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The research and studies forming the basis of this report were conducted 

pursuant to a contract with the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) .

contractor and do not necessarily reflect the views of the U.S. government 
in general or HUD in particular.
any warranty, expressed or implied, or assumes responsibility for the 

accuracy or completeness of the information contained herein.

The statements and conclusions contained herein are those of the

Neither the United States nor HUD makes
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ABSTRACT

This report addresses the first-year search and moving behavior of 

participants in the Housing Allowance Demand Experiment, 

decision and the moving behavior of searchers are analyzed separately, 

using both multivariate statistical techniques and examination of interview 

responses.

The search

The primary focus of the report is on the inpact of the program on the 

households 1 search and mobility processes. Investigation of the search 

decision involves the reasons cited for not searching, the effects of 
dissatisfaction and housing conditions on search, and household perceptions 

about the housing allowance program. Investigation of the moving behavior 

of searchers focuses on the search process and, in particular, on the 

problems households encountered in their search. Also examined are 

the relationships between the incidence of these problems and both 

household characteristics and the effect of search problems on moving 

rates.

Finally, the report indicates major directions for the continuing 

research to be based on the full two years of experimental data.
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SUMMARY

This report is one of a series on the first-year results of programs tested 

in the Housing Allowance Demand Experiment, 
three experiments being conducted by the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development as a part of the Experimental Housing Allowance Program (EHAP). 
These experiments, authorized by Congress in the Housing Act of 1970, are 

designed to test the concept of direct cash assistance to low-income house­
holds to enable them to live in suitable housing.
Experiment is to provide information on how households use their allowances. 
The experiment, conducted in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and Phoenix, Arizona, 
offered allowances to approximately 1,200 households selected at random from 

each area.

The Demand Experiment is one of

E

The purpose of the Demand

The focus in this report is on the relationship of the program 

offers to the search and moving behavior of the low-income renters in the 

Demand Experiment.

The program tested in the Demand Experiment will be evaluated mainly on the 

basis of data from two years of program operations, although enrollees were
Reports such as this one are intended tooffered three years of payment, 

lay the groundwork for further analysis by identifying the first-year 

response to the experimental offers and by identifying key analytic issues. 
Ihe findings here, therefore, must be regarded as partial and preliminary.

Residential mobility is a key factor in how a housing allowance program 

might work.
allowance program in their current residences must move to acceptable units

For households already meeting the requirements, 
it is possible, of course, that the allowance payment might enable some 

households that might otherwise have moved to less expensive housing to
In an allowance program including a 

rent discount feature, households would have to move to take fullest advan­

tage of the fixed fractional rent rebate it incorporates, 
the presumed advantage of a housing allowance over such conventional forms 

of housing assistance as public housing is that the allowance payment is 

not tied to a particular dwelling unit or project, 
the allowance to its income a household is free to make its own choice of 
housing and neighborhood, usually subject to some set of housing require­
ments .

Households unable to meet the housing requirements of an

or forego the allowance.

remain in their current residences.

More generally.

With the addition of

S-l



household can participate in anMoving, then, can determine whether a 
allowance program with housing requirements and can allow a household to 

take advantage of the expanded housing choice that the allowance program
This report addresses only moving and factors leading tomakes possible, 

moves; other reports 
of meeting requirements, neighborhood choice, or

in this series discuss the results of moves in terms
housing improvement in

general.

IWo types of treatment formulas are tested in the Demand Experiment, Housing
Under a Housing Gap allowance, eligible householdsGap and Percent of Rent, 

receive allowance payments based on household size and income to assist
These payments are designed to make upthem in obtaining decent housing, 

the gap between the cost of modest, existing, standard housing and the
fraction of its income that a household might reasonably be expected to 

devote to housing. Households receive allowance payments only if their 

rental housing meets program housing requirements. Under a Percent of 
Rent formula, sometimes called a rent discount, households receive a 

rebate equal to a fixed fraction of their monthly rent. The rebate in the 

Demand Experiment varies from 20 percent to 60 percent of monthly rent in 

increments of 10 percentage points. All Experimental households (both 

Housing Gap and Percent of Rent) were offered access to an equal opportunity 

lawyer and a Housing Information Program that provided information on the 

housing allowance, on the local housing market, and on landlord/tenant 
matters. A third category of households, Control households, received 

$10 each month solely to provide comparative data.

The primary results describing the relationship between the program offers
and search and moving behavior of households in the two experimental sites, 
Pittsburgh and Phoenix, are summarized below. Because of the exploratory 
nature of the analysis of the first-year observations, numerous related
but secondary issues addressed in the report are not summarized here.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON SEARCH AND MOBILITY

1. The allowance programs apparently had little overall effect on moving. 
Thus housing changes induced by the program appear to depend 

moving behavior. Differences in overall mobility between the two 

mental sites arise primarily from differences in the ability of

on normal

experi­
se archers

S-2



to move.

The incidence of first-year moves for Experimental households 
is nearly the same as that for Control households. Furthermore, 
neither the overall incidence of searching for housing nor the 
overall incidence of moving by those that search is very different 
for Experimental or Control households. The overall mobility 
rates are apparently governed more by the normal behavior of 
renters at the two sites than by the program offers. (One must 
be wary, however, of inferring program effects on individual 
moving behavior from their effects on overall mobility because 
some households may have been induced not to move.) About half 
the households in the experiment searched for housing (50 percent 
in Pittsburgh and 62 percent in Phoenix) . Pittsburgh house­
holds were much less likely to move, however, than those in 
Phoenix—overall mobility rates were 25 and 47 percent, 
respectively.

Households in the Housing Gap plans that did not meet housing require-2.
ments at enrollment may have been encouraged to look for other housing by

But this inducement, if it existed.the promise of the allowance payment, 
appears to have been largely offset by a lower incidence of moving for these
searchers relative to those that met the housing requirements at enrollment.

Housing Gap households not living in housing that met program 
requirements at enrollment had a significantly higher probability 
of searching than those that did meet the requirements, 
households that searched, however, those that did not meet the 
requirements at enrollment were less likely to move than those 
that did meet the requirements.
opposing effects was that the probability of moving was nearly 
the same for Housing Gap households whether or not they met 
requirements at enrollment; further analysis is required to 
determine whether this connection holds when background 
characteristics associated with meeting requirements are 
controlled.
of finding a program-approvable unit, they were no less likely 
to move than those not citing this problem.)

Of

The overall result of these

(Even though many households cited the difficulty

The rent discount feature of the Percent of Rent offers apparently did 

not provide a strong inducement to move.
3.

Variations in the percentage of rent offered as an allowance 
payment did not significantly affect rates of searching or of 
moving. There is some indication that lack of understanding 
of this form of housing subsidy may have inhibited response to 
it. The lack of significant effects on moving is consistent with 
the preliminary results already analyzed in the report on the 
analysis of the Percent of Rent offer. The issue of program 
understanding for both Percent of Rent and Housing Gap house­
holds must be investigated further.

S-3



inducements to move raises two issues aboutThe apparent lack of program 
the possible impact of a housing subsidy provided in the form of a housing

that normal local patterns and rates of mobilityFirst, it meansallowance,
would determine the timing of response to such a program; for many house­
holds, participation in a Housing Gap program would not begin until they

(Enrollees already meeting program housing requirements, of course,move.
would immediately participate—that is, receive the allowance.) 
ing the determinants of moving is thus important for predicting the timing 

of participation; both the budgetary and program impact would initially 

tend to be lower among groups with low mobility rates, especially for
Second, if it were desirable

Unde rs tan d-

those not meeting program housing requirements, 
to facilitate moving for reasons of equity or to accelerate response to
program offers, it would be important to distinguish households that choose 

not to move from those that would like to move but encounter barriers to 

moving, especially if the barriers are subject to at least partial remedy
These issues are explored in this report.through government action.

A household's decision to search for housing is associated with certain 

household characteristics—the age of its head, previous mobility, and 

satisfaction with housing unit and neighborhood.
not to search for alternative housing apparently have reasons not likely 

to be affected by program design, although, as noted in point two above, 
those not meeting the housing requirements at enrollment were more likely 

to search for housing than those already meeting them.

4.

Households that choose

Multivariate analysis indicates that the likelihood of searching 
for alternative rental housing is greater for younger heads of 
households and for households with higher recent mobility (as 
measured by number of previous moves) ; the likelihood of searching 
is also higher for those dissatisfied with either their housing 
units or neighborhoods. The importance of satisfaction in the 
search decision is corroborated by responses to survey questions 
on reasons for not searching. Respondents indicated their 
attachment to their current housing and neighborhood in a variety 
of ways. Roughly half of all respondents in explaining why they 
did not search indicated they thought they would not be able to 
find a place they would like as much as their present residence 
(50 percent in Pittsburgh and 43 percent in Phoenix) or that 
they found some aspects of their neighborhood desirable (65 
percent in Pittsburgh and 61 percent in Phoenix). 
holds simply felt they either could not move or did not want to 
move.

Many house-
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The actual moving decision of searchers is associated with household 
characteristics different from those associated with the decision to search, 
suggesting that certain kinds of households do encounter barriers to moving.

5.

Of the household characteristics important for the decision to 
search, only previous mobility is associated with the likelihood 
of searchers to move. Analysis indicates that barriers to moving 
are encountered by some types of households? in particular black 
searchers in Pittsburgh and larger families that searched in 
Phoenix were significantly less likely to move than otherwise 
similar households.

Responses to interview questions about difficulty in search generally 

did not identify households less likely to move; that is, households 

indicating they had encountered some obstacle in their search were often 

as likely to move as those not indicating that problem.

6.

The main obstacles reported by searchers were lack of knowledge 
about where to look, difficulties with access to transportation, 
problems for those with children, and expected difficulty in 
paying the anticipated rents. The only problem related to 
moving rates at both sites was financial difficulty—those 
searchers citing this problem were less likely to move than those 
not citing it. Those searchers reporting lack of knowledge about 
where to look were as likely to move as those not reporting this 
problem. Only in Pittsburgh were those citing transportation 
problems less likely to move than those not citing this problem. 
Households citing problems because of children (child care or 
perceived discrimination because of children) were as likely to 
move as those not citing these problems. Nevertheless, the low 
incidence of moving for black searchers or those with larger 
families suggests further investigation.

The only search problem apparently relieved by the offers tested was 

reported financial difficulty.
7.

Percent of Rent households were less likely to report financial 
difficulty in search than were Control households. Housing 
Gap households apparently found the financial aid of the 
allowance payment offset by the need to meet housing require­
ments, so that their perception of financial difficulty was 
not appreciably different from Control households.

Black households often either perceived racial discrimination in their 

search for housing or restricted their search in anticipation of discrimi­
nation.

8.

Survey responses from black searchers indicate that a substantial 
proportion—28 percent in Pittsburgh and 16 percent in Phoenix—
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reported encountering discrimination or avoided neighborhoods in 
their housing search because of expected discrimination.
18 and 12 percent of black searchers in Pittsburgh and Phoenix, 
respectively, said that they had experienced discrimination?
21 and 9 percent of black searchers in Pittsburgh and Phoenix, 
respectively, said that they avoided neighborhoods because they 
expected discrimination, 
identify those black searchers less likely to move, there is 
nevertheless some indication that these or other restrictions 
reduced the proportion of black searchers that moved (see point 
5) . The geographical extent of search will be further investigated 
in future analyses.

9. Further research on the linkages between participation in a housing 

allowance program, changes in housing consumption, and mobility is in 

progress.

Overall,

Though these survey responses do not

A better understanding of the determinants of mobility would help 
identify which eligible households would eventually consider 
moving and therefore be responsive to an allowance offer. The 
analysis thus far suggests that the interview data will be of 
only limited value in developing models of the determinants of 
mobility. Because some households are relatively immobile for 
periods that are long compared to the two-year period of 
observations, the program outcomes (for example, ability to 
meet housing requirements) for those that do move during the 
experiment may be used to project eventual responses to a 
housing allowance program, assuming that the administration 
of such a program would be the same as that of the Demand 
Experiment. Information on program participation and its 
relationship to forms of program administration should also 
be available from the other major components of the Experimental 
Housing Allowance Program—the Administrative Agency Experiment 
and the Housing Allowance Supply Experiment.
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Source of Statements

The following indicates the source in the text of the summary points made 

above.

For the overall search and moving rates, see Table 1-1 in 
Chapter 1.

1.

For the effect of not meeting the housing requirements on search, 
moving given search, and moving behavior of Housing Gap households, 
see Table 2-18 in Section 2.5, Table 3-19 in Section 3.5, and 
Table 4-2 in Section 4.1, respectively, and their accompanying 
discussion. For the effect of difficulty in finding a program- 
approvable unit on moving, see Table 3-17 in Section 3.4.

2.

For the effect of the rent discount and program understanding on 
the search, moving given search, and moving behavior of Percent 
of Rent households, see Table 2-19 in Section 2.5, Table 3-20 
in Section 3.5, and Table 4-3 in Section 4.1, respectively, and 
their accompanying discussion.

3.

For the multivariate analysis of search, see Table 2-2 in 
Section 2.1. Reasons cited for not searching are presented 
in Table 2-3 in Section 2.2.

4.

For the multivariate analysis of the moving decision of searchers, 
see Table 3-1 in Section 3.1.

5.

For the incidence of search problems, see Table 3-5 in Section 
3.2. The relationship of search problems to moving rates is 
presented in Table 3-17 in Section 3.4. The low incidence of 
moving for the particular households noted is shown in Table 
3-1 in Section 3.1.

6.

For the effect of the allowance offer on financial difficulty, 
see Table 3-9 in Section 3.2.

7.

For the incidence of perceived racial discrimination and 
avoidance of neighborhoods, see Figure 3-1 in Section 3.3 and 
the accompanying discussion. The lower likelihood of black 
searchers moving is shown in Table 3-1 in Section 3.1.

8.

For a discussion of the implications for future analysis, see 
Section 4.2.

9.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This report addresses the process of housing search and moving among house­
holds completing their first year in the Housing Allowance Demand Experiment, 
being conducted in two sites, Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (Pittsburgh),

This behavior is important toand Maricopa County, Arizona (Phoenix). 
investigate not for its own sake but because moving may be necessary for 

some eligible households in order for them to take full advantage of the
housing allowance plans offered. One of the presumed advantages of a 

housing allowance program as a housing policy alternative is the opportunity 

for eligible households to use their allowance payments to choose from a 

variety of existing standard housing. Presumably, this opportunity often 

would be exercised by moving to another residence with the help of the 

housing allowance payments. By moving, a household can leave substandard 

housing, get away from segregated neighborhoods, or obtain access to 

different public goods and services.

The incentives to move vary among the allowance plans considered and even 

within a given plan. Two basically different kinds of plans are tested 
in the Demand Experiment—Housing Gap and Percent of Rent.'** The Housing

Gap plans offer a monthly payment large enough to make up the gap between 

the cost of modest, existing standard housing and a reasonable fraction of 
household income, provided the household lives in or is willing to find 

housing meeting certain requirements.
effectiveness of a fixed fractional monthly rent rebate in encouraging 

households to allocate more money to housing.

The Percent of Rent plans test the

In the Housing Gap plans, if the households already occupy housing that 
meets the program requirements at enrollment, payments can begin immedi-

These households may already be spending a large fraction of their 

income on rent; the allowance payment essentially reduces the burden of 

their housing costs.
had to move to a less expensive dwelling may be enabled to stay with the

ately.

Indeed, some households that otherwise would have

^See Appendix I for details of the individual experimental plans
tested.

1

i



also constitutes additional 

and it is of some 

into increased housing expend-

But the paymenthelp of the allowance payment, 
income for households already meeting the requirements,

interest to assess how much of the payment goes
renters typically do not make very large propor-

there
Though low-incomeitures.

tional increases in rent for a given proportional increase in income,
The timingincentive to spend more on housing.

Because these households do
would ordinarily be some
of any additional expenditure is uncertain.

receive their payments, they may not move immediately.not have to move to

Housing Gap households that do not initially meet the program require-
Until they meetments, however, are in a very different situation, 

the requirements they receive no money (except a monthly $10 pay-
Some may be able to meetment for fulfilling reporting requirements).

the requirements without moving by upgrading the unit to meet the housing
^ Others, however, would not be able to meet the requirementsrequirements.

and receive payments unless they moved—for example, a family with fewer

rooms than required by an occupancy standard would need to move, 

the Housing Gap plans in most cases essentially offer to finance this 

change without requiring increased out-of-pocket expenditures for housing 

or even with a reduction in out-of-pocket housing expenses, one would 

expect that at least some households would move to take advantage of the

For households not meeting the housing requirements of the program, 

then, moving may determine whom the program will serve.

Because

offer.

The incentive to move in the Percent of Rent plans is somewhat like that 
for Housing Gap households that meet requirements. As tested in this
experiment. Percent of Rent households receive a payment proportional to 
their rent without having to do anything. There is no housing requirement 
to meet; they can simply accept the rent discount payment as additional
income. Because the Percent of Rent offer means that households are
guaranteed a price discount, a bargain, on essentially all rental housing 

their local market, one would think that at least some households would 

respond to this offer by moving to better housing, even if a move had not 
been contemplated. It is also possible that some Percent of Rent households

Upgrading (meeting the housing requirements in place) 
addressed in this report.

is not
Future work will investigate the choice between 

upgrading and moving for those which initially did not meet requirements.

2



that would otherwise have moved to a less expensive unit could afford to 

stay in their current units.:
i

4
In addition to these incentives created by the housing allowance program, 

many other factors may affect a household's decision to move or even to 

consider moving. The question remains: how important are the incentives 

of the housing allowance offers relative to other influences on the house­

holds involved?

I

I

The Demand Experiment was designed to address such questions by enrolling 

a group of Control households, drawn from the same population as those 

offered the various allowance plans; however. Control households were 

offered no allowance payment. These Control households provide a reference 

group against which to compare the behavior of households offered the 

allowance plans (termed Experimental households) in analyzing program 

effects. Another special reference group, Unconstrained households, was 

offered payment according to the basic Housing Gap formula but did not 

have to meet any housing requirement. The Unconstrained group provides a 

means for assessing the effect of the housing requirements.

:
;:
:

The first-year experience shows that apparently little moving took place 

primarily in response to the inducements of the experimental housing allow- 

The overall incidence of first-year moves for Experimentalance plans.

households is nearly the same as that for the Control households. Further­

more, neither the search rates nor the moving rates for searchers are very 

different for Experimental and Control households (see Table 1-1)

The relative lack of program-induced moves is important for understanding 

the limited response to the offers as observed thus far in the analysis of 
Overall first-year changes in housing expenditures are 

relatively small both in the Housing Gap plans (see Friedman and Kennedy, 
1977) and in the Percent of Rent plans (see Mayo, 1977). 

increases in housing expenditures are observed for households that move, 

especially if they moved to meet program requirements.
also a factor linked to the modest rates of participation in the Housing

first-year data.

However, larger

Lack of mobility is

A more detailed breakdown by major experimental housing allowance 
plans (treatment groups)—Housing Gap Minimum Standards, Housing Gap Minimum 
Rent, Unconstrained, Percent of Rent and Control—reveals much the same 
pattern (see Appendix Table VI-3).
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Table 1-1
FIRST-YEAR SEARCH AND MOVING RATES FOR 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 
(Sample Size in Parentheses)

OVERALL PERCENTAGE 
MOVING

PERCENTAGE OF 
SEARCHERS MOVING

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

HOUSEHOLD
GROUP

PITTSBURG!
Experimental 26%53%50%

(835)(405)(818)
234750Control

(130) (263)(259)

PHOENIX
Experimental 4762 77

(476) (781)(768)
Control 63 76 47

(308) (188) (305)

Households active at one year (at the time of the Second 
Periodic Interview) not living in own or subsidized housing, and below 
the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES:
NOTE:

SAMPLE:

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews. 
Chi-square statistic comparing Experimental and Control 

households not significant at the 0.05 level.

4



Gap plans, especially for households not initially meeting the housing 

Only about one-half of the eligible households met the 
requirements in the first year (see Kennedy, Kumar, and Weisbrod, 1977).

requirements.

Although a household's willingness to consider a move may be dominated by
background factors, its actual decision to move may result in the program's 

incentives taking effect through influencing its choice of housing, that 
is, by finding housing that meets program standards. 
impact of a housing allowance program would depend upon program influences 

upon those households that move, whether or not the program itself induces 

A finding of no program inducement to move suggests that the 

timing and magnitude of response to a housing allowance program would depend 

on local mobility rates and the interaction between program housing require-
Thus, under stand-

Thus the eventual

those moves.

ments and the characteristics of the local housing market, 
ing the normal determinants of moving might be required for distinguishing 

short-term and long-term response to a program and for estimating variations 

in response from area to area.

To assess the seriousness of the apparent lack of program-induced moves 

one needs to distinguish among several categories of households that did 

There may be no essential policy interest in some households 

moves; for households that already met the housing requirements, it may 

suffice for the payment to reduce their housing costs or rent burden, 
households simply may not wish to take advantage of the allowance if it 

requires a move; for example, a household may be overcrowded according to 

the housing requirement but have strong attachments to its current residence. 
Some households, whether they meet the housing requirements or not, may wish 

to take advantage of the housing allowance offer but encounter such obsta­
cles as racial discrimination or inability to locate acceptable housing. 
Depending on the nature of these obstacles to moving, program design could 

incorporate features intended to reduce the severity of these barriers.

not move.

Some

This report is a preliminary exploration of the normal influences involved 

in a household's decision to move and of ways in which housing allowance 

program features might alter, reinforce, or act against those influences. 

To do this, it explores the evidence from the experiment relating to the 

factors involved in the decision to search for housing and, for those that

5



factors contributing to moving and 

Given the apparent subtlety of 

background factors should help to identify

search, it investigates the particular 

those constituting barriers to moving, 

program effects, a study of these 
the relative importance of the program inducements.

change in residence is usually preceded byFor the simple reason that a
consideration of alternative residences, the investigationsome form of

reported here pursues these steps sequentially, 
into the Periodic Interviews given to each household at approximately six

This logic was structured

Households were first asked whether 

Depending on their response, they were

Households

in the experimental Housing Gap plans were also asked questions relating 

to their status with respect to their housing requirements, whether they 

thought they would have to move, and whether they had objections to meeting 

Various interview questions sought to ascertain the types 

of difficulties households encountered either in deciding to look for or in

The explorations in this report often use 

the entire sample of both Experimental and Control households to achieve 

larger samples of observations, permitting finer distinctions in household 

characteristics and survey responses.

months and one year after enrollment, 

or not they had searched or moved, 
asked about their search or their reasons for not searching.

the requirements.

moving to alternative housing.

Because of the exploratory nature of this investigation many different 
issues are addressed, some in only the most limited way. Throughout the
report the most direct approach is taken in seeking plausible explanations

In this exploratory spirit, discussion is not rigidly limitedfor behavior.

to effects that are statistically significant at a specified level. It
seems inportant for the development of the ongoing analysis not to discard 
effects of potential importance. Although a conventional test level of 
0.05 is used, results are sometimes discussed if the test statistic is 

nearly significant, especially if the apparent effect is large.

The decision to search for housing is investigated in Chapter 2. Following
a preliminary multivariate analysis, which confirms the lack of an overall
program effect on the decision to search, the remainder of the chapter 
investigates reasons households gave for not searching and relates 

possible program factors (as distinct from simple disinclinations 

^fber a preliminary examination of the interview

these to

to consider
other housing) . responses
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relating directly to the Housing Gap offers, a multivariate analysis is 

used to explore separately specific treatment effects under the Housing Gap 

and Percent of Rent plans.

Chapter 3 follows a similar pattern in examining the decision of searchers 

Its major concern is actually with searchers that did not move. 
Some may not exert the effort necessary to find a new place.

However, impediments and barriers that may be 

subject to government action are already evident in the first year of obser- 

Chapter 3 explores the problems encountered by those attempting 

to move, again relates these problems to the experimental .offers (partic­
ularly financial reasons and difficulty finding program-approvable housing), 
and assesses the apparent connection between perceived barriers and actual 

differences in ability to move.

to move.

Some may, of

course, simply move later.

vation.

Chapter 4 both offers a brief summary on overall mobility in the experiment 
and indicates the challenges ahead in linking the observations made here 

with the analysis of responses to the experimental offers, 
of the work reported here will be integrated with the related issues of 
program participation, housing improvement, and locational choice in the 

analysis of the second-year experience of households in the Demand Experi-
Important issues that remain to be addressed include possible 

cumulative effects of moves in the second year on the degree of response to 

the experimental programs, possible inhibitions introduced by the finite 

duration (three years) of the experimental program, and more specific 

indications as to whether the effectiveness of a housing allowance program 

would be constrained by its limited influence on the behavior of the eligi­

ble low-income population or whether it could be made more effective by 

reducing the barriers faced by households attempting to use the allowance 

to improve their housing.

The results

ment proceeds.

Basic background information, including a description of the various housing 

allowance plans tested in the Demand Experiment, is provided in Appendix I. 

Appendix II provides the definitions of the major variables used in this 

analysis, including those indicating search status or moving within the 

first year, and indicates the basis for the samples used in the analysis.

A number of supporting analyses are given only summary mention in the 

body of the report.
main

They have been included as appendices to offer more
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information on the supporting research; they also reflect the depth of data 

available for examining issues of the appeal, effectiveness, 
and areas of potential improvement of housing allowance programs.

limitations.

Expressed satisfaction with housing (dwelling unit and neighborhood) is
Attention is given to shifts in satisfaction forexplored in Appendix III. 

searchers and movers and to the measurement properties of the interview

questions used.

the relationship betweenAppendix IV contains four special analyses: 
expressed interest in moving at the Baseline Interview and actual moves
in the first year, investigations of involuntary movers and of the possi­
bility of chronic movers, a discussion of the incidence of perceived 

discrimination, and a brief discussion of the problems associated with 

measuring search and mobility.

The Housing Information Program and its possible associations with search
Some simple contrasts are madeand moving are discussed in Appendix V. 

between Control households offered the Housing Information Program and
The Demand Experiment offers littlethose not offered the program, 

opportunity for directly assessing the effectiveness of supportive services 

in facilitating the use of housing allowances. There was no experimental 

variation in the provision of supportive services to Experimental house­
holds; all enrollees were offered access to an equal opportunity attorney 

and a standard initial series of sessions constituting the Housing Informa- 

Because Control households were divided into two groups—onetion Program.

offered the Housing Information Program and one not offered the program— 

some analysis is possible on the effect of this program alone on search and

However, no direct analysis can be made of the possible interactionmoving.
of this program with the experimental offers.*1

*Within the variations observed in the Administcative Agency 
Experiment (AAE) , the finding is that formal services to enrollees (such 
as the Housing Information Program offered Demand Experiment enrollees) 
are not particularly effective in enabling enrollees to reach recipient 
status, while responsive services to enrollees (especially black house­
holds) in tight housing markets can be markedly effective in helping 
them find housing adequate for them to reach recipient status (Holshouser, 
19 76) . Responsive services in the AAE included such aids as rental 
listings, transportation for housing search, and assistance in negotiation 
with landlords.
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Supportive data on bivariate relationships between search or moving and both 

household characteristics and treatment groups (allowance plans) is offered 

Finally, Appendix VII is a detailed survey of mobility 

research, used in part to guide the search for appropriate explanatory 

variables in the present research.

in Appendix VI.

The actual locational outcomes of first-year moves are addressed in a related 

report (Atkinson and Phipps, 1977). That report examines neighborhood choices 

and indicates the extent to which these moves follow or alter existing pat­
terns with respect to concentrations of minorities and low-income households. 
Outcomes of moves with respect to meeting housing requirements will be 
addressed in a future report.^

^Some evidence of the magnitude of change is available from the 
preliminary report on Housing Gap expenditures by Friedman and Kennedy 
(1977). About half the households not meeting requirements at enrollment 
but moving in the first year met the requirements as a result of moving. 
This success rate was almost two times the rate for Control households, 
none of whom, of course, had any requirement to meet but some of whom would 
have met the requirements imposed on Experimental households by moving 
anyway (see Appendix IV of that report).
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CHAPTER 2
THE DECISION TO SEARCH

This chapter deals with the initial decision in the chain of events that 
leads to a move—the decision to search for new housing.'*’ The investigation
is exploratory and attempts to identify some of the major issues and vari­
ables that are important for understanding the housing search process, es-

2pecially the reasons households give for not searching, 
are provided by interview data, which also provide information about house­
hold perceptions of the housing allowance payment and requirements.

These reasons

Though the allowance offers might be expected to induce some households to

search, these inducements must compete with households' preexisting atti­
tudes about their housing and their perceptions about the desirability of 
a change in their housing. Households may establish strong "place attach­
ment" over time through personal investment in social networks, adaptation

of their housing units to their own tastes, growing familiarity with the 

neighborhood and how to function successfully and easily there, or by devel­
oping a sense of belonging.

pected to change both as a result of program inducements to move and for 

reasons other than the allowance offers.

The degree of place attachment would be ex-

This chapter explores these com­
peting forces as they result in the first step toward moving—the search for 

alternative housing.

Section 2.1 presents a multivariate model of search with explanatory varia­
bles suggested mainly by an examination of the mobility literature, 
bles are chosen because they are expected to represent proxies for both

Reasons cited by participants for not

Varia-

moving costs and place attachment, 
searching for housing are then discussed in Section 2.2 and show very clearly 

the importance of neighborhood ties and housing unit satisfaction. This

discussion leads naturally to an examination of the roles of expressed

^The split of moving behavior into the decision to search and the 
decision of searchers to move is recommended by Speare et al. (1974), among 
others.=3

2See Appendix II for a description of the sample and derivation of 
the search and mobility variables.
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housing unit and neighborhood satisfaction and housing adequacy in the
Section 2.4 discusses house-decision to search, presented in Section 2.3. 

hold perceptions of the housing allowance program, and the effects of treat-
investigated in the context of the multivariate modelment variations are

Section 2.6 summarizes the major findings of the chapter.in Section 2.5.

