
I Operating the experimental allowance program in Brown and St. Joseph counties re

quired formal approval from every local jurisdiction and acceptance by a local housing au
thority of its proposed role as a conduit for program funds. Local officials were thus the first 
to learn about the program; and their debates over its value to their communities were fully 
reported by the local media. However, ordinary citizens paid little attention to the program 
until enrollment began.

Thereafter, knowledge spread rapidly. The publicity attendant on the start of the pro
gram brought over 1,200 applications to the Brown County HAO within the first three 
months, and 1,350 to the St. Joseph County HAO within the first month. During this early 
period, the HAOs made dozens of informational presentations to local audiences, distributed 
brochures and application forms through many channels, and maintained a steady flow of 
press releases, most of which were published by the local media.

Once the first rush of applications had been processed, the HAOs kept up the flow of 
applicants by periodic advertising campaigns, saturating local television and radio channels 
as well as newspapers. After about two years of such campaigns, paid advertising was re
duced to a "maintenance” level, and the HAOs concentrated on mailings and presentations to 
hard-to-reach groups.

Within less than a year after enrollment began, 80 to 90 percent of all household heads

;

I
;
!

J
!

!

44



1r
45

and landlords in each county had heard of the prow

assistance programs in the community. P gram clearly from other housin

!
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'
:g :
;

ATTITUDE FORMATION :
i

Civic leaders in the two counties weredecide whether their jurisdictions would participaS.^eJ^etThus^ong t“e Stta^ 

velop attitudes toward the program. The style of civic leadership differed sharply in the two 
counties, and so did the debate about the allowance program.

Although Brown County had hitherto virtually abstained from federal housing assis
tance, its leaders quickly agreed that the allowance program was desirable. Consensus 
only after probing for dangers to the community. The principal concerns were allowance- 
motivated in-migration, distinguishing the needy from the undeserving, and the problems 
associated with ending the program.

I

;
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::St. Joseph County had considerable experience with federal housing programs. The may

or and council of South Bend enthusiastically endorsed the allowance program, but other 
jurisdictions were worried about the lack of local control of program administration and some 
were concerned that the program would encourage South Bend’s low-income blacks to relo
cate to their communities. Local interest groups—labor unions, taxpayer associations, the 
NAACP, developers, and others—fought for concessions that would benefit their constituents. 
Over a year of step-by-step negotiation was required to bring all jurisdictions into the pro-

:
I

i
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gram.
The concerns of public officials about local control and broader community effects 

not salient in the perceptions of ordinary citizens. As they learned about the program, they 
tended to judge it in terms of the features stressed in the HAOs’ publicity: who would be 
helped and the purpose and form of the assistance. Early evaluations were strongly positive. 
By the end of the first program year, at least three-fifths of those in each site who knew about 
the program thought it was "a good idea” and only a tenth expressed negative views (see 
Table 20). Over time, approval ratings fell slightly, either because early expectations 
disappointed or because those who were slow to learn about the program were also less 
enthusiastic.

Landlords—mostly owners of only one or two small properties—seemed, like the general 
public, to have learned about the program primarily from the HAOs’ advertisements. How
ever, they were less positive than household heads in their early evaluations (see Table 21). 
At the end of the first program year, about half thought that the program was a good idea and 
a fourth thought it was a bad idea. Their views subsequently became less positive in Brown 
County but more positive in St. Joseph County. Brown County’s landlords had little prior 
experience with federal housing assistance programs, so had few benchmarks against which 
to judge this one. By the time of the last survey wave, they were clearly less enthusiastic both 
about the local allowance program and about federal housing assistance generally than were 
St. Joseph County’s landlords, who seem to have been pleasantly surprised by the HAO’s 
performance there.
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Table 20

Program Evaluations by Informed Household Heads: 
Brown and St. Joseph Counties,

Survey Waves 2 and 4

Percentage Distribution

St. Joseph CountyBrown County
Respondent's
Evaluation Wave 2 Wave 4Wave 4Wave 2

Overall Program Evaluationa

64.460.0 61.6 61.8Good idea
Neutral, no opinion 
Bad idea

22.4 25.1
13.2

29.7
10.4

21.6
16.9 13.2

i
Do HAO staff know what they are doing?

38.9 71.5
15.1
13.3

57.5 
21.0
21.5

59.9
18.8
21.2

Yes
Neutral, no opinion 48.0

13.0No

Is the program -run the way it should he?

27.1
60.3
12.6

59.8
18.4

47.8Yes
Neutral, no opinion

50.2
24.1
25.7

29.7
22.4No 21.9

Mould a national program he worth the taxes?

(b)Yes
Neutral, no opinion

46.9 50.8 47.8
(h) 10.8 11.8

37.4
13.4

(b)No 42.1 38.9

Should the federal government help with housing costs?

Yes
Neutral, no opinion

55.9 57.8 58.8
10.4

58.8
28.1
16.1

7.6 8.9
No 34.5 30.8 32.4

SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from weighted rec
ords of the surveys of households.

Distributions are based on records for house
hold heads who were able to give at least some correct 
details about the allowance program, 
ing errors, each column in each panel of the table 
would add to 100.0 percent.

NOTE:

Except for round-

aRespondents rated the program on a 7-point scale,
In this panel, ralings 1-3"good idea" to "bad idea." 

are coded as "good idea" and ratings of 5-7 are coded 
as "bad idea." Ratings of 4 are coded as "neutral" and 
are combined with "no opinion" and "don't know" re
sponses.

This question was not asked of respondents to the 
wave 2 survey in Brown County.
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Table 21

Program Evaluations by Informed Landlords: Brown 
and St. Joseph Counties, Survey Waves 2 and 4

;

Percentage Distribution
:

Brown County St. Joseph County
Respondent's
Evaluation Wave 2 Wave 4 Wave 2 Wave 4

;
Overall Program Evaluationa \

Good idea
Neutral, no opinion 
Bad idea

54.9 43.3
25.6
31.1

48.7 55.3
25.0

i
27.4
23.9

15.2
29.9

;
■■

19.7 'r
i
i

Do HAO staff know what they are doing?

26.6 46.4
31.3
22.3

47.5 53.3
27.0
19.7

Yes
Neutral, no opinion 60.9

12.6
28.4 ;
24.1No .

Is the program run the way it should be?

43.7
31.1
25.2

13.0 40.7 37.3
34.7
28.0

Yes
Neutral, no opinion 71.9 26.3

15.0 33.0No

Would a national program be worth the taxes?

(b) 25.2 36.4
17.4 
46.1

37.3Yes
Neutral, no opinion

y
(b) 17.3

45.4
16.1

(b) 58.7No

Should the federal government help with housing costs?
\
134.7 49.0 51.9

10.3
37.8

33.1Yes
Neutral, no opinion 16.528.6 10.1

i34.455.338.2No
:

SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from weighted rec
ords of the surveys of landlords.

NOTE: Distributions are based on records for land
lords who were able to give at least some correct de
tails about the allowance program. Except for rounding 
errors, each column in each panel of the table would add 
to 100.0 percent.

Respondents rated the program on a 7-point scale, 
"good idea" to "bad idea." In this panel, ratings 1-3 
are coded as "good idea" and ratings of 5-7 are coded 
as "bad idea." Ratings of 4 are coded as neutral and 
are combined with "no opinion" and "don't know" re
sponses.

^This question was not asked of respondents to the 
wave 2 survey in Brown County.
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j ATTITUDES TOWARD A MATURE PROGRAM

The fourth wave of household and landlord surveys was fielded after three years of pro
gram operations. By then, nearly everyone in both counties knew about the program; about 
a fourth of all household heads had at least contacted the HAOs to inquire about their eligi
bility for assistance, and 12 percent had actually enrolled. About a third of all landlords could 
recall housing evaluations on their properties, and nearly a fifth had tenants who were in the 
program.

At that point, a solid majority of household heads approved of the program, its manage
ment, and staff. Support for the program seemed to reflect several beliefs about it: that it 
helped the right people; that it was well run; and that, as a local experiment funded by 
federal taxes, it yielded a net fiscal gain to the community. More people approved of the local 
program than thought a national program would be worth the taxes, though the latter propo
sition was supported by a plurality.

After three years of program operations, its housing and neighborhood effects were bare
ly perceptible to nonparticipants, although many assumed that such effects existed elsewhere 
in the county. Participants, both because of their own experience and because they usually 
lived near others in the program, saw much more evidence of the program’s benefits in their 
neighborhoods. Virtually no one perceived negative consequences such as rent increases, 
property deterioration, or undesirable new neighbors.

The experiences of those participating were, we think, important influences on the atti
tudes of their friends and neighbors. Although the beneficiaries of social programs usually 
approve of them, the allowance program achieved unusually high ratings from its partici
pants (see Table 22). Over 90 percent approved both of the program and the performance of 
the HAO staffs, and nearly as many approved of program rules and procedures. Approval 
ratings varied little with household characteristics. Even majorities of those who applied but 
were ineligible or enrolled but never qualified for payments approved of the program concept, 
the staff, and the rules and procedures. We judge that participants’ high regard for the pro
gram reflected some important features of both its design and management, discussed in the 
next section.

Few landlords, whatever their exposure to the program, thought that it had much affect
ed the management of their own or nearby properties. Among those who had experience with 
the program, about half approved of it and about two-fifths approved of its standards and 
procedures. Only a third thought that a national program would be worth the taxes.

Considering that the program could only indirectly benefit landlords and often caused 
them inconvenience, their approval ratings were high. We think that those who approved 
were often responding to a genuine concern for the welfare of their low-income tenants, and 
were also impressed by the reasonableness of the program’s housing standards. Remarkably, 
80 percent of the landlords whose dwellings failed initial housing evaluations nonetheless 
thought those evaluations were fair. Although few landlords thought that allowance recipi
ents were better tenants than others, only a tenth preferred not to rent to recipients.