MULTIVARIATE MODEL OF SEARCH2.1

As the review of the mobility literature in Appendix VII indicates, demo 

graphic and other socioeconomic household characteristics are correlated
As a preliminary step toward analysis of program effects, 

some of these basic normal relationships have been explored in a straight­
forward bivariate examination of search rates for households with different 

The variables included in this analysis were chosen to 

serve as proxies for several aspects of search not directly measured— 

search and moving costs, place attachment, and knowledge of the housing 

market.

with moving rates.

characteristics.

Search and moving costs include not only out-of-pocket expenses 

but also the relinquishment of any discount received for lengthy tenure 

and any psychic costs associated with a move, 

expected to vary with the degree of place attachment the household has. 
Households, over time, establish neighborhood and personal ties that are 

difficult and sometimes costly to break.

households with a greater knowledge of alternate housing opportunities, 
for which education or degree of previous mobility might be proxy 

Other variables, such as age of household head and household size, 
proxies for life-cycle variables—that is, household types likely to have 
a change in the kind of housing that meets their needs.

These latter costs would be

Search costs would be less for

measures.
are

The following findings from the bivariate analysis are basically consistent 
with findings in the literature on mobility.1

Households with a history of moves were more likely to 
search than those without such a history.2

Specifically:

^See Appendix Tables VI-1 and VI-2.

2
The variable used, the number of moves in the three years prior to 

enrollment, also can be considered a proxy for place attachment, knowledge 
of the housing market, or even ability to overcome fear of the unknown, 
is undoubtedly true that households that move frequently possess a set of 
(footnote continued on next page)

It
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Younger households were 
elderly. more likely to search than the

!Those on welfare or with lower 
household income 
counterparts.

per capita or higher 
were more likely to search than their

“

-
Blacks in Pittsburgh were more likely to search than 
whites? there were large but not significant racial 
or ethnic differences in Phoenix.

Smaller households were less likely to search than 
larger households.1

In addition, households expressing dissatisfaction with either their housing 
unit or neighborhood were more likely to search than satisfied households.2

It is difficult to assess the importance of these demographic variables be­
cause simple bivariate analysis does not control for interrelationships among 

Furthermore, it is of primary importance to identify program effectsthem.
through appropriate comparisons of Experimental and Control households, 
control for interrelationships and to increase the precision of estimates 

of program effect, a simple multivariate model of search has been constructed. 
The choice of household characteristics is based on this exploratory analysis, 

literature review, policy concerns, and judgment.
analysis are indicated in Table 2-1, including a dummy variable denoting

3
Experimental households.
Experiment would be expected to increase the likelihood that households

To

The variables chosen for

The incentives and money provided by the Demand

(footnote continued from previous page)
characteristics or attitudes that lead to their high moving rate, 
may be somewhat circular to use the number of prior moves to explain mobil- 
ity.
as prior mobility in an equation explaining moving) must be dealt with by 
using special statistical techniques that take account of the endogeneity 
and its implied error structure. Future investigation will examine such a 
procedure.

Thus it

In regression models, inclusion of a lagged dependent variable (such

^The lower incidence of searching for single-person households may 
simply reflect the fact that these were essentially all elderly persons. 
Program rules admitted single persons only if they were elderly or handi­
capped .

o See Appendix III which discusses satisfaction, especially Table III-2.
3
A variable testing interaction between housing unit and neighborhood 

dissatisfaction was included in a preliminary analysis, but rejected because 
its coefficient was never significant.
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Table 2-1
VARIABLES USED IN LOGIT ESTIMATION

VARIABLE DESCRIPTIONVARIABLE3

Number of moves in the three years prior 
to the Baseline Interview
Education level (years) of the house- 
household head minus 10
Annual household income ($100) minus 
41.19s
Age (years) of household head minus 43.5a

= 1 if household head is black 
= 0 if white (or Spanish American in 

Phoenix)
= 1 if household head is Spanish American 

(Phoenix only)
= 0 if black or white
= 1 if household head is female 
= 0 if household head is male

= 1 if major source of income is welfare 
= 0 if otherwise

Number of household members minus 3a
= 1 if household somewhat or very

dissatisfied with its housing unit 
at the time of the Baseline Interview 

= 0 if otherwise

= 1 if household somewhat or very dis­
satisfied with its neighborhood at 
the time of the Baseline Interview 

= 0 if otherwise

= 1 if an Experimental household 
= 0 if a Control household

Number of Moves in Prior 
Three Years
Education

Income

Age
Black Head of Household

Spanish American Head of 
Household

Female Head of Household

Welfare as Major Source 
of Income
Household Size
Dissatisfied with 
Housing Unit

Dissatisfied with 
Neighborhood

Experimen tal 
Household

The constant term represents the following Control household type 
chosen to represent the mean Control household: 
white male 43.5 years old with 10 years of education, having an annual income 
of $4,119, with three members, not reliant on welfare as their major source 
of income, having not moved in the three years prior to the Baseline Inter­
view and somewhat or very satisfied with its housing unit and neighborhood.

a.
a household headed by a
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searched.

timation method used is logit analysis using maximum likelihood techniques.’*’

The primary test of the hypothesis of no experimental effect is whether the 

addition of the treatment variable adds significantly to the explanatory 
power of the estimated equation, 
of individual parameter estimates.

Because of the dichotomous nature of the search decision, the es-

The other tests involve the significance

Table 2-2 presents the coefficient estimates for all the independent vari­
ables as well as the asymptotic t-statistics associated with each coefficient,
a partial derivative representing the change in the probability of search

2given a unit change in each independent variable, a chi-square statistic 

measuring the significance of the inclusion of the experimental dummy (based 
on a likelihood ratio test)^ and a goodness-of-fit measure (p^).^ 

atory power of the set of independent variables chosen is not large; clearly, 
many reasons why households search are not captured by these variables.

The explan-

Logit analysis is generally considered more appropriate in such a 
situation than Ordinary Least Squares (see Nerlove and Press, 1973). It 
should be noted that the sample used for this analysis differs from that 
used in the rest of the analysis in this chapter. First, forced movers were 
excluded. Forced moves are defined as those moves resulting from fire, demo­
lition, or eviction. Because forced movers all search, including those house­
holds might bias the coefficients of the independent variables. There is no 
reason to think that forced movers were present in greater numbers among 
Experimental or Control households (see Appendix Section IV.2). Second, to 
avoid comparing groups with different income distributions, the sample used 
for the other analyses (see Appendix II) was limited to those households 
with incomes below the maximum limits for the lowest income treatment group. 
Because income differences are explicitly included as explanatory variables, 
households above this lower income eligibility limit but within the income 
eligibility limit for their treatment group were included in the sample used 
for the multivariate analysis.

2The effect of a unit change in an independent variable is computed 
using the attributes of the reference group (see Table 2-1) as a basis for 
the computed probabilities.

3
When only one variable is added, the chi-square statistic and the 

t-statistic give the same level of significance asymptotically. The chi- 
square statistic is used for consistency with later analyses in this report.

4
The goodness-of-fit measure is that developed by McFadden (1974) who 

derived a measure, analogous to the coefficient of determination (R2) of a 
linear multivariate regression model, based on the ratios of the log likeli­
hood functions under the null and the alternative hypotheses. This measure, 
p2, lies in the unit interval, with p2 = 1 indicating a perfect fit.
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Table 2-2

estimation of search for all householdsLOGIT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*3

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE3 COEFFICIENT

2.67** NANAC -0.5245.71**-1.023Constant
5.81** 0.0740.3180.0544.27**0.279Number of moves in prior three years 

Education (years)
Income ($100s per year)
Age (years)
Black head of household
Spanish American head of household
Female head of household
We)fare as major source of income
Household size (persons)
Dissatisfied with housing unit 
Dissatisfied with neighborhood 
Experimental household

0.33 -0.001-0.006-0.0091.62-0.045
0.41 -0.0005-0.0020.00080.650.004
5.67** -0.006-0.028-0.0066.08**-0.031
0.96 0.0660.2830.0100.330.054
0.29 -0.013-0.055NANANA
0.80 -0.031-0.1330.0140.460.072
1.60 0.1030.4400.0270.770.139

-0.007 0.14 -0.0020.0030.260.014
4.78**0.883 0.2070.2137.26**1.099

0.598 2.87** 0.1483.74** 0.1180.606

-0.079 0.490.007 -0.0180.250.038

0.24 With 1 degree of freedom 
(not significant)

0.07 With 1 degree of freedom 
(not significant)

(1168)

0.264

0.154

Chi-square of treatment variables 
(significance)

Sample size

Probability for reference group 
Coefficient of determination (p^)

(969)

0.372

0.165

Households active at one year, excluding overincome households, "forced movers" (moves resulting from 
fire, demolition or eviction), households living in own or subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Base­
line Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES:
Periodic Interviews.

SAMPLE:

Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, First and Second

The constant term represents the following household type chosen to represent the mean Control household: 
a Control household headed by a white male 43.5 years old with 10 years of education, having an annual income of 
S4.119, having three members, not reliant on welfare, having not moved in three years prior to the Baseline Interview 
and somewhat or very satisfied with its housing unit and neighborhood.

The partial derivative represents the change in the probability of search given a unit change in the 
independent variable (evaluted using the attributes of the reference group).

NA = not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

a.

b.

c.
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There is no apparent overall experimental effect; the dummy variable indi­
cating experimental status adds no additional explanatory power to the equa­
tion. When search rates are examined for different treatment groups, there 
is also no effect.1 Several household characteristics do appear to be im­

portant, however. The greater the previous mobility of the household, the
greater the likelihood of deciding to search. Elderly households are much

2less likely to search than younger ones.

=
!
i

Finally, a household's dissatis­
faction both with its housing unit and its neighborhood at enrollment are

i

strong motivating factors for search.

There appear to be strong factors at work in a household's decision whether 
to search that essentially are not altered by the allowance offers, 
extent that the allowance takes full effect only for movers it is important 
to distinguish among a number of possible reasons why households might choose

For example, households may be strongly attached to 

their current residence or they may feel that they cannot afford to move be­
cause alternative housing or even the process of moving itself is too costly. 
With respect to the costs of moving, including the rent in a new place, it 

is also important to assess whether households understood their status in 

the program or that their allowance payment was contingent upon their obtain­

ing housing meeting the requirements.
these possible factors as explanations for the apparent lack of influence 

of the housing allowance program on the decision to search.

To the

not even to search.

The rest of this chapter explores

2.2 REASONS FOR NOT SEARCHING

Overall, 50 percent of households in Pittsburgh a id 62 percent of the house­

holds in Phoenix searched for housing during the :irst year, 
that had not searched for housing in the six-mont l periods before the First 
or Second Periodic Interviews were asked in those interviews to indicate

Households

1See Appendix Table VI-3.

2Households in the reference group (with age of head 43.5 years) have 
a probability of searching of 26.4 percent in Pittsburgh and 37.2 percent in 
Phoenix. Similar households with a head 20 years older have a probability 
of searching of 16.2 percent and 25.3 percent, respectively. Households 
with a head 20 years younger have a higher probability of searching, 40.1 
percent in Pittsburgh and 50.9 percent in Phoenix.
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from a list specific reasons for not having done so/ Because searchers
w^re not asked why they searched, the most direct source of information on 
the reasons underlying participants' search behavior thus comes from analy­
sis of these reasons.

The major conclusion that emerges is that most households chose not to

search because of attachments to their current housing unit or neighborhood 

In addition, a sizable proportion of the nonsearching
Because a

(see Table 2-3).
households cited financial reasons as preventing their search.
housing allowance is intended to provide money for housing, these financial 

receive special scrutiny later in this report.reasons

The single most important reason cited was that participants felt that they 

would not find a place they would like as much as their present unit.
the household was satis- 

not satisfied with its unit

There

least two possible interpretations for this:are at
fied with its housing unit or the household was

it had made the best choice from the possible alternatives.but felt that
Of those households indicating that they did not expect to find a better
place, 87 percent in Pittsburgh and 88 percent in Phoenix also said they 

were somewhat or very satisfied with their present unit at the time of the 

Baseline Interview.2 Thus the data suggest that the first interpretation— 

housing satisfaction—is plausible. The large percentage citing neighbor­
hood-related reasons suggests that the respondents also had strong neighbor­
hood attachments.^ Indeed, of those citing "Didn't want to leave the

1Only the responses given on the Second Periodic Interview are used 
for the analysis of reasons for not searching, because they are considered

Sent“ of those that did not search for the entire year. 
Those searching m either period were classified as searchers (see Appendix

and the Per iodi^inierviews^h^V^3 f°r households from the Baseline 
Interview and enrollment were eve? moved between the Baseline
in Pittsburgh and 113 households in it the samPle- Sixty households
Sample because questions on the Period^111* Were thus eliminated from the 
period Since the first payment the ^terviews referred only to the
Baseline Interview would „ " ' the satrsfaction 
moved before enrollment ^ 
borhood satisfaction ‘ he

aPPly to th bastions asked on the
^elationshiD°KrfeCt unit the household had 

search behavior ®Ween housing unit and neigh- 
18 dlscussed in the

and

high be^useesixn™a9e Citin<3 next section.

reason may be so
ategory.



Table 2-3
REASONS CITED FOR NOT SEARCHING DY EXPERIMENTAL AMD CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 

(In Percentages)

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL 
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALLEXPERIMENTAL CONTROL 
MOUSEHOIDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSDIOLDS

ALL
REASON*

"Didn't Feel I'd 
Find A Placo I'd 
Lika As Much As 
Present Unit" 
Hassons Connected 
With Neighbor- 
hood11

Didn't want to 
laava neighbor­
hood

Present unit 
closa to 
friends

51% 43*46* 50% 44% 41%

65 58 6163 65 62

i

41 36 40 30 31 31

IS26 27 26 17 10

Prcaant unit 
closa to 
relatives

24 27 25 17 18 17

Present unit 
close to schools

24 23 24 24 22 24

12Present unit 
close to work 
Convenient 
location ot 
present unit® 

financial Reasons'1 
Expected moving 
expenses too high 
Allowance pay­
ment not suffi­
cient or other 
reasons*

9 11 19 17 19

9 9 9 44 4

4239 40 42 47 43

24 27 25 25 28 26
23 20 22 24 25 25

Other Reasons 
Different from 
Those Cited 
Above f 

Personal 
La ass on 
prosent unit 
Didn' t want 
to sign a 
lsasa

19 1? 19 21 13 19

7 6 7 4 2 3

4 8 5 3 3 3

2 53 3 7* 1

2 1 1Expected
discrimination

2 2

0 3 3 3Good relation­
ship with 
landlord

1 1

4 4Other
reasons

2 3 43

(112) (404)Sample Slza (413) (129) (542) (292)

5AMPLEi Nonsoarching households active at one year, not living In own or subsidized housing, 
and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCESi Daseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
NOTE: Percentages add to moro than 100 percent because of multiple responses,
a. Response to Second Periodic Interview question 461

Here is a list of possible resons why people might not want to look for another house or 
apartment. Hera any of these reasons Important in your decision not to look for another 
placo:

You didn't feel you would find one you like as much as present unit.
You didn't feel the allowance payment was enough to get another apartment or house. 
A lease on your present houso or apartment prevented your moving.
You expected moving oxpensea would be high.
Your present house or apartment Is close to schools.
Your presont 
Your present*
Your present houso or apartment is close to frlands.
You didn't want to leave the (noighborhood/area).
You didn't want to havu to sign a lease.
You expected 
Other (specify).

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

houso or apartment la close to work, 
house or apartment Is closo to relatives.

F.
G.

X.
J.
K. sort of discrimination.
L.

b. Percentage citing at least one neighborhood reason.
Response to 0)<on-ended piobo (last rospo:j>e to Second Periodic Interview question 46). 
Percentage citing at lea-it o:ie financial reason.

c.
d.

Control houncholds ve:o not asked about tho allowance payment and cited financial reatorci 
an opon-ended ronicnt-e.

Percentage citing at least one "other" reason.
CM-oqn.aic statistic comparing Experimental and CUntrol households significant at the ,

e. '.I

f.

0.05 level.
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in Pittsburgh and 98 percent in Phoenix expressedneighborhood," 90 percent 
satisfaction with their neighborhoods.

The only two items of note about the "other reason" category are both remark- .
Few cited expected discrimination as 

Also, very few households were constrained in their
decision to search by existing leases or by the prospect of signing new 

2leases.

able because of their low incidence.
a deterrent to search.

In a sense, financial reasons are most interesting because one of the goals
of the housing allowance payments was to reduce financial difficulty for

Experimental households appear less likely than Control house-participants.
holds to have cited one or more financial reasons for not searching, though 

the difference is not significant.^

Whether a household was immediately eligible for an allowance payment at 
enrollment is also likely to make a difference, 
receiving a full allowance payment were significantly more likely to cite 

at least one financial reason than those receiving a- full payment (see 

At both sites households not receiving a full payment were 

significantly more likely than those receiving full payments to cite an 

insufficient allowance payment (significant however in Pittsburgh at 
the 0.10 level).

Pittsburgh households not

Table 2-4).

Households were likely to give more than one type of reason for not searching 

However, with the exception of the "other reason" category, 
the "financial reason" category was least likely to be cited by Experimental 
households as the sole reason for not searching.

(see Table 2-5) .

This suggests that even 

though financial barriers to search were present, larger allowance payments

^See footnote 2 

2
There was no program requirement for an approved lease in the Demand

, page 18.

Experiment.

3Because Control households could only volunteer financial reasons m
response to an open-ended probe, quite possibly more Control households might 
have given financial reasons if such reasons had been specifically included 
in the list? some Experimental households volunteered financial 
this way as well, but also responded to a specific question, 
dence of financial difficulty for Experimental households is thus important 
even though not statistically significant.

reasons in 
The lower inci-
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Table 2-5

SOLE REASONS FOR NOT SEARCHING BY EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(In Percentages)

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL 
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL 
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDSREASON4

"Didn't Feel I'd Find A 
Place I'd Like As Much 
As Present Unit”
Reasons Connected With 
Neighborhood^

Q
Financial Reasons 

dOther Reasons 

Sample Size

12% 10%9%14%

2116 1917

10 15118
7 64 8

(292)(413) (129) (112)

SAMPLE SIZE: Nonsearching households active at one year, not living 
in own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit. 

DATA SOURCES: First and Second Periodic Interviews.
NOTE: Chi-square statistic comparing Experimental and Control house-

Percentages may add to more thanholds not significant at the 0.05 level. 
100 percent because of multiple responses.

a. Response to Second Periodic Interview question 46: see footnote 
Households included if they cited only one listed reason.

b. Percentage citing at least one neighborhood-related reason.
c. Percentage citing at least one financial reason.

Percentage citing at least one "other" reason.

(a) in Table 2-3.

d.
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might well have had only a small effect on the number of households deciding 

to search for housing.

As well as providing financial assistance, another goal of a housing allow-
The like-ance payment is to enable recipients to leave inadequate housing, 

lihood of searching, given the household's objective housing situation as 

measured by program standards, provides an indication of the degree of agree­
ment between household perceptions of their housing and the program measures 

The results thus far also suggest further exploration of place 

attachment as indicated by expressed satisfaction, 
with current residence may dominate the search decision more than the objec­
tive adequacy of a household's residence, 
next section.

of adequacy.
Indeed, satisfaction

These issues are explored in the

2.3 SATISFACTION, HOUSING ADEQUACY, AND SEARCH

The analysis so far has focused upon the reasons for not searching for hous­
ing. Unfortunately, there were no comparable direct questions asked about 
reasons for searching.^ 

of satisfaction in determining search. Information on household satisfac­
tion with its housing unit and neighborhood was obtained on the Baseline
Interview, which was administered before the enrollment offer and thus inde-

2pendent from and prior to information on search, 
the role housing and neighborhood satisfaction plays in the search decision 

and explores the degree to which satisfaction and housing adequacy jointly 

contribute to the decision to search.

Sections 2.1 and 2.2 both indicated the importance

This section investigates

As shown in Table 2-6, search rates varied sharply with both the levels of 

satisfaction with the housing unit and the neighborhood, 
crease monotonically with both kinds of expressed dissatisfaction, 
pattern of the relationship between the propensity to search and expressed

Search rates in-

The

■*"The only exception to this is information on forced moves (investi­
gated in Appendix Section IV.2).

2Households moving between the Baseline Interview and enrollment are 
excluded because the questions asked about search in the Periodic Interviews 
referred to the enrollment housing unit and neighborhood, while the satis­
faction questions used here are the ones asked in the Baseline Interview.
The satisfaction measures themselves and changes in satisfaction over the 
first year of the Demand Experiment are discussed further in Appendix III.
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Table 2-6
RATES BY INITIAL SATISFACTION LEVELFIRST-YEAR SEARCH

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZE

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SATISFACTION
LEVEL

a
Housing Unit Satisfaction 

Very Satisfied 

Somewhat Satisfied

(360)

(330)
(159)
(112)

48%(382)

(335)
(163)
(143)

32%
6149
7560Somewhat Dissatisfied 

Very Dissatisfied 7582

0.20**0.30**Kendall's Tau
bNeighborhood Satisfaction 

Very Satisfied 

Somewhat Satisfied 

Somewhat Dissatisfied 

Very Dissatisfied

52(468)

(311)
(122)
(120)

(452)

(319)

(113)

38
6452
7357
7778 (78)

0.23** 0.17**Kendall's Tau

Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, below the low-income eligiblity limit, and did not move between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES:

SAMPLE:

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews. 
Response to Baseline Interview question 2:a.

In general, how satisfied are you with the (house/apartment) 
live in—would you say very satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, 
dissatisfied?

Response to Baseline Interview question 1:

In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with this neighbor­
hood as a place to live—would you say very satisfied, somewhat 
satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?

Kendall'3 Tau significant at the 0.01 level.

you now 
or very

b.

**
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satisfaction levels is intuitively very appealing because dissatisfaction 

is generally expected to represent a desire for change, 
satisfaction levels and search behavior are related has been previously 

proposed (see Rossi, 1955; Speare et al., 1974; Wild, 1976).

The fact that

Housing unit dissatisfaction appears to be somewhat stronger than neighbor­
hood dissatisfaction as a motivation for search as illustrated by the 

ordering of search rates presented in Figure 2-1. This conjecture
appears to be supported by the logit analysis in Section 2.1, where the
change in the probability of search between those satisfied and those
dissatisfied is stronger for housing unit satisfaction that it is for

2neighborhood satisfaction.

Expressed dissatisfaction is far from a perfect predictor of search. 
Roughly 20 percent of fully dissatisfied households—that is, those 

dissatisfied with both their housing units and their neighborhoods—did
Furthermore, a considerable proportion of fully dissatisfied 

households express some form of attachment to their housing unit, their 

neighborhood, or both (see Table 2-7). 
and "other" reasons more often than all households, and neighborhood- and 

unit-related reasons less often (compare Tables 2-3 and 2-7), which 

suggests that they felt unable to make a change even though dissatisfied
3

with both their housing and neighborhood.

not search.

These households cited financial

Housing policy considerations have traditionally focused on objective 

rather than subjective measures of housing. It is of substantial policy 

interest to know whether the housing allowance program provided incentives 

for households to leave inadequate units. Ihe Demand Experiment used
!

For the joint analysis of housing unit and neighborhood satisfaction, 
the categories somewhat and very satisfied (dissatisfied) are collapsed 
into one category, satisfied (dissatisfied) .

2
However, it should be noted that the household's satisfaction with 

its housing unit and its neighborhood often agree—71 percent of households 
in Pittsburgh and 74 percent in Phoenix are either satisfied or dissatisfied 
with both their housing units and their neighborhoods.

ample sizes are too small to justify a further breakdown by 
experimental status.
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Figure 2 -1
HOUSING SEARCH RATES 

BY
HOUSING UNIT AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

SATISFACTION

PITTSBURGH
65%

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING 56%

50% ••
37%

Satisfaction with / / /
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied

,(127)

Dissatisfied
Satisfied
(178)

Satisfied
Dissatisfied

(115)

Satisfied
Satisfied

(601)

HOUSING UNIT 
NEIGHBORHOOD
SAMPLE SIZE

81%PHOENIX
71%

66%PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

53%
50% ■■

Satisfaction with
HOUSING UNIT 
NEIGHBORHOOD
SAMPLE SIZE

Satisfied
Satisfied
(604)

Satisfied Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied Satisfied

(86) (167)

Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied

(104)

SAMPLE: Households active at one year, not living in own or 
subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit. 
DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews. 
NOTE: Somewhat or Very Satisfied defined as Satisfied.

Somewhat or Very Dissatisfied defined as Dissatisfied.

26

:
h



Table 2-7
REASONS CITED FOR NOT SEARCHING BY HOUSEHOLDS 

DISSATISFIED WITH THEIR HOUSING UNIT AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
(In Percentages)

■V

REASON PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

’'Didn't Feel I'd Find 
A Place I'd Like As 
Much As Present Unit”

38% 39%

Reasons Connected 
With Neighborhood
Financial Reasons

53 39*

5253
Other Reasons 29 22
Total Responses (23)(34)

SAMPLE: Nonsearching households active at one year, somewhat or very
dissatisfied with both housing unit and neighborhood (that is, fully dissatis­
fied) at the time of the Baseline Interview, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, were below the low-income eligibility limit and did not move between 
the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews. 
Percentages add to more than 100 percent because of multiple

DATA SOURCES: 
NOTE:

responses.
* Chi-square statistic comparing percentage citing reasons between 

households fully dissatisfied and all other households significant at the 
0.05 level.
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two measures of inadequacy—physical inadequacy and overcrowding.
defined to be those with more than twoOvercrowded households are

persons per bedroom. Physically inadequate units are defined as those
the physical requirements associated with the Minimum

In the following analysis the
which fail to meet
Standards portion of the experiment.
Minimum Standards definition is applied to all households.

Table 2-8 shows that a higher percentage of those living in physically
inadequate or overcrowded housing search than those not living in such

It is important for policy purposes to realize that householdshousing.
do not automatically consider moving just because they live in housing

Table 2-9that is inadequate or overcrowded by program standards. 
presents the reasons given for not searching by households in units not

Many of these households express some form ofmeeting program standards, 
attachment to their current units.

A sizable fraction of all households were fully satisfied—satisfied 

with both their housing units and neighborhoods—yet lived in physically 

inadequate (38 percent in Pittsburgh and 40 percent in Phoenix) or 

overcrowded (9 percent in Pittsburgh and 14 percent in Phoenix) dwelling
units. Approximately one-half of all households in such poor quality

2units were nevertheless fully satisfied with their units. Housing

adequacy did apparently make some difference, however—fully satisfied 

households in poor quality units were more likely to search than those
not in such units (see Table 2-10).

One policy goal of interest was to induce households in poor quality units 

to search by providing additional money for housing. Table 2-11 presents 
the search rates for all Experimental households (stratified by whether
they received or did not receive full allowance payments at enrollment) and

1See Appendix Table II-4 for a listing of the Minimum Standards
components.

2
Fifty—four percent of households in physically inadequate units 

in Pittsburgh and 56 percent in Phoenix were fully satisfied, 
crowded households, the respective percentages were 46 and 48.

Of over-
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Table 2-8
SEARCH RATES BY HOUSING ADEQUACY

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZE

HOUSING
ADEQUACY

aOvercrowded 65% (185)
(781)

(279)
(684)

73%
Not Overcrowded 46** 57**

Living in Physically 
Inadequate Unit*3
Living in Physically 
Adequate Unit

53 (755) 63 (751)

41** (311) 57 (291)

Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews and Housing

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES: 
Evaluation Forms.

Overcrowded households are defined to be those with more than twoa.
persons per bedroom.

b. Physically inadequate units are defined to be those which fail to 
meet the physical requirements associated with the Minimum Standards portion of 
the experiment. Note that this latter definition is applied to all households, 
and not only to Minimum Standards households.

** Chi-square statistic comparing those living in overcrowded housing 
with not living in overcrowded housing (or physically inadequate housing with 
physically adequate housing), significant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 2-4
REASONS CITED FOR NOT SEARCHING BY HOUSING ADEQUACY 

(In Percentage*)

"DIDN'T FEEL 
I'd FIND A PLACE 
I'D LIKE AS MUCH 

■ AS PRESENT UNIT"

NEIGHBOiHOOD-
RELATED
REASONS

OTHER
REASONS

SAMPLE
SIZE

FINANCIAL
REASONSHOUSING ADEQUACY

PITTSBURGH
20% (64)Overcrowded* 41%73%39%

17 (420)406551Not Overcrowded

Living In Physically 
Inadequate Unit*5

1740 (358)6450

Living In Physically 
Adequate Unit

38 18 (184)6650

PHOENIX
45 15 (74)6631Overcrowded

1947 59 43 (297) .Not Overcrowded

Living In Physically 
Inadequate Unit 1562 44 (279)40

V

Living In Physically 
Adequate Unit 25*51* 57 41 (124)

w

SAMPLE: Nonsearching households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized housing and 
below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCESi Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews, and Housing Evaluation Forms.
a. Overcrowded households are defined to be those with more than two persons per bedroom.
b. Physically inadequate units are defined to be those which fail to meet the physical require­

ments associated with the Minimum Standards portion of the experiment. Note that this latter definition 
is applied to all households, and not only to Minimum Standards households.

* Chi-square statistic comparing thosa living in overcrowded housing with those not living in 
overcrowded housing (or physically inadequate housing with physically adequate housing) significant at 
the 0.05 level.
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Table 2-10
I SEARCH RATES FOR HOUSEHOLDS INITIALLY FULLY SATISFIED 

WITH THEIR HOUSING UNIT AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
BY HOUSING ADEQUACY

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
SAMPLE

SIZE
PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

I PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZEHOUSING ADEQUACY

Over crow deda 51% (85) 65% (130)

Not Overcrowded (458)36* 48* (421)

Living In Physically 
Inadequate Unit*3 (406)40 54 (417)

Living In Physically 
Adequate Unit (220)31* (181)49

Households active at one year, somewhat or very satisfied 
with both housing unit and neighborhood (that is, fully satisfied) at the 
time of the Baseline Interview, not living in own or subsidized housing, 
below the low-income eligiblity limit and did not move between the Base­
line Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES:
Housing Evaluation Forms.