!
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Table 22

Recipients’ Evaluations of Selected Federal Housing 
Assistance Programs i

i
Percentage Distribution of Households 

in Each Program

Housing 
Allowances 

(n = 381)

Sec. 236 
Rent Subsidy 

(n = 556)

Sec. 235
Mortgage Subsidy 

(n = 391)

Public 
Housing 

(n = 511)
Respondent's
Evaluation {

iOwn Eozperience with Program
\

8495 86Satisfactory 
Neutral, no opinion 
Unsatisfactory

77
3 5 3 9
2 11 1411

Is the program run the way it should he?

91 69 68 63Yes
Neutral, no opinion 13 16 205 :

:4 18 16 17No
!Should the program he changed in any way? ;

78 49 4852No
292 1612Neutral, no opinion 

Yes 2319 36 35
SOURCES: For housing allowances, tabulated by HASE staff from

weighted records of the wave 4 surveys of households. For other pro
grams, Louis Harris and Associates (1976), pp. 1427-31.

NOTE: HASE and Harris questions are nearly parallel in wording; 
however, responses to the "own experience" question were independently 
scaled by the two sources so may not be exactly comparable, 
surveyed a national sample of participants in each program in 1973; 
the HASE data are for 1978-79.

I
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VI. PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

As compared with other methods for delivering housing assistance to low-income 
households, a housing allowance program has at least the virtue of administrative simplicity. 
In an allowance program, the administering agency does not build, buy, lease, or manage 
residential property; nor does it supervise, regulate, or audit private builders, owners, or 
managers. The agency deals only with households that apply for assistance, and those deal
ings are limited to two issues: determining applicants’ eligibility and entitlements, and 
checking the physical adequacy of their dwellings. Enrollees conduct their own housing 
transactions on the private market without supervision or assistance from the agency.

Earlier sections of this report tell about the experimental program’s degree of success in 
delivering assistance to those who were eligible, and explain how they used their benefits. 
Here, we summarize the program’s administrative experience. Briefly, that experience indi
cates that a well-planned housing allowance office, hiring its staff locally at prevailing 
wages, can perform its functions promptly, equitably, and humanely at the surprisingly low 
cost of $163 per recipient-year (1976 dollars).

Both the structural features of the program, noted above, and its administrative proce
dures contributed to that result. Some of those features and procedures could be applied to 
other programs whose functions included income transfers or earmarked benefits. In particu
lar, our findings are relevant to agencies that, like the HAOs, experience rapid turnover of 
clients.

k

The key administrative functions were eligibility certification and housing certification.1 
Both certifications were entailed in recruiting new recipients (intake) and were repeated 
periodically thereafter (maintenance). Eligibility certification, which includes determining 
the allowance entitlement, is characteristic of all transfer programs. Housing certification is 
only relevant to housing programs. Below, we assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
HAOs with respect to these functions.!

ADMINISTRATIVE EFFECTIVENESS

During their first five years, the two HAOs jointly accepted 59,000 applications, enrolled 
or reinstated nearly 30,000 households, and authorized 23,000 for payments;2 they 
administered 113,000 means tests and 79,000 housing evaluations, and disbursed 428,000 
allowance checks. Both HAOs processed their workloads promptly, made payment errors 
infrequently, and stayed on good terms with their clients and the host communities.

f

1Other important administrative functions were outreach (recruiting applicants by publicizing the program) and 
payment operations (preparing and mailing participants’ monthly checks).

ZThese totals are larger than those given in Sec. I (25,000 enrollees and 20,000 recipients) for two 
Administrative statistics for St. Joseph County were collected for three months beyond the nominal end of year 5, 
adding about 1,000 enrollees; and in both sites, the administrative analysis treated a reinstatement as the equiva
lent of a new enrollment. Altogether, about 3,500 households dropped out of the program but were subsequently 
reinstated.

reasons.
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Workload Processing

Maintenance backlogs never accumulated at either HAO. Allowance checks were always 
mailed in time to reach recipients by the first of the month, and each cohort of recipients due 
for eligibility or housing recertification completed those processes without holdovers to the 
following month. This achievement reflected a firm administrative policy: If workloads ex
panded beyond capacity, maintenance functions had priority over intake.

A moderate backlog of applications was desirable for efficiently scheduling intake activi
ties. The HAOs’ target was an average processing time of 1.5 months from application to 
enrollment. Backlogs inconsistent with that target never accumulated in Brown County, but 
were usual in St. Joseph County because of (we now think) overconservative staffing. Even 
so, the applications backlog in St. Joseph County never became large enough to create prob
lems in public relations.

I

I
i

Controlling Errors

Errors in a client’s records are functionally important only if they affect his allowance 
payments. Most such errors occurred because a client deliberately or accidentally misreported 
information used by the HAO to calculate his entitlement; or because the staff erred in 
transcribing the data or in subsequent computations (see Table 23).

Misreporting errors were rare because the needed information was collected in carefully 
structured interviews with applicants and recipients, who had been asked beforehand to 
document as much of income and relevant expenses as was feasible. Undocumented declara
tions were accepted subject to third-party verification, which the HAOs routinely conducted 
on a sample of such declarations.

Staff errors were more common, but most were caught by routine checks that included a 
computer edit of each interview report (which checked for computational errors and inconsis
tent statuses) and a manual review by another staff member. These procedures were aug
mented by sample audits that included searches for unreported income and verification of 
documents submitted by the clients.

Client misreporting that affected payments occurred in less than 3 percent of all enroll
ment and annual recertification interviews. Most such errors were caught by third-party 
verification. Sample audits indicate that uncorrected errors of this type were only slightly 
biased in the client’s favor, causing net overpayments during the client’s first year that 
averaged only 3 cents in Brown County and $1.33 in St. Joseph County. Staff errors were 
more frequent (7 to 10 percent of all cases), and those not caught by routine controls led to 
average annual overpayments of $5.03 in Brown County and $3.13 in St. Joseph County. The 
experience with annual recertification interviews was similar. Overall, we estimate that the 
HAOs paid out less than 0.5 percent more than clients should have received.

The housing evaluations conducted by HAO staffs for both new enrollees and continuing 
clients were also routinely checked by independent reevaluations of a sample of dwellings. 
Discrepancies in item ratings (e.g., condition of bathroom plumbing) were well under 1 per
cent, and overall pass-fail determinations differed in only 1.5 percent of all cases tested.

'
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\Client and Community Relations

The evidence on the HAOs’ relations with their clients and host communities was 
presented earlier. Survey respondents (both clients and others) gave high approval ratings to

i
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Table 23

Payment Errors in Initial and Annual Eligibility 
Certifications: Housing Allowance Programs in 

Brown and St. Joseph Counties

Type of Certification, by Site

St. Joseph CountyBrown County
Type of Error 

and Disposition AnnualInitialInitial Annual

Percent of Cases with Errors

Client misreporting: 
Total
Uncorrected 

Staff errors:
Total
Uncorrected

1.82.32.83.1
.6 .9.2 .5

8.46.8 10.17.1
4.4 3.02.71.0

Gross Error per Recipient-Year ($)a
!■

Client misreporting: 
Total
Uncorrected 

Staff errors:
Total
Uncorrected

4.919.25 6.42
1.24

7.81
1.25 2.36.05

7.0614.97 5.72
1.87

18.56
5.515.04 2.16

Net Error per Recipient-Year ($)a

Client misreporting: 
Total
Uncorrected 

Staff errors:
Total
Uncorrected

2.96 5.22
1.33

4.353.79
.03 .99 2.36!'

9.62 -1.30
-1.45

5.53
3.13

2.60
5.03 1.98

Net Error as Percent of Annual Payments^

All errors 
Uncorrected errors

1.4 .3 1.2 .8
.6 (c) .5 .5

Estimated from sample studies of HA0 case 
records conducted by HAO staffs.

SOURCE:

aFor initial certification errors, the base is the 
first year of recipiency; for annual certification 
errors, the base is all subsequent years of recipiency. 
Consequently, initial and annual errors are not additive.

bFor initial certification errors, the base is annual 
payments during the first year of recipiency; for annual 
certification errors, the base is annual payments during 
subsequent years of recipiency. Average payments in 
both cases are assumed to be the same, but error rates 
are not additive.

Q
Less than 0.1 percent.
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HAO administration in both sites, even following administrative actions adverse to their 
interests.

administrative efficiency

During the five-year experimental period, administrative expense averaged $1.1 million 
annually in Brown County and $1.6 million in St. Joseph County. In both sites, about two- 
thirds of these expenses went for staff salaries and fringe benefits. Each HAO maintained 
reporting systems that enable us to allocate these expenses by function and workload, and 
thus to estimate the efficiency of various functions over time, at different scales of operation, 
and in comparison to other programs.

In both sites, administrative cost per unit of workload decreased as the HAOs gained 
experience, but were not much affected by the scale of operations. We estimate the steady- 
state intake cost at about $160 per new recipient in Brown County and $230 in St. Joseph 
County. The higher intake cost in St. Joseph County was principally because of its much 
more expensive outreach program; the HAO there spent $46 (mostly on television advertis
ing) per new recipient, as against $5 in Brown County.3 Maintenance costs in both sites were 
about $115 per recipient-year. Amortizing intake costs over the average duration of 
recipiency in each site yields the same total administrative cost in each site: $163 per 
recipient-year (1976 dollars). As shown in Table 24, that outcome compares favorably with 
other housing and income transfer programs, including some whose eligibility 
recertifications or housing evaluations were less frequent or less thorough than those 
conducted by the HAOs.

The HAOs scored high with respect to both administrative effectiveness and efficiency. 
One reason was the intentionally limited nature of HAO administrative functions, which 
made workloads controllable and susceptible to routine procedures; the staff seldom had to 
negotiate with clients or third parties and their responsibilities toward each client were 
clearly specified and limited. Another was the administrative style, which stressed formal 
procedures for most tasks, careful training, thorough and conspicuous checking of both client 
submissions and staff work, and a management information system that closely tracked indi
vidual performances as well as workloads and costs.

One uncontrollable factor that affected performance was the client mix. Many applicants 
proved ineligible only after expensive interviews, and a fifth of those who enrolled never 
qualified for payments; among those who became recipients, some dropped out or became 
ineligible within a few months. Administrative costs would have been substantially lower if 
the HAOs had been able to devise an inexpensive screening procedure that would weed out 
ineligibles and those who were unlikely to persevere in the program.

Excluding those who were only briefly eligible (if an equitable way could be found) would 
have greatly simplified program administration. Recessions in 1974 and 1980 caused enroll
ments to increase in both sites, and during those periods the temporarily unemployed made 
up a larger proportion of all recipients than they did at other times. Because such enrollees 
had little or no current income, their allowance entitlements were above average. The short-

\
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3In the interests of rapid program growth, wanted for experimental reasons, the St. Joseph County HAO spent 
more on advertising than would be warranted for an operating program; however, as noted above, that HAO lacked 
the staff capacity to process all applications as promptly as was desirable. In retrospect, we see that the St. Joseph 
County HAO could have achieved a better balance between outreach effect and intake capacity. However, we did 
learn a good deal about the use of advertising as an outreach technique.

—
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Table 24

Administrative Costs of Selected Housing and 
Welfare Programs

Cost per Recipient-Year 
(1976 $)

i I Housing
Certification

Income
Transfer TotalProgram

i Supply Experiment
163■50113Brown County 

St. Joseph County 
Average

Administrative Agency Experiment 
Most expensive site 
Least expensive site 

Median
Section 8 Existing Housing 

0-49 recipients 
50-99 recipients 
100-299 recipients 
300-499 recipients 
500-999 recipients 
1,000+ recipients

:i 16360103
■

: 16355108,■:

403275202
1946192
235138133

I
(b) (b) 216

(.b)(b) 191
Cb) (b) 170
GO (b) 214
Cb) 0>) 191
00 (b) 296

(b)(b) 190Average
Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children 
Most expensive state 
Least expensive state 

National average^

582582 (<3)
(e) 7777
(c)295 295

SOURCES: Supply Experiment data are from HAO accounting rec
ords; Administrative Agency Experiment data are from U.S. Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Development (1980) and Maloy, Madden, 
and others (1977); Section 8 data are from Coopers and Lybrand 
(1981); AFDC data are from Campbell and Bendick (1978).

NOTE: Costs for each program were converted to 1976 dollars. 
Intake costs for the Supply and Administrative Agency experi
ments and for the Section 8 program are amortized over the esti
mated average duration of recipiency (4 years). AFDC costs for 
determining eligibility and administering payments during fiscal 
1976 were divided by average monthly caseloads for that year; 
costs for social services to recipients were excluded.

aSeven sites, excluding Jacksonville, Florida, where oper
ating experience was unusual. Income transfer, housing certifi
cation, and total entries are for different sites, so the com
ponents do not add to the total.

Not available.
Q

Not applicable.
“^Average of state costs, each weighted by caseload.

b



55run assistance provided by housing allowance d’A
not much affect their housing consumption. S d Felieve their financial

Problems, but did ■

Special Services to Participants

By design, the HAOs offered little in the way of special services to help clients resolve 
their housing problems, and the services that were offered found few takers. Initially, both 
HAOs invited participants to attend group information sessions to learn about the program’s 
housing standards and to become more skillful consumers of housing. Topics included home-

' techniques, tips on moving and home-buying, lease agreements, fair-housing law, and r h The Brown County HAO stopped the sessions after a few months because few clients 
others. ^estecj ^e St. Joseph County HAO continued to offer such sessions, but only a 
^ Taction of all clients attended. Free legal services were also available to clients who 

thought they had been discriminated against in their searches for better housing, but again 
few clients asked for help.

1

!

This evidence, coupled with the fact that about 80 percent of all enrollees qualified for 
payments without special services, leads us to the conclusion that mandatory services for all 
enrollees would have been a costly error in program design. Even among the fifth of all 
enrollees who dropped out without qualifying for payments, we estimate that only 35 to 50 
percent could have been helped by either technical information or advances on their future 
allowances. The others dropped out for reasons unrelated to housing problems. l

I
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VII. LESSONS FROM THE SUPPLY EXPERIMENT:

;:
;

In the following pages, we briefly note what we regard as important lessons that might 
be missed by readers of the preceding sections of this summary, because those sections focus 
on the specific questions that formed our research charter. Most of our comments bear on 
housing policy—the housing circumstances of the poor, how housing markets work, what 
housing programs accomplish; but we also offer advice on program design and administra
tion.

H
; a
i i

'I

I[ THE HOUSING CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE POOR!

Much discourse on federal housing policy is based on two widely held beliefs: (a) that 
most poor people live in seriously substandard dwellings, and (b) that they do so because they 
cannot afford adequate housing. Evidence from the Supply Experiment strongly qualifies 
both propositions.

:

Housing Quality

In Brown and St. Joseph counties, about half of all low-income families lived in dwellings 
that did or would fail the HAOs5 housing standards. However, relatively few of the substand
ard dwellings were structurally unsound, lacked basic domestic facilities, or were severely 
overcrowded. Most of the defects reported by the HAOs’ evaluators were easily remediable 
health and safety hazards such as stairways without handrails, broken or unopenable win
dows, leaky plumbing, unsafe electrical installations, and poorly vented space heaters. As 
evidenced by enrollees’ responses to dwelling failure, these defects could usually be corrected 
by amateur labor, often using materials on hand. Professional contractors were hired for less 
than 15 percent of all required repairs. The average cost, including an imputed wage for the 
unpaid labor of program participants, their friends, and their landlords, was about $100; cash 
outlays were substantially less. Dwellings that were not repaired usually had more defects, 
but the estimated cost of repairing them averaged only $125 for owners and $350 for renters.

The findings in our sites are broadly consistent with the evidence of recent national 
surveys of housing quality. For example, the 1979 Annual Housing Survey (AHS) reports 
that 97 percent of all occupied dwellings in the United States have complete bathrooms and 
kitchens, hot and cold running water, and electricity. In the northeast and north-central 
states, where winters are severe, 94 percent of all occupied dwellings have either central 
heating or built-in electric heaters. In the southern states where summers are hot, 73 percent 
have air-conditioning. Nationwide, 96 percent have at least one room per occupant.

There are, of course, people who do live in dilapidated dwellings that lack toilets or baths 
or refrigerators, and who sleep five or six persons per room. But these are now rare cases—too 
rare to be reasonably addressed by a broadly targeted program of housing improvement. 
Whether it is an urgent national priority to remedy the health and safety hazards that do not 
much concern the occupants of defective dwellings is a different question; although such
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manifestly undesirable, remedying them would only marginally improve thehazards are
health, morale, or social performance of the poor.1

Housing Expenditures

One reason for the basically good quality of dwellings in Brown and St. Joseph counties 
was that even the poor spent substantial amounts on their housing. Although those who 
enrolled in the allowance program were drawn entirely from the lower half of each commu
nity’s income distribution, the average housing expenditure of renter participants when they 
enrolled was close to the marketwide median rent in each site.

These housing expenses are surely burdensome for low-income households. For example, 
among renter participants in St. Joseph County, the average gross income at enrollment was 
$3,600 and the average gross rent expenditure (which includes fuel and utilities) was $1,975 
or 55 percent of income (see Table 14, above). For owner participants with an average gross 
income of $4,200, the housing expense burden averaged 46 percent of income. National data 
consistently show comparably high housing expense burdens for low-income households.

These high expense burdens often serve as the premise for the proposition that if poor 
people had more money, they would buy better housing. As noted earlier ("Household Budget 
Allocation”), our data speak strongly against that inference. For a typical renter household in 
our sites, we estimate that a permanent 10-percent increase in income would cause only a 
2-percent increase in housing consumption; for a typical owner, housing consumption would 
increase by 5 percent.

In the allowance program, renters’ incomes were augmented by about a fourth and 
ers’ incomes by about a sixth. Both groups increased their housing expenditures by about 8 
percent, partly because of program standards that impelled them to correct housing defects 
they would otherwise have tolerated despite their augmented incomes.

Even so, renters typically spent only 16 cents and owners 21 cents of each allowance 
dollar on extra housing consumption; about four-fifths of all allowance payments were used 
by recipients to reduce their housing expense burdens—in other words, were spent on non-

own

housing consumption.
We conclude from this evidence that low-income households in our sites and probably 

elsewhere would much prefer help with their present housing expenses to any substantial 
increase in their housing consumption. It does not necessarily follow that the taxpayer who

should share that view; but if thecontributes to low-income housing assistance programs 
public purpose is a substantial change in the pattern of low-income housing consump i , 
unrestricted cash grants are not the answer. The desired consumption c ange as w 
means to pay for it must be imposed on the beneficiary.

HOW HOUSING MARKETS WORK number of influential
uld drive up theThe main reason for conducting the ^^^^g^owance program wo

observers believed or feared that a

'There is little scientific evidence about the effects ^is assocfates (1962); ^ e^f^all but for
the best study was conducted by Daniel M. Wilner and his^ and finds evidence^ ^ fdwol# etc.), espec 
slum dwellers of moving into new public housing in with neighbo ,
ments in health, morale, and social performance (re 
children.
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price of housing. The general reasoning was that housing allowances would increase the 
demand for housing services, but would not augment the supply. Especially in markets where 
vacancy rates were already low, competition for better dwellings would then cause prices to 
rise sharply.

The experiment demonstrated that a full-scale program did not have that undesirable 
effect in either Brown County’s tight market or St. Joseph County’s loose market. The ab
sence of the predicted price increases is partly explained by the fact that program-induced 
housing demand was substantially less than most of us expected, for reasons discussed above. 
But it also appears that the supply of housing services is more flexible than it was generally 
believed to be. In the rental market, the increased demand was substantially met by rear
ranging the distribution of vacant dwellings and by improving the existing stock of dwell
ings.