Overcrowded households are defined to be those with more than two

SAMPLE:

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews, and

a.
persons per bedroom.

b. Physically inadequate units are defined to be those which fail 
to meet the physical requirements associated with the Minimum Standards 
portion of the experiment. Note that this latter definition is applied to 
all households, and not only to Minimum Standards households.

Chi-square statistic comparing those living in overcrowded housing 
with those not living in overcrowded housing (or physically inadequate hous­
ing with physically adequate housing) significant at the 0.05 level.

*
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Table 2-11
allowance payment status 

rates by housing adequacy
EFFECT OF HOUSING 

ON SEARCH

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHINGHOUSING ADEQUACY

Overcrowded*

Experimental households 
receiving a full payment 
at enrollment

households
not receiving a full 
payment at enrollment
Control households

(96)74%(72)58%

(97)76(63)'71

(75)65(45)71

Hot Overcrowded
Experimental households 
receiving a full payment 
at enrollment
Experimental households 
not receiving a full 
payment at enrollment
Control households

(323)54(390)44

59 (166)(187)48

59 (193)(188)48

Living In Physically. 
Inadequate Unit*5

Experimental households 
receiving a full payment 
at enrollment
Experimental households 
not receiving a full 
payment at enrollment
Control households

.62 (273)(330)51

54 (232) 65 (258)

(178) 6154 (218)

Living In Physically 
Adequate Unit

Experimental households 
receiving a full payment 
at enrollment
Experimental households 
not receiving a full 
payment at enrollment
Control households

(182)40 S3 (179)

(46)43 65 (37)

38 (77) 64 (73)

Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized housing, 
and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES:

. SAMPLE:

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews, Housing Evaluation
Forms, and payments file.

Chi-square statistics comparing Experimental households receiving a full 
payment with Experimental households not receiving a full payment or with Control house­
holds, not significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE:

a. Overcrowded households are defined to be those with more than two persons
per bedroom.

b. Physically inadequate units are defined to be those which fail to meet the 
physical requirements associated with the Minimum Standards portion of the experiment. 
Note that this latter definition is applied to all households, and not only to Minimum 
Standards households.
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for Control households.1 Experimental households in poor quality units

not receiving the full allowance payment were not significantly more likely
2to search than those receiving an allowance payment.

■Investigation of both satisfaction and housing adequacy measures has 

revealed that place attachment plays a very large role in the decision 

to search. Even dissatisfied households and households in poor quality 

units express a reluctance to seek alternatives to their current housing. 
(Further investigation would be required to distinguish the reasons for 

this reluctance among the various possible reasons including attachment 
to the current residence, satisfaction, and perceptions that other preferred 

housing would be too expensive.)

A more direct investigation of program influence on the decision to search 

deals with households' perceptions of the connection between the allowance 

payment and the necessity of moving, 
responses to explore this issue.

The next section uses interview

2.4 SUBJECTIVE ASSESSMENT OF EXPERIMENTAL FACTORS

Several questions asked of participants about their expectations and their 

perceptions of the experimental requirements provide further evidence on 
potential program effects.3

First Periodic Interview (about six months after enrollment) about their

Experimental households were asked on the

Households in the Percent of Rent and Unconstrained treatment 
groups could receive a full allowance payment even if their units were 
overcrowded or physically inadequate. They were not subjected to a 
housing requirement. In addition. Housing Gap households with a Minimum 
Rent requirement did not have to satisfy the crowding or physical ade­
quacy requirements imposed on Minimum Standards households.

2However, the multivariate analysis presented in Table 2-18 suggests 
that Housing Gap households not meeting their housing requirements at 
enrollment were more likely to search than those that met their require­
ments at enrollment.

^These results must be interpreted cautiously; the questions were 
asked six months after enrollment (on the First Periodic Interview), 
during which time perceptions may have changed. In addition, households 
may not have understood the program or their status in the program at 
six months.
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^ an-din order to stay in the program, 

asked further about their objections to the
expectations about having to move 

Housing Gap households were 
specific housing requirements they faced.

Housing Gap households were significantly more likely than other Experi-

think they would have to move (see Table 2-12) .mental households to
the number of Housing Gap households expecting to move is quiteHowever, 

small
considering that roughly 65 percent of Housing Gap households did not

2
meet the housing requirements at the time of enrollment. Even though 

they failed to meet housing requirements at enrollment, 86 percent of 
these Housing Gap households in Pittsburgh and 77 percent in Phoenix did

(14 and 23 percent in Pittsburgh and Phoenix respectively),

This finding suggests future explora-not think they would have to move, 
tion of the degree of understanding of program status, particularly of 
the nature of the housing requirements and of the financial incentives

Obviously, the feasibility of upgrading to meetprovided to meet them, 
the requirements is relevant to this issue as well.

Almost all the Housing Gap households that thought they would have to 

move did not meet the housing requirements at enrollment (84 percent in
Those Housing Gap households 

initially not meeting the requirements that answered affirmatively were 

more likely to search them those answering negatively (see Table 2-13) . ^

Pittsburgh and 93 percent in Phoenix) .

Further evidence is available on the perceptions of Housing Gap Minimum 

Rent and Minimum Standards households; the former were asked about objec­
tions to paying a minimum rent and the latter about objections to finding 

a program-acceptable unit. Very few Minimum Rent households had objections, 
and a substantial proportion of those with objections did search for
housing anyway—though Phoenix households with objections did search 

significantly less than those without objections (see Table 2-14). The

^ The wording of the question causes some problems of interpretation. 
Technically, even Housing Gap households not meeting the requirements did 
not have to do any thing to "stay in the program."
however, required some households to take some action to meet the housing 
requirements.

Full participation,

2 Sixty-seven percent in Pittsburgh and 72 percent in Phoenix.
Upgrading, of course, was an option for households not meeting 

the requirements who did not expect to have to move.
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Table 2-12
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS RESPONDING THEY 

WOULD HAVE TO MOVE IN ORDER TO STAY IN THE PROGRAMa 
(Sample Size in Parentheses)

TREATMENT GROUP PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

Housing Gap 14% 2 3%
(420) (425)

Unconstrained 3 9
(58) (45)

Percent of Rent 6 8
(340) (298)

Significance of 
Chi-square statistic*3 0.01 0.01

Experimental households active at one year, not living in 
own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit. 

DATA SOURCES:

SAMPLE:

First Periodic Interview. 
First Periodic Interview question 36:a.

At the time you enrolled, did you think you would have 
to move from the house or apartment you were living in 
then, in order to stay in the program?

Chi-square statistic tests whether the percentages are the 
same among treatment groups.

b.

!
■
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Table 2-13

SEARCH RATES FOR HOUSEHOLDS NOT MEETING HOUSING' REQUIREMENTS 
AT ENROLLMENT BY PERCEPTION OF WHETHER THEY HAD TO MOVE TO STAY IN PROGRAM3,

(Sample Size in Parentheses)

PHOENIXPITTSBURGHRESPONSE

82%76%Yes
(88). (49)

59*47*No
(210)(226)

SAMPLE: Housing Gap households active at one year, not
living in own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income 
eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic
Interviews, and payments file.

Response to First Periodic Interview question 36: 
see footnote (a) in Table 2-12.

Chi-square statistic test comparing search rates 
significant at the 0.05 level.

a.

★
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Table 2-14
SEARCH RATES FOR MINIMUM RENT HOUSEHOLDS 

BY OBJECTION TO PAYING A MINIMUM RENTa

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZEHOUSEHOLD TYPE

I
Households With Objections 50% (24) 43% (30)

Met Requirements 
At Enrollment [50] [50](4) (2)

Did Not Meet 
Requirements At 
Enrollment

50 (20) (28)43

Households Without 
Objections 50 (203) 65* (193)

Met Requirements 
At Enrollment 51 (98) (79)57

Did Not Meet 
Requirements At 
Enrollment

49 (105) (114)71

SAMPLE: Housing Gap Minimum Rent households active at one year, not 
living in own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews, and 
payments file.

NOTE:
or not meeting requirements not significant at the 0.05 level, 
indicate entries based on 15 or fewer observations.

a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 40:
Did you have any objections to paying at least a certain amount 
of rent every month so that you could meet the program require­
ments and receive a monthly housing payment?

Chi-square statistic comparing search rates for households with or 
without objections significant at the 0.05 level.

Chi-square statistic comparing search rates for those meeting
Brackets

*
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of not meeting the Minimum Rentfact of ineligibility for payment because

requirements at enrollment 
those either with or without objections to the requirements to search

generally does not appear to have induced

1
than households meeting the requirements.more

fraction of Housing Gap Minimum Standards householdsIn contrast, a sizable 
objected to finding another unit—46 percent in Pittsburgh and 36 percent 
in Phoenix.2 Households without objections were consistently more likely

The effect of not meeting the requirements

The search rates
to search (see Table 2-15) .
is important for all Minimum Standards households, 

for those not meeting the requirements were higher than for those meeting

Thus, the incentive created by notthe requirements at enrollment, 
meeting the Minimum Standards requirement appears strong enough to overcome 

objections to moving for at least some households and provides an extra

boost for those without objections.

The Second Periodic Interview also obtained participants' specific

Examination of those reasons confirms the importanceobjections to moving, 
of place attachment—over one-half liked some feature of their present 
housing enough to object to finding a different unit (see Table 2-16).2

The interview questions examined in this section confirm the findings of 

the previous sections—households attached to their present unit (that is, 

households with objections to moving) are less likely to search. The 

incentive to search created by the potential receipt of an allowance 

payment in return for meeting the housing requirements may be sufficiently 

strong, however, to induce some households to consider moving—even if 

they otherwise would not be inclined to move or if they would object

^In Phoenix , among Minimum'Rent households without objections, 
those not meeting the requirements at enrollment did search more (sig­
nificant at the 0.06 level) than households without objections meeting 
the requirements.

2
On the Second Periodic Interview, Housing Gap Minimum Standards 

households were asked (Question 27) whether they currently had objections 
to finding another unit. Compared to the First Periodic Interview, 
approximately the same percentage of Pittsburgh households and somewhat 
more Phoenix households had objections (43 and 45 percent, respectively) .

3Sample sizes are too small to justify examining the difference in 
responses between those meeting and not neeting the requirements.
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Table 2-15

SEARCH RATES FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS 
BY OBJECTIONS TO FINDING PROGRAM-APPROVABLE HOUSINGa

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZEHOUSEHOLD TYPE

Households With Objections (84) (68)29% 32%

Met Requirements 
At Enrollment [0] [11](13) (9)

Did Not Meet 
Requirements At 
Enrollment

34 *b (71) (59)36

Households Without 
Objections 73**C 78**c(97) (118)

Met Requirements 
At Enrollment (25)(18)61 48

Did Not Meet 
Requirements At 
Enrollment

86**b(79) (93)76

SAMPLE: Housing Gap Minimum Standards households active at one year,
not living in own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility 
limit.

Baseline and First Periodic Interviews.
Brackets indicate entries based on 15 or fewer observations. 

Response to First Periodic Interview question 49:

Did you have any objections to finding another house or apartment 
that would meet the program requirements so that you could start 
receiving a monthly housing payment?

DATA SOURCES: 
NOTE:
a.

Chi-square statistic compares search rates for households meeting 
or not meeting the requirements.

Chi-square statistic compares search rates for households with or

b.

c.
without objections.

Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.05 level. 
Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

*
**
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Table 2-16
finding program-approvable housinga

' (In Percentages)
REASONS FOR OBJECTIONS TO

PHOENIXPITTSBURGHREASON

40%21%Financial Reasons
1714High Rents

23b 7Other

5558Features Of Present Unit

Like Dwelling Unit 
Or Neighborhood 
(Unspecified)

916

1312Like Dwelling Unit

49Like Neighborhood

2319Convenient Location

62Other Features

1319Don 11 Want To Move

3232-Other Reasons

416Infirm

5 2No Suitable Place

Program Related 
Reasons

0 11

11 15Other or "Don't Know"

(57)Sample Size (53)

SAMPLE: Housing Gap Minimum Standards households active at one year, 
not living in own or subsidized housing and below the low-income eligibility 
limit with objections to finding a house or apartment that would meet the 
program requirements at the time of the Second Periodic Interview.

DATA SOURCES : Second Periodic Interview.
a. Open-ended response to Second Periodic Interview question 27

Do you have any objections to finding another house or apartment 
that would meet the requirements of the housing allowance program, 
so you could receive a full monthly housing allowance payment?

b. Other financial reasons including insufficient allowance payment.

:
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However, most households didto meeting specific housing requirements, 
not think they would have to move to stay in the program.

THE EFFECTS OF TREATMENT VARIATIONS ON SEARCH2.5

To test the effects of treatment variations on the decision to search, 
separate logit equations were estimated for Housing Gap and Percent of 
Rent households. Several treatment variables, defined to account for 

both the incentives and disincentives created by the program, are listed 

in Table 2-17. Each sample also includes Control households. The house­
hold characteristics are the same as those used in Section 2.1 (see 

Table 2-1).
I

For the Housing Gap equation, the reference group is chosen as Experi­
mental households meeting the program requirements at enrollment in a 

treatment group at the center of the Housing Gap design: a household 

in an "average” Minimum Rent group—that is, in a Minimum Rent program 

with a basic payment level of C*, "b" equal to 0.25, and a Minimum Rent 
requirement set at 0.8C*.^ 

at enrollment are expected to have a greater incentive to search than 

this reference group. Some households meeting the requirement may be 

induced to move by the additional income from the allowance; others may 

be induced to stay because the allowance is sufficient to allow them to 

remain in an expensive unit they were about to leave. Whether Control 
households should have a greater or lesser likelihood of search than the 
reference group is not clear.^

I
■

.
'
;1

Households not meeting the program requirements
i

;
l

!
1;
:
,
.
; This choice of reference group permits the following kinds of interpre­

tations for the coefficients on the treatment dummy variables: 
control dummy variable provides a contrast between Housing Gap Minimum Rent

thei

1

Thus the payment received by these households is equal to C* minus 
0.25 times their income. The payment formula is discussed in more detail 
in Appendix I. This choice of treatment coding is similar to that used 
by Friedman and Kennedy (1977).

2
Control households were not distinguished by whether they would 

have met the housing requirements at enrollment.
i

;
41:
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Table 2-17 
TREATMENT VARIABLES

REGRESSION
TYPE* DESCRIPTION

VARIABLE

- 1 if a Control household
■ 0 if an Experimental household

» 1 if C ■ 1.2C* in the payment
- 0 if C - C*
- -1 if C » 0.8C*

. i if Minimum Rent High required
■ -1 if Minimum Rent Low required
- 0 if otherwise

- 1 if Minimum Standards required
■ 0 if otherwise

HGControl households

formula13
HGC* level

HGMinimum Rent level

HGMinimum Standards households

» 1 if Housing Gap households are 
unconstrained 

* 0 if otherwise

HGUnconstrained households

- 1 if "bM in the payment formula is 
0.35

- 0 if "b" is 0.25
- -1 if "b” is 0.15

HG"b" level

- 1 if Housing Gap Constrained households 
did not live in program-acceptable 
housing at enrollment 

» 0 if otherwise

HGHousing requirements not 
oat at enrollment

- subsidy rate "a” in the payment formula 
if a Percent of Rent household and the 
household understood the programc 

* 0 if otherwise

PR"a" level for households 
understanding program

» 1 if a Percent of Rent household and 
the household did not understand the 
the program 

* 0 if otherwise

PRHouseholds not under­
standing program

a. The two logit regressions are for Housing Gap and Control households (HG) and 
for Percent of Rent and Control households (PR) . The reference group for the (HG) regres­
sion is a Housing Gap household with mean household characteristics (as defined in Table 
2-1) that met the program requirements at enrollment and in a treatment group with a basic 
payment level of C*, where "b" is equal to 0.25 and the Minimum Rent requirement is set at 
0.8C*. In the (PR) regression the reference group is a Control household with the same 
mean household characteristics as defined in Table 2-1.

b. The payment formulas are illustrated in Appendix Tables 1-1 and 1-2.
iS bdSed on resP°nses the First Periodic Interview 

question 13.2 and the Second Periodic Interview question 4.2:

What do you think would happen 
landlord increased 
down, or stay the sac**?

to your housing allowance payment if your 
your rent by $10 a month. • .would your payments go up

Those in Percent of Rent 
formula if their treatment groups were 

response was "go up.» considered to have understood the payment 
(See text for further discussion.)

42



households receiving a full payment and Control households with a negative 

coefficient indicating a positive program effect for Housing Gap Minimum 

Rent households; the C* level dummy variable indicates the effect of 
increasing the basic payment level by 20 percent for Minimum Rent house­
holds? the Minimum Rent dummy variable indicates the effect of increasing 

the Minimum Rent level from 0.7C* to 0.8C* or to 0.9C*; the Minimum Stan­
dards dummy variable indicates the effect of Minimum Standards relative to 

Minimum Rent; the Unconstrained dummy variable indicates the effect of 
relieving the Minimum Rent requirement entirely; the "b" level dummy 

variable indicates the effect of increasing "b" in the payment formula from 

0.25 to 0.35; and the requirements-not-met dummy variable indicates the 

effect of not meeting requirements relative to Minimum Rent households that 
do meet the requirements.^"

Variations in the payment formula itself are expected to affect the

propensity to search. Increasing the basic payment level (C*) or
decreasing the marginal tax rate ("b") would increase the subsidy for
a given level of income. Households with greater payments or prospect
of greater payments are expected to be more likely to look for alternate
dwelling units. Imposing various constraints is likely to have a
dampening effect on search—increasing the Minimum Rent level would be
likely to increase the difficulty of finding suitable housing. It is
difficult to say whether the Minimum Standards requirement would be

more difficult to meet than the Minimum Rent requirement of the reference
2

group (0.8C*), so the expected sign of that variable is ambiguous. 
Unconstrained households, on the other hand, have no housing requirements 

to fulfill and are therefore probably slightly more likely to search 

than households already meeting requirements at enrollment (that would 

have to worry about finding a unit that met the requirements)

It is important to note that certain coefficients, though insig­
nificant, may be important when the range of variation in the independent 
variable is considered.

2 This is particularly true because the reference group chosen in 
the present analysis is households meeting the housing requirements.

3
Of course, interaction effects—for exanple, between housing 

requirements and payment parameters—may also have an effect but are not 
investigated here.
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Table 2-18 presents the result for the Housing Gap logit estimation, 

addition of the set of treatment variables to the equation does not add 
significantly to its explanatory power.^ The only significant effect 

present at both sites is the effect for households not meeting the 

housing requirements at enrollment—they are significantly more likely 

to search (12 percentage points in Pittsburgh and 15 percentage points 

in Phoenix) than are Housing Gap households already meeting the require- 
^ Hi is finding is consistent with those reported in earlier 

sections and confirms the importance of this distinction as an explanatory 

variable.

Hie

ments.

In Pittsburgh higher Minimum RentTwo site-specific effects are noted, 
level is associated with a lower likelihood of search, as expected. Almost

coefficient for the control dummy variable in Phoenix-significant is the
Control households have a greater probability of search than the Housing

ThisGap households receiving a full payment in the reference group, 
suggests that being on full payments actually inhibited search, although 

it seems unlikely that the incentive of added income is more than offset 
by inducements to stay in place with the help of the allowance rather

Further investigation and possiblethan moving to less expensive housing. 
respecification of the treatment coding is needed to disentangle these

Possible respecifications include interactions betweentreatment effects.

^After rejecting an overall experimental effect for the addition 
of the group of treatment variables, it is technically inappropriate 
to proceed to test for effects of treatment variation, 
future analysis of Demand Experiment results is critically affected 
by the existence of program effects on search and moving. Therefore,
at this preliminary stage of analysis, further investigation is con- 
side red justifiable.

This result should be interpreted with 
characteristics not controlled for in 
this apparent relation

However, the

caution. Other household 
h„. 018 equation may lie behind

For example, in the Housi^*" ^!."equirement status and search, 
to bo to cl«,S StiTT .™ it Iota
-outd h.v. «t th. ho^SX.™ “ 

attempt to control for these other 
interpreting normal behavior ao ~
Kennedy, 19 77.) S Pro9ram

according to whether they 
Future investigation will 

characteristics to avoid mistakenly 
(See Friedman andresponse.
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Table 2-18
HOUSING GAP AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDSLOGIT ESTIMATION OF SEARCH FOR

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PHOENIX
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE3 PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATIS TIC
PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE
COEFFICIENT

b-1.141Constant

Number of moves in 
prior three years

Education (years)

Income ($100s per 
year)

Age (years)

Black head of 
household
Spanish American 
head of household
Female head of 
household
Welfare as a major 
source of income
Household size 
(persons)

Dissatisfied with 
housing unit

Dissatisfied with 
neighborhood

Control household

C* level

Minimum Rent level

Minimum Standards 
household

Unconstrained
household

"b" level

Housing requirements 
not met at enrollment

4.27** NA -1.090 3.55** NA

0.301 3.68** 0.055 0.348 5.15* 0.065

-0.048 1.40 -0.009 -0.011 0.52 -0.002

0.002 0.32 0.0004 -0.003 0.51 -0.0006

-0.033 5.21** —0.006 -0.028 4.68** -0.005

0.146 0.74 0.027 0.371 0.0701.04

NA NA NA -0.017 -0.0030.08

-0.169 0.84 -0.031 -0.019-0.100 0.50

0.268 1.20 0.049 0.0270.144 0.43
I

i
-0.0009 -0.0030.01 -0.0002 0.34-0.019

:. 0.1861.054 4.30**5.48** 0.193 0.989

i
0.0890.475 1.940.582 2.92** 0.106

I
0.1021.950.032 0.5430.710.174

: 0.0150.450.023 0.0810.126 0.76

0.0100.300.052-0.0602.03*-0.327

-0.0380.78-0.2030.48 -0.021-0.115

0.0370.450.196-0.0060.08-0.031l
0.051l 0.970.2740.0070.150.040

2.65** 0.1480.7860.1202.43*0.653
i
:

10.24 with 7 degrees of freedom 
(not significant)

10.53 with 7 degrees of freedom 
(not significant)

Chi-square of treat­
ment variables 
(significance)

Sample size

Probability for 
reference group

Coefficient of 
determination (p^)

!

(670)l (784)

5 0.2520.242

0.1720.173

f
l Housing Gap and Control households active at one year excluding overincome households, "forcedSAMPLE:

movers" (moves resulting from fire, demolition or eviction), households living in own or subsidized housing, and 
those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

!*
J

Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, First and SecondDATA SOURCES:
Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables and the

:

a.
reference group.>

NA = not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level, 
t-statistic significant at the^ 0.01 level.

b.> *
; **
1
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the treatment variables and the variable representing households not meet­
ing at enrollment (see Section 4.2).

For the Percent of Rent analysis the reference group chosen is Control 
Percent of Rent households are divided into two groups-—

Program
households.
those understanding and those not understanding the program, 
understanding is important because households that do not understand the

not likely to respond systematically to its incentives.
Those understanding are assumed to respond to the price discount offered 

the higher the discount rate ("a" level), the greater the incentive to 

Households not understanding the program nevertheless receive

program are

search.
payments and might be expected to respond to this extra income by searching; 

households moving during the first year might learn from the associated 

payment changes and be influenced to search again.

standing the origins of their allowance payment might avoid moving, 

assuming that they would lose the payment as a result.

Households not under-

While complex and subject to much ambiguity, program understanding has 

been included here as an explanatory variable because of its apparent 

importance in explaining the change in housing expenditures in response 

to the Percent of Rent form of housing allowance (see Mayo, 1977).

A respondent was classified as having understood the program 
if the response was that the subsidy would "go up" when asked what 
would happen "if your landlord increased your rent by $10 a month" 
on the First or Second Periodic Interview. Some Percent of Rent 
respondents who, for a variety of reasons, were not receiving full 
allowance payments may have altered their expectations accordingly and 
would therefore be more likely than respondents receiving full payments 
to have indicated that their payments would "remain the same." 
dependent of the reason why a particular response was given, the 
response "go up" was important because it reflected awareness of the 
possible incentives provided by the program.
standing are also available for Housing Gap households but have not 
yet been incorporated in analysis.

In-

Data on program under-
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The results of the Percent of Rent logit estimation are presented in
Only in Pittsburgh do the treatment variables add signifi­

cantly to the explanatory power of the equation (significance is at the
The coefficient

Table 2-19.

0.10 level in Phoenix) and then in an unexpected way. 
on the rent discount level, "a," is not significant, but the significant
negative coefficients for Percent of Rent households that do not understand 

the program (albeit at the 0.10 level in Phoenix) indicate that these house­
holds are less likely to search than Control households. One unexplored
hypothesis is that they may be fearful that a move would jeopardize their 

payment, if they do not understand the reason for the payment, 
possibility is that moves themselves lead to understanding, 
not moving miss the oppotunity to learn about the payment variation and to

Another
Households

correct any misunderstanding.

There are obvious complexities in the issue of program understanding and 

in the analysis of its relationship to program responses, such as moving 

to take advantage of the rent discount, 
further than it has been taken in this report, 
understanding as measured by responses to an interview question may be 

systematically related to other independent variables already included in 

the logit equation.

The analysis must be pursued
For example, the lack of

Overall, then, there appear to be few strong treatment effects, excepting 

the increased probability of search for Housing Gap households not meeting 

the housing requirements at enrollment.

2.6 SUMMARY

The analysis of the decision to search for housing presented in this chapter 
has been largely exploratory. The multivariate analysis presented in 

Section 2.1 provided some leads about important determinants of search—the 

likelihood of searching is greater for younger households, for those with 

a number of recent moves, and for those dissatisfied with either their 

housing unit or neighborhood. This latter finding was confirmed by more
direct investigation of the satisfaction measures, though dissatisfaction 

is by no means a perfect predictor of search. Nonsearching households 

dissatisfied with both their housing units and neighborhoods typically express 

a high degree of attachment to their neighborhoods or indicate that they
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Table 2-19
PERCENT OF RENT AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDSLOGIT ESTIMATION OF SEARCH FOR

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVEINDEPENDENT

VARIABLEa COEFFICIENT

b 2.09*-0.492 NANA5.36**-1.109Constant

Number of moves in 
prior three years

Education (years)

Income ($100s par 
year)

Age (years)

Blade head of 
household

Spanish American 
head of household

Female head of 
household

4.41** 0.0770.3290.0664.05**0.355

0.16 -0.0009-0.004-0.0070.92-0.036

0.59 -0.0009-0.0040.0011.040.008

4.63** -0.007-0.031-0.0064.77**-0.031

0.45 0.0380.161-0.0160.40-0.084

-0.0550.94-0.234NANANA

-0.28 -0.014-0.0600.0391.020.208

Welfare as a major 
source of income

1.770.632 0.1490.0190.400.099

Household sire 
(persons)

Dissatisfied with 
housing unit

Dissatisfied with 
neighborhood

"a" level for 
households who 
understood program

Program not 
understood

0.46 -0.007-0.006 -0.0280.42-0.032

' 0.715 3.02**0.2085.69** 0.1681.113

1.770.107 0.482 0.1130.574 2.70**

0.3760.017 0.780.21 0.0880.091

-0.7172.31* -0.130 1.93-0.697 -0.168

6.34 with 2 degrees of freedom 5.37 with 2 degrees of freedomChi-square of treat­
ment variables 
(significance)

Sanple size

Probability for 
reference group

Coefficient of 
determination (p2)

(0.05)

(700)

(0.10)

(581)

0.248 0.379

0.154 0.156

Percent of Rent and Control households active at one year excluding overincome households, 
"forced movers" (moves resulting from fire, demolition or eviction), households living in own or subsidized 
housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, First and

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:
Second Periodic Interviews.

See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables and theira.
reference group.

NA * not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

b.
*
**
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did not expect to find places they would like as much as their current
All these observations point to a category of households relatively 

attached to or resigned to their current residences and, therefore, less 

likely to be induced to move by the allowance offers.

units.

Hie allowance payment does appear to reduce the percentage of households 

citing financial reasons for not searching, but apparently does not 
increase the percentage of households in physically inadequate or over­
crowded housing that search, 
households in poor quality housing reflect some degree of place attachment. 
Households apparently have a great deal of reluctance to move, even if 

their units are not of good quality.

i

!
The reasons cited for not searching by>

I
j
: Features of the allowance program itself apparently do affect household 

behavior. Though very few households objected to a Minimum Rent form of 
housing requirement, a sizable fraction objected to Minimum Standards 

requirements. On the other hand, Minimum Standards households not meeting 

the requirements at enrollment were more likely to search than those that 
met the requirements, even if they had objections. This general tendency— 

for those in housing not meeting the requirements to be more likely to 

search than those meeting the requirements--was confirmed by the multi­
variate analysis of treatment effects. The only other significant 
treatment effect was that Percent of Rent households that apparently did 

not understand the program were less likely to search than Control house­
holds .

|
I

:
i Two major implications of the current analysis are important for future 

work both on search behavior and moving in general. Various speci­
fications of the variables to be included in a logit analysis must be 

explored. In particular, interactions of household characteristics 

among each other and with treatment variables need to be investigated.
For example, one should control for the household characteristics 

associated with not meeting the housing requirements at enrollment and 

compare this group to Control households living in housing that would 

not pass the program standards. Second, further work needs to be 

completed on the interpretation of program understanding and expectations. 
Study of available interview data on questions that probe participant

;
>
t
t
[

I

1
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attitudes toward and perceptions of the experiment will be useful in 

testing the accuracy of households' understanding of the housing allowance
At various pointsoffers, especially for the Housing Gap households, 

in the two-year observation period. Housing Gap households were asked 

whether they met the housing requirements and, if not, what action

they would have to take and what the resulting payments would be. 

accuracy of these responses will be assessed as a possible explanatory 

variable in the decisions to search, move, and meet the housing requirements.