The Price Elasticity of the Occupancy Rate

When the effective demand for rental housing increases in a local market, newly formed 
households occupy formerly vacant dwellings, and existing households move from small or 
poor-quality dwellings to larger or better ones. Such events increase the total amount of 
housing service sold to and consumed by renters without any change in the rental inventory. 
Unless the vacancy rate is very low, competition between the landlords of occupied and va
cant dwellings serves to keep rent increases modest.

At baseline in Brown and St. Joseph counties, we encountered rental vacancy rates that 
differed dramatically; yet the rents charged for similar dwellings in the two sites were nearly 
identical (see Table 2, above). First using HASE data and later using Annual Housing Survey 
data for a national sample of 59 metropolitan areas, we estimated the price elasticity of the 
occupancy rate—that is, by how much the occupancy rate typically increases in response to a 
given increase in the market price of rental housing. The results indicate that relatively 
small price increases will call forth unoccupied dwelling space until the occupancy rate 
reaches about 95 percent (vacancy rate equals 5 percent); thereafter, the supply responsive
ness to price changes drops off sharply.

I

!5

Housing Deterioration and Maintenance Policy

Absent regular maintenance, the productivity of residential capital (structural improve
ments and equipment) declines rapidly. For a mixed-age sample of rental dwellings in our 
sites, we estimate that the deterioration rate under conditions of zero maintenance would be 
about 8 percent annually.

To offset that deterioration and improve their dwellings, property owners spend consider
able amounts on repair, replacement, and improvements. In Brown and St. Joseph counties, 
annual outlays for these purposes averaged $280 per rental dwelling and $500 per owner- 
occupied home (1973 dollars), or about 17 percent of the annual value of the housing services 
provided by those dwellings, and 2.5 percent of property value. Nationally, such outlays 
account for about 44 percent of annual gross investment in housing (outlays for new construc
tion plus repairs and improvements to existing dwellings).

When the demand for housing services increases, improvements to the existing inventory 
can accommodate part of the increase; when demand decreases, property owners can reduce 
the flow of services by cutting back on maintenance. From HASE data, we have estimated
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production functions that indicate the profit-maximizW moi *
shift. Thus, if the market price of rental housing ser-vlr^ nten*nce resP°nse to a demand 
(relative to the cost of maintenance inputs) lanHlnrria *°.lncrease 10 percent
their maintenance efforts by 12 percent. If they also increased ti,™ • * profltable to increase 
building services in the same proportion, the output of hmi • ^ mputs °^uel and routine
2 percent. In short, the supply of housing servesH Z?* 7”? 7°^ by ab°Ut 

demand changes not only by changes in the occupancy rate but alL'by changes mTa^

\

nance effort.
:

Housing Submarkets

Estimates of the probable effects of government intervention in local housing markets 
usually entail either explicit or implicit assumptions as to the division of a local market into 
essentially noncompeting submarkets. While planning the Supply Experiment, we and others 
worried that program-induced demand would drive up housing prices in the submarkets 
heavily patronized by program participants even if the rest of the market were unaffected. 
Various studies have proposed the existence of essentially noncompeting submarkets by loca
tion (central city versus suburban), race (black versus white), type of structure (apartments 
versus single-family houses), and tenure (rental versus ownership).

Conceptually, a housing submarket consists of a collection of housing suppliers and de- 
manders who trade in dwellings or housing services for which there are no close substitutes. 
What we found in Brown and St. Joseph counties was a continuous gradation of housing 
preferences and dwelling configurations such that there were no sharp breaks in the chain of 
substitutability and therefore no sharp differences in the prices paid for comparable attrib
utes—for example, the extra rent charged for an extra bedroom.

Although the flow prices of housing attributes were close to uniform across each of our 
metropolitan housing markets, it is important to add that stock prices were not. The most 
remarkable difference was between dwellings in central South Bend and elsewhere in St. 
Joseph County. After adjusting property values to control for differences in age of buildings 
and type of structure, we found that comparable rental dwellings in the two locations differed 
in value by about a fourth and owner-occupied homes by about a third (see Table 2, above). 
These differences were clearly related to vacancy rates. Thus, although rents for comparable 
dwellings in the two locations were nearly identical, rental revenues in central South Bend 

8 percent less because of higher vacancies there. After subtracting operating costs 
(about the same in both locations), the difference in net operating return roughly accounts for 
the difference in property value.

If it is generally true that rents do not fall in neighborhoods that are out of favor with 
consumers, but property values do fall, those facts have important implications for the fu
tures of such neighborhoods. For renters, no price concessions are offered to offset the disad
vantages of the neighborhood, so renters are unlikely to return there. The case may be 
different for a homebuyer, who can get more housing for his money if he is willing to accept 
less neighborhood. The rejuvenation of deteriorating neighborhoods may thus hinge on a shift 
from rental to owner occupancy, the possibilities for which vary with building configuration.

i

i

were
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WHAT HOUSING ALLOWANCES DO—AND DON’T DO

: Although the Supply Experiment’s results should quiet the general concern about unde
sirable market disturbances that might result from a national housing allowance program, 
those results raise some very pointed questions about housing assistance programs generally. 
Nearly everyone expected the experimental program to have more effect on participants’ 
housing consumption than it did, and some expected a conspicuous improvement in the gen
eral quality of low-income neighborhoods. Below, we summarize our own sense of the ways in 
which a national housing allowance program would serve the objectives of national housing 
policy.

■

!
i

Improving the Housing Circumstances of the Poor

By definition, low-income families cannot afford a socially adequate standard of living, 
but they choose different economies in order to match their living standards to their budgets. 
Some poor people live in inexpensive and inadequate dwellings; others are adequately housed 
by dint of spending half or more of their incomes for housing. Allowances are flexible enough 
to remedy whichever circumstance applies to a particular case.

The evidence from our experimental sites is that most of the poor live in fairly good 
dwellings but spend large fractions of their incomes for housing. Thus it is appropriate for a 
housing assistance program to devote more resources to budgetary relief than to housing 
improvement. On average, the recipients of housing allowances increased their housing ex
penditures by about 8 percent, of which only 4 percent was typically required to meet mini
mum quality standards. The largest increases, averaging 16 percent, were for a minority of 
renters who moved after enrolling, some from failed dwellings that were overcrowded or 
difficult to repair and some for reasons unrelated to program requirements.

However, using housing expenditure to measure the change in participants’ housing may 
miss the point. The features of a dwelling that are vested with the public interest are not 
necessarily those that are valued in the marketplace. The health and safety hazards so com
mon in enrollees’ dwellings did not much affect rents or property values, either because those 
hazards did not greatly concern the occupants or because the defects were inexpensive to 
remedy. In steady state, we estimate that participation in the allowance programs increased 
by about 30 percentage points the chances that an eligible household would be adequately 
housed, according to our standards.

Put simply, what an allowance program does for housing quality is to enforce a model 
housing code by offering an incentive payment for compliance rather than by punishing 
violators. The incentive payment works because it considerably exceeds the cost of compli
ance for all but the worst dwellings. Aside from whatever value participants placed on their 
improved housing, they reaped a net cash gain from participation that averaged roughly $800 
annually for renters and $600 for homeowners.

If one accepts the traditional federal standard that the housing expenses of low-income 
families should not exceed a fourth of income, those cash transfers were not excessive. Under 
the most conservative interpretation of this rule, the average renter participant’s housing 
expense dropped from 49 to 28 percent of gross income; as that rule is applied in the public 
housing program, the drop would be from 68 to 38 percent.2

:
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2See p. 26, note 8, for further explanation.
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However one weights the housing improvement and income transfers achieved by hous
ing allowances, the program is notably efficient in its use of public funds. We estimate that 
85 percent of each federal dollar directly benefited the program participants; the remainder 
went mostly for program administration.

We know of no other low-income housing assistance program that approaches this record 
(see Table 25). Recently constructed public housing is plagued by high development and 
operating costs which, by one estimate, amount to twice the market value of the housing 
services provided. The Section 8 Existing Housing program is similar in concept to housing 
allowances, but at least in its early years did not control price increases effectively; landlords 
of dwellings entering the program obtained rent increases averaging 26 percent, and those 
price increases absorbed 30 percent of total program funds without benefit to participants; 
administrative costs accounted for another 13 percent.

Assistance to low-income families in the form of unrestricted cash grants would have a 
greater transfer efficiency than do housing allowances; we estimate that 89 percent of the 
federal cost would end as benefits to participants. We also note, however, that such an ap
proach would yield substantially less increase in housing consumption and would not signifi
cantly affect housing quality as measured by public standards.

S

j

f
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Housing Allowances and Other Policy Objectives

Although housing allowances are effective and efficient remedies for the housing quality 
and expense problems of low-income families, they do not contribute much to other objectives 
of federal housing policy, such as neighborhood improvement, racial and economic integra
tion, home ownership, stabilization of the construction industry, and liquidity of housing 
investments.

Although’priorities among these objectives shift with circumstances, neighborhood im
provement and racial integration are among the more urgent. Both have proven intractable 
to a formidable array of ameliorative programs addressed directly to those issues. It may be 
that solutions will come only through redefinition of the problems and corresponding changes 
in our ideas about satisfactory solutions.