Hie

i

>
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CHAPTER 3
MOVING BEHAVIOR OF SEARCHERS

As described in Chapter 1, moving is instrumental in the response of house­
holds to the housing allowance offer. Thus, it is vital to understand both 

the determinants of moving and why some searchers do not move (at least 
during the period of observation). Some searchers not moving during the 
first year of the experiment may, of course, move later.^

There are two major reasons why households that consider moving might not 
change their residence:

Households might not expend the effort necessary to find another 
unit either because of a lack of motivation or constraints on 
their ability to search.

Households might encounter such obstacles as discrimination in 
their search that prevent them from finding a suitable unit.2

This chapter is organized around these two issues and their implications for 

moving behavior.

Section 3.1 uses the same multivariate model developed in Chapter 2 to in-
what are the determinants of moving, given 

Section 3.2 focuses on the relative importance of effort versus 

barriers in determining moving, 
lems households faced while searching, focusing in particular on the rela­
tionship between the housing allowance program and the problems cited.

vestigate the first question: 
search?

It then examines in some detail the prob-

Section 3.3 examines the search problems reported by particular types of 
households and, in particular, discusses the incidence of discrimination.

■^See Appendix Section IV.4 for a further discussion of this point.

2A third possible reason is that households could become more satis­
fied over time with their current unit as a result of changes in their hous­
ing needs or desires or as a result of the information gathered during their 
search. However, households apparently did not cease searching because the 
added housing market information gathered during their search caused them 
to be more satisfied with their current housing. In fact, households that 
searched but did not move were less likely to be satisfied with their hous­
ing at the time of the Second Periodic Interview than at enrollment (see 
Appendix Table III-3).
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The effect of these various search problems on the actual moving behavior
Section 3.5 then uses the multi-

The
of households is discussed in Section 3.4. 
variate model to look at the effects of treatment variations on moving.

final section of the chapter is a brief summary.

Because of the preliminary and developmental nature of the analyses reported, 
results of seeming importance are discussed without rigid adherence to a rule 

of statistical significance.

MULTIVARIATE MODEL OF MOVING BEHAVIOR OF SEARCHERS3.1

As in Chapter 2, a simple multivariate logit model has been used to control
In thisfor household characteristics in assessing experimental effects, 

chapter, the model is applied to the moving behavior of searchers. Even

though straightforward bivariate examination of moving rates of searchers 

with different household characteristics does not indicate many interesting 
1 the same variables used in the logit analysis presented in Sectionresults,

22.1 are included here to facilitate comparisons.

The literature on mobility provides only limited guidance on the probable 

direction of influence for the independent variables because most researchers 

have studied all households, whereas in this chapter only the moving behavior

Certain households are likely to encounter more 

trouble in the housing market and thus will be less likely to move, 
include households with household heads on welfare, that are black or Spanish 

American, or with many household members.

of searchers is examined.

These

On the other hand, other house­
holds with more experience in the housing market are less likely to run into 

problems—the elderly and those which have moved fairly often, 
of the experimental treatment is not clear.

The effect
The additional income or price 

discount may reduce financial barriers, but the housing requirements limit
the number of possible alternatives.

Table 3-1 presents the coefficient estimates for this model, 
tory power of the set of independent variables is not large, 
there are only a few significant household characteristics.

The exp1ana- 

Moreover,
The greater the

1See Appendix Tables VI-1 and VI-2.

2See Table 2-1 for a complete description of the independent variables.

54



Table 3-1
IOGIT ESTIMATION OF MOVING BEHAVIOR OF SEARCHERS FOR ALL HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE*

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

b-0.531Constant 2.12* 0.509 1.91NA NA
Number of Moves 
in Prior Three Years
Education (Years)
Income ($100 
per year)
Age (Years)
Black Head of 
Household
Spanish American 
Head of Household
Female Head of 
Household

0.240 3.12** 0.056 0.209 3.18** 0.004
-0.054 1.28 -0.012 -0.017 0.48 -0.0007

0.22 0.0005 0.55 •-0.003 -0.00030.002
-0.004 0.50 -0.0009 -0.012 1.73 -0.003

-0. 630 2.81** -0.147 -0.374 1.08 -0.087

NA' NA' -0.061 0.24 -0.014NA

0.117 0.51 0.027 0.210 0.89 0.049
Welfare as Major 
Source of Income -0.081 0.31 -0.019 -0.062 0.18 -0.014
Household Size 
(Persons)
Dissatisfied with 
Housing Unit
Dissatisfied with 
Neighborhood
Experimental
Households

-0.113 1.41 -0.026 -0.135 2.24* -0.031

0.014 0.07 0.003 0.114 0.51 0.027

-0.147 0.71 -0.034 0.1360.058 0.24

0.219 1.06 0.051 0.19-0.040 -0. 009

Chi-Square of 
Treatment Variables 
(Significance)

Sample Size

Probability for 
Reference Group
Coefficient of 
Determination (pZ)

1.12 with 1 degree of freedom 
(Not Significant)

(524)

0.04 with 1 degree of freedom 
(Not Significant)

(544)

0.370 0.625

0.043 0.052

Households that searched and were active at one year, excluding overincome households, 
"forced movers" (moves resulting from fire, demolition, or eviction), households living in own or 
subsidized housing, and households that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES;
Second Periodic Interviews.

See Table 2-1 for a more complete description of the independent variables and the reference

SAMPLE;

Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, First and

a.
group.

NA = not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

b.*
**
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Blackprevious mobility, the greater the likelihood of searchers moving, 
searchers in Pittsburgh were estimated to be about 15 percentage points less 
likely to move than otherwise comparable white searchers; ethnicity is not

Larger households in Phoenix have a lowera significant factor in Phoenix.
probability of moving given search, with a reduction of about three percent-

Neither age nor dissatisfac-
search.

age points for each additional family member, 
tion affects moving behavior, though both influence the decision to

Given that the impetus for change that households obtain from dissatisfac­

tion has no effect on moving behavior, it is not surprising that there is
When the moving rates of searchersno apparent overall experimental effect.

are examined by treatment group, there is no effect either, with the possi-
2ble exception of the Unconstrained Housing Gap households in Pittsburgh.

The fact that different household characteristics enter the search decision 

and the decision to move given search suggests the importance of examining 

the search process itself.

3.2 INCIDENCE OF SEARCH PROBLEMS

The decision to search for different housing involves a continuum of choice

ranging from not searching at all to casually searching to engaging in a 

full-time search campaign. It is of interest in analyzing the Demand Experi­

ment to find out whether the moving rate of searchers is related more to the

effort expended in the search or to barriers to mobility encountered during 
search.^ It is important to know whether people attempt to use the allowance 

payment and are thwarted by barriers (that are perhaps vulnerable to program
design) or whether they do not even try to use the payment. In evaluating
the Housing Gap form of allowance, it is important to know if households

The partial derivative, 3p/9x, represents the change in the probabil­
ity, p, due to a change in the independent variable, x. In a logit regression, 
9p/3x = p(l - p)b where b is the estimated coefficient of x. In the tables, 
the probability, p, used in the computation of the partial derivative is that 
for the reference group. If the probability were set equal to the sample 
mean, the partial derivative would be roughly twice as large.

2
See Appendix Table IV-3. The high moving rate of Unconstrained Hous­

ing Gap households in Pittsburgh may be due to the small sample size and the 
fact that 44 percent of the movers in this plan were forced movers (see Appen­
dix Table IV-7).

3Another issue, 
suitable units on moving.

not investigated here, is the impact of the supply of
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faced with housing requirements, in particular Minimum Standards households, 
have a particularly difficult time finding a unit meeting the requirements. 
This section looks first at a measure of search effort and then at the spe­
cific problems encountered by households in their search, examining as well 
the impact of the housing allowance program on the incidence of these 
problems.

Search Effort

The failure of some searchers to move might be attributable to a lack of

However, searchers that move do not in fact look at significantly 

more places than those that do not move (see Table 3-2). 
these searchers not moving during the first year may move during the second 
year of the experiment.^

effort.

Moreover, some of

Failure to move is apparently related more to difficulty encountered than

to effort; Table 3-3 shows that the moving rate declines significantly for
searchers experiencing greater difficulty in their search.
ship could be evidence of post hoc rationalization, but searchers reporting
difficulty and those not moving did in fact try at least as hard (measured
by the number of units examined) as other households in their search efforts

With the exception of households that reported not looking
at all, the frequency of reported search difficulty was weakly but positively

2related to search effort (the number of units examined). 
culty was reported by those that looked inside only one or two units, 
the relationship between the moving rate of searchers and search effort was 

not monotonic, those that looked at more than two units were less likely to 

move than those that looked at only one or two units.

This relation-

(see Table 3-4).

The least diffi-
While

^See Appendix Section IV.4.

20f those households that reported not looking inside any units, most 
did report having used other sources of information about potential housing. 
Nevertheless, it is hard to move without looking at any potential residences. 
This is evidenced by the level of difficulty reported by these households.
The fact that some of these households succeeded in moving at all indicates 
that they did not count the home to which they moved in responding to the 
questions.
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Table 3-2
MOVERS AND NONMOVERSSEARCH EFFORT OF

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
MOVERS NONMOVERSNONMOVERSMOVERS

Mean Number of Places 
Looked Ata 6.1 7.15.67.2

(480)(256) (153)(257)Sample Size

Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsi-SAMPLE:
dized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
NOTE: t-statistic comparing movers and nonmovers not significant at 

the 0.05 level.
a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 65 and Second 

Periodic Interview question 52:

During the last six months, altogether how many different 
houses or apartments have you (or someone from your house­
hold) actually visited? By visited we mean actually go 
inside and look at.
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' Table 3-3
MOVING RATES FOR SEARCHERS BY GENERAL 

LEVEL OF SEARCH DIFFICULTY 
(Sample Size in Parentheses)

LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY21 PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

Very Difficult 32% 61%
(223) (223)

Somewhat Difficult 48 83
(144) (184)

Not Difficult 73 85
(143) (220)

Chi-Square Statistic 
Significance Level0 0. 01 0.01

SAMPLE: Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsidized
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews, 
a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 73 and Second 

Periodic Interview question 59:
With the extra money from the housing allowance, how 
difficult was it to find housing you liked and could 
afford? Was it very difficult, somewhat difficult, 
or not difficult at all?
Chi-square statistic tests differences in moving rates by searchb.

difficulty level.
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Table 3-4
LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY IN FINDING HOUSING AND MOVING RATE 

OF SEARCHERS BY NUMBER OF PLACES LOOKED AT 
(In Percentages)

SAMPLE
SIZE

NUMBER OF PLACES 
LOOKED AT3

SAMPLE
SIZE

FOUND SEARCH 
VERY DIFFICULT13 MOVED

PITTSBURGH

( 47) 27% ( 48)None 47%

1-2 Places (145)36 63 (147)

3-5 Places (142)43 45 (144)

6-10 Places 49 (100) 48 (100)

11 or More Places 53 ( 74) 53 ( 74)

PHOENIX

42None ( 36) 56 ( 36)

261-2 Places (223) 83 (224)

3-5 Places 35 (171) 78 (172)

6-10 Places 43 (102) 69 (104)

11 or More Places 50 ( 95) 71 ( 97)

Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsi-SAMPLE:
dized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews. 
Chi-square statistic comparing the moving rate for searchers 

looking at three or more places with the moving rate for searchers looking 
at one or two places significant at the 0.01 level in Pittsburgh and the 
0.05 level in Phoenix.

DATA SOURCES: 
NOTE:

a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 65 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 52: see footnote (a) in Table 3-2.

b. Response to First Periodic Interview question 73 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 59: see footnote (a) in Table 3-3.
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Problems Finding Housing

The ability of searchers to find acceptable housing may be impaired by fac­
tors that limit their search or that limit the availability of suitable

The thoroughness of housing search may be limited by prior expecta­
tions of search difficulty, constraints on the time available for searching, 

or constraints on the geographic area that the searcher can cover, 
how thoroughly a household searches, it may have difficulty finding a unit 
if the supply of available housing is limited because of discrimination, 
relative lack of affordable dwelling units of the type desired by a house­
hold, or the unavailability of a particular type of dwelling unit at a de­
sired location.

units.

No matter

Whether or not housing allowances could work depends in part on the impedi­
ment introduced by search problems and on the extent to which these problems 

can be relieved by program design; difficulties subject to remedy and those 

directly related to the operation of the program are of particular concern. 
Provision of child care could relieve problems with the care of children 

while searching. Transportation provided by a program could expand the area 

covered in a housing search for households without access to a car. Simi­
larly, provision of information about available housing could expand housing 

choice. Equal opportunity support could also expand choice to the extent 
that search is directly limited by discrimination. In addition, the avail­

able supply of acceptable housing could be restricted by program requirements. 

Examples include landlords objecting to giving rent receipts or to allowing 

housing evaluations and households having difficulty in finding a dwelling 

unit that meets the housing requirements. This section focuses on the rela­
tive incidence of these search problems.

All households that reported searching for housing, regardless of whether 

they moved, were asked in the Periodic Interviews whether they had trouble
not knowing where to look, lack of transporta­finding a place because of: 

tion, lack of child care, landlord objections to providing rent receipts
or to having housing evaluations conducted and, for Minimum Standards house-

■^Neither general housing market conditions nor prior expectations 
(except expectations of discrimination) are discussed here.
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holds, finding a place meeting standards, 
volunteer other reasons for search difficulty. 
of responses given were financial reasons (especially finding rents too

2high), discrimination, and general difficulty in finding a suitable place.

The relative frequency of each specific search problem is presented in 

Table 3-5 for both Experimental and Control households. The most frequently 

cited search problems for both groups were lack of knowledge about where to 

look, transportation, and financial problems. Next in frequency was discrim­
ination against children in Pittsburgh and child care problems at both sites. 
Few households (no more than 3 percent of the searchers) reported problems 

because of landlord objections of housing evaluations or rent receipts or 

discrimination because of race, age, sex, marital status, or being a welfare 
recipient.3

burgh and 21 percent in Phoenix reported difficulty finding a unit that would 

meet the program standards.

Households were also asked to 

The predominant categories

I

: Of Housing Gap Minimum Standards searchers, 26 percent in Pitts-
■

Knowledge about available units. Significantly more Experimental than Con­
trol searchers said they did not know where to search in Pittsburgh (see 

4
Table 3-5). This was the only significant difference between Experimental

The interview question asked respondents whether any of the problems 
encountered were reasons for trouble finding a place; additional households 
may have encountered these problems but did not acknowledge them because 
they did not consider them obstacles in searching.

2 Some search problems may not have been reported by households be­
cause they were taken for granted—for example, the constraints on search 
time caused by jobs and working commitments.

3Three of the more important problems—financial difficulty, discrimi­
nation against children, and general difficulty in finding housing—were 
responses to open-ended probes. Thus it is likely that Table 3-5 understates 
their importance. For example, another set of questions in the Periodic In­
terviews asked households if they had encountered specific types of discrimi­
nation without linking it to trouble in finding a unit. The proportion of 
searchers reporting discrimination of any kind in response to those questions 
was more than, triple the proportion volunteering discrimination as a problem 
in their housing search. The extent of discrimination as measured by re­
sponses to those alternative questions is examined in Section 3.3 and in 
Appendix Section IV. 3.

4
Control households were not asked about landlord objections to rent 

receipts and did not have any housing requirements.
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Table 3-5
INCIDENCE OF SEARCH PROBLEMS 

(In Percentages)

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
EXPERIMENTAL

GROUP
CONTROL

GROUP
EXPERIMENTAL

GROUP
CONTROL

GROUPPROBLEM3,

Did Not Know Where 
to Look
Transportation Access
Could Not Find Program- 
Approvable Placeb
Financial Difficulty
Discrimination Against 
Children0
Child Care
General Difficulty in 
Finding a Placec
Landlord Objections 
to Housing Evaluations
Landlord Objections 
to Rent Receipts
Other Forms of 
Dis crimination®
Other Problems0

33% 23%* 21% 18%
28 29 20 18

NA®26 21 NA
c,d 17 22 21 26

15 13 4 6
10 13 10 8

9 8 3 2

3 32 3

2 2NA NA

3 3 1 1
4 3 4 3

Sample Size (390) (122) (448) (180)

Searchers active at one yean:, not living in own or subsi-SAMPLE:
dized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interview, andDATA SOURCESs 
payments file.

NOTE: Percentages add to more than 100 percent because of multiple
responses.

Response to First Periodic Interview question 60 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 47:

a.

Did you have any trouble finding a place to live because: (yes/no)
You didn't know where to look 
You didn't have access to transportation that 
would allow you to look for places 
You didn't have anyone to take care of your 
children while you looked
Landlords objected to giving rent receipts 
Landlord objected to having housing evaluations 
done
You couldn't find a place that the program office 
would approve
Some other reason (specify).

A.
B.

C.

D.
E.

F.

G.
b. Percentage based only on households in the Housing Gap Minimum 

Standards treatment group answering the question (86 in Pittsburgh, 111 in 
Phoenix).

c. Response G (open-ended probe).
d. The reason volunteered by almost all respondents was that rents

were too high.
e. NA = not applicable.
* Chi-square statistic comparing Experimental and Control house­

holds significant at the 0.05 level.
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and Control households in the incidence of any search problem, 
reason for the difference is that Housing Gap Minimum Standards households

One possible

had to live in housing meeting the program standards to receive payments; 
this requirement may have restricted their choice so much as to make it

Table 3-6 shows that Minimum Standardsmore difficult to find housing, 
searchers in Pittsburgh were more likely to cite difficulty in knowing where
to look than Control households, while Experimental households (other than 

those in the Minimum Standards treatment group) were no more likely to cite 

this problem. Thus, the Minimum Standards housing requirements themselves 

apparently added a degree of difficulty to search. Further evidence of this 

difficulty is indicated by the large fraction of Minimum Standards searchers 

at both sites (about one-fourth) having trouble finding a standard unit (see 

Table 3-7).

Table 3-5 shows further that Experimental householdsFinancial problems.

reported financial difficulty less frequently than did Control households, 
although the difference in frequency is not significant.^* The importance of
financial difficulty in search is further indicated by responses to an inter­
view question on reasons for stopping search; lack of affordable housing was 

most frequently cited at both sites followed by difficulty finding available 

housing and general discouragement, as shown in Table 3-8. 

financial problems is critical to the workings of a housing allowance program 

and warrants deeper investigation.

The issue of

One would expect that most households already receiving full payments (Per­
cent of Rent households, Unconstrained households, and Housing Gap house­

holds meeting requirements) would have the least financial difficulty in
2choosing another place to live, 

housing requirements after moving to receive payments, whether or not they
But Housing Gap households had to meet the

^Very few households cited any financial reasons other than their 
perception that rents were too high.

2Unconstrained households were those receiving a Housing Gap type of 
payment without having to meet housing requirements. Households not receiv­
ing a full payment were primarily Housing Gap households that did not meet 
the housing requirements at enrollment. A few Percent of Rent households 
or Housing Gap households that met the requirements at enrollment were never­
theless in this group because they had not submitted all the required infor­
mation forms or rent receipts.
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Table 3-6
HOUSEHOLDS CITING DIFFICULTY IN KNOWING WHERE TO LOOK

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE CITING SAMPLE

SIZE
PERCENTAGE CITING SAMPLE 

DIFFICULTYDIFFICULTY3HOUSEHOLD GROUP SIZE

Experimental house­
holds except Housing 
Gap Minimum Standards 
households 29% (298) 20% (333)

Housing Gap Minimum 
Standards households 46** ( 92) (114)24

Control households 23 (122) (180)18

SAMPLE: Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsi­
dized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews, 
a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 60 and Second 

Periodic Interview question 47, response (A): see footnote (a) in Table 3-5.
** Chi-square statistic comparing Housing Gap Minimum Standards 

households with Control households significant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 3-7
REPORTED TROUBLE FINDING STANDARD HOUSING

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE
REPORTING

SAMPLE
SIZE

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE 
REPORTINGa

20% (110)( 86)Housing Gap Minimum Standards
Met Requirements at 
Enrollment
Did Not Meet Requirements 
at Enrollment

26%

[ 8] ( 13)( 9)[22]

( 77) 22 ( 97)26

Housing Gap Minimum Standards searchers active at one year, 
not living in own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility 
limit.

SAMPLE:

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews, andDATA SOURCES: 
payments file.!

NOTE: Chi-square statistic comparing households that met and did not 
meet the requirements not significant at the 0.05 level. Brackets indicate 
entries based on 15 or fewer observations.

a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 60 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 77, response (F): see footnote (a) in Table 3-5.

4
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Table 3-8

REASONS FOR HAVING STOPPED SEARCHING3
:

; PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
NUMBER OF

HOUSEHOLDS REPORTING
NUMBER OF

HOUSEHOLDS REPORTINGRESPONSE15.
'

? Couldn't Find Anything 
in Price Range
Got Discouraged

Couldn't Find Anything 
Available
Personal Reasons

. 28 41
l 15 32

17 18.
■

6 10
Difficult to Get 
Out and Look 7 9
Discrimination 1 1
Other Reasons 8 13

Number of Households that 
Stopped Searching and were 
Asked Reasons

34 56

Searchers that stopped looking for housing that were active 
at one year, not living in own or subsidized housing, and below the low- 
income eligibility limit.

SAMPLE:

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
Total responses exceed total number of households due to mul-

DATA SOURCES: 
NOTE:

tiple responses.
Households that did not move and responded "no" to First Periodica.

Interview question 84:
Are you still looking for a house or apartment to move to?

b. Response to First Periodic Interview question 85 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 78:

Why did you stop looking? Was it because you (yes/no)

A. Got discouraged
B. Couldn't find anything in the price range
C. Found it difficult to get out and look
D. Were discriminated against
E. Couldn't find anything available
F. Had personal reasons—such as illness
G. Had some other reason.
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Housing Gap households not meeting themet the requirements before moving, 
requirements at enrollment might well sense financial difficulty, because 

the allowance payments could only be assured after moving to a unit meeting 

The form of allowance (Housing Gap or Percent of Rent) andthe standards.
initial status with respect to housing requirements would thus be expected

In Pittsburgh itto relate to perceived financial difficulty in search, 
appears that Percent of Rent households were less likely to report finan­
cial difficulty than either Housing Gap households or Control households, 
although the differences are still not significant (see Table 3-9). 
restricted nature of the Housing Gap offer appears to be a problem for 

searchers at both sites, even if they were initially meeting the housing
The incidence of financial prob-

The

requirements and receiving full payments, 
lems for Housing Gap households is greater than that for Percent of Rent
households while still less than that for Control households. These pat­
terns, however, must be interpreted with caution as none of the differences 

are significant.

More direct tests have been attempted on the issue of whether or not the 

allowance offer reduced financial difficulty for Housing Gap households not 
meeting the housing requirements at enrollment, 
vided into groups according to whether the calculated payment was enough 

to cover the difference between their rent in the enrollment residence and 

the rent required to meet the housing requirement.
systematically varied the payment level and the stringency of the housing

These households were di-

(By design, the offers

requirement; therefore, households were not guaranteed that the payment 
would fully finance meeting the requirement.)1 

are inconclusive (see Table 3-10).
Unfortunately, the results 

The sample sizes of the resulting groups 

of households are so small that only very large differences in the propor­
tions of households expressing financial difficulty would be statistically
significant. Even so, searchers in Phoenix with payments insufficient to 

bridge the difference between the initial and requried rents apparently were

Minimum Rent households had to meet a specific rent requirement.
For Minimum Standards households, the estimated cost of modest, existing, 
standard housing, C* (the basic payment level) has been used as an approxi­
mation for the cost of housing meeting Minimum Standards. The C* level was 
developed by a local panel of experts at each site (sea Appendix Table II-4) .
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Table 3-9
INCIDENCE OF FINANCIAL DIFFICULTY 

BY TREATMENT GROUP

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE SAMPLE 
REPORTING3 SIZE

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE 
REPORTING3 SIZETREATMENT GROUP

(149)Percent of Rent 14% 18% (171)

Unconstrained ( 24) ( 26)8 23

Housing Gap (204) (250)20 22

Received a full allowance 
payment at enrollment ( 63) ( 59)22 19

Did not receive a full 
allowance payment at 
enrollment

(141) (190)19 23

(180)(121)Control 22 26

SAMPLE: Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: First and Second Periodic Interviews, and payments file. 
NOTE: Chi-square statistic comparing any listed Experimental group

with Control households not significant at the 0.05 level.
a. Open-ended response to First Periodic Interview question 60 and 

Second Periodic Interview question 47, response (G): see footnote (a) in 
Table 3-5.

1
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Table 3-10

INCIDENCE OF FINANCIAL DIFFICULTY FOR HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS 
NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS AS AFFECTED BY SUFFICIENCY OF PAYMENT

y

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE
REPORTING

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE 
REPORTINGa SIZEHOUSEHOLD GROUP

(101)
( 76) 
( 25)

( 80) 25%Housing Gap Minimum Standards
Sufficient Payment*3 
Insufficient Payment

26%
( 61) 2028
( 19) 4021

( 89)
( 79) 
( 10)

2110 ( 61)

( 56) 
( 5)

Housing Gap Minimum Rent
Sufficient Payment 
Insufficient Payment

11 19
[40][ 0]

<
SAMPLE: Housing Gap Minimum Rent and Minimum Standards searchers not

meeting housing requirements at enrollment active at one year, not living in 
own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: First and Second Periodic Interviews, and payments file. 
NOTE: Chi-square statistic comparing households with sufficient and 

insufficient payments not significant at) the 0.05 level. Brackets indicate 
entries based on 15 or fewer observations.

a. Open-ended response to First Periodic Interview question 60 and 
Second Periodic Interview question 47, response (G): see footnote (a) in 
Table 3-5.

b. Payment at the time of enrollment assuming housing requirements 
met. "Sufficiency" was determined by whether payment equaled or exceeded the 
difference between initial rent and the rent necessary to meet requirements. 
For- Minimum Standards households, the amount was approximated by the basic 
payment level, C*, used as a rough proxy for the average rent of housing 
meeting Minimum Standards. Minimum Rent households were required to pay 
0.7C* or 0.9C* for rent depending on their assignment.

t
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much more likely to sense financial difficulty in moving than households 

with sufficient payments (significant at the 0.10 level).

The above observations on financial problems are often site-specific or are 

not statistically significant. They do, however, provide some indications 

about the extent to which the payments were perceived as relieving financial 
difficulty in moving. Households with truly unrestricted payment—Percent 
of Rent households (and Unconstrained households in Pittsburgh)—reported 

financial difficulty less frequently than Control households. Housing Gap 

households apparently found the financial aid of the allowance payment off­
set by the need to meet the housing requirements, so that their perception 

of financial difficulty was not appreciably different from Control house­
holds.

General difficulty. Program effects on housing search can be further ex­
plored using an interview question about the degree of difficulty in finding

Experimental searchers in each major treatment group (Per­
cent of Rent, Unconstrained, and Housing Gap) were significantly less likely

suitable housing.

to report it very difficult to find housing than Control searchers (see 
Table 3-11).1 Table 3-11 also shows that the housing requirements made 

search more difficult for Housing Gap households relative to other Experi­
mental households; they were significantly more likely (at the 0.05 level) 

to report that search was very difficult than either Percent of Rent house­
holds at both sites or Unconstrained households in Pittsburgh, 
findings relate to the effect of the housing requirements, 

greater percentage of households not meeting the housing requirements found 

their search very difficult than did households meeting the requirements 

(significant in Pittsburgh only at the 0.07 level (see Table 3-11)). 
icantly more Minimum Standards than Minimum Rent households found their 

search very difficult (see Table 3-12).

Two further
A significantly

Signif-

Although Control households were more likely to know where to search 
than Experimental households (see Table 3-5), they experienced sufficiently 
greater financial (or other) difficulty so that the result is a significantly 
greater proportion that found search very difficult.
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Table 3-11
INCIDENCE OF GENERAL DIFFICULTY IN FINDING 

SUITABLE HOUSING BY TREATMENT GROUP

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE 
REPORTING 

VERY DIFFICULT

PERCENTAGE 
REPORTING 

' VERY DIFFICULTa
SAMPLE
SIZE

SAMPLE
SIZETREATMENT GROUP

(171)Percent of Rent 31%** (155) 21%**

20** ( 25) 27** ( 26)Unconstrained

(208) (249)Housing Gap
Receiving a full 
allowance payment

Not receiving a 
full allowance 
payment

43** 32**

32** ( 65) ( 59)14**

38**b48** (143) (190)

All Experimental 
Households 37** (388) (446)28**

Control Households 66 (122) (180)55

SAMPLE: Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsidized
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews, 
a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 73 and Second 

Periodic Interview question 59:

With the extra money from the housing allowance, how 
difficult was it to find housing you liked and could 
afford? Was it very difficult, somewhat difficult, 
or not difficult at all?
Also significantly different from those receiving a full paymentb.

at the 0.01 level.
Chi-square statistic comparing Experimental group with Control 

households significant at the 0.01 level.
**
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Table 3-12

INCIDENCE OF r 
SUITABLE HOUSING

general DIFFICULTY IN FINDING 
FOR HOUSING GAP SEARCHERS

.'

PITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE 
REPORTING 

VERY DIFFICULTa

: PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE 
REPORTING 

VERY DIFFICULT
: SAMPLE

SIZE
SAMPLE

SIZE
TREATMENT GROUP

Housing Gap 
Minimum Standards 55% ( 92) 40% (114)

Met housing 
requirements 
at enrollment

5
[36] ( ID [23] ( 13)

Did not meet 
housing 
requirements 
at enrollment

t

58 ( 81) (101)43

j Housing Gap 
Minimum Rent 33**b 25*b(116) (135)

Met housing 
requirements 
at enrollment ( 54)31 ( 46)11
Did not meet 
housing 
requirements 
at enrollment 33*C ( 89)34 ( 62)

Housing Gap Minimum Rent and Minimum Standards searchers 
active at one year, not living in own or subsidized housing, and below the 
low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES:
NOTE:

SAMPLE:

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews. 
Brackets indicate entries based on 15 or fewer observations.