At any rate, we would not expect a national housing allowance program to do much more 
than enable low-income households to afford safe and decent housing on condition that they 
occupy such housing. Possibly, the program’s implicit training in standards of home mainte
nance will have a long-run cumulative effect on the physical appearance of low-income neigh
borhoods and in the morale of neighborhood residents in and out of the program, but the 
experimental evidence does not warrant such a prediction. Certainly, the program widens the 
range of dwellings affordable to participants belonging to racial minorities and so should 
facilitate the gradual desegregation of our cities; but we suspect that the desegregation of 
private and public employment and the consequent changes in the economic and social status 
of minorities will be much more influential on residential integration than a transfer pro
gram addressed to low-income members of those minorities.

i
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Who Gets Help

Because the experimental housing allowance program offered cash payments to eligible 
households, nearly everyone expected a high participation rate among those who were eligi
ble. Although enrollment grew rapidly during the first two program years, it leveled off by
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Table 25

Destination of Program Dollars in Selected Rental 
Housing Assistance Programs

Percent of Program Dollars

Sec. 8 
Existing

Housing
Allowances

Income
Maintenance

Public
Housing

Destination of 
Program Dollars

Beneficiary 
Program participants 
Other consumers*2 ^
3uilders, landlords, administrators 

Total

85 895734
-2 -16
1743 1260

100100100 100
End Use

Housing consumption*2 
Other consumption*2 

Total

15 78 10
85 9392 90

100100 100100
SOURCE: Comparisons by HASE staff of public housing, housing allowances, and 

income maintenance programs.
NOTE: Estimates are for programs serving a standard population of renter par

ticipants and providing the same average participant benefit. Programs differ 
with respect to the estimated cost to the government of supplying the standard 
benefit, the allocation of those costs, and the division of benefits between 
housing and other consumption.

^Program activities may affect the price of housing to nonparticipants. Posi
tive entries reflect reduced market prices and negative entries reflect higher 
market prices, resulting in both consumption changes and budget reallocations for 
nonparticipants. Their gains and losses are balanced by landlords' gains and 
losses, included in the third entry of each column.

Includes above-market development and operating cost (public housing), above
market rent charged by participating landlords (Sec. 8), and program administra
tion (all programs). See also note a.

Q
Estimated net increase in consumption by both participants and nonparticipants 

due to the program. Payments enumerated in note b are assumed to result only in 
nonhousing consumption.

the end of the third year, when only 40 percent of those currently eligible were enrolled and 
only 33 percent were actually receiving payments.3

Both Rand and the Urban Institute have estimated that under the Supply Experiment’s 
rules about a fifth of all households would be eligible to participate in a permanent national 
program; however, that number could be substantially increased or decreased by changing

3Reports from the HAOs after the end of the experimental period indicate that recent enrollment levels are about 
a third above those of year 3. Because our last surveys of households were conducted in 1977 (Brown County) and 
1978 (St. Joseph County), we do not know whether this is because the eligible populations have grown or because 
participation rates have risen. HAO directors believe that the eligible populations have grown because of unemploy
ment, These recent events warrant more analysis than they have received.



63 !
!

the income limits or categorically excluding specific groups (for instance, homeowners or 
nonelderly single persons). Assuming the same eligibility standards as in the experimental 
program and given also its benefit formula and housing standards, we think that a perma
nent national program would achieve only slightly higher participation rates than did the 
Supply Experiment.

The main reasons for expecting any higher level of participation in a permanent national 
program are wider knowledge of program details, more favorable attitudes toward participa
tion, and prompter enrollment by newly eligible households. As compared with experience in 
Brown and St. Joseph counties (see Fig. 2, above), there is little room for improvement in 
these respects. Larger increases could only be achieved by program changes that affected the 

for nonparticipation: the expectation of low benefits and unwillingness to meet 
the program’s housing standards.

Because the allowance formula causes benefits to decrease smoothly to zero as income 
rises, there was necessarily a large group of households that were nominally eligible but 
entitled only to small benefits. The low participation rate (17.5 percent) for eligibles with 
monthly entitlements under $20 undoubtedly reflects their disinterest in such small sums, 
but surely also reflects less than urgent need for any benefit at all. Similarly, many who 
expected to be eligible for only a short time did not bother to apply. By selecting themselves 
out of the program, the marginally eligible saved administrative expense with little 
quence for program objectives.

More troublesome is the evidence that those in the worst housing were, on average, least 
likely to qualify for payments. That outcome is curious, because we estimate that most drop
outs could have repaired their substandard dwellings (or moved) and recouped the costs from 
their first few allowance payments. A special study of dropouts persuades us that less than 
half could have been helped to qualify by casework services or front-end financial assistance; 
the rest dropped out for reasons unrelated to their housing defects.

The exact specification of housing standards is a very important factor in the outcome of 
a housing allowance program. Although the standards used in the Supply and Demand ex
periments had the same general intent and drew on the same precedents, slight differences in 
wording and evaluation style led to substantial differences in results when the same set of 
dwellings was evaluated under each experiment’s rules. The different failure rates would 
have been unimportant if all failures were easily remediable; but a dwelling that fails be
cause its windows are too small or its ceilings are too low by a few inches is unlikely to be 
repaired.

We strongly recommend additional research and field testing for housing standards that 
are applied in both federal housing assistance programs and local housing codes. Those in 

represent a consensus of expert opinion; but their premises are largely untested, 
and their consequences in the field are, except for the EHAP experiments, poorly document-
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OPERATING LOW-INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Earlier, we showed that the housing allowance offices established under Rand’s super
vision to administer the experimental programs were both effective and, compared with other 
transfer programs, efficient in their operations. We credit that outcome in part to program 
features that limited administrative responsibilities (participants conducted their own hous
ing transactions in the private market) and in part to an administrative style that empha
sized the consistent application of detailed rules, thorough training of the staff, routine 
checks on their performance, and a good management information system.

The final lesson to be noted here is that the program’s administrative success depended 
mostly on administrative features that are generalizable. Well-designed incentives for cli
ents’ performance in other transfer programs could lessen the need for expensive casework. 
Well-designed administrative procedures can expedite the flow of work and reduce the inci
dence of errors. Well-designed personnel systems can motivate good performance without 
resort to exorbitant payscales. Although skeptics usually focus on staff quality as the reason 
why a national program could not replicate the administrative success of a "hothouse” experi
ment, we think that a more likely reason is high-level inattention to the problems of adminis
trative system design.

,1

;
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Appendix

SELECTED PUBLICATIONS OF THE HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE SUPPLY EXPERIMENT

:
!■

This appendix lists 32 reports, 117 notes, and 20 professional papers prepared by Rand’s 
staff for the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. The list is a selection from over 279 
documents published by HASE during its 10-year history, and encompasses all aspects of 
experimental design and research findings. Nearly all HASE publications not listed here are 
codebooks and audit reports documenting the HASE data files; these are listed separately in 
Appendix B of the main report.

The list is topically organized as follows:

• General Reports
• Research Design
• Program Design
• Program Analysis
• Market and Community Response to Program
• General Market Analysis
• Housing Cost and Price Indexes

Most topics are subdivided to help readers with specific interests locate the pertinent 
documents. Within each subdivision, documents are listed by publication series (R = report, 
N = note, P = professional paper) and number. Except for general reports, documents that 
deal substantially with more than one subject are listed under all pertinent headings.

Many of the documents listed here were initially published as working notes (WN series) 
designed for prompt communication of research results to HUD. During 1980 and 1981, those 
of more than passing interest were republished as notes (N series) for general distribution. 
Entries for these documents include the original publication number and date. Titles appear
ing in earlier lists but not shown here have been superseded by other documents or with
drawn because they are obsolete.

All documents listed here are available to the public from Rand or from nearly 350 
libraries that subscribe to Rand publications. Many of them are also available from the Na
tional Technical Information Service (NTIS) and HUD User.1

£
i

l

:
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GENERAL REPORTS

R-1659-HUD. First Annual Report of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. October 
1974.

R-1959-HUD. Second Annual Report of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. May 
1976.

1The address of NTIS is Springfield, Virginia 22151. The address of HUD User is P.O. Box 280, Germantown, 
Maryland 20767.
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R-2151-HUD. Third Annual Report of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment February 
1977.

R-2302-HUD. Fourth Annual Report of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. May 1978.

R-2434-HUD. Fifth Annual Report of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. June 1979.

R-2544-HUD. Sixth Annual Report of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. May 1980.

R-2740-HUD. Experimenting with Housing Allowances. Final Comprehensive Report of the 
Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. Ira S. Lowry (ed.). Forthcoming (1982).
R-2880-HUD. Experimenting with Housing Allowances: Executive Summary. Final Compre
hensive Report of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. Ira S. Lowry. April 1982.

N-1215-HUD. A Topical Guide to HASE Research. Ira S. Lowry. June 1979.

P-5567. The Housing Assistance Supply Experiment: An Overview. Ira S. Lowry. January
1976.

P-5976. An Overview of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. Ira S. Lowry. September
1977.

P-6075. Early Findings from the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. Ira S. Lowry. Jan
uary 1978.

P-6455. Housing Allowances: Lessons from the Supply Experiment. Ira S. Lowry. March 1980.

P-6696. Delivering Housing Assistance to Low-Income Households. Ira S. Lowry. October 
1981.

RESEARCH DESIGN

General Design

R-2630-HUD. The Design of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. Ira S. Lowry. June 
1980.

N-1025-HUD. Testing the Supply Response to Housing Allowances: An Experimental Design. 
Ira S. Lowry, C. Peter Rydell, David M. de Ferranti. February 1981. (First issued as WN- 
7711-UI, December 1971.)

N-1027-HUD. Preliminary Design for the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. Ira S. 
Lowry. July 1980. (First issued as WN-7866-HUD, June 1972.)

N-1030-HUD. Phase II Price Controls and the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. David 
B. Lewis. February 1981. (First issued as WN-7888-HUD, July 1972.)

N-1031-HUD. Failure Mode Analysis for the Housing Allowance Program. Robert A. Levine. 
February 1981. (First issued as WN-7895-HUD, July 1972.)

N-1036-HUD. Contingency Planning for the Supply Experiment. Ira S. Lowry. October 1980. 
(First issued as WN-7980-HUD, October 1972.)

N-1037-HUD. Supplemental Design Papers for the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment.
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Housing Assistance Supply Experiment Staff. October 1980. (First issued as WN-7982-HUD, 
July 1972.)

N-1052-HUD. General Design Report: Supplement. Ira S. Lowry (ed.). December 1980. (First 
issued as WN-8364-HUD, August 1973.)

N-1053-HUD. Proceedings of the General Design Review of the Housing Assistance Supply 
Experiment. Housing Assistance Supply Experiment Staff. January 1981. (First issued as 
WN-8396-HUD, October 1973.)

N-1060-HUD. Market Intermediaries and Indirect Suppliers: Reconnaissance and Research 
Design for Site I. William G. Grigsby, Michael Shanley, Sammis B. White. July 1980. (First 
issued as WN-8577-HUD, February 1974.)

N-1087-HUD. Market Intermediaries and Indirect Suppliers: First Year Report for Site II. 
Sammis B. White. December 1979. (First issued as WN-9020-HUD, August 1977.)

N-1089-HUD. Market Intermediaries and Indirect Suppliers: Reconnaissance and Research 
Design for Site II. William G. Grigsby, Michael Shanley, Sammis B. White. July 1980. (First 
issued as WN-9026-HUD, May 1975.)

N-1106-HUD. Are Further Survey Cycles Needed in Site I? Ira S. Lowry. March 1981. (First 
issued as WN-9541-HUD, July 1976.)

N-1138-HUD. Completing the Supply Experiment. Housing Assistance Supply Experiment 
Staff. May 1981. (First issued as WN-10223-HUD, June 1978.)

P-4645. Housing Assistance for Low-Income Urban Families: A Fresh Approach. Ira S. Lowry. 
May 1971.

P-5302. The Housing Assistance Supply Experiment: Tensions in Design and Implementation. 
Ira S. Lowry. September 1974.

i «
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Site Selection

N-1026-HUD. Site Selection for the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment: Stage I. Housing 
Assistance Supply Experiment Staff. July 1980. (First issued as WN-7833-HUD, May 1972.)

N-1033-HUD. Site Selection for the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment: SMSAs Proposed 
for Site Visits (A Briefing). Housing Assistance Supply Experiment Staff. July 1980. (First 
issued as WN-7907-HUD, August 1972.)

N-1041-HUD. Collected Site Selection Documents: Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. 
Robert Dubinsky. July 1980. (First issued as WN-8034-HUD, January 1973.)

Survey Sample Design and Sample Selection ____ ...•

N-1040-HUD. Sample Design for the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. Timothy M. 
Corcoran, Eugene C. Poggio, Tiina Repnau. October 1980. (First issued as WN-8029-HUD, 
November 1972.)

N-1043-HUD. Preliminary Description of Sample-Selection Procedure. Eugene C, Poggio. May 
1981. (First issued as WN-8101-HUD, January 1973.)
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N-1045-HUD. The Effects of Nonresponse on Record Completion in a Panel of Residential 
Properties. Timothy M. Corcoran. December 1980. (First issued as WN-8174-HUD, April 
1973.)

N-1047-HUD. Sample-Selection Procedures for Site I. Eugene C. Poggio. December 1980. 
(First issued as WN-8201-HUD, March 1973.)

N-1049-HUD. The Role of Household Survey Data in the Supply Experiment. Adele R. Palmer 
(ed.). January 1981. (First issued as WN-8218-HUD, March 1973.)

N-1061-HUD. Sample Selection Procedure for St. Joseph County, Indiana. Sandra H. Berry, 
Daniel A. Relies, Eugene Seals. May 1981. (First issued as WN-8588-HUD, January 1974.)

N-1064-HUD. Sampling Nonresidential Properties: Site I. Timothy M. Corcoran. December 
1980. (First issued as WN-8623-HUD, March 1974.)

N-1065-HUD. Survey Sample Design for Site I. Timothy M. Corcoran. February 1981. (First 
issued as WN-8640-HUD, March 1974.)

N-1066-HUD. Selecting the Baseline Sample of Residential Properties: Site I. Eugene C. 
Poggio. February 1981. (First issued as WN-8645-HUD, March 1977.)

N-1067-HUD. Characteristics of the Residential Baseline Survey Samples for Site I. Tiina 
Repnau. March 1981. (First issued as WN-8682-HUD, May 1974.)

N-1090-HUD. Selecting the Baseline Sample of Residential Properties: Site II. Daniel A. 
Relies. May 1981. (First issued as WN-9027-HUD, October 1975.)

N-1107-HUD. Selecting the Permanent Panel of Residential Properties, Site I. Timothy M. 
Corcoran. April 1981. (First issued as WN-9575-HUD, April 1978.)

N-1109-HUD. Selecting the Permanent Panel for Residential Properties, Site II. Timothy M. 
Corcoran. April 1981. (First issued as WN-9577-HUD, April 1977.)

i

Survey Instruments and Field Procedures

N-1028-HUD. Preliminary Description of Survey Instruments. Housing Assistance Supply Ex
periment Staff. July 1980. (First issued as WN-7883-HUD, June 1972.)

N-1071-HUD. The Screening Instrument and Supplementary Forms: Site I. HASE Survey 
Group. March 1981. (First issued as WN-8688-HUD, July 1974.)

N-1072-HUD. Interviewer Training Manual for the Site I Screening Survey. HASE Survey 
Group. May 1981. (First issued as WN-8689-HUD, November 1974.)

Survey Audit Plans and Statistical Methods

N-1050-HUD. Compensating for Landlord Nonresponse in the Housing Assistance Supply 
Experiment. Adele R. Palmer. December 1980. (First issued as WN-8268-HUD, June 1973.)

N-1063-HUD. Baseline Audit Plan. Leonard G. Chesler, David M. de Ferranti, William L. 
Dunn, Joseph A. Grundfest, Richard E. Stanton. February 1981. (First issued as WN-8612- 
HUD, February 1974.)
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N-1070-HUD. Accounting and Auditing Procedures for Rental Property Financial Data. Ther- 
man P. Britt, Jr. March 1981. (First issued as WN-8687-HUD, August 1974.)

N-1096-HUD. A Plan for Analyzing Nonresponse Bias: Survey of Landlords, Baseline, Site I. 
C. Peter Rydell, Richard E. Stanton. April 1981. (First issued as WN-9211-HUD, August 
1975.)

N-1136-HUD. Using Weights to Estimate Population Parameters from Survey Records. Daniel 
A. Relies. May 1981. (First issued as WN-10095-HUD, April 1978.)

I
;

Data Management :
i

N-1029-HUD. Data Management System: Parti, Fieldwork Data and Data Transfer Specifica
tions. Gerald Levitt. July 1980. (First issued as WN-7885-HUD, July 1972.)

N-1034-HUD. Data Management System: Part II, The Management of Data for Analysis. Ger
ald Levitt. February 1981. (First issued as WN-7953-HUD, August 1972.)

N-1042-HUD. Data Management System for the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. Col
leen M. Dodd, Misako C. Fujisaki, Gerald Levitt. July 1980. (First issued as WN-8054-HUD, 
November 1972.)

N-1062-HUD. Baseline Data Systems Design, Implementation, and Operation Report. Gerald 
Levitt (ed.). May 1981. (First issued as WN-8611-HUD, March 1974.)

N-1098-HUD. HASE Data Systems: The HASE Audit and Analysis Support Package 
(HAASP). Eric Harslem, Michel Rogson. May 1981. (First issued as WN-9292-HUD, Novem
ber 1975.)

N-l 131-HUD. HAMISH Update System: Input Form Specifications. Zahava B. Doering, Su
san Welt. May 1981. (First issued as WN-10029-HUD, January 1978.)

N-l 132-HUD. Sample Maintenance Office Procedures Manual. Susan Welt. May 1981. (First 
issued as WN-10039-HUD, January 1979.)

N-1133-HUD. HAMISH Survey Support System: Technical Description. Zahava B. Doering, 
Susan Welt. May 1981. (First issued as WN-10057-HUD, May 1978.)

P-5494-1. Documentation in Social Science Experiments. Michel M. Rogson. January 1976.

:

PROGRAM DESIGN

General Design

N-1027-HUD. Preliminary Design for the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. Ira S. 
Lowry. July 1980. (First issued as WN-7866-HUD, June 1972.)

N-1038-HUD. Funding Housing Allowances for Homeowners under Sec. 235. Mack Ott. July 
1980. (First issued as WN-8025-HUD, November 1972.)
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N-1051-HUD. The Housing Allowance Program for the Supply Experiment: First Draft. 
Robert Dubinsky (ed.). January 1981. (First issued as WN-8350-HUD, August 1973.)

N-1056-HUD. Funding Homeowner Assistance in the Supply Experiment: Problems and Pros
pects. Ira S. Lowry. January 1981. (First issued as WN-8489-HUD, November 1973.)

Program Standards

N-1058-HUD. Program Standards for Site I. Ira S. Lowry, Barbara Woodfill, Tiina Repnau. 
January 1981. (First issued as WN-8574-HUD, January 1974.)

N-1073-HUD. Equity and Housing Objectives in Homeowner Assistance. Ira S. Lowry. March 
1981. (First issued as WN-8715-HUD, June 1974.)

N-1079-HUD. Program Standards for Site II. Ira S. Lowry, Barbara Woodfill, Marsha A. 
Dade. April 1981. (First issued as WN-8974-HUD, February 1975.)

N-1084-HUD. The Section 8 Housing Assistance Program: Notes on Eligibility and Benefits. 
Barbara Woodfill. April 1981. (First issued as WN-8999-HUD, February 1975.)

N-1102-HUD. Inflation in the Standard Cost of Adequate Housing: Site I, 1973-1976. Ira S. 
Lowry. October 1979. (First issued as WN-9430-HUD, March 1976.)

N-1116-HUD. Rent Inflation in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 1974-77. James P. Stucker. 
November 1979. (First issued as WN-9734-HUD, September 1977.)

N-1134-HUD. Rent Inflation in Brown County, Wisconsin: 1973-78. James P. Stucker. March 
1981. (First issued as WN-10073-HUD, August 1978.)

N-1468-HUD. Rent Inflation in St. Joseph County, Indiana, 1974-78. D. Scott Lindsay, Ira S. 
Lowry. November 1980.

Program Estimates

N-1032-HUD. Preliminary Estimates of Enrollment Rates and Allowance Costs. Barbara 
Woodfill. February 1981. (First issued as WN-7901-HUD, July 1972.)