Response to First Periodic Interview question 73 and Second
see footnote (a) in Table 3-11. 

b. Chi-square statistic compares Minimum Standards and Minimum Rent

a.
Periodic Interview question 59:

households.
Chi-square statistic compares households that did not meet the 

requirements with those that did.
Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.05 level.
Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

c.

*
**
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The competing elements of the Housing Gap offer—payments to house-Summary.

holds provided they meet housing requirements—can be seen in the responses
Minimum Standards households, especially thosediscussed in this section, 

that did not meet the housing requirements, tended to find search very diffi­
cult (more so than Minimum Rent households), were more likely than Control 
households to feel they had trouble knowing where to look, and reported

The primary impact of the allowance offers 

on the search process reflects the importance both of the payments and of

$
trouble finding standard housing.

the constraints attached to the payments as summarized below:

Receiving allowance payments appears to relieve expected 
financial difficulty in moving.

Difficulty in knowing where to search and the overall level 
of search difficulty appear to be related to the imposition 
of housing requirements.

More generally, the results reported in this section indicate that a house­

hold's inability to move does not stem from lack of effort but from various 

difficulties encountered while searching. The impacts of both the search 

difficulties directly addressed by the experimental allowance program (such 

as financial problems) and those not directly affected (such as those re­
lated to transportation or having children) are pursued further in the next 

two sections. Section 3.3 focuses on identifying the relationship between 

the incidence of difficulties and various household characteristics. These
relationships indicate whether the use of an allowance is likely to be es-

Section 3.4 examines whether orpecially restricted for some households, 
not a household's perception of a search problem is actually related to its 

ability to move, and identifies the need for or potential usefulness of
remedial action.

3.3 SEARCH PROBLEMS AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Household characteristics may affect moving behavior directly, or they may 

affect the incidence of search problems. It is important to know whether 
some search problems are experienced more by certain types of households 

than by others so that government action may be taken or programs can be

The logit analysis presented in Section 3.1 

found little systematic relationship between household characteristics and

Only the number of moves in the past three years, race,

designed to alleviate them.

moving behavior.
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and household size were significant in any analysis, 
tions of search problems and household characteristics of particular interest 
are examined here.

rates is investigated in Section 3.4.

Only those combina-

The relationship between search problems and moving

Problems Related to Children

The incidence of discrimination against children was positively related to 

the number of children in the household, while child care problems were not
Child care problems are undoubtedly related to ages of 

the children—indeed, larger families are more likely to have an older child 

to babysit.

(see Table 3-13).

The probability that households will at some time experience 

discrimination against children is increased if a limited supply of large
housing units requires larger households to search more than smaller house­
holds to find suitable units. However, households with three or more chil­
dren did not look at more units than households with fewer children. A

limited supply of large units may well lead large households having trouble 
finding units to blame their trouble on discrimination against children.^

Access Problems

Not surprisingly, households that could use their own automobiles for search­

ing were far less likely to report access problems than those forced to use 

public or other methods of transportation in their search (see Table 3-14).

Difficulty Knowing Where to Look

This problem might be expected to be related to lack of education or to the 

inexperience associated with few previous moves, and to depend on the infor-
As expected, the problem of not knowing where to look 

was greater for the less educated; those with up to 12 years of education 

had about twice the difficulty of those with some college education (see 

While it would be expected that searchers with histories of 

previous moves would have a better knowledge of the housing market and how

mation sources used.

Table 3-15).

discrimination against families with children is discussed later in 
this section and in Appendix Section IV.3.
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Table 3-14
INCIDENCE OF TRANSPORTATION ACCESS PROBLEM 

BY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION USED

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE
REPORTING
PROBLEMb

PERCENTAGE
REPORTING
PROBLEM

SAMPLE
SIZE

MODE OF TRANSPORTATION 
USEDa

SAMPLE
SIZE

(154)8% 5% (416)Own Car

Friend's Car 36 (211) (163)42

Taxi 45 ( 40) [67] ( 6)

Public Transportation 45 (186) ( 30)63

36 (289) (168)Walk 49

Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsi­
dized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews. 
Brackets indicate entries based on a sample of 15 or fewer

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES: 
NOTE:

observations.
Response to First Periodic Interview question 64 and Second 

Periodic Interview question 51:
a.

How did you usually get around to look at houses or 
apartments? Did you use

A. Your own car
B. A friend's or relative's car
C. Taxi service or jitney
D. Public transportation
E. Walk
F. Did you get around some other way (specify).

b. Response to First Periodic Interview question 60 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 47: see footnote (a) in Table 3-5.

(yes/no)

i
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Table 3-IS
C*CIDEHC2 OF DIFFICULTY in knowing where to look by education, 

PRIOR JOBILITY AND INTORMATICN SOURCES USED

: PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE RETORTING 
DIFFICULTY IN KNOWING NUMBER OF 

HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENTAGE REPORTING 
DIFFICULTY IN KNOWING 

WHERE TO LOOK*
EFFECTIVENESS

RATIO
NUMBER OF EFFECTIVENESS 
HOUSEHOLDS RATIO1* WHERE TO LOOK

Education Level 
(Year*)

NAd (181) 
(155) 
(181) 
( SO)

NA24%( 95) 
(193) 
(178) 
( 40)

39%1-9 22 NANA309-11 17 NANA3012 11 NANA1013 or aore

Information 
Source Csedc

(326)
(318)

0.34
0.26

23O.IS 
0 .OS

(321)
(197)

30Nawepapers
Vacancy Signs 
Friend* ind 

Relative* 
Real £*tate 

Agents 
Bulletin 

Board*

2534

(338) 0.54200.41(341)30

( 97) 0.09230.1035 (239)

38 ( 53) 0 .0238 ( 64) 0.00

Number of Moves 
in Put Three 
Year*

17 (103)
(154)
(224)
(146)

33 (192) 
(142) 
(1J8) 

X 38)

NA NA0
31 211 NANA
29 242-3 NA NA
24 164-7 NA NA

Searchers active at one /ear, not Irvin? in ovn or subsidized housing, and below the low-uvcoae eligibilitySAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES: 3aseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
NOTE: Responses to the questions below were not mutually exclusive.
a. Response to First Periodic-Interview question 60 and Second Periodic Interview queetion 47. response (A): see 

footnote (a) in Table 3-5.
b. Fraction of searchers using the information source chat reported they found their new home through that source. 

Based on response to First Periodic Interview question 52 and Second Periodic Interview question 19 (see foocnote (c)), 
with responses to First Periodic Interview question 93 and Second Periodic Interview question 91:

Which of these comes closest to describing how you or ocher members of your household first found 
out that this (house/apartnenc) was availabl*

A. Newspaper
B. Real estate agency
C. Neighborhood bulletin board 
3. Vacancy sign on building
E. Tnend or relative
f. Social or family service worker

Knew the people who moved out of this aparmnent 
X. Other (specify).

c. Response to First Periodic Interview question 62 and Second Periodic Interview question 49:
Ouring the last 6 months, while looking Cor a new place to Live, did you or your family find out 
about available houses or apartments from

A. Newspapers
3. Real eecaca agencies
C. Neighborhood oullecir. ooards 
0. Vacancy signs on buildings 
S. Friends or relatives
F. 3oclal or family service workers
G. Somewhere else (specify).

The last two sources were acknowledged by few households, 
d. NA - not applicable.

G.
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to conduct a housing search than those with less moving experience, it is 

not clear that Phoenix searchers with greater prior mobility were any less 

likely to report the problem, though the relationship was in the expected 
direction in Pittsburgh.^

The relative frequency of not knowing where to look was generally unaffected 
by the information sources used. Besides the survey question asking all 
searchers what sources they had used, a separate question asked those that 
moved to name the information source through which they found their new

■

;
:

As Table 3-15 shows, although newspapers, real estate agents, vacancy 

signs, and friends and relatives were all frequently used as sources of hous­
ing information, computing the effectiveness ratios shows that friends and

2relatives appeared to pay off far more often than any of the other sources.

home.

One source of general information about housing availability was the Housing 

Information Program. Apparently, though, neither the offer of housing infor­
mation nor attendance at one or more of the housing information sessions

3
seemed to have influenced searchers' moving rates. Thus personal contact
appears much more effective than other sources of information.

i
Discrimination

Landlords may have acted in ways which restrict the choice of housing units 

available to certain households.
tained principally from Periodic Interview questions asked of households;

!
Information about discrimination was ob-

^The probability of a searcher moving was, however, positively related 
to the number of moves in the previous three years (see Appendix Tables VI-1 
and VI-2). This suggests that searchers with greater prior mobility were 
more likely to move due to reasons other than knowledge of where to look.
The effect of search problems on moving is discussed in Section 3.4.

2The effectiveness ratio used here is the fraction of searchers using
an information source that reported they found their new home through that 

Rossi (1955, p. 161) computed the effectiveness of several housing
Consistent with the findings in Table

:
source.
information channels in Philadelphia.
3-15, he found that personal contact was far more effective than newspapers, 
real estate agents, or walking and riding around. Reliance on friends and 
relatives as the prime information source in finding alternative housing is 
also discussed in Lansing and Mueller (1967, p. 210).

1

3The impact of the program is investigated in a preliminary way in
i

Appendix V.;
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this analysis therefore considers discrimination as it is perceived and re­
ported by all households that searched.1

asked solely about racial discrimination, but also about a wide range of 
other poeelble forms of discrimination, including discrimination because 

of age, sex, marital status, source of income, children, and receipt of a
All forms of discrimination are referred to in this 

Household characteristics and the nature of 

the search process itself will influence whether a household encounters 

Conversely, discrimination (or the expectation of 

discrimination) may shape the search for housing.

Interview respondents were not

housing allowance.
2

report as discrimination.

discrimination.

A substantial proportion of the households that moved or,searched for hous­
ing during the first year of the experiment reported experiencing some kind
of discrimination—56 percent of the searchers in Pittsburgh and 32 percent 

of the searchers in Phoenix (see Table 3-16). It is striking that the level
of perceived discrimination is substantially higher in Pittsburgh than in
Phoenix. One possible explanation is that the tighter housing market in
Pittsburgh gives landlords greater latitude to choose among prospective 

4 Discrimination of a given kind is associated with the relevanttenants.
household characteristics in the expected ways (see Figure 3-1).

Table 3-16 illustrates clearly that the most common form of reported discrim­

ination at both sites was that against families with children—45 percent of

Pittsburgh households and 24 percent of Phoenix households reported discrimi-
The incidence of this type of discrimination increasednation of this type.

Because the interview question on which the analysis in this section 
is based was asked of all households that moved or searched during the six 
months prior to the interview, the level of discrimination reported here is 
higher than that reported in Section 3.2, which dealt only with a response 
of discrimination volunteered to an open-ended question on search problems.

2
Because of its complexity, the detailed analysis of perceived dis­

crimination is discussed in Appendix IV.3; only the major conclusions of 
.hat analysis are reported here.

3Note that Appendix Table VI-1 shows black searchers in Pittsburgh 
much less likely to move than white searchers, but that Appendix Table VI-2 
shows no effect of race/ethnicity in Phoenix.

4In 1974, the rental vacancy rates were 5.1 percent in Pittsburgh and 
14.4 percent in Phoenix (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1976). Similarly, the 
mean first-year search time of households in the Demand Experiment was higher 
in Pittsburgh (92 days) than in Phoenix (47 days).
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Table 3-16
TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION REPORTED 

(In Percentages)

TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION3, PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

Age 13% 10%

Sex 8 2

Marital Status 20 6

Race/Ethnicityk 7 4

Sources of Income 30 8

Children 45 24

Housing Allowance 1 1

Any Type 56 32

Sample Size (512) (628)

Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews. 
Percentages do not add to 100 percent because households may 

have reported multiple types of discrimination or none.
Response to First Periodic Interview question 76 and Second 

Periodic Interview question 65:
In looking for houses or apartments since you first 
enrolled in the program, do you feel you experienced 
any discrimination from landlords, superintendents 
or other people who rent apartments because of your 
or anyone in your household's

Age 
Sex
Marital status 
Race
Nationality 
Sources of income 
Children
Receiving a housing allowance.

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:
NOTE:

a.

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

b. Asked of all households. See Figure 3-1 for responses by racial/
ethnic groups.
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Figure 3 - 1
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT EXPERIENCED DISCRIMINATION 

IN LOOKING FOR A PLACE TO LIVE BY TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION3

(SAMPLE SIZE IN PARENTHESES)

Receiving 
a Housing 
Allowance

Major 
Source of 
Income

Marital
Status

Race/
Ethnicity

Against
Children

SexAge
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Receiving 
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Against
Children

Marital
Status

Race/
Ethnicity

Age Sex

SAMPLE: Searchers active at one year, not living in own or 
subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit. 
DATA SOURCES: First and Second Periodic Interview, Initial 
Household Report Form.

a Response to First Periodic Interview question 76 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 65: See footnote (a) in Table 3-16.
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,1

i

with the number of children (see Figure 3-1)-1 

other types of discrimination varied slightly between the two sites, but 

source of income, marital status, and age were the next most common reasons

The incidence of perceived discrimination 

directly tied to participation in the allowance experiment (for example, 
because rent receipts were required) was very low.

2Racial or ethnic discrimination was reported by relatively few households. 
This is partly because white households would not be expected to experience

When the incidence of perceived racial discrimina­
tion is examined stratified by the race or ethnicity of the household, the 

reported incidence is still lower than might be expected: 
ers, 18 percent in Pittsburgh and 12 percent in Phoenix perceived racial 
discrimination, as did 6 percent of Spanish American searchers in Phoenix 

(see Figure 3-1).

The relative importance of
3

I
for discrimination at both sites.

!

}

racial discrimination.

of black search-

Though the amount of reported racial discrimination was certainly not triv­

ial, it was not so great as might have been expected given the extent of 
racial segregation in the housing market.**; Although a low level of discrimi­

nation is not necessarily inconsistent with the presence of housing segrega­
tion, minority households may either have adopted search patterns that ena­
bled them to avoid encountering discrimination or been unwilling to report 

In fact, black searchers in Pittsburgh were more likely than whites to 

say they avoided other neighborhoods because they feared discrimination, 

whether they searched within or outside their original neighborhood (21 per­
cent so indicated).^ 

valent, the three racial/ethnic groups were equally likely to expect discrim-

:

;
!

it.

In Phoenix, where reported discrimination was less pre-

^This relationship also held for those volunteering discrimination 
against children as a search problem (see above, Table 3-13).

2The low incidence of reported discrimination is consistent with the 
very small number of complaints about discrimination by households to the 
antidiscrimination lawyer whose services were available free to all house­
holds in the experiment. As the Demand Experiment was not designed to test 
the effectiveness of equal opportunity support, there was no experimental 
variation in the offer of support.

3
For a discussion of the patterns of segregation in Pittsburgh and 

Phoenix, see Atkinson and Phipps, 1977.
4

See Appendix Table IV-10.

;

.

:

;
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ination.1 Many black searchers either cited racial discrimination or avoided
neighborhoods because of expected discrimination——28 percent of black search-

2ers in Pittsburgh and 16 percent in Phoenix.

The frequency with which households reported multiple types of discrimina­

tion, combined with the high incidence of discrimination against children 

and the comparatively low incidence of discrimination on racial or ethnic 

grounds, may suggest that discrimination against children may have been used
On the con-by realtors and landlords to mask discrimination based on race, 

trary, investigation of this question (see Appendix Section IV.3) suggests 

that discrimination against children was not used to camouflage discrimina­

tion based on race.

Many of these problems may not affect household moving behavior—Section 3.4 

explores this possibility.

SEARCH PROBLEMS AND MOVING3.4

Search problems can affect the process of searching in different ways, 
problems may affect the behavior of searchers but not their ultimate mobility;

In general, this section

Some

others .may represent true obstacles to moving, 

analyzes the mobility of households citing the most frequently-mentioned

barriers to search. Search problems associated with race are included be­

cause of policy interest, because race was important in the logit estimates 

on moving, and because some black households did perceive discrimination or 

avoid neighborhoods because of discrimination. Three measures of impact are 

examined here: the effect of each major reported search barrier on the moving 

rate of searchers, on the number of places looked at, and on the geographic 

extent of search.

The most frequently encountered search problems were not necessarily the

^Only 9 percent of Phoenix black searchers avoided neighborhoods 
because they expected discrimination.

2
This evidence suggests that expectations may be important in deter­

mining where households search, and that the expectation of discrimination 
may have led black households to search for housing primarily in black or 
"mixed" neighborhoods. (This possibility is not examined here.) Further­
more, if the households alternating their search patterns were successful 
in avoiding racial discrimination, the low reported incidence of racial 
discrimination understates its importance.
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most serious barriers to mobility, as shown in Table 3-17, which presents 
the moving rate of searchers as well as the mean number of places examined 

for the most important search problems. The problem having the most impact 
on moving rates was financial difficulty—searchers citing that problem were 

significantly less likely to have moved than searchers not citing the problem. 
Households citing financial problems looked at more places as well (in Phoenix, 
significantly more). Pittsburgh searchers reporting problems in accessing 

transportation also had a significantly lower moving rate.
: Households subject to the Minimum Standards requirement had to rent housing 

meeting specified criteria to receive an allowance payment, 
of such units could thus constrain mobility.

Standards searchers reporting difficulty finding a standard unit looked at 
significantly more units than, those not reporting the problem, 
dence of moving, however, bears a paradoxical relationship to the presence 

The moving rate for those that reported the problem was

■

A limited supply 

Table 3-17 shows that Minimum
;

The inci-

of this problem, 
higher than for those that did not.

Two explanations for this paradox seem plausible. The first involves the 

possibility that households attempting to make use of the allowance payment 
searched more extensively and ultimately succeeded. In the course of that 
search, they became aware of the limited supply of standard housing and re­
ported the problem. Alternatively, the extensive search could be in response 

to the difficulty they encountered. Households experiencing the problem 

could have intensified their search and as a result succeeded. Those not 

experiencing difficulty failed to move for other reasons. A more extensive 

analysis might be able to resolve this issue.

The same issue arises in the case of racial or ethnic discrimination, 
logit estimates (Section 3.1) indicated black searchers were less likely to

If this arises from racial 

discrimination, it obviously is of policy concern and would be an issue in

The

move than otherwise similar white searchers.

the feasibility of providing a housing allowance for black households, 
ever, the interview data shown in Table 3-17 indicate that households re­
porting discrimination (or reporting they avoided neighborhoods because of 
expected discrimination) were actually more likely to move than those not so 

reporting (though the differences are not significant), 
because one might assume lack of moving to be related to experiencing discrim- 

Part of the explanation may be that those generally more persistent
Indeed, the households

How-

This poses a dilemma.

ination.
in search are more likely to encounter discrimination.
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Table 3-17
the ettect of search problems on the moving rate of searchers and the number of places looked at

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
MEAN NUMBER OF SAMPLE 

PLACES LOOKED AT SIZE
MEAN NUMBER OF 

PLACES LOOKED AT
SAMPLE
SIZE

MOVING
RATE

MOVING
RATEPROBLEM

Difficulty in Knowing Where 
to LooA4 

Reported 
Not Reported

Traneportetion Access* 
Reported 
Not Reported

(126)
(SOI)

6.271%(157)
(355)

5.448%
6.4776.950

(122)
(506)

6.670(145)
(367)

6.841
6.3776.3S3**

Financial Difficulty* 
Volunteered 
Not Volunteered

(139)
(488)

8.5( 91) 
(407)

456.934
5.7**84**6.353**

(628)76 6.3(512)6.450All Searcher*

Child Care4 (Searcher* with 
Children Only)

Reported 
Not Reported

( 56) 
(411)

84 7.37.1 ( 53) 
(351)

53
6.4746.848

Discrimination Against 
Children (Searchers with 
Children Only) 

Volunteered4 
Not Volunteered
Perceived*5 
Not Perceived

( 30) 
(436)

( 74) 
(319)

70 10.9
6.2*

45 9.0
7650 6.3*

(146)
(321)

79 9.446 8.8 (223)
(179) 5.2**SI 734. 5**

(467)75 6.5All Searchers With Children 48 6.9 (404)

Difficulty in Finding a 
Program-Approvabla Place* 
(Minimus Standards Searchers 

Only)
Reported 
Not Reported

8.7 ( 23) 
( 88)

10.1 ( 22) 
( 64)

8364
7342 5.6* 4.8*

All Minimum Standards Searchers 75 5.6 (111)6.7 ( 86)48

Racial/Ethnic Discrimination*5 
(Black Searchers Only) 

Perceived 
Not Perceived

58 9.7 ( 26) 
(120)

(711 7.6 ( 7) 
( 50)37 4.5** 64 5.0

Expected Discrimination11 
(Black Searchers Only) 

Neighborhoods Avoided 
Nexgnborhoods Not Avoided

43 6.0 [40] ( 5) 
( 51)

( 30) 
(116)

9.4
41 5.3 67 5.0-

Racial/Ethnic Discrimination^ 
and Neighborhoods Avoided6 
(Black Searchers Only)

Either 
Neither

51 ( 41) 
(105)

7.4 [67] 7.7 ( 9) 
( 47)37 4.7 64 4.9

All Black Searchers 41 5.4 (146) 5.3 ( 57)65

SAMPLE: Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income 
eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 60 and Second Periodic Interview question 47: see 

footnote (a) in Table 3-5.
b. Response to First Periodic Interview question 76 and Second Periodic Interview question 65: 3ee 

footnote (a) in Table 3-16.
c. Response to First Periodic Interview question 63 and Second Periodic Interview question 50:

Since you have been in the program, have you avoided looking in certain neighborhoods 
because you expected some sort of discrimination? (yes/no)

Chi-square statistic (for moving rate) or t-statistic (for places looked at) comparing those 
reporting or not reporting the problem significant at the 0.05 level.

** Chi-square statistic (for moving rate) or t-statistic (for places looked at) comparing those 
reporting or not reporting the problaa significant at the 0.01 level.
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reporting discrimination or avoiding neighborhoods also tended to look at 
more places (significantly so in Pittsburgh). Experiencing discrimination 

could also force a black household to search more before being able to visit 

enough available housing units. With these data, there is no apparent way
to disentangle the connections between moving, persistence in search, and 

reported discrimination. It also appears that a substantial proportion of 
black searchers not reporting discrimination nevertheless had difficulty

The interview data obviously do not provide enough information on 

whether or not discrimination was also a factor for these households.

i

moving.

There was no evidence that searchers with children reporting a child care
problem looked at fewer units or were any less likely to move than those 

that did not report the problem. Those indicating discrimination against 
children as a search problem looked at significantly more units but were 
generally slightly less likely to move than those not volunteering or per­
ceiving the problemI

i
Search barriers can be divided into two general categories: 
constrained households from searching and those which made it difficult for

These groupings suggest 
that searchers experiencing search-constraining problems (such as lack of 
child care, transportation difficulties, or not knowing where to look) would 

not have been able to find as many units as other households, while searchers 

confronted with such difficulties as discrimination and financial problems 

would have had to look at more places before finding a suitable one. 

as Table 3-17 shows, there was no evidence that households experiencing any

those which!

households that did search to find suitable units.
■.

'
I

)

In fact.!

of the search-constraining problems looked at fewer places than did other 

households, suggesting that while search-constraining problems may have 

raised search costs or otherwise made the search process more difficult, they
It also dis-

;
;

did not ultimately prevent people from looking for housing, 
counts the possibility that these search problems were merely offered as jus­
tifications by households that did not search very much.

Aside from the constraints put on the number of units looked at, it is possi­
ble that problems relating to transportation access and knowledge about where 

to look may have affected the geographic extent of search, 
ing search difficulty because of not knowing where to look or lack of trans­
portation, however, were not any less likely to have searched outside their

Households report-
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initial neighborhood than those not reporting such problems (see Table 3-18J.1 

On ther other hand, as indicated in Section 3.3 above, black searchers in 

Pittsburgh were more .likely than white searchers to report they avoided neigh­

borhoods because they feared discrimination.

=
2
I

Apparently some households had to look at more units because of barriers of 

The positive relationship between number of places looked at and 

incidence of financial difficulty (Table 3-17) suggests that financial prob-
Simi-

=
moving.

lems did cause households to search harder to find suitable housing.
larly, those indicating they had experienced discrimination against children 

looked at significantly more dwelling units during their search than house-
This is consistent with 

Unfor-
holds not indicating that problem (see Table 3-17).
the possibility that discrimination created difficulty for searchers, 
tunately it is difficult to distinguish whether households encountering dis­
crimination are forced to look at more units or households looking at more 

units increase the chances of encountering discrimination.

The question remains whether or not a housing allowance program could relieve
Financial difficulty, the prob­

lem affecting the moving rate most, appears to be somewhat alleviated by the 

housing allowance payment, especially when the payment is relatively unre-

The finding reported in Section 3.2 that Experi­

mental households had about as much difficulty as Control households with 

child care, transportation, knowing where to search, and with discrimination 

against children indicates the existence of a number of problems in finding 

housing that were not directly addressed by the experimental program.

some of the barriers households encountered.

stricted (see Section 3.2).

Several services might be provided to facilitate search—for example, trans­

portation or child care assistance and a centralized listing of inspected 

and approved vacancies that includes information about the acceptability of 
children (or effective enforcement of local laws prohibiting discrimination

It is not clear whether creating these services would 

affect the ability of households to move, although they might affect housing
because of children).

Indeed, those households attempting to look outside their own neigh­
borhood were more likely not to know where to look than those not searching 
outside.
intraurban search and movement (see Barrett, 1974; Butler et al., 1969; and 
McCracken, 1975).

This evidence is consistent with the generally limited extent of
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Table 3-18

HOUSEHOLDS SEARCHING OUTSIDE OF ORIGINAL NEIGHBORHOOD3

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX>
PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

OUTSIDE

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

OUTSIDE
SAMPLE

SIZE
SAMPLE

SIZE
:

SEARCH PROBLEM15\

!
Difficulty in Knowing 
Where to Look 

Reported 
Not Reported

' 74% (156)
(352)

86% (126)
(496)70 75**i

Transportation Access 
Reported 
Not Reported

76 (144)
(364)

(122)
(501)

76
69 77

i
SAMPLE: Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsi­

dized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.
DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews. 
NOTE: Households that moved during the first year and reported

moving outside their neighborhood of residence at enrollment are assumed 
to have searched outside that neighborhood.

a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 74 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 61:

Were any of the places you looked at, so far, outside 
of the neighborhood you are living in now? (yes/no)I

b. Response to First Periodic Interview question 60 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 47, responses (A) and (B): see footnote (a) 
in Table 3-5.t

Chi-square statistic comparing those reporting and not reporting 
significant at the 0.01 level.

★ *

:

i

;
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None of the cited problems thatoutcomes by expanding the range of choice, 
would be addressed by these services had any significant effect on the mov­

ing rate of searchers (with the exception of access to transportation in
Pittsburgh)f at least perceptions of these problems were not strongly corre-

However, no direct test of the actual effectlated with moving behavior, 
of such services was made in the Demand Experiment, though provision could
be made in a housing allowance program to attempt to alleviate some of these 

Several housing agencies studied in the Administrative Agency 

Experiment (AAE) did offer responsive services; the AAE evaluation concluded 

that high levels of responsive services in tighter housing markets would con­
tribute indirectly to improving housing quality among participants, especially

The responsive services offered by the AAE included trans­
portation to search for a new unit, assistance in negotiating lease provi­
sions or repairs with landlords, legal advice or representation, and agency 

intervention to prevent eviction (see Holshouser, 1976).

problems.

black households.

3.5 THE EFFECTS OF TREATMENT VARIATIONS ON THE MOVING BEHAVIOR
OF SEARCHERS

Separate logit equations were estimated for Housing Gap and Percent of Rent 
The logit analysis uses the same independent variables and 

treatment coding used in the earlier equations (see Tables 2-1 and 2-18).

households.

It is difficult to establish prior expectations for the direction of effect 

of the treatment variables on the moving behavior of searchers. Similarity 

of effects is not likely, however, because while certain aspects of the 

experimental offers may induce search, other aspects may impede the search 

process itself. The analyses in this chapter give no strong indications of 
treatment effects on the moving behavior of searchers. For example, even 

though Housing Gap Minimum Standards searchers were found to have had trouble 

finding a unit meeting the requirements. Table 3-7 and Table 3-17 showed that 
they were not less likely to move.

Table 3-19 presents the results of the Housing Gap logit estimation, 

again, the set of treatment variables does not add significantly to the 

explanatory power of the other independent variables, 
explanatory power of the equations is quite low.

Once

Indeed, the overall 

The only significant 

effect is that in Pittsburgh, increasing the marginal payment reduction rate
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Table 3-19
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF MOVING BEHAVIOR OF SEARCHERS FOR HOUSING GAP AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS)

-
PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

i INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE1''

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE;

b-0.071 1.540.724Constant

Number of Moves in Prior Three Years 
Education (Years)
Income ($100s per year)
Age (Yoars)
Black Head of Household
Spanish American Head of Household
Female Head of Household
Welfare as Major Source 
of Income
Household Size (Persons)
Dissatisfied with Housing Unit 
Dissatisfied with Neighborhood 
Control Households

0.18 NANA

0.169 2.18**1.77 0.229 0.0500.042l
-0.077 -0.017 0.401.39 -0.019 -0.004!
-0.007 -0.006 0.72 -0.0010.60 -0.002

I 1.48-0.008 -0.013 0.0030.84 -0.002

0.10-0.635 2.26* -0.046 -0.010f 0.159

i 0.20 0.0140.063NA NA NA

0.0530.191 0.241 0.830.66 0.048!
0.69 0.069-0.016 0.312-0.063 0.19»
1.80 -0.030-0.013 -0.1370.13 -0.003

0.0040.060.079 0.020 0.0180.32

-0.0190.281.74 -0.115 -0.085-0.462

-0.0650.69-0.298-0.338 0.95 0.085

0.0981.780.444C* Level 0.004 0.40 0.023
0.0871.52Minimum Rent Level 0.3970.359 1.51 0.090

1.10 -0.090Minimum Standards Households -0.053 0.15 -0.013 -0.410
-0.1070.76Unconstrained Households 0.057 -0.4850.230 0.42

0.33 -0.030-0.213 -0.138”b" Level -0.853 2.10*
Requirements not Met at 
Enrollment -0.0250.24-0.112-0.158-0.633 1.46

Chi-square of Treatment 
Variables 
(significance)
Sample Size
Probability for Reference Group 
Coefficient of Determination (p^)

7.855 with 7 degrees of freedom 
(not significant)

(373)

10.231 with 7 degrees of freedom 
(not significant)

(363)

0.482

0.062

0.673
0.080

Housing Gap and Control searchers active at one year, excluding overincome households, "forced movers" 
(moves resulting from fire, demolition, or eviction), households livinq in own or subsidized housing, and households 
that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

Znitial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, First and Second

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:
Periodic Interviews, payments file.