N-1035-HUD. Estimates of Eligibility and Allowance Entitlement under Alternative Housing 
Allowance Programs. Barbara Woodfill, Tiina Repnau. July 1980. (First issued as WN-7974- 
HUD, September 1972.)

N-1044-HUD. Additional Estimates of Enrollment and Allowance Payments under a National 
Housing Allowance Program. Tiina Repnau, Barbara Woodfill. July 1980. (First issued as 
WN-8167-HUD, March 1973.)

N-1054-HUD. Estimates of Eligibility, Enrollment, and Allowance Payments in Green Bay 
and Saginaw: 1974 and 1979. Barbara Woodfill, Tiina Repnau, Ira S. Lowry. December 1980. 
(First issued as WN-8439-HUD, September 1973.)

N-1057-HUD. Program Size and Cost for Site I: New Data from the Screener Survey. Ira S. 
Lowry, Barbara Woodfill, Tiina Repnau. January 1981. (First issued as WN-8547-HUD, 
December 1973.)
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Program Administration

N-1048-HUD. The Housing Allowance Office: 
David B. Lewis. December 1980. (First issued

f

Fu^0nS and Procedures. Alan Greenwald
as WN-8209-HUD, March 1973.) ’
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PROGRAM ANALYSIS

Eligibility and Participation

R-2632-HUD. Who Applies for Housing Allowances? Early Lessons from the Housing Assis
tance Supply Experiment. Phyllis L. Ellickson. August 1981.

R-2780-HUD. Measuring Eligibility and Participation in the Housing Assistance Supply Ex
periment. Grace M. Carter, Steven L. Balch. September 1981.

R-2781-HUD. Modeling Participation in a Housing Allowance Program. Sinclair B. Coleman. 
March 1982.

R-2782-HUD. The Decision to Apply for a Housing Allowance. James C. Wendt. Forthcoming 
(1982).
R-2783-HUD. Eligibility and Participation in a Housing Allowance Program. Grace M. Car
ter, James C. Wendt. Forthcoming (1982).

N-1124-HUD. Client Responses to Housing Requirements: The First Two Years. Bruce W. 
Lamar, Ira S. Lowry. May 1981. (First issued as WN-9814-HUD, February 1979.)

N-l 125-HUD. Eligibility and Enrollment in the Housing Allowance Program: Brown and St. 
Joseph Counties through Year 2. Lawrence W. Kozimor. January 1981. (First issued as WN- 
9816-HUD, August 1978.)

N-1137-HUD. Dynamics of Participation in a Housing Allowance Program. C. Peter Rydell, 
John E. Mulford, Lawrence W. Kozimor. February 1981. (First issued as WN-10200-HUD, 
June 1978.)

P-6187. Participation Rates in Government Transfer Programs: Application to Housing Allow- 
C. Peter Rydell, John E. Mulford, Lawrence W. Kozimor. January 1979.ances.

Incomes and Housing Expenditure

R-2779-HUD. Housing Consumption in a Housing Allowance Program. John E. Mulford, 
James L. McDowell, Lawrence Helbers, Michael P. Murray, Orhan M. Yildiz. Forthcoming 
(1982).
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R-2809-HUD. Consumption Increases Caused by Housing Assistance Programs. C. Peter Ry- 
dell, John E. Mulford. Forthcoming (1982).

N-1208-HUD. How Low-Income Renters Buy Homes. Michael G. Shanley, Charles M. Hotch
kiss. August 1979.

N-1456-HUD. How Housing Allowance Recipients Adjust Housing Consumption. John E. 
Mulford, George D. Weiner, James L. McDowell. August 1980.

Housing Conditions and Housing Improvement

R-2779-HUD. Housing Consumption in a Housing Allowance Program. John E. Mulford, 
James L. McDowell, Lawrence Helbers, Michael P. Murray, Orhan M. Yildiz. Forthcoming 
(1982).

R-2809-HUD. Consumption Increases Caused by Housing Assistance Programs. C. Peter Ry- 
dell, John E. Mulford. Forthcoming (1982).

N-l 124-HUD. Client Responses to Housing Requirements: The First Two Years. Bruce W. 
Lamar, Ira S. Lowry. May 1981. (First issued as WN-9814-HUD, February 1979.)

N-1198-HUD. Housing Allowances and Housing Improvement: Early Findings. James L. 
McDowell. September 1979.

N-1306-1-HUD. Effects of the HAO Lead-Based Paint Hazard Standard. James L. McDowell. 
June 1980.

N-1456-HUD. How Housing Allowance Recipients Adjust Housing Consumption. John E. 
Mulford, George D. Weiner, James L. McDowell. August 1980.

N-1774-HUD. Measuring Housing Quality: Evidence from St. Joseph County. Orhan M. Yil
diz, John E. Mulford. Forthcoming (1982).

P-6076. Housing Repair and Improvement in Response to a Housing Allowance Program. 
James L. McDowell. May 1978.

Residential Mobility

R-2776-HUD. Measuring Neighborhood Change due to Housing Allowances. Carol E. Hilles- 
tad, James L. McDowell. Forthcoming (1982).

R-2779-HUD. Housing Consumption in a Housing Allowance Program. John E. Mulford, 
James L. McDowell, Lawrence Helbers, Michael P. Murray, Orhan M. Yildiz. Forthcoming 
(1982).

N-1144-HUD. Residential Mobility of Housing Allowance Recipients. Mark D. Menchik. Octo
ber 1979.

N-1456-HUD. How Housing Allowance Recipients Adjust Housing Consumption. John E. 
Mulford, George D. Weiner, James L. McDowell. August 1980.

P-6434. Using Administrative Records To Study Mobility: The Case of the Housing Assistance 
Supply Experiment. Mark D. Menchik. January 1980.
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iParticipants’ Attitudes

R-2259-HUD. Public Perceptions of Housing Allowances: The First Two Years. Phyllis L. 
Ellickson, David E. Kanouse. September 1979.

P-5960. How the Public Views Housing Allowances. Phyllis L. Ellickson, David E. Kanouse. 
August 1978.

f

;
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Program Administration

N-1145-HUD. Controlling Errors in Allowance Program Administration. Paul E. Tebbets. 
August 1979.

N-1276-HUD. Analyzing Allowance Program Administrative Costs: Accounting Structures 
and Methodology. G. Thomas Kingsley, Priscilla M. Schlegel. December 1979.

N-1277-HUD. Allowance Program Administration: Interim Findings. G. Thomas Kingsley. 
December 1979.

N-1740-HUD. Income Certification in an Experimental Housing Allowance Program. W. Eu
gene Rizor. Forthcoming (1982).

N-1741-HUD. Housing Allowances and Administrative Efficiency. G. Thomas Kingsley, Pris
cilla Schlegel. Forthcoming (1982).

N-1846-HUD. Administering a Housing Allowance Program: Findings from the Housing As
sistance Supply Experiment. G. Thomas Kingsley, Sheila N. Kirby, W. Eugene Rizor. Forth
coming (1982).

!

I
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MARKET AND COMMUNITY RESPONSE TO PROGRAM

Market Response

R-2452-HUD. How Housing Allowances Affect Housing Prices. C. Lance Barnett, Ira S. 
Lowry. September 1979.

R-2453-HUD. Shortrun Response of Housing Markets to Demand Shifts. C. Peter Rydell. 
September 1979.

R-2659-HUD. The Role of Market Intermediaries in a Housing Allowance Program. Michael 
G. Shanley, Charles M. Hotchkiss. December 1980.

R-2677-HUD. Price Increases Caused by Housing Assistance Programs. C. Peter Rydell, John 
E. Mulford, Lawrence Helbers. October 1980.

R-2720-HUD. Rent Inflation in the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment. C. Peter Rydell, 
Kevin Neels. Forthcoming (1982).

R-2776-HUD. Measuring Neighborhood Change due to Housing Allowances. Carol E. Hilles- 
tad, James L. McDowell. Forthcoming (1982).

N-1102-HUD. Inflation in the Standard Cost of Adequate Housing: Site /, 1973-1976. Ira S. 
Lowry. October 1979. (First issued as WN-9430-HUD, March 1976.)
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N-l 116-HUD. Rent Inflation in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 1974-77. James P. Stucker. 
November 1979. (First issued as WN-9734-HUD, September 1977.)

N-1134-HUD. Rent Inflation in Brown County, Wisconsin: 1973-78. James P. Stucker. March 
1981. (First issued as WN-10073-HUD, August 1978.)

N-1338-HUD. Supply Response to the Housing Allowance Program. C. Peter Rydell. October 
1980.

N-1339-HUD. How Housing Allowances Affect Housing Markets: Supply Experiment Interim 
Findings. Wayne D. Perry. August 1980.

N-1468-HUD. Rent Inflation in St. Joseph County, Indiana, 1974-78. D. Scott Lindsay, Ira S. 
Lowry. November 1980.

P-5564. Measuring the Supply Response to Housing Allowances. C. Peter Rydell. January 
1976.

P-6184. Expected and Actual Effects of Housing Allowances on Housing Prices. C. Lance 
Barnett. January 1979.

Community Attitudes

R-2190-HUD. Public Knowledge and Evaluation of Housing Allowances: St. Joseph County, 
Indiana, 1975. Phyllis L. Ellickson. February 1978.

R-2259-HUD. Public Perceptions of Housing Allowances: The First Two Years. Phyllis L. 
Ellickson, David E. Kanouse. September 1979.

R-2475-HUD. Landlord Knowledge and Evaluation of Housing Allowances: St. Joseph Coun
ty, Indiana, 1975. David E. Kanouse. May 1980.

P-5960. How the Public Views Housing Allowances. Phyllis L. Ellickson, David E. Kanouse. 
August 1978.

Site Monitor Reports

N-1085-HUD. Brown County Press Coverage of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment 
and the Allowance Program: December 1972-December 1974. Earl S. Carter (comp.). May 
1981. (First issued as WN-9015-HUD, March 1975.)