See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables and the reference group. 
NA = not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

a.
b.

* *
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("b" in the payment formula) by 0.1 leads to a 21-percentage point lower 

probability of moving given search than for the reference group, 
the effect of raising the basic payment level (that is, the C* level in the 

payment formula) by 20 percent is to increase the probability of moving for 

searchers by almost 10 percentage points (significant only at the 0.10 level, 
Both observations are consistent with the finding reported in 

Section 3.2 that allowance payments led to reduced financial difficulty in 

It is unclear why there is no effect in Pittsburgh of a variation

In Phoenix,

however).

moving.
in the C* level or why there is no effect'in Phoenix of a variation in "b."
If payment amount is a factor in searchers' ability to move, one would expect

both coefficients to be significant at both sites.

Table 3-20 presents the results for the Percent of Rent estimation, 
the overall explanatory power of the equations is low, suggesting that many 

factors important for the ability of searchers to move are not reflected in 

The addition of the treatment variables is not significant,

Again,

the equations.
but in Pittsburgh, increasing the price discount ("a" in the payment formula)
by 0.1 increases the probability of moving given search by about 3 percent­

age points for those that understood the program.

Parallel to the finding in Chapter 2 for the search decision, there appear 

to be few strong treatment effects on the moving decision of searchers.

3.6 SUMMARY

The evidence presented in this chapter suggests that failure to move was not

due to lack of effort and that obstacles households perceived in the course 

of housing search did not necessarily inhibit moving, 

not move searched as hard as those that did move.

Searchers that did 

The main barriers reported 

or volunteered by all searchers were insufficient knowledge about available 

housing, problems with access to transportation, problems related to children, 

and expected financial difficulty.
culty finding a unit that met the program requirements was perceived as an 

important problem.

For Minimum Standards households, diffi-

^The current specification assumes no interaction between any of the 
treatment variables. Further investigation may reveal important interaction 
effects.
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Table 3-20
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF MOVING BEHAVIOR OF SEARCHERS FOR PERCENT OF RENT AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

/

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE3

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

NAb 1.190.374 NA-0.605 2.02*Constant

Number of Moves in Prior Three Years 
Education (Years)
Income (SlOOs per year)
Age (Years)
Black Head of Household 
Spanish American Head of Household 
Female Head of Household 
Welfare as Major Source of Income 
Household Size (Persons)
Dissatisfied with Housing Unit 
Dissatisfied with Neighborhood
"a" Level for Households 
Understanding Program
Program Not Understood

2.70** 0.0580.2400.382 3.54** 0.087
1.07-0.051 -0.012-0.070 1.15 -0.016
0.13-0.001 -0.00020.0008 0.07 0.0002
1.44 -0.003-0.0140.004 0.42 0.0009
0.33 -0.035-0.147-0.723 2.27* -0.165

-0.113 0.33 -0.027NA NA NA
1.09 0.0800.3320.165 0.0380.53
0.11 -0.012-0.049-0.302 0.81 -0.069
1.76 -0.035-0.145-0.020-0.086 0.78

0.0040.016 0.06-0.102 -0.0230.40
0.0210.230.0890.130.038 0.009

0.166 0.27 0.0401.235 1.95 0.282
-0.1571.22-0.6501.18 0.1280.562

1.723 with 2 degrees of freedom 
(not significant)

(331)

0.592

0.051

Chi-square of Treatment Variables 
(significance)

Sample Size

Probability for Reference Group 
Coefficient of Determination (p^)

4.404 with 2 degrees of freedom 
(not significant)

(307)

0.353

0.073

Percent of Rent and Control searchers active at one year, excluding overincome households, "forced 
movers" (moves resulting from fire, demolition, or eviction), households living in own or subsidized housing, and 
households that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, First and Second

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES: 
Periodic Interviews.

See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables and the reference group. 
NA * not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

a.
b.
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Search problems were associated in predictable ways with household charac- 
For example, families with several children were more likely to 

experience discrimination against children, households without their own 

automobile were more likely to have transportation access problems, and 

households with less education were more likely to cite difficulty knowing 

where to search.

teristics.

It is unclear whether including additional features designed to alleviate 

these problems in a housing allowance program would assist households in 

Not all these perceived obstacles led to lower moving rates, 
holds not knowing where to search or reporting problems related to children, 

difficulty finding a standard unit, or racial discrimination were not less
Only in Pittsburgh were those

House-moving.

likely to move than those not so reporting, 
citing transportation problems less likely to move than those not citing the

problem.

The only perceived search problem having a significant effect on moving rates 

at both sites was financial difficulty—searchers reporting the problem were 

less likely to move. This problem was also the only one apparently relieved 

by housing allowance payments. Some Experimental households receiving a full 
allowance payment were less likely to report financial difficulty as a barrier 

to moving than Experimental households not receiving a full payment or Control 

households. The multivariate logit analysis provides some indirect evidence 

on this issue—there are some indications that an increase in payment levels 

may increase the probability of moving.

The logit analysis does raise some questions, however, about the accuracy of 

the households' perceptions of search problems, 

by the analysis of interview questions are inconsistent with the logit analy­

sis results, which suggests that more households may have had some kind of 
trouble than reported it.

Several conclusions reached

First, households reporting problems related to children were as likely to

On the other hand, the probability of moving 

decreased with household size when estimated in a multivariate model, 
there exist households of a given size both with and without children, speci­

fication of the logit equation to include a variable measuring the number of 

children may resolve this issue; moving problems for large households may

move as those not so reporting.

Because
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have more to do with availability of housing than with discrimination be­
cause of children, per se.

Second, in Pittsburgh, the estimated probability of moving for black search­
ers is significantly less than that of otherwise similar white searchers but 
black searchers perceiving racial discrimination were more likely to move 

than those not so perceiving. Preliminary investigations reported in this 

chapter indicate that some black searchers do limit the geographical extent 
of their search. Further investigation of the search behavior of minority 

households is clearly needed.

!
i

:
i

?
Third, Minimum Standards households having trouble finding a place the pro­
gram office would approve were more likely to move than those not reporting 

Households not meeting the requirements at enrollment, however, 
were estimated to have a lower probability of moving than those meeting the 

The net effect of the requirements may possibly be understood 

by more careful specification of the treatment variables with respect to 

those not meeting the requirements at enrollment.

;

trouble.

I
requirements.

:

The finding that Control households were more likely to experience generali
difficulty in their search but had about the same moving rate as Esqperimental 
households suggests that while the program did reduce financial difficulty

The implications of this are twofold:

i

it did not change moving behavior.

The constraints on the mobility of the low-income population 
are built into the operation of housing markets in such a way 
that they were not affected by the housing allowance program; 
intervention substantial enough to make an important difference 
may not be feasible (though, as cited earlier, the experience 
in the Administrative Agency Experiment indicates remedies may 
be effective in certain circumstances).

:

!
t

! If mobility is indeed primarily unchanged by the program, then 
any housing allowance program should take that into account in 
estimating the extent and timing of participation.
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CHAPTER 4
directions for future researchOVERALL EFFECTS ON MOVING AND

The approach outlined in Chapter 1 provided a fruitful basis for research 

on the process of search and mobility in the Housing Allowance Demand 

Experiment. (1) the decisionThe process has been broken into two parts: 

to search and reasons for not searching, and (2) the search process itself, 

what barriers were encountered, and whether or not a move resulted, 

allowance features and household characteristics have been found to in­

fluence differently the decision to search and the subsequent decision to

!•
Housing

move.

As a convenient summary of net effect for the combined process of searching 

and moving. Section 4.1 presents the results for a multivariate logit 

model of the same type as that used in Chapters 2 and 3.

analyses and the use of interview data on search and barriers 
to moving require further research.

Both the

Section 4.2 outlines this future 
research, including both research to be conducted on additional data from 

the second year and the linkages to be made with related analyses, 
especially program participation.

:
:

4.1 NET EFFECTS OF MOBILITY

Following the approaches used in Chapters 2 and 3, a logit analysis of 
overall moving behavior (that is, the moving beha\ Lor of all households, 
not just of searchers) is presented as an empirical summary and pre­
liminary approach to investigating overall experimental effects. In

this case the probability of moving is estimated for all households
It is technically inconsistent

in addition
regardless of their search activity.
to use a logit form to estimate the overall decision to move

search and the subsequent decisionto separate models of the decision to 

However, at this
a more directly interpretable empirical 
attempting to combine the two partial models.

exploratory stage the overall model provides 
description of net effects than

to move.
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the same as those used before 

Three separate equations are estimated:
Hie sample and the variables used are 

(see Tables 2-1 and 2-17) . 
for all Experimental and Control households, one for Housing Gap and 

Control households, and one for Percent of Rent and Control households*

one

Hie household characteristics included explain substantially more of the 

variance in the decision to search than of the moving behavior of 
searchers—the p statistics for the search equations are approximately 

three times as large as those for the equations on the mobility of 
Household characteristics were much more important in 

explaining decisions to search than in explaining the moving behavior of 
Hierefore it is expected that the household characteristics 

important for search (previous mobility, age, dissatisfaction) would be 

important in explaining overall moving.

searchers.

searchers.

With respect to treatment effects, the earlier logit estimates and 

exploratory investigations suggest that the factors which may affect 

the search decision may well be different from those which may affect

In particular, the apparent induce­
ment to search, of failing to meet the requirements at enrollment (and 

thus failure to receive any payments) may be offset by the difficulty 

of satisfying the requirements simultaneously with the other needs of 

Finally, the effect of larger payments for otherwise 

similar households should facilitate moving.

the moving decision of searchers.

the household.

Tables 4-1 through 4-3 present the coefficient estimates and related 

statistics for all the independent variables, 

indicate that there was no gross program effect on moving (see Table

Also, none of the individual treatment categories had a significant 

net effect (see Tables 4-2 and 4-3) , even though some appeared to influence 

either the decision to search or the decision of searchers to

These overall estimates

4-1) .

1move.

The difference in chi-square for the addition of the treatment 
variables taken as a group is shown in Tables 4-2 and 4-3 for the separate 
Housing Gap and Percent of Rent equations.
indicate significance only at the 0.10 level and only in Phoenix for the 
separate equations.

These chi-square differences
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Table 4-1
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF MOVING FOR ALL HOUSEHOLDS

i
PITTSBURGH PHOENIX'

;
INDEPENDENT

VARIABLE®
ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL 

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE
ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL 

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE
1 b-2.143 9.89** -1.172 6.05**Constant

Number of Moves in 
Prior Three Years

Education (years)

Income ($100s per 
year)

Age (years)

Black Head of 
Household
Spanish American 
Head of Household

NA NA
i
:

0.316 4.73** 0.2950.030 6.14** 0.053

! -0.073 2.09* -0.006 -0.011 0.54 -0.002:
! 0.003 0.48 -0.003 0.74 -0.00050.0003

-0.025 4.08** -0.027 -0.005-0.002 5.40**

-0.465 2.28* -0.044 -0.093 0.33 -0.017

0.25NA NA -0.046 -0.008NA
'

Female Head of 
Household

Welfare as a Major 
Source of Income

0.111 0.58 0.20 0.0060.010 0.034

0.016 0.07 0.0430.001 0.242 0.94

Household Size -0.074 1.08 -0.075 1.64-0.007 
,0.065

-0.013

Dissatisfied With 
Housing Unit

Dissatisfied With 
Neighborhood

Experimental
Household

0.691 4.04** 0.660 3.83** 0.119s
0.200 1.09 1.950.019 0.367 0.066

:
0.139 0.78 0.013 -0.104 0.66 -0.019:

Chi-square of 
Treatment Variables 
(Signi ficance)

Sample Size

Probability for 
Reference Group

Coefficient of 
Determination (p^)

\ 0.61 with 1 degree of freedom 
(not significant)

(1178)

0.105

0.43 with 1 degree of freedom 
(not significant)

(985)

0.236

:

I
:

0.087 0.128l

SAMPLE: Households active at one year, excluding overincome households, "forced movers" 
(moves resulting from fire, demolition, or eviction), households living in own or subsidized 
housing, and households that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, 
First and Second Periodic Interviews.

a. See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables 
and the reference group.

b. NA = not applicable, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level.

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

■

I

! *
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Table 4-2

ESTIMATION’ DF MDVII3G FOR HOUSING GAP AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDSLOGIT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL 

I COEFFICIENT c-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE
ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL 

COEFFICIENT 1-5TATISTIC DERIVATIVEINDEPENDENT
VARIABLE*

b -1.530 4.92** NA6.21** NA-1.963Constant
0.0470.322 5.47**0.0303.26**0.275Nuatoar of Moves in 

Prior 3 Years
-0.0020.53-0.013-0.0102.11*-0.097Education (years)

Income ($100* per 
year)

Age (years)

Blade Head of 
Household

-0.00060.80-0.0004-0.00040.43-0.004

-0.004-0.027 4.40**3.71** -0.003-0.030
0.88 0.0430.296-0.0491.77-0.455

0.0090.280.06 3NANASpanish American 
Head of Household

NA

0.0080.056 0.280.0030.032 0.13Female Head of 
Housahold

0.267 0.84 0.0 290.054 0.20 0.006Welfare as a Major 
Source of Income

1.69 -0.014-0.C02 -0.096-0.015 0.18Household Size

0.666 0.0970.686 3.17** 0.074 3.10**Dissatisfied With 
Housing Unit

Dissatisfied With 
Neighborhood

0.234 1.02-0.035 0.36 -0.009 0.034

-0.016 0.06 -0.002 0.236 1.02 0.042Control
Household

•-0.002 0.317 1.760.01 -0.002 0.046C* Level

0 .0*2Minimum Rent Level 0.004 0.0004 0.162 0.94 0.024

-0.285 0.95 -0.031 -0.450 1.71 -0.066Minimum Standards 
Household

Unconstrained
Household

0.206 0.49 0.022 -0.133 0.31 -0.019

"b* Level -0.610 -0.0661.84 0.070 0.24 0.010

Requirements Not 
Met At Enrollment

0.095 0.29 0.010 0.533 1.77 0.0 78

Chi-square of 
Treatment Variables 
(Significance)

Sample Size

Probability For 
Reference Group

Coefficient of 
Determination

4.41 with 7 degrees of freedom 
(not significant)

(791)

0.123

12.06 with 7 degrees of freedom 
(0.10)
(682)

0. i78

0.096 0.14 3(02)

Households active at one year, excluding overincome households, "forced movers" 
(moves resulting from fire, demolition, or eviction), households living in own or subsidized 
housing; and households chat moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES:

SAMPLE:

Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline,
First and Second Periodic Interviews, payments file.

See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables anda.
the reference group.

b. NA 3 not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 levei. 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 Level.
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Table 4-3

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF MOVING FOR PERCENT OF RENT AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE3

ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL 
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE

ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL 
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE

NAb-2.281Constant

Number of Moves 
in Prior 3 Years

Education (years)

Income ($100s per 
year)
Age (years)
Black Head of 
Household

9.oe** 5.02**-1.171 NA

0.442 4.99** 0.037 4.68**0.303 0.055

-0.071 1.54 -0.006 -0.023 0.74 -0.004

0.005 0.59 0.004 -0.005 0.90 -0.0009

-0.020 2.62** -0.002 -0.031 4.39** -0.006

-0.614 2.20* -0.052 -0.124 0.35 -0.022

Spanish American 
Head of Household

NA HA -0.217NA 0.88 -0.039

Female Head of 
Household

Welfare as a Major 
Source of Income

0.195 0.78 0.016 0.138 0.63 0.025

-0.12 3 0.41 -0.010 0.309 0.92 0.056

Household Size -0.071 0.78 -0.006 -0.078 1.28 -0.014

Dissatisfied With 
Housing Unit

Dissatisfied With 
Neighborhood

"a" Level For House­
holds Understanding

Program Not 
Understood

0.674 3.03** 0.057 0.507 2.27* 0.092

0.324 1.34 0.027 0.338 1.36 0.061

0.792 1.55 0.067 0.290 0.63 0.052

-0.136-0.019 0.05 -0.002 -0.751 1.92

Chi-square of 
Treatment Variables 
(Significance)

Sample Size

Probability For 
Reference Group

Coefficient of ^ 
Determination (p )

2.67 with 2 degrees of freedom 
(not significant)

(705)

0.093

5.18 with 2 degrees of freedom 
(0.10)

(590)

0.237

0.103 0.128

SAMPLE* Households active at one year, excluding overincome households, "forced movers" 
(moves resulting from fire, demolition, or eviction), households living in own or subsidized 
housing, and households that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, 
First and Second Periodic Interviews.

a. See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables 
and the reference group.

b. NA = not applicable, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level.

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.
*
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Several treatment variables, however, have nearly significant effects
t-statistic of 1.96) ,(since the 0.05 significance level corresponds to a 

so it would be premature to conclude that there are absolutely no 
program effects on mobility.1 Given the exploratory nature of the report, 

those coefficients with fairly large t—statistics are commented on.

Tables 4-4 through 4-6 present the coefficients estimated for each stage

of the moving process.

In the Housing Gap equation for Pittsburgh, the positive incentive to 

search created by having to meet the housing requirements in order to 

receive payment was apparently offset by the difficulty searchers had

But in Phoenix this incentive persisted, soin moving (see Table 4-5) .

that these households were more likely to move than households that
2initially met the requirements. 

to the reference group created for Pittsburgh searchers by a higher "b"
The disincentive to moving relative

level, or payment reduction rate (effectively a lower payment level), 

led to a negative overall effect on mobility, though of smaller mag-
However, the search disincentive of increasing the 

Minimum Rent level in Pittsburgh did not show up for overall moving.

In Phoenix a different kind of influence of payment level can be seen— 

there was an overall effect on moving of the higher basic payment level 

(C level), just as there was on the moving of searchers, 
would have expected to see both "b" and C level effects at both sites, 
because they both represent effects of payment level.

nitude (Table 4-5)-

Again, one

In the Percent of Rent equation, for Pittsburgh households there was 

a positive relationship between the rental discount ("a" level) and the

More refined specification of mobility models of household 
behavior or analysis on the second-year observations might well uncover 
significant treatment effects. It is unlikely, however, that such 
refinements will indicate larger effects than those indicated by the 
current analysis.

2
It remains to be seen whether this apparent inducement to move 

is an artifact of the reference group chosen; future analysis will 
attempt to make these comparisons with otherwise similar Control 
households.
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Table 4-4

SUMMARY OF LOGIT COEFFICIENTS 
ALL HOUSEHOLDS

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

SEARCHER'S 
DECISION 
TO MOVE

SEARCHER'S 
DECISION 
TO MOVE

DECISION 
TO SEARCH

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE3

DECISION 
TO MOVE

DECISION 
TO SEARCH

DECISION 
TO MOVE

-1.023Cons taint -0.531* -0.524** 0.509-2.143** -1.172**
Number of Moves 
in Prior Three Years

Education (years)

Income ($100s per 
year)

Age (years)

Black Head of 
Household

Spanish American 
Head of Household

0.279** 0.240** 0.316** 0.318** 0.209** 0.295**

-0.045 -0.054 -0.073* -0.006 -0.017 -0.011
0.004 0.002 0.003 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003

-0.031** -0.025**-0.004 -0.028** -0.012 -0.027**

0.054 -0.6 30** -0.465* 0.283 -0.374 -0.093

bNA -0.055NA -0.061 -0.046NA

Female Head of 
Household

0.072 0.117 0.111 -0.133 0.210 0.0 34

Welfare as Major 
Source of Income

0.139 -0.081 0.016 0.440 -0.062 0.242

Household Size 0.014 -0.113 -0.074 -0.007 -0.135* -0.075

Dissatisfied With 
Housing Unit

Dissatisfied With 
Neighborhood

Experimental
Households

Sample Size

1.099** 0.014 0.691** 0.883** 0.114 0.660**

0.606** -0.147 0.200 0.598** 0.058 0.367

0.038 0.219 0.139 -0.079 -0.040 -0.104

(1168) (524) (1178) (969) (544) (985)

Households active at one year, excluding overincome households, "forced movers" 
(moves resulting from fire, demolition, or eviction), households living in own or subsidized 
housing and households that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, 
First and Second Periodic Interviews, Tables 2-2, 3-1 and 4-1.

See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables 
and the reference group.

NA «= not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:

a.

b.*
**
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Table 4-5
summary if LOGIT COEFFICIENTS 

HOUSING GAP AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH !
SEARCHER'S 

DECISION 
TO MOVE

SEARCHER'S
ZZCZ5ION DECISION 
TO MOVE

I
DECISION 
TO SEARCH

DECISION 
TO MOVE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE4

DECIS ION 
TO SEARCH TO MOVE

-1.530**0.724-1.963** -1.090**-0.071-1.141**Constant

0.275** 0.348** 0.229** 0.322**0.1690.301**Number of Nov®* 
m Prior Throe Yean

Education (years)

Income (SI303 per 
year)

Age (years)

Black Head of 
Household

-0.017-0.077 -0.097* -0.011 -0.013-0.048

-0.004-0.007 -0.004 -0.00 3 -0.0060.002

-0.028** -0.013 -0.027**-0.008 -0.030**-0.033**

-0.635* -0.455 -0.0460.146 0.371. 0.296

bSpanish American 
Head of Household

-0.017 0.06 3 0.063NA NA NA

Female Head of 
Household

-0.169 0.191 0.032 -0.100 0.241 0.056

Welfare as Major 
Source of Income

0.263 -0.063 0.054 0.144 0.312 0.26 7

Household Sire -0.0009 -0.013 -0.015 -0.019 -0.137 -0.096

Dissatisfied With 
Housing Unit

Dissatisfied With 
Neighborhood

1.054** 0.079 0.636** 0.989** 0.018 0.666**

0.582** -0.462 -0.035 0.475 -0.085 0.234

Control
Households

0.174 -0.338 -0.018 0.543 -0.298 0.236

C* Level 0.126 -0.004 -0.002 0.081 0.444 0.317
Minimum Rent 
Level

-0.327* 0.359 0.004 O.OS2 0.39 7 0.162

Minimum Standards 
Households

-0.115 -0.053 -0.285 -0.203 -0.410 -0.450

Unconstrained
Households

-0.031 0.230 0.206 0.196 -0.485 -0.133

”b" Level 0.040 -0.853* -0.610 0.274 -0.138 0.0 70
Requirements Not 
Met At Enrollment

0.653* -0.633 0.015 0.786** -0.112 0.533

Sample Size (784) ( 36 3) (791) (670) (373) (682)

SAMPLE: Households active at one year, excluding overincome households, "forced movers" 
(moves resulting from fire, demolition, or eviction), households living in own or subsidized 
housing and housenolds that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, 
First and Second Periodic Interviews, payments file. Tables 2-18, 3-19, and 4-2.

See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables 
anc the reference group.

:1A • not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

a.

b.
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Table 4-6
SUMMARY OF LOGIT COEFFICIENTS 

PERCENT OF RENT AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

SEARCHER'S 
DECISION 
TO MOVE

SEARCHER'S 
DECISION 
TO MOVE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE3

DECISION 
TO SEARCH

DECISION 
TO MOVE

DECISION 
TO MOVE

DECISION 
TO SEARCH

Constant -1.109** -0.605* -2.281** 0. 374 -1.171**-0.492*
Nuirber of Moves 
in Prior Three Years

0.355** 0.382** 0.442** 0.329** 0.240** 0.303**

Education -0.036 -0.070 -0.071 -0.051-0.004 -0.023
Income ($100s per 
year)

Age (years)

Black Head of 
Household

Spanish American 
Head of Household

Female Head of 
Household

0.008 0.0008 0.005 -0.004 -0.001 -0.005

-0.031**'

0.161

-0.031** 0.004 -0.020** -0.014 -0.031**

-0.084 -0.723* -0.614* -0.147 -0.124

b
NA NA NA -0.234 -0.113 -0.217

0.208 0.165 0.195 -0.060 0.332 0.138

Welfare as Major 
Source of Income

Household Size

Dissatisfied With 
Housing Unit

Dissatisfied With 
Neighborhood

"a" Level for House­
holds Understanding

Program Not 
Understood

Sample Size

0.099 -0.302 -0.123 0.632 -0.049 0.309

-0.0 32 -0.086 -0.071 -0.145 -0.078-0.028

1.113** -0.102 0.674** 0.715** 0.016 0.507*

0.574** 0.038 0.324 0.482 0.089 0.338

0.091 1.235 0.792 0.376 0.166 0.290

-0.697* 0.562 -0.019 -0.717 -0.650 -0.751

(700) (30 7) (705) (581) (331) (590)

Households active at one year, excluding overincome households, "forced movers" 
(moves resulting from fire, demolition, or eviction), households living in own or subsidized 
housing, and households that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

Initial Household Report Form, monthly Household Report Form, Baseline, 
First and Second Periodic Interviews, Tables 2-19, 3-20, and 4-3.

See Tables 2-1 and 2-17 for a more complete description of the independent variables 
and the reference group.

NA = not applicable.
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:

a.

b.*
* *

105



overall likelihood of moving for those that understood the program 
This is consistent with a similar result for the(see Table 4-3) .

mobility of Pittsburgh searchers (see Table 4-6) . 

not understanding the offer were apparently less likely to move,

In Phoenix those
^ but

This, too,differential effect of the discount rate was observed, 

is consistent with a similar result for the mobility of Phoenix searchers. 

Such site—specific results for these equations call for further investi­

gation .

no

With respect to household characteristics, the coefficients indicate the 

overall effect of the two parts of the mobility process (see Table 4-1) .
In the separate equations, search was influenced by previous mobility, age 

of head of household, and satisfaction with both housing unit and neighbor­
hood; for searchers, previous mobility was the only continuing influence
on moving, but black households and larger families appeared to have

The overall mobility equationsdifficulty moving (see Table 4-4). 
indicate how these diverse relationships combine.

Overall, it appears that housing unit dissatisfaction was a somewhat 

stronger influence on mobility than neighborhood dissatisfaction, 
investigation of the search decision has found that both housing unit and 

neighborhood dissatisfaction increased the probability of search, while 

the analysis in Chapter 3 showed that neither type of dissatisfaction 

had a significant effect on the mobility of searchers.

The

Black households in Pittsburgh had an overall probability of moving that 
was about four to five percentage points lower than the probability for 

white households in the reference group, 

equally likely to search, but among Pittsburgh households that searched, 
blacks were less likely to move than whites.

The two groups were about

^*As discussed in Chapter 2, those households not moving were 
unable to observe variations in their payment and may not have understood 
the payment formula as well as those that moved.
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Older households were less likely 

of household were less likely to 

age did not seem to affect the moving

The number of moves in the three 

strong positive correlate of overall nobility, 

entering the experiment were positively associated with both 
of search during the first year and of the likelihood of 
searching.

to move than younger ones. Older heads 
search for a new place to live, but

rate of households that searched.

years prior to the experiment was a

Moving rates before

the likelihood
I a move after

The probability of moving appeared to decrease somewhat with increasing

Although the education coefficient was significant 

only in Pittsburgh and only in this overall mobility equation, the finding 

is consistent with the pattern found for searchers and the moving rate 

of searchers in Chapters 2 and 3.

levels of education.

i
:

;
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH4.2

The fact that some households choose not even to search when offered a

housing allowance bears further investigation to assess the likely impli-
Of particular interest are those households

!

cations for program impact.!
that do not meet program requirements yet choose not to search, 
addition many households that do search encounter barriers when 

attempting to move? further investigation may help identify possible 

The tentative finding of no significant program effects on
If confirmed, the impli-

In

)

remedies.
overall mobility should be further explored, 
cation is clear—the timing of program responses requiring a move will

Consequently, abe governed primarily by local patterns of mobility, 

better understanding of the determinants of mobility would help 

identify which eligible households would eventually consider moving
Future work in eachand therefore be responsive to an allowance offer, 

of these areas is indicated, and each is discussed briefly below.
I

This report has identified several factors relevant to program partici­
pation that depend on moving. It appears that some households may be 

relatively immobile at least for fairly long periods relative to the 

duration of the experiment. Unless they already meet housing requirements 

or are able to upgrade their current dwellings, a housing allowance

:

I
i
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Second-yearprogram would not affect them, at least in the short run. 

observations on search and moving are important especially for households
First-year nonsearchersthat did not search or move in the first year, 

that also do not search in the second year could be identified as 

relatively immobile households ——that is, households that use the allowance 

primarily to reduce the fraction of income they spend on housing.

Hi is group of households can be further investigated with additional 

interview data collected at the end of the second year and with second-year

One objective of future research is 

to distinguish households that consciously choose not to respond from
Interview questions

observations on search and moving.

those which do not understand the nature of the offer, 

will be used to assess the degree to which households not meeting the

housing requirement realized their situation—whether they understood 

the nature of the requirements and whether they knew how much money they 

would receive upon meeting the requirements.