N-l086-HUD. South Bend Press Coverage of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment and 
the Allowance Program: January 1974-December 1974. Earl Carter (comp.). May 1981. (First 
issued as WN-9016-HUD, March 1975.)

N-1099-HUD. Press Coverage of the Experimental Housing Allowance Program in Site I: Jan- 
uary-June 1975. Kirk L. Gray (comp.). May 1981. (First issued as WN-9307-HUD, November 
1975.)

N-1220-HUD. Monitoring the Housing Allowance Program in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 
July-September 1974. Michael Shanley. March 1981. (First issued as WN-9723-HUD, Decem
ber 1977.)
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N-1221-HUD. Monitoring the Housing Allowance Program in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 
September 1974-March 1975. Nancy O’Neil, Michael Shanley. March 1981. (First issued as 
WN-9724-HUD, December 1977.

N-1222-HUD. Monitoring the Housing Allowance Program in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 
April-August 1975. Nancy O’Neil, Michael Shanley. March 1981. (First issued as WN-9725- 
HUD, December 1977.)

N-1223-HUD. Monitoring the Housing Allowance Program in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 
September-December 1975. Nancy O’Nell, Michael Shanley. March 1981. (First issued as WN- 
9726-HUD, December 1977.)

N-1224-HUD. Monitoring the Housing Allowance Program in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 
January-June 1976. Nancy O’Neil, Michael Shanley. April 1981. (First issued as WN-9727- 
HUD, December 1977.)

N-1225-HUD. Monitoring the Housing Allowance Program in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 
July-September 1976. Nancy O’Neil, Wim Wiewel. April 1981. (First issued as WN-9728- 
HUD, December 1977.)

N-1226-HUD. Monitoring the Housing Allowance Program in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 
October-December 1976. Nancy O’Nell, Wim Wiewel. May 1981. (First issued as WN-10086- 
HUD, January 1979.)

N-1227-HUD. Monitoring the Housing Allowance Program in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 
January-March 1977. Wim Wiewel, Nancy O’Nell. May 1981. (First issued as WN-10139- 
HUD, February 1979.)

i
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GENERAL MARKET ANALYSIS

Market Structure and Condition

R-2453-HUD. Shortrun Response of Housing Markets to Demand Shifts. C. Peter Rydell. 
September 1979.

N-1082-HUD. Rental Housing in Site I: Characteristics of the Capital Stock at Baseline. C. 
Peter Rydell. November 1979. (First issued as WN-8978-HUD, August 1975.)

N-1083-HUD. Rental Housing in Site I: Market Structure and Conditions at Baseline. C. Peter 
Rydell, Joseph Friedman. October 1979. (First issued as WN-8980-HUD, April 1975.)

N-l 135-HUD. Vacancy Duration and Housing Market Condition. C. Peter Rydell. October 
1979. (First issued as WN-10074-HUD, January 1978.)

P-6008. Effects of Market Conditions on Prices and Profits of Rental Housing. C. Peter Rydell. 
September 1977.

Housing Demand

R-2449-HUD. Income Elasticity of Housing Demand. John E. Mulford. July 1979.
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R-2650-HUD. The Demand for Housing Space and Quality. C. Lance Barnett, Charles W. 
Noland. July 1981.

N-1091-HUD. Housing Choices and Residential Mobility in Site I at Baseline. Kevin F. 
McCarthy. October 1979. (First issued as WN-9029-HUD, August 1976.)

N-1094-HUD. Measuring Homeowner Needs for Housing Assistance. Lawrence Helbers. Octo
ber 1980. (First issued as WN-9079-HUD, February 1978.)

N-1119-HUD. Housing Choices and Residential Mobility in Site II at Baseline. Kevin F. 
McCarthy. October 1979. (First issued as WN-9737-HUD, September 1977.)

N-l 192-HUD. Estimated Effects of Increased Income on Homeowner Repair Expenditures. 
Lawrence Helbers. November 1979.

N-1542-HUD. Families, Housing, and the Demand for Energy. Kevin Neels. April 1981. 

P-5565. The Household Life Cycle and Housing Choices. Kevin F. McCarthy. January 1976. 

P-6473. Housing Search and Consumption Adjustment. Kevin McCarthy. April 1980.

Housing Supply

R-2775-HUD. The Economics of Rental Housing. Kevin Neels. Forthcoming (1982).

R-2777-HUD. Determinants of Housing Repair and Improvement. Lawrence Helbers, James 
L. McDowell. Forthcoming (1982).

R-2846-HUD. Price Elasticities of Housing Supply. C. Peter Rydell. Forthcoming (1982).

N-1704-HUD. Revenue and Expense Accounts for Rental Properties. Kevin Neels. March 
1982.

N-1744-HUD. Specification Bias in Housing Production Functions. Kevin Neels. Forthcoming 
(1982).

N-1774-HUD. Measuring Housing Quality: Evidence from St. Joseph County. Orhan M. Yil- 
diz, John E. Mulford. Forthcoming (1982).

P-6587. Measuring Capital's Contribution to Housing Services Production. Kevin Neels, C. 
Peter Rydell. February 1981.

Market Intermediaries

N-1060-HUD. Market Intermediaries and Indirect Suppliers: Reconnaissance and Research 
Design for Site I. William G. Grigsby, Michael Shanley, Sammis B. White. July 1980. (First 
issued as WN-8577-HUD, February 1974.)

N-1087-HUD. Market Intermediaries and Indirect Suppliers: First Year Report for Site II. 
Sammis B. White. December 1979. (First issued as WN-9020-HUD, August 1977.)

N-1089-HUD. Market Intermediaries and Indirect Suppliers: Reconnaissance and Research 
Design for Site II. William G. Grigsby, Michael Shanley, Sammis B. White. July 1980. (First 
issued as WN-9026-HUD, May 1975.)
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N-1101-HUD. Market Intermediaries and Indirect Suppliers: First Year Report for Site I. 
Sammis B. White. November 1979. (First issued as WN-9400-HUD, September 1976.)

N-1208-HUD. How Low-Income Renters Buy Homes. Michael G. Shanley, Charles M. Hotch
kiss. August 1979.

Residential Mobility

R-2451-HUD. Housing Search and Mobility. Kevin F. McCarthy. September 1979.

N-1091-HUD. Housing Choices and Residential Mobility in Site I at Baseline. Kevin F. 
McCarthy. October 1979. (First issued as WN-9029-HUD, August 1976.)

N-1119-HUD. Housing Choices and Residential Mobility in Site II at Baseline. Kevin F. 
McCarthy. October 1979. (First issued as WN-9737-HUD, September 1977.)

P-5565. The Household Life Cycle and Housing Choices. Kevin F. McCarthy. January 1976.

P-6473. Housing Search and Consumption Adjustment. Kevin McCarthy. April 1980.

P-6487. A Three-Stage Model of Housing Search. Kevin McCarthy. May 1980.

;
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Neighborhood Studies

N-1055-HUD. Neighborhoods in Brown County. Bryan C. Ellickson. December 1980. (First 
issued as WN-8468-HUD, November 1973.)

N-1077-HUD. Index to the Site I Maps. Doris Dong. March 1981. (First issued as WN-8819- 
HUD, August 1974.)

N-l 127-HUD. Index to the Site II Maps. Housing Assistance Supply Experiment Staff. May 
1981. (First issued as WN-9901-HUD, December 1977.)

N-1205-HUD. Neighborhoods in St. Joseph County, Indiana. John E. Bala. September 1979.

P-6225. Hungarian-Americans in St. Joseph County, Indiana: Implications of Ethnicity for 
Social Policy. Wim Wiewel. March 1979.

HOUSING COST AND PRICE INDEXES

Hedonic Indexes

R-2450-HUD. Using Hedonic Indexes To Measure Housing Quantity. C. Lance Barnett. Octo
ber 1979.

N-1069-HUD. Using Hedonic Indexes To Measure Supply Response to Housing Allowances. C. 
Lance Barnett. March 1981. (First issued as WN-8686-HUD, August 1976.)

N-1305-HUD. Assessing Hedonic Indexes for Housing. Charles W. Noland. May 1980.
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Cost-of-Production Indexes

N-1088-HUD. Indexing the Cost of Producing Housing Services: Site I, 1973. Charles W. 
Noland. April 1981. (First issued as WN-9022-HUD, January 1977.)

N-1117-HUD. Indexing the Cost of Producing Housing Services: Site I, 1973-74. Charles W. 
Noland. April 1981. (First issued as WN-9735-HUD, April 1977.)

N-1118-HUD. Indexing the Cost of Producing Housing Services: Site //, 1974. Charles W. 
Noland. April 1981. (First issued as WN-9736-HUD, May 1977.)

N-l 129-HUD. Indexing the Cost of Producing Housing Services in Site II, 1973-75. Charles W. 
Noland. April 1981. (First issued as WN-9979-HUD, June 1978.)

N-l 130-HUD. Indexing the Cost of Producing Housing Services in Site II, 1974-75. Charles W. 
Noland. May 1981. (First issued as WN-9980-HUD, May 1978.

N-1627-HUD. Indexing the Cost of Producing Housing Services for Site 1,1973-76. Charles W. 
Noland. September 1981.

N-1653-HUD. Indexing the Cost of Producing Housing Services in Site II, 1974-77. Charles W. 
Noland. February 1982.

Rent Indexes

N-1102-HUD. Inflation in the Standard Cost of Adequate Housing: Site I, 1973-1976. Ira S. 
Lowry. October 1979. (First issued as WN-9430-HUD, March 1976.)

N-1116-HUD. Rent Inflation in St. Joseph County, Indiana: 1974-77. James P. Stucker. 
November 1979. (First issued as WN-9734-HUD, September 1977.)

N-1134-HUD. Rent Inflation in Brown County, Wisconsin: 1973-78. James P. Stucker. March 
1981. (First issued as WN-10073-HUD, August 1978.)

N-1468-HUD. Rent Inflation in St. Joseph County, Indiana, 1974-78. D. Scott Lindsay, Ira S. 
Lowry. November 1980.
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