As indicated in Chapter 1 and supported throughout this report, responses 

to the housing allowance offers are heavily dominated by the normal local 

mobility patterns. If the second-year data also show that there are no

program effects on moving, the remaining analysis can concentrate on 

estimating program impacts for movers. Indeed, it might be possible, 

by projecting future mobility, to estimate the longer run impact of the 

program for households that eventually move, 

suggests that more refined analysis could uncover program effects that

But the work reported here

are not statistically significant but are important enough to affect the 

remaining analysis. For example, there are indications that moving 

rates at one site or the other may be altered by several percentage 

points as a function of payment amount, imposition of the Minimum Standards

as opposed to the Minimum Rent requirement, or by the fact of not 
initially meeting the housing requirements.1 

be borne out, the analysis of impacts is considerably complicated by

Should these indications

^There is. of course, the possibility that the housing allowance 
induced some households to stay though they otherwise might have moved 
to less expensive housing. Further development of a theoretical descrip­
tion of the incentives for mobility is underway. If possible, distinctions 
will be made between program inducements to stay in good housing and induce­
ments to move from poor housing.
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the need to consider simultaneously program impacts both on moving and
In that event an alternative would be toon housing response for movers, 

suppress the role of moving, examine only the short-run overall response 

over the two-year period of analysis, and attempt no projections beyond 
that period.1

Of those searching, households moving in neither the first nor second year 
presumably represent those encountering serious barriers, 
on barriers to moving will center on three areas: 
analyses using second-year data, further assessment of the Housing Informa­
tion Program, and assembling the related pieces of evidence with respect 
to racial/ethnic discrimination.

Further work
extensions of current

Second-year data on search barriers will be examined to confirm or modify 

the observations reported here. Unless different patterns emerge, the 

interview data on search problems do not appear to be very helpful in 

identifying households with actual problems in moving, though they may 

help identify groups with greater likelihood of search difficulty. Program 

understanding requires further investigation to identify whether under­

standing the offer affected the decisions of searchers.

The role of the Housing Information Program offered to enrollees has been
2investigated in only the most preliminary way (see Appendix V). 

Administrative Agency Experiment, formal information services at enrollment

In the

were found ineffective in helping enrollees to reach recipient status (see 
Holshouser, 1976).3 The Housing Information Program offered in the Demand

1

An additional complication of attempted projections is that they 
require the unrealistic assumption that the close, frequent, direct contact 
with eligible households by the program office continues as it did in the 
Demand Experiment.

2For example, data on attendance at specific sessions had not been 
entered into the data base at the time the analysis reported in Appendix V 
was done. Use of the data on specific session attendance may be of value in 
interpreting responses to the allowance offers.

3
The Demand Experiment did not provide what the Administrative Agency 

Experiment analysis termed "responsive" services, except for the standing 
offer of the help of an equal opportunity lawyer. In the AAE responsive 
services such as rental listings, transportation for housing search, and 
assistance in negotiation with landlords were found to help disadvantaged 
enrollees (especially black enrollees) in tight housing markets find housing 
adequate for them to reach recipient status.
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To the extent possible, further analysis ofExperiment was of this type, 
the role of this program will be directed toward evaluating this Adminis­

trative Agency finding.

Because of the limited use of equal opportunity support (access to a
lawyer) by participants in the Demand Experiment, it is unreasonable to

It is importantexpect a program effect on overcoming discrimination, 
as a matter of policy, however, to use the data collected to assess

Even thoughthe experience of minority households in the experiment, 

there was little subjective perception of discrimination, there may have

been de facto discrimination or search restrictions in anticipation of 

discrimination, as evidenced by the lower likelihood of moving by black

Interview data are available on neighborhoods in which house- 

Comparisons of the search geography of black and white 

households may aid in investigating the possibility of racial restrictions. 

For exanple, a finding that black households systematically avoided 

particular neighborhoods might indicate avoidance of anticipated discrimi­

nation and offer a partial explanation for the low incidence of perceived 

overt racial discrimination despite the existence of racial segregation.

If the areas in which black households searched typically have a low 

quality housing stock, the lower moving rate for blacks may result from 

restricted choice, especially for Housing Gap households.

searchers.

holds searched.

In addition to direct attempts to investigate relatively immobile house­
holds and those with search barriers interfering with full use of the
allowance offer, the multivariate analysis of mobility and of treatment 
effects on mobility needs to be extended. To these ends, the logit 
models used in this report can be refined both by increased reliance on

economic as well as social pyschological theories about searching and 

moving and by improvements in functional form. The nature of the sample 

and interactions among the various demographic characteristics including 

the household life-cycle and race should also be investigated carefully.
As suggested in Chapter 2, perhaps the most important of these is the 

relationship between being elderly and several structural and socio­
economic correlates, including family size, income, and education, 

relationship between dwelling unit and neighborhood dissatisfaction and 

their possible interactions with the various household characteristics

The
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should also be further explored, 
ment for some households suggests a subsidiary analysis to identify those 

combinations of household characteristics and housing conditions that 
best explain expressed satisfaction or attachment to dwelling unit and

This analysis would help to identify appropriate variables 

for inclusion in the logit estimates for search.

The evidence thus far of strong attach-.
i

:i
I
]neighborhood.

) \
!

There may be important interactions between certain household character­

istics and the experimental treatments. Log-linear contingency table 

analysis can be used to identify interactions that appear important 

enough to include in respecified logit equations. For those who con­

sider moving, some economic considerations are likely to be helpful in 

relating the relevant household characteristics to the housing allowance 

offers. For example, transaction costs can be specified in terms of 

actual out-of-pocket moving expenses, search time required for various 

types of households, and losses involved in leaving a dwelling in which 

a lower than normal rent is currently paid. Also, utility theory would 

permit some estimates of the real income equivalent of the housing 
allowance, given the housing change required to meet program requirements.1 

If the payment amount after meeting the requirements is such that the real 

income equivalent net of transaction costs is positive (that is, the 

income equivalent of the additional housing and other goods less 

transactions costs) a household should have increased incentive to move.

I
!
I
;j

:

i

i

■

I
■

-
;
;

Finally, alternative treatment codings can be tried, particularly to 

establish more firmly the behavior of Housing Gap households that
One way to do this is to classify 

Control households according to their initial status with respect to 

housing requirements in an attempt to remove correlation of program 

effects with background characteristics.

I
:

initially do not meet the requirements.
;

.
:.

The most immediate applications of these extensions will be in the analysis 

of program participation. Households not able to meet requirements in 

their enrollment residence and unlikely to move obviously are less 

likely to participate in the program. If the economic considerations of

'

1Even crude assumptions about utility functions might yield 
functional forms for factors likely to induce moves that would prove 
empirically useful.

:
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consider moving can be appropriately modeled, one
likelihood of moving but also the

housing requirements by moving.

households that do 
might be able to 
likelihood of meeting program

predict not only the

household characteristics, treatment
If these

Hie estimated relationships between
first-year data.variables, and moving were developed using

identify households likely to move in therelationships are able to 
second year (especially for Control households) and if moving is found 

to be relatively independent of program effects, there is some prospect

of using this analysis to estimate long-run participation in a housing 
allowance program.^

year movers in terms of program objectives (such as meeting housing

It also is likely that the actual responses of first-

requirements) will have to be used in conjunction with predicted mobility
2to assess eventual program impact, 

succeeding in the development of these extensions, they will be goals of 

the continuing research.

Though there is no guarantee of

While not within the immediate purview of the Demand Experiment, the 

issue of generalizing the results to other cities is of obvious 

in considering a national program of housing allowances or alternative 

housing programs incorporating some of its features, such as the current

concern

Note, however, that the Demand Experiment offers only part of 
the evidence on participation. Some definition of the administrative form 
of the program will be required for the synthesis of analysis from the 
three major components of the Experimental Housing Allowance Program. 
Demand Experiment, unlike a plausible full-scale program, directly 
contacted eligible households and maintained contact with them over the 
two-year observation period, whether or not they became recipients.
In the Administrative Agency Experiment applicants were required within 
a period of 60 to 90 days to take whatever steps were necessary to become 
recipients (see Abt Associates Inc., 1976). The Supply Experiment 
offers direct evidence on the timing of participation in an ongoing, 
community-wide program, at least during the five-year period of obser­
vation used there for analysis.

2
The analysis by Mayo (1977) of the first-year responses to the 

Percent of Rent offers has already indicated that long-run response is 
likely to be quite dependent on the timing of moves and the timing of 
moves in turn to depend largely on local mobility rates.

The
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1Section 8 leasing program. Participation in a housing allowance program 

involves a complex interaction between housing requirements, the con­
dition of the local housing stock (especially the condition of the housing 

of the eligible population) , and local patterns of mobility. Those who 

attempt to generalize from the Demand Experiment will require estimates 

of the incidence of moving required to meet the housing requirements, 
estimates of local mobility rates, and of the likelihood that movers 

will meet requirements. The work reported here and the subsequent 
extensions to be undertaken should be useful in such estimates with respect 
to the mobility of eligible groups. Even if the absolute magnitude 

of mobility cannot be predicted from characteristics of the eligible 

population, the estimates from the Demand Experiment could be combined 

with available data on overall mobility rates in a metropolitan area (for
example, from Census or Annual Housing Survey data) to estimate variations

2for the eligible population in that area.

^Part of the Section 8 housing program enables households certified 
as eligible for public housing to locate their own housing in the private 
market within certain limits. The government then pays the difference 
between the rent and a specified fraction of the household's income. The 
subsidy amount is dependent on the rent, and, unlike the situation for 
Housing Gap households under the Minimum Standards requirement, for whom 
the subsidy is a fixed amount determined by income and family size. Section 
8 also incorporates a "shopping incentive" for households obtaining 
housing below the rent limits. Section 8 also has a J.ease requirement 
(unlike the plans tested in the Demand Experiment) j. Nevertheless, 
findings on program participation in the experiment should be applicable 
in part to the Section 8 program.

2 Moving rates for the eligible population in an area may well differ 
from rates reported in various publications although the rates for house­
holds in the Demand Experiment are remarkably similar to data from the 
Annual Housing Survey for the pertinent sections of the U.S. The Annual 
Housing Survey for 1973 reports the following numbers for a national 
sample of both renters and homeowners:

Percentage of Rental Units Occupied by Recent Movers
36.0%United States 

Northeast 
West

These comparisons are crude at best because of a number of possible 
differences between the Demand Experiment sample and that used in the 
Annual Housing Survey. For example, these data include intermetropolitan 
migrants whereas the Demand Experiment data represent only local movers. 
Moreover, all households enrolled in the experiment are renters.

24.1
45.6
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Of all these areas of further research on search and mobility, barriers 

to moving is probably the most essential. In particular, the relation­
ship between intensity of search, incidence of search problems and ability 

to move needs to be disentangled. It is of particular concern how well 
a housing allowance works for minority households and larger households 

and whether or not additional program features could improve the way 

an allowance would work for them.

!
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APPENDIX I
DESIGN OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

I
I

This appendix presents a brief overview of the Demand Experiment's purpose, 

reports, data collection, experimental design, and sample allocation..

i
PURPOSE OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT1.1

! The Demand Experiment is one of three experiments established by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as part of the Experi­
mental Housing Allowance Program.^ 

test and refine the concept of housing allowances.

i
The purpose of these experiments is to

i
. Under a housing allowance program, money (the allowance) is given directly 

to individual families in need to assist them in obtaining adequate housing. 

The allowance may be tied to housing by making the amount of the allowance 

depend on the amount of rent paid or by requiring that households meet 

certain housing requirements to receive the allowance payment, 
initiative in using the allowance and the burden of meeting housing require­
ments are placed on the individual family rather than on developers, 
landlords, or the government.

i
i

'
'

The

!

;

The desirability, feasibility, and appropriate structure of a housing 

allowance program have not been established. Housing allowances could be 

less expensive than some other kinds of housing programs because they 

allow fuller utilization of existing sound housing; the allowance is not 
necessarily tied to new construction or to special classes of dwelling units. 

Housing allowances may also be more equitable. The allowance can be adjusted 

rapidly to changes in income without forcing the family to change units. 

Recipient families may, if they desire, use their own resources (by either

i

;f
-

:
i

paying higher rent or searching carefully) to obtain better housing than 

is required to receive the allowance. As long as program requirements are 

met, housing allowances permit families considerable choice in determining:'

^The other two experiments are the Housing Allowance Supply Experi­
ment. and the Administrative Agency Experiment.:

A-l
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the housing they want—where they live (near schools, near work, 
friends, or relatives), or the type of unit they live in (single-family or

Finally, housing allowances could be less costly to adminis-

near

multi-family).
Program requirements need not cover every detail of participantter.

The burden of specifying and administering details that are nothousing.
essential to the government, and of obtaining housing that meets require­
ments that are essential, is shifted from program administrators to

Because the program is less visibleparticipants and the private market.
(the action in the housing market rests with individual families and can

be dispersed over the entire market) , there may be less public pressure on 

the administering agency.

Critics of housingThese potential advantages are not unquestioned, 
allowances have suggested that poor families may lack the necessary experi­
ence with and knowledge of the private market for better housing to use 

allowances effectively; that special groups such as the elderly will not 
be effectively served without direct intervention to change the supply of 
housing to meet their needs; that administrative costs could rise uncontrol­
lably; and that increasing the demand for housing without direct support for 

construction of new units will result in a substantial inflation of housing 

costs.

If housing allowances are desirable, they could be implemented by means of

There is a wide range of possible 

allowance formulas, housing requirements, nonfinancial support (such as 

counseling), and administrative practices which could substantially affect 
both the costs and impact of a housing allowance program.

many different program structures.

The Demand Experiment addresses issues of feasibility, desirability, and 

appropriate structure in terms of how individuals (as opposed to the market 

or administering agencies) react to various allowance formulas and housing 
standards requirements, 
six policy questions:

The analyses and reports are designed to answer

1. Participation

Who participates in a housing allowance program? How does the form 

of allowance affect the extent of participation for various house­

holds?
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Housing Improvements2.

Do households receiving housing allowances in fact improve the 

quality of their housing? At what cost? How do households 

receiving a housing allowance seek to improve their housing— 

by moving, by rehabilitation? With what success?

Locational Choice3.

For those participants who move, how do the locational choices 

of allowance recipients compare with existing residential 
patterns? Are there nonfinancial barriers to effective use of 
a housing allowance?

Administrative Issues4.

What administrative issues and associated costs are involved in 

the implementation of a housing allowance program?

Form of Allowance5.

How do the different forms of a housing allowance compare in 

terms of participation, housing quality achieved, locational 
choice, costs (including administrative costs), and equity?

Comparison with Other Programs6.

How do housing allowances compare with existing housing programs 

and with income maintenance in terms of participation, housing 

quality achieved, locational choice, costs (including adminis­

trative costs), and equity?

The first three policy questions ask about the results of a housing allow- 

Participation can substantially affect both program costs 

Income transfer programs ordinarily do not

This obviously affects their potential 
At the same time, if a program fails to reach such key 

groups as the very poor, it may fail in its purpose, no matter how success­
ful it is for those who do participate.

ance program, 

and program desirability, 
enroll all those who are eligible.
scale and costs.

The issue of participation is particularly important in a housing allowance 

Such a program does not simply offer more money to needy house*- 

It generally requires that they meet certain housing requirements

program.

holds.
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'The extent and nature of these requirements may maketo participate.
successful participation more or less difficult and desirable for various

such as the very poor, the elderly, or minorities.groups,

Hie inprovement in housing achieved under a housing allowance program is
Housing improvement may beobviously central to judging its success, 

measured in terms of the change in the amount of housing purchased (essen­
tially, the rent paid), achievement of certain specified quality levels in 

housing, or participant preferences and satisfaction with housing, 

issues include not only how these measures of housing change but what 

measures are most appropriate.

Major

By providing poor households with a greater range of locational choice, a 

housing allowance may alter patterns of racial and socioeconomic segregation. 

In any case, the ability and interest of eligible households in searching 

for new housing can substantially affect their ultimate benefits from a
Examination of the degree of success with which 

households search for new housing may suggest the need for nonfinancial 

support, such as counseling, provision of vacancy lists, or equal opportunity 

support.

housing allowance program.

The fourth policy question concerns administrative issues. Although admin­

istrative issues are not a central concern of the Demand Experiment, analysis 

of the procedures used in the experiment may shed some light on selected 

issues, such as verification of participant income and household size, the 

need of providing housing information to participants, or appropriate 

coordination with other transfer programs.

The Demand Experiment studies a variety of potential housing allowance

It is designed to allow policymakers to make an informed choice 

among alternative forms of housing allowance programs, 

question asks how the effects of the allowance in terms of participation, 
housing change, locational choice, equity, and costs vary across different 
forms of housing allowance programs.

programs.

The fifth policy

The last policy question asks how a housing allowance program compares with 

other housing programs or with income maintenance in terms of participation, 
housing quality achieved, locational choice, costs, and equity.
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1.2 REPORTS

The first analytic reports from the Demand Experiment will be submitted in

These reports will examine key analytic issues using 
data collected during the first year of participation, 
to test basic analytic models and concepts and to identify areas for 
further work.

1976 and early 1977.

They are intended

The topics for these reports are grouped around areas 
defined by the first three policy questions: 
consumption, and location.

participation, housing

!
•;

The final set of reports, to be submitted in 1977 and 1978, will be based 

on the full two years of experimental data and will represent the final 
analytic products of the experiment, 
six policy questions in turn.

!

These reports address each of the

DATA COLLECTION1.3

The Demand Experiment is conducted at two sites—Allegheny County, Pennsyl­

vania (Pittsburgh), and Maricopa County, Arizona (Phoenix). 
information on participating households is collected from:

Most of the

Baseline Interviews conducted by an independent survey operation 
before households are offered enrollment

Initial Household Report Forms and monthly Household Report Forms 
completed during and after enrollment to provide operating and 
analytic data on household size and income and on expenditures for 
housing

Supplements to the Household Report Forms completed after enrollment 
to provide data on assets, income from assets, actual taxes paid, 
income from self-employment, and extraordinary medical expenses

Housing Evaluation Forms completed by site office evaluators at 
least once each year for every dwelling unit occupied by partici­
pants, to provide information on the quality of participant housing
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Periodic Interviews conducted approximately 6, 12f and 24 months 
after enrollment by an independent survey operation

Exit Interviews conducted by an independent survey operation for a 
sairple of households that decline the enrollment offer or leave 
the program.

Surveys and housing evaluations are also administered to a sample of parti­

cipants in existing housing programs.

The experimental programs in the Demand Experiment continue for three years
At the end of that time, eligible and inter-after enrollment is completed, 

ested allowance families will be aided in entering other housing programs.
Analysis will be based 

The experimental

programs are continued for one additional year to avoid confusing partici­
pants' reactions to the ongoing experiment with their adjustments to the 

phaseout of the experiment.

especially the Section 23 Leased Housing Program, 
on data from only the first two years of participation.

1.4 ALLOWANCE PLANS USED IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Demand Experiment directly tests three combinations of payment formulas 

and housing requirements and five to six variations within each of these 

combinations—a total of 17 variations, 

possible program designs to be tested directly.
These 17 variations allow some

More important, they allow 

estimation of key responses in terms of such basic program parameters as the 

level of allowances, the level and type of housing requirements, the minimum 

fraction of its own income which the family is expected to contribute
toward housing, and the way in which allowances vary with family size, 
income, and rent. These response estimates can then be used to address the 

policy questions, not just for the program plans directly tested but for a 
much larger set of candidate program plans.^

The basic design and analysis approach, as approved by the HUD 
Office of the Policy Development and Research, is presented in Abt Associates 
Inc., Experimental Design and Analysis Plan of the Demand Experiment, 
Cambridge, Mass., March 1973, revised August 1973, and in Abt Associates Inc., 
(footnote continued on next page)

A-6



Two payment formulas are used in 

Percent of Rent-
the Demand Experiment—Housing Gap and

Under the Housing Gap formula 

ence between a basic payment level, c, 

family income. The payment formula is

' Pa}™^ts to families constitute

and some reasonable fraction of
the differ-

P = C - bY

where P is the payment amount, C is the basic payment level, "b" is the rate
at which the allowance is reduced as income increases, and Y is the net 
family income. In the experiment, the basic payment level, C, varies with
household size and is proportional to C*, the estimated cost of modest,

2existing standard housing at each site, and varies by household size.
Thus, the payment in the Housing Gap formula can be interpreted as making 

up the difference between some fraction of the cost of decent housing and 

the fraction of its own income that a household should be expected to pay 

for housing.

Under the Percent of Rent formula, the payment is a percentage of the 

Thus, the payment is determined byfamily's rent.

P = aR

Thewhere R is rent and "a" is the fraction of rent paid by the allowance.
3

" remain constant once a family has been enrolled.values of "a

(footnote continued from previous page)
Summary Evaluation Design, Cambridge, Mass., June 1973.. 
operating rules of the Demand Experiment are contained in.Abt Associates Inc., 
Site Operating Procedures Handbook, Cambridge, Mass., April 1973, updated 
periodically.

Details of the

^In addition, whatever the payment calculated by the formula, the 
actual payment cannot exceed the rent paid.

detailed discussion regarding the derivation of C*, refer 
to Abt Associates Inc., Working Paper on Early Findings, Cambridge, Mass., 
January 1975, Appendix II.

2For more

3Five values of "a" are used in the Demand Experiment. Once a family 
is assigned its "a" value, the value generally stays constant in order to aid 
experimental analysis. In a national Percent of Rent program, "a" would 
probably vary with income and/or rent. Even in the experiment, if a family's 
income rises beyond a certain point, the "a" drops rapidly to zero. Similarly, 
the payment under Percent of Rent cannot exceed C* (the maximum payment under 
the modal Housing Gap plan) ; this effectively limits the rent subsidized to 
rents less than C*/a.

A-7



rent: a household's
Under the Housing Gap

The Percent of Rent payment formula is directly tied to 

allowance payment is proportional to the total rent, 
formula, however, two additional housing requirements are needed to tie the

Minimum Standards and Minimum Rent,allowance to housing:

Under the Minimum Standards requirement, participants must occupy dwellings 

meeting certain standards to receive the allowance payment. Participants 

occupying units that do not meet these standards must either move or arrange 

to improve their current units to meet the standards. Participants already 

living in housing that meets standards may use the payment to pay for 

better housing or to reduce their rent burden (the fraction of income 

spent on rent) in their existing units.

If housing quality were broadly defined to include all residential services, 

and if rent levels were highly correlated with the level of services, then 

a straightforward housing requirement (one relatively inexpensive to admin­
ister) would be that recipients spend some minimum amount on rent. Minimum 

Rent is considered as an alternative to Minimum Standards in the Demand 

Experiment, so that differences in response and cost may be observed and 

the relative merits of the two types of requirements assessed. Although 

the design of the experiment uses a fixed minimum rent for each household 

size, a program for direct cash assistance could employ more flexible 

versions. Such versions could, for example, combine features of the Percent 
of Rent formula with the Minimum Rent requirement.'1' Thus, the three combina­
tions of payment formulas and housing requirements used in the Demand 

Experiment are Housing Gap Minimum Standards, Housing Gap Minimum Rent, and
Percent of Rent.

The Housing Gap allowance plans are shown in Table 1-1 below, 

nine plans all have "b" equal to 0.25, and include three variations in the 

level of C (1.2C*, C*, and 0.8C*) and three variations in housing require­
ments (Minimum Standards, Minimum Rent Low (0.7C*) and Minimum Rent High

The next two plans have the same level of C (C*) and the Minimum 

Standards Housing Requirement, but different levels of "b"—the tenth plan

The first

(0.9C*)).

For example, instead of receiving nothing if their rent is less 
than the Minimum Rent, households might be paid a fraction of their allow­
ance depending on the fraction of Minimum Rent paid.

!
1
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Table 1-1

HOUSING GAP ALLOWANCE 3?LANS

Housing Gap Formula: P = C - bY where C is a multiple of C*

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

MINIMUM
STANDARDS

MINIMUM 
RENT HIGH 
= 0.9C*

NOMINIMUM 
RENT LOW 
= 0.7C*

REQUIREMENT

b VALUE

b = .15 Plan 10

Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7

b = .25 Plan 2 Plan 12Plan 5 Plan 8

Plan 3 Plan 6 Plan 9

b = .35 Plan 11

b = Rate at which the allowance decreases as the income increases.
Symbols:

C* = Basic payment level (varied by family size and also by site).
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has "b" equal to 0.15 while the eleventh plan has "b” equal to 0.35. 

twelfth plan has no housing requirement.

Eligible households that do not meet the housing requirement can still 
They receive full payments whenever they meet the requirements 

and may do so anytime during the three years of the experiment, 
before they meet the housing requirements, such households receive a payment 
of $10 per month if they complete all reporting and interview requirements.

Within the Housing Gap design, the mean effects of changes in the allowance 

level and housing requirement can be estimated for all major responses.

In addition, interactions between allowance level and housing requirement 
Responses to variations in the allowance/income schedule 

(changes in "b") can be estimated for the basic combination of the Minimum 

Standards housing requirement and C*.

The Percent of Rent allowance plans consist of five variations in "a", the 
proportion of rent paid to the household, as shown in Table 1-2 below.^

The

enroll.
Even * *

can be assessed.

Table 1-2
PERCENT OF RENT ALLOWANCE PLANS

Percent of Rent Payment Formula: P = aR

13Allowance Plan 14-16 17- 23

Value of "a" 0.6 0.5 0. 0.2

A demand function for housing will be estimated primarily from the Percent

This demand function should provide a powerful tool 
for analysis of alternative forms and parameter levels of housing allowance 
programs.

of Rent observations.

In addition to the various allowance plans, Control groups are necessary 

to establish a reference level for household responses, because a number of

^Designation of multiple plans for certain "a” values reflects an 
early assignment convention and does not indicate that the households in 
these plans are different.
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uncontrolled factors may also induce changes in family behavior during the 

course of the experiment. Control households receive a monthly cooperation 

payment of $10. They report the same information required of households 

receiving allowance payments, including household composition and income; 

they permit housing evaluations; and they complete the Baseline Interview 

and the three Periodic Interviews. (Control households are paid an additional 
$25 fee for each Periodic Interview*.)

Two Control groups are used in the Demand Experiment.
(Plan 24) were offered a Housing Information Program when they joined the 

experiment, and were paid $10 for each of five sessions attended, 
program was also offered to all households that were offered allowances, 
but these households were not paid for attending sessions.)
Control group (Plan 25) was not offered the Housing Information Program.

Members of one group

(This

Hie other

All the households in the various allowance plans had to meet a basic modal 
income eligibility requirement. This was defined (approximately) by the 

income level at which the household would receive a zero payment under the
Housing Gap formula:

P = C* - 0.25Y.

In addition, households in plans with lower payment levels (Plans 3, 6, 9, 
and 11) had to have incomes low enough to receive payments under these 

Finally, only households with incomes in the lower third of the 

eligible population were eligible for enrollment in Plan 13 and only those 

in the upper two thirds were eligible for Plan 23.

plans.

1.5 THE SAMPLE AFTER ONE YEAR

Much of the analysis of the impact of the housing allowance will be based 

on two years of experimental data.
in this series the sample consists of only those households that were 

active in the experiment one year after enrollment, 
the sample sizes for households active at enrollment and after one year for 

each treatment plan.

For this report and the other reports

Table 1-3 presents

Active households include both households receiving a full payment and those

Households receiving full payments meet allnot receiving a full payment.
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Table 1-3
SAMPLE SIZE AT ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR 

AFTER ENROLLMENT BY ALLOWANCE PLANS

ONE YEAR SAMPLEENROLLMENT SAMPLEALLOWANCE
PLANa PITTSBURGHPITTSBURGH PHOENIX PHOENIX

607 589765701TOTAL HOUSING GAP
43b 37 36481

51 4974592
53 5066623
36 3442434
58 5462 705
4963 48616
3745 43 407
5967 78 598
5367 70 549
5157 64 5310

77 5060 5311
12 75 70 73 59

510 490 467TOTAL PERCENT OF RENT 407
13 34 32 33 28
14-16
17-19
20-22

121 114 116 106
145 120 129 93
118 140 111 112

23 92 84 78 68
TOTAL CONTROL^ 434 525 393 394

24 210 262 187 194
25 224 263 206 200

TOTAL 1645 1780 1467 1390

SAMPLE:
DATA SOURCE:
a. See Tables 1-1 and 1-2 for a description of the allowance plans. 

Control households in plan 24 were offered the Housing Informa­
tion Program, those in plan 25 were not.

All enrolled households not above income eligibility limit. 
Payments file.

b.
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requirements (including the housing requirements) and receive the full 

subsidy for which they are eligible given income, household size, and rent. 
Those not receiving a full payment receive only a monthly cooperation

Households fall in the latter group if they are homeowners, livepayment.
in subsidized housing, have not met housing requirements, or have not

turned in a rent receipt, but at the same time meet all other reporting 

and eligibility requirements.
»

The numbers of households in each category 

after one year, together with reasons for not receiving a full payment, 
are presented in Table 1-4.

!;

Table 1-4
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS ONE YEAR AFTER ENROLLMENT

PAYMENT STATUS PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

Receiving a Full Payment 
Not Receiving a Full Payment 

Homeowners
Residing in Subsidized Housing
Missing a Rent Receipt
Not Meeting Housing Requirements

1,116 1,025
351 365

29 100
42 22
44 28

236 215

SAMPLE: Households active at one year. 
DATA SOURCE: Payments file.

!
!
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APPENDIX II
MAJOR VARIABLES USED IN THE ANALYSIS 

AND SAMPLE DESCRIPTION

This appendix discusses the data sources (Section II.1) and analytical 
definitions (Sections II.2 through II.8) of the five different categories 

of variables, as well as the definition of the samples used in this report 
(Section II.9).

i
These major categories are:

(2) household income, rent, and demographic characteristics; (3) program 

housing and occupancy standards; (4) satisfaction measures; and (5) program

(1) search and move variables;

status.

II.1 DATA SOURCES

Table II-l indicates the data sources used in the derivation of each varia­
ble. If a household's record was missing any of the data sources required 

for the derivation of a variable, that particular variable was assigned a 

missing value code and the household was excluded from any analysis involv­
ing that variable. Reasons for missing value codes include: nonresponses, 
"don't know" responses, and out of range responses. Definitions of the 

variables used in this report are discussed below.

II.2 SEARCH AND MOVE VARIABLES

Determination of a move was always based on the comparison of addresses 

rather than on the household's response to interview questions regarding 

A household is classified as having moved during the first yearmoving.
of the experiment if the address on the Initial Household Report Form 

differed from the address on either the First or Second Periodic Interview.

To determine the search activity of a particular household over the whole 

year, information from both the First and Second Periodic Interviews was
If a move took place during the first year, or if the householdcombined.

^The First and Second Periodic Interviews were conducted after approxi-
Themately six months and one year, respectively, of program participation.

Initial Household Report Form was completed as part of the enrollment process.
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Table II-l
DATA SOURCES USED TO DERIVE KEY VARIABLES

DATA SOURCESVARIABLE

Search and Move Variables

} Initial Household Report Form, Baseline, 
First and Second Periodic Interviews

First-year Move Behavior 
First-year Search Behavior

Reasons for Not Searching 
Search Process Characteristics 
Search Problems 
Perceived Discrimination

First and Second Periodic Interviews

Household Characteristics
Household Size 
Household Type 
Sex of Head of Household 
Age of Head of Household J

Initial Household Report Form

Race/Ethnicity
Education of Head of Household 
Prior Mobility } Baseline Interview

Net Analytic Income Initial Household Report Form

Initial Household Report Form, Housing 
Evaluation Form (at enrollment), 
Baseline Interview

Rent

Satisfaction

}Housing Unit Satisfaction 
Neighborhood Satisfaction Baseline Interview

Program and Occupancy Standards
Minimum Standards Housing Evaluation Form (at enrollment)

Initial Household Report Form, Housing 
Evaluation Form (at enrollment)

Occupancy

Program Status
Current Status Payments File

Initial Household Report Form, Household 
Event List

Initial Household Report Form

Initial Household Report Form, Housing 
Evaluation Form

Income Eligibility Status

Low-Income Eligibility Status 

Cost of Standard Housing, C*
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reported that it searched for alternative housing in either the First or 

Second Periodic Interviews, then the household was classified a searcher; 
only if it neither moved nor reported that it searched was the household 
considered not to have searched.

:

t

Descriptors of the search process itself and problems reported during 

searching were obtained from the periodic interview corresponding to the 

half-year that reflected the greatest mobility activity of the two half- 

years, in the hierarchy of "search and move," "search but not move," and 

"not search."

:
!

In an attempt to take account of the most proximate causes, 
the descriptors of the search process and reported problems refer to the 

last completed move (if the household was classified a mover) or to the

!

’

I last reported search (if it was classified a searcher that did not move). 
If more than one move occurred during a half-year period, the interview 

question referred only to the last move in that period, 
place in both half-years or if the household did not move but searched in 

both half-years, the descriptors of the search process were taken from the 

Second Periodic Interview, describing the second half-year.

If moves took

:
Because information on the search process itself was only available from 

households reporting that they had searched, there was no information on 

characteristics of the search process for those households that moved but 
did not report a search or otherwise did not answer to periodic interview 

questions about search characteristics (47 households in all), 

there was also no information on households that moved out of Allegheny 

County (Pittsburgh) or Maricopa County (Phoenix) during the first year, 
this study focuses on intrametropolitan residential search and mobility 
and not on migration between metropolitan areas.^

!

Because
t

II.3 HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

In general, the household characteristics describe the household at the
Income, sex of head of household, household size, age 

of head of household, household type, and rent information was collected 

from the Initial Household Report Form (at enrollment), while race/ethnicity.

time of enrollment.

^It was possible, though, for emigrants to return and rejoin the
program.
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education of head of household, and prior mobility information comes from 

the (pre-enrollment) Baseline Interview.

Household Size

The definition of household size includes all persons living with the 

household except roomers and boarders.

Household Type

The household type variable describes households on the basis of the marital 
status of head of household, the presence of children, and the presence of

A son or daughter 18 years of age or older is considered a rela­
tive rather than a child.
relatives.

Sex of Head of Household

The census convention is used. To establish the census head of household, 
the sex and relationship of each household member to the respondent who is 

designated head is checked.
it is classified as having a male head of household.

Unless the household has a single female head,

Age of Head of Household

Age at the time of enrollment is derived from date of birth information for 

the person determined as census head of household.

Race/Ethnicity

The following categories of racial or ethnic identification are used in this 
report:

Pittsburgh: white, black 

Phoenix: white, black, Spanish American.

Race is based on interviewer observations of Baseline Interview respondents. 
There were relatively few American Indians, Orientals, and other nonwhites 

and they are not included in analyses involving race/e :hnicity. 

were designated as Spanish American in Phoenix based o 1 their surname 

according to census conventions; only households not classified as Spanish 

American were classified according to race.

Households
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Education of Head of Household

The educational attainment of the census head of household is measured as 
the number of years of school completed.

Prior Mobility

Prior mobility is measured by the number of moves that the household reported 

having made in the three years before the Baseline Interview.

II.4 INCOME

The only income variable used in this report is "Net Income for Analysis," 

a measure of disposable household income. "Net Income for Analysis" is an 

estimate of the annual income received by all household members age 18 or 

over; it is the sum of earned and other income net of taxes and alimony
A complete list of all income components included in the definition 

of net income and its relation to the income definition used to determine 

eligibility for the experimental programs and to that used by the census 

are given in Table II-2.

paid.

II.5 RENT

Analytic rent is basically defined as the monthly payment for an unfurnished 

dwelling unit including basic utilities. The adjustment formula is

Adjusted Contract Rent = (Furnishing Adjustment Factor ) x (Contract
Rent + Utilities + Special Adjustments)
- (Roomer Contribution Adjustment).

If reported contract rent includes furnishings, the adjusted gross rent is 
reduced by an amount equal to the estimated price of those furnishings.1

If the costs of utilities are not included in the household's contract rent,
Adjustments cire made viautilities adjustments are added to contract rent, 

site-specific tables for electricity, gas, heat, water, and garbage and 

trash collection if a household reports paying for a specific utility and

1For a more complete description of the furnishings adjustment, see 
Abt Associates Inc., Working Paper on Early Findings, Cambridge, Mass., 
January 1975, Appendix IV.
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Table ir-2
COMPONENTS INCLUDED IN THE DEFINITION OF NET INCOME FO?.- ANALYSIS 

AND COMPARISON WITH CENSUS AND PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY DEFINITIONS

NET INCOME 
FOR ANALYSIS

NET INCOME FOR 
ELIGIBILITY

CENSUS
fCROSS INCOME)

COMPONENTS

I. GROSS INCOME

A. Earned Income
1. wages and Salaries
2. Net Business Income

XX X
XX X

B. Income-Conditioned 
Transfers

1. Aid for Dependent Children
2. General Assistance
3. Ocher Welfare
4. Food Stamps Subsidy

XX X
X X X

X XX
X*

c. Other Transfers
1. Supplemental Security 

Income (Old Age Assistance, 
Aid to tiie Blind, Aid to 
the Disabled)

2. Social Security
3. Unemployment Compensation
4. Workmen's Compensation
5. Government Pension*
6. Private Pensions
7. Veterans Pensions

X X X
X X X

XX X
XX X

A X V
X A X
X X X

D. Other Income
1. Education Grants 

Regular Cash Payments 
Other Regular Income 
Alimony P.eceived 
Asset Income 
Income from Roomers 
and Boarders

XX X
2. XX X
3. X X X
4. XX X
5. X* X X
6.

X

II. GROSS EXPENSES

A. Taxes
1. Federal Tax Withheld
2. State Tax Withheld
3. FICA Tax Withheld

X* X*
X* X*

X*X*

B. Work-Conditioned Expenses
1. Child Care Expenses 

Care of Sick at Home 
Work Related Expenses

X
2. X
3. X*

C. Other Expenses
1. Alimony Paid Out
2. Major Medical Expenses

X X
X

•The amounts of these income ar.d expense items are derived using data reported :*y the hcusenold. 
All other amounts are included in the income variables exactly as reported by the hcusenold.
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I if that payment is not included in contract rent. The amount of the adjust­
ments depends on the number of rooms reported in the Housing Evaluation Form. 

No adjustment is made for any other utilities or services, such as parking.

■

'

Amounts by which contract rent is reduced by the landlord because a partici­

pant household works in lieu of rent or is related to the landlord are added 

to contract rent; these adjustments have not been added to income, although 
they should in theory be added.

I

f
■

Finally, the household expenditures and payment definitions of rent exclude 

contributions made to rent by roomers (net of board).I

II.6 SATISFACTION VARIABLES

Both housing unit and neighborhood satisfaction are measured on a four point 

scale:
!
■

Very Satisfied 

Somewhat Satisfiedi
. Somewhat Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied.'
! For some of the analysis, the first two categories are combined into one 

category (Satisfied) and the last two are combined into a second category 

(Dissatisfied).

:
••.
;

II.7 PROGRAM HOUSING AND OCCUPANCY STANDARDS;
; This section describes the housing and occupancy measures used in the

These measures are based on the Minimum Standards housing require-
They were developed from elements

!
analysis.
ments used in one part of the experiment, 
of the American Public Health Association/Public Health Service, Recommended 
Housing Ordinance (1971).^

'
:
:
:

Table II-3 lists the Minimum Standards housing 

requirements as they apply to the dwelling unit itself, 

are grouped into 15 components made up of related items.

The requirements

:
i

Occupancy requirements are separate from the physical requirements listed 

However, the requirements for light/ventilation, ceilingin Table II-3.

^See Abt Associates Inc 
of the Minimum Standards.

(1975) for more detail on the development• /
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Table II-3
COMPONENTS OF MINIMUM STANDARDS 

(Program Definition)

1. COMPLETE PLUMBING

Private toilet facilities, a shower or tub with hot and cold 

running water, and a washbasin with hot and cold running water 
will be present and in working condition.

2. COMPLETE KITCHEN FACILITIES

A cooking stove or range, refrigerator, and kitchen sink with hot 

and cold running water will be present and in working condition.

3. LIVING ROOM, BATHROOM, KITCHEN PRESENCE

A living room, bathroom, and kitchen will be present, 
represents the dwelling unit "core," which corresponds to an 

efficiency unit.)

(This

4. LIGHT FIXTURES

A ceiling or wall-type fixture will be present and working 

in the bathroom and kitchen.

5. ELECTRICAL

At least one electric outlet will be present and operable in both 

the living room and kitchen. A working wall switch, pull-chain 

light switch, or additional electrical outlet will be present in 

the living room.a

6. HEATING EQUIPMENT

Units with no heating equipment; with unvented room heaters which 

burn gas, oil, or kerosene; or which are heated mainly with 

portable electric room heaters will be unacceptable.

This housing standard is applied to bedrooms in determining the 
number of adequate bedrooms for the program occupancy standard.

a.
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Table II-3 - continued

ADEQUATE EXITS7.

There will be at least two exits from the dwelling unit leading to 

safe and open space at ground level (for multifamily building only). 
Effective November, 1973 (retroactive to program inception) this 

requirement was modified to permit override on case-by-case basis 

where it appears that fire safety is met despite lack of a second 

exit.

1
I!

ROOM STRUCTURE8.!
Ceiling structure or wall structure for all rooms must not be in 

condition requiring replacement (such as severe buckling or leaning)
1

ROOM SURFACE9.!

Ceiling surface or wall surface for all rooms must not be in 

condition requiring replacement (such as surface material that is 

loose, containing large holes, or severely damaged).

;

.
: CEILING HEIGHT10.

' Living room, bathroom, and kitchen ceilings must be 7 feet (or 
higher) in at least one-half of the room area.3

.

! 11. FLOOR STRUCTURES
>

Floor structure for all rooms must not be in condition requiring 

replacement (such as severe buckling or noticeable movement 

under walking stress).

I
i
i
i

FLOOR SURFACE12.:
! Floor surface for all rooms must not be in condition requiring 

replacement (such as large holes or missing parts).

13. ROOF STRUCTURE

i The roof structure must be firm.

;

i This housing standard is applied to bedrooms in determining the 
number of adequate bedrooms for the program occupancy standard.

a.

!
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Table II-3 - continued

14. EXTERIOR WALLS

The exterior wall structure or exterior wall surface must not need
(For structure this would include such conditions asreplacement.

severe leaning, buckling or sagging and for surface conditions such 

as excessive cracks or holes.)

15. LIGHT/VENTILATION

The unit will have a 10 percent ratio of window area to floor area 

and at least one openable window in the living room, bathroom, 
and kitchen or the equivalent in the case of properly vented 

kitchens and/or bathrooms.3

This housing standard is applied to bedrooms in determining the 
number of adequate bedrooms for the program occupancy standard.

a.
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height, and electrical service are applied to bedrooms in determining the 

number of adequate bedrooms for the program occupancy requirement as 

explained below.

The occupancy requirement sets a maximum of two persons for every adequate 
bedroom, regardless of age. 
a bedroom for occupancy standards.

A studio or efficiency apartment is counted as 

An adequate bedroom is a room that can 
be completely closed off from other rooms and that meets the following
program housing standards: 
cal service.
the condition of room structure, room surface, floor structure, and floor 

If the dwelling unit contains four or more adequate bedrooms, it 

is judged to meet occupancy standards.

ceiling height, light/ventilation, and electri- 

In addition, the room must meet the housing standards for

surface.

Roomers and boarders are added to household size when determining whether 
a household meets occupancy standards, because all the rooms in the dwelling 

unit are taken into account.

II.8 PROGRAM STATUS VARIABLES

Current Status

Status of the household at the time of enrollment or at one year is defined 

as one of the following:

Active
Full Payments 

Minimum Payments
Inactive, never reactivated in later cycles 

Terminated.

Reasons for minimum payments are:

Household owns home
Household lives in subsidized housing 

Rent receipt missing
Failure to meet housing requirement (Housing Gap Minimum Rent and 
Minimum Standards Groups only).
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Reasons for inactive or terminated status are:

Move out of county 

Ineligible household composition 

Residing in institution 

Cannot locate
Periodic Interview refused
Housing evaluation refused 

Missing Household Report Forms
New household members refused to comply with requirements.

Additional reasons for termination are:

Household deceased 

Ineligible split 

Fraud
Received ineligible relocation benefits 

Termination other (conflict of interest) 

Reverification refused 

Quit (voluntary termination).

Income Eligibility Status at Enrollment

This variable represents income eligibility status of enrolled households 

based on income verification.

Experimental households that were 

verified as overincome were identified by the site offices.

Data were collected in several ways.

Control house­
holds with incomes above regular eligibility limits (termed "modal" in 

earlier reports) were identified from Household Event List data. Only a
20 percent sample of Control households went through income verification. 
Therefore the incomes for Control households reported on the Household Event 
List from which regular eligibility were determined were either the verified
amount or that reported by the household on the Initial Household Report Form.

Low-Income Eligibility Status based on Eligibility Limits for the Low-Income
Treatment Cells at Enrollment

This variable represents income eligibility status of all households, regard­

less of treatment, based on the limits for the Housing Gap Low C* cells
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(cells 3, 6, 9). This variable is useful in defining a sample where income 

biases related to differing cell eligibility limits should be removed.

Cost of Standard Housing, C*

This variable is used in calculating the housing allowance payment in Housing 
Gap plans (Appendix I).

Allowance payments can be computed by applying the Housing Gap subsidy for­
mula to data on household income, rental expenditures, and size.

b $10.00) , program rent] .

The components of NIE are shown in 

Program rent is derived in the same fashion as analytical 
adjusted contract rent except that no adjustments for work in lieu of rent 
or relationship with landlord are made, 
values of the marginal payment reduction rate "b" and the basic payment

Table II-4 presents the values of C used in evaluating Equation (1).

(1) Payment = min[max (C -

NIE is "Net Income for Eligibility." 

Table II-2.

See Table 1-1 for the relevant

level C.

Table 11-4
MONTHLY COST OF STANDARD HOUSING VALUE USED IN 

HOUSING GAP ALLOWANCE FORMULA

NUMBER OF MEMBERS 
IN HOUSEHOLD

7,8 or 
more1 2 3,4 5,6

PITTSBURGH
$152$ 84 $ 96 $112 $128C = 0.8C* (TG 3,6,9)

C = 1.0C* (TG 2,5,8,10,11,12) 

C = 1.2C* (TG 1,4,7)

190160105 120 140
228144126 168 192

PHOENIX
$212$100 $124 $144 $17 6C = 0.8C* (TG 3,6,9)

C = 1.0C* (TG 2,5,8,10,11,12) 
C = 1.2C* (TG 1,4,7)

265125 155 180 220
318150 186 216 264
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II.9 SAMPLE DESCRIPTION

The basic analysis sample of households used throughout this report consists 

of household active at one year (the time of the Second Periodic Interview) 

that were not living in subsidized housing or their own homes and did not 
have an income above the income eligibility limit for the low-income treat- 

This sample comprises 1,154 households in Pittsburgh and 1,186 

Whenever analysis of first-year search and mobility 

behavior is related to initial satisfaction or when analysis deals with 
interview references to the period since enrollment, households that moved 

between the time of the Baseline Interview and enrollment were excluded as

ment groups, 
households in Phoenix.

This insures that analysis of search and moving between enrollment 
and the time of the Second Periodic Interview is based on household responses

Households excluded because of moves

well.

pertaining to the enrollment residence, 
between the time of the Baseline Interview and enrollment number 60 in Pitts­
burgh and 113 in Phoenix.

The sample used for the multivariate logit analyses in Chapters 2, 3, and 4
The sample consists of households active at one year 

that were not living in subsidized housing or their own home, did not have 

an income above the standard eligibility limits, were not forced to move 

and did not move between the time of the Baseline Interview and enrollment. 
The income restriction is less strict than that used for the rest of the 

analyses in the report because income is included as an explanatory variable 

in the equations.
to make; by definition they all searched and moved.
households might bias the coefficients of the independent variables, 

tion of the income limit adds 296 households in Pittsburgh and 165 hous holds 

in Phoenix but removal of households forced to move removes 85 and 73 h« >use-
Thus the basic ana Lysis 

sample for the logit analyses is 1,305 households in Pittsburgh and 1,1 5
For specific analyses, households are subject to 

exclusion if there is missing data on their behavior, 
presented here must be viewed as upper bounds to the sample sizes.

is somewhat different.

Forced movers were excluded because they had no deci .ion
Inclusion of such

R laxa-

holds in Pittsburgh and Phoenix, respectively.

households in Phoenix.
Thus, the numbers
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I APPENDIX III■

HOUSING UNIT AND NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION
■

r

1

! The Demand Experiment has been designed to collect information on both 

subjective and objective measures of housing, 
were asked at several points in time to what degree they were satisfied 

or dissatisfied with their housing unit and their neighborhood.
2 of this report uses the satisfaction measures as important predictors 

of the decision to search for new housing.

}■
In particular, participants-

V,
J

ChapterI
»■

Earlier reports presented data showing the relationship between satisfaction
(housing unit and neighborhood) and various housing quality indicators and 
demographic characteristics.^ This appendix relates expressed satisfaction 

to search and mobility and seeks to establish that the satisfaction measures 

are valid and reliable.

III.l MEASURES OF SATISFACTION

The primary concern of this appendix is the validity and reliability of 
the responses to two questions asked of participants in the Baseline (pre­
enrollment) , First Periodic (six months), and Second Periodic (one year) 
Interviews:

In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with this 
neighborhood as a place to live—would you say very satisfied, 
somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?

In general, how satisfied are you with the (house/apartment) 
you now live in—would you say very satisfied, somewhat 
satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?

This approach to obtaining global assessments of satisfaction is quite
In the area of housing, in 

particular, similar scales have been used by Nelson and Winter (1975), 
Lawton and Cohen (1974), Weaver (1974), Sherman (1972), and Carp (1975), 
among others.

common in the social science literature.

1See Abt Associates Inc (1975) Chapter 6 and (1976) Chapter 3.• r
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Ihe major 

summative
and the

alternative to 
measure in which

a global assessment question is to compose a
a full range of housing attributes are evaluated

The primaryresponses scored and 
problem with this

combined to form a single scale, 
approach is how to treat differences in the importance 

attributes to different individuals (Andersen and Fishbein, 
By asking the global question, the idiosyncratic weighting of all

is implicitly performed by the participant in arriving at 
a global satisfaction

the various 
196 7) .

response.

distributions of responses to the housing and neighborhood satisfaction 
items on the Baseline Interview are presented in Table III-l. 

distribution of responses over the entire scale show no substantial 

difference from the distribution obtained 

studies (Lansing, 1966, 1970; Wilson, 1962; Butler et al., 1968). Partici­
pants at both sites seem to have started off with approximately the same 

distribution of expressed satisfaction, but seem to be somewhat more 

satisfied with neighborhood than with housing. Furthermore, respondents 
in Phoenix seem to be slightly more satisfied with both their housing units 
and their neighborhood than do respondents in Pittsburgh.

The

similar items in comparableon

III. 2 SATISFACTION AND MOVING

In cases of housing and neighborhood satisfaction, one of the more
generally accepted relational hypotheses is that dissatisfaction with 

housing conditions tends to lead to a change in residence or at least an 

atteirgpt to change (Rossi, 1955; Speare, 1974; Speare et al, 1974). 

this vein, Table III-2 indicates the first-year search and mobility 

behavior of respondents at each expressed level of housing and neighborhood
As can be seen, lack of an

In

satisfaction at the Baseline Interview.
is positively related to both housing unit and neighborhoodattempt to move 

satisfaction as measured at enrollment. The strength of the relationship 

for housing unit satisfaction than for neighborhoodis somewhat stronger 
satisfaction and slightly stronger in Pittsburgh than in Phoenix. These

1A11 enrolled households below the low-income eligibility limit are 
included in Table III-l- When other restrictions on the sample are made 
(as is true for the other tables in this appendix) , the distribution of 
responses does not change appreciably.
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Table III-l
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS EXPRESSING VARIOUS LEVELS OF SATISFACTION

HOUSING UNIT SATISFACTION3 NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION*5LEVEL OF 
SATISFACTION PITTSBURGH PHOENIX PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

Very Satisfied 35% 36% 45% 47%

Somewhat Satisfied 33 35 31 33

Somewhat Dissatisfied 17 17 13 12

Very Dissatisfied 15 12 12 8

Sample Size (1173) (1204) (1170) (1205)

Mean 1.88 1.94 2.08 2.18

Standard Deviation 1.06 1.00 1.02 0.94

Enrolled households below the low-income eligibility limit. 
Baseline Interview.

Satisfaction is scored on a four-point scale ranging frcm very 
satisfied (4) to very dissatisfied (1).

Response to Baseline Interview question 2:
In general, how satisfied are you with the (house/apartment) 
you now live in—would you say very satisfied, somewhat 
satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?
Response to Baseline Interview question 1:
In general how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with 
this neighborhood as a place to live—would you say 
very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, 
or very dissatisfied?

SAMPLE:
DATA SOURCE: 
NOTE:

a.

b.

A-31



r-

9 fa 5fa 00roCMCMfaoCS3 r- orHinI—IinrocDH rH i—1ro*HrHroroco &w
tjQ G<#>$ ro rdfa r-in r-oom CDinttin roinO ro

S fa
G

■H
in

Eh 3X fa P co w oM fa2 5 <#>fa P T3fao oo roroO roSw I—I Q)rHrHI—IrHCMpHrHEC >h N< fa 
Eh CO

•H
T3co •H
co
§o

2 coEhH> D >HOO 2s o os
EhH

gH EC6 & dPo 8 OroCD r*00infa m< CM CM CMroCMQ 3 CMin roO fa 
2 CO 
H H
EC Eh 
U <

Gw •rHEh CD
C/3< fa SEh

G 039 02 CO
•H ■H> sfa fa CO o -Hfa a)rHfa fa oCM PCOro- fa N in roCM
P GI—I CM CMCDCDU 8 COCM H ro

rH rH o Mi—I COrH2 CO ro co
GH fa 

Eh fa
E$ Eh 
co cq

CO fa 
p < P w
o EH

fa EH

COH oH
•HH U T3P

fd o03 dP
■Hfa fa co 03r- coi—iCOrH ro

Eh JhrH CM CM rofa rH COO CM ro
03£ca

03 faEh
C
o 'dEC Eh Gfa P 

CQ fa ■P OECCO 2 fdD O dP U5 fa fafa fa in 03BO H as fa
fa w
o as

CD roP CM 03 COrH CMCM CM COrH%fa >CQ >- fa•HCO < fa
Eh CO ■PB fdEH OCO fd8 Ho pfa

< 2 
Eh M

(I) yj
wHfa§ Eh 03 •H

S • fa
4-3 H 
fd g 03 
A -rH G 
•P H tI 

rH
If) >i 03 
fa 4-3 CO 
rH -H (CJ 
O rH CQ 
rG *H 
03 A 
CO -H ..
3 Cn coO -h W
as rH q03 fa

D fa
U P o pfa fa •»

Ehfa
5Hfa & dP

9 oco CM CMrH CO CO CO
p CD CD CMin rH

8 fa
CO<

Eh
CO

TO TO fa0303
.. 03 O

8 102 
i O <

J G Eh
-H < 

CO 1 P

TO TO TO•HTO
P 4H 0303 0303

TO -H ■H2 P •H C/3C/3 •H
fa P P Io fa p o •H•H P•H

G P C/3o p P 03 
fd *H 

rG P 
S CO 
03 -H
e po fd co co

p P 03 
fd -H fa P 
& CO 
03 -H 
E P 
o fd 

CO CO

P co 
fd *h 
rG P 
£ fd 
03 co 
6 co
O -rH 
co P

COCOJH
fa! fdEh fa & •H ■Hfd •H

P Pfa O
°g
fa CO

p wCO CO
> (d 
03 CO 
e to 
O -H 

CO P

5fdfa fd 5 o>i &G Eh Eh co 
U co 
03 -rH 
> p

CO
fa CO rH>4•H
fa 03 03 -H

> P8 03H CO > >Eh 033 •H
fafa < 

fa CO
0o

p2as

A-32



findings are in accord with the more extensive analyses of search and 

mobility presented in Chapters 2 and 4, where the relationship between 

housing unit and neighborhood dissatisfaction and search and moving 

behavior where examined in a multivariate context using a conditional 
logit model.

It has also been hypothesized that "the major function of mobility [is] 
the process by which families adjust their housing to the housing needs that 
are generated by the shifts in family composition that accompany life

This adjustment process is generally 

considered to reduce stress and meet felt needs, leading to the expectation 

that there should be a significant increase in satisfaction after a move.

cycle changes" (Rossi, 1955, p. 9).

Table III-3 presents the percentage satisfied at the time of the Baseline 

Interview and at the end of one year for three respondent groups: 
households that stayed in their original housing and did not search for 

new housing, households that searched for new housing but did not move, 
and households that moved.1 The results conform to a priori expectations, 

in that movers have the largest change in the percentage expressing 

satisfaction with their housing unit and, to a lesser extent, with their 

neighborhood. Once again, the relationship is somewhat stronger 

for housing unit satisfaction than for neighborhood satisfaction and 

stronger in Pittsburgh than in Phoenix for both variables.

For searchers that did not move it is possible that the decrease in the
percentage expressing satisfaction with thier housing unit is an indication

The shifts in expressed neighborhood satisfaction for
this group may be opposite in the two sites because of differences in

2
neighborhood perceptions.

of frustration.

The changes for stayers that did not search 

probably reflect increased place attachment, as discussed in Chapter 2.

For both housing unit and neighborhood sat sfaction, hcusehoLds were 
considered to be satisfied if their response to th- surve/ question was 
either "very satisfied" or "somewhat satisfied."

2 Informal observations suggest that Pittsburgh neighborhoods are both 
distinct and heterogeneous so that searchers there find other neighborhoods 
quite different and confirm their satisfaction with the one where they live. 
Phoenix searchers may find other neighborhoods not especially different but 
nevertheless express their frustration in not being able to move.
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III.3 VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF THE SATISFACTION MEASURES

In a very general sense, a measuring instrument is valid if it accurately
In the social and behavioral 

sciences, validation of measuring instruments usually proceeds through 

empirical investigation of correlations between the variable in question 

and other variables that would be expected to display some relation to 

the variable of interest on the basis of past empirical work, common 

sense, or theoretical grounds (Nunnally, 1967, p. 78). 
the measure is subjective or abstract in nature, a strong form of

i

measures what it intends to measure.:

In cases where

validation is to replicate established relationships between that measure

The data presented inand other measures which are objective in form, 

the previous section and in Chapter 4 on the relationships between search 

and moving and housing unit and neighborhood satisfaction provide this kind 

of affirmation of the validity of the housing unit and neighborhood 

satisfaction measures.

As a second means of assessing the validity of the global housing unit 

and neighborhood satisfaction measures, Pearson's correlation coefficients 

were computed between each of these two variables and a variety of other 

variables expected on the basis of common sense to be related to them.

In the case of the housing satisfaction measure, essentially two types 

of correlates have been examined: objective ratings by outside evaluators 

of physical quality and subjective perceptions of household occupants 
of various aspects of their dwelling unit.1

these variables and overall housing satisfaction are presented in Table 

III-4.

The correlations between

In general, the subjective ratings by the occupants correlate much more 

highly with overall housing satisfaction than do the objective ratings

Of the objective ratings, plumbing, heating, room surface, 

and floor surface have the highest correlations with the overall housing

by evaluators.

The objective ratings used here are those cor the 15 major 
components of the program Minimum Standards applie 1 as a requi-emeni for 
certain households in the Housing Gap plans. See Appendxx Table II-4 
for a description of the Minimum Standards.
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Table III-4

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN HOUSING-RELATED VARIABLES 
AND HOUSING UNIT SATISFACTION (BOTH SITES)

PEARSON’S r SA.’ttLE SIZEOBJECTIVE RATING
aPresence of Adequate: 

Plumbing 
Kitchen 
Core 
Lighting 
Electricity 
Heat
Room Structure 
Room Surface 
Ceiling Height 
Floor Structure 
Floor Surface 
Roof
Wall Exterior 
Lighting and Ventilation 
Adequate Exit 
Occupants/Bedroom

0.14** 
0.04 
0.0S 
0.12** 
0.10** 
0.14** 
0.09** 
0.18** 
0.06* 
0.07* 
0.14** 
0.09** 
0.09** 
0.11** 

-0 .03 
-0.07*

(2660)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2622)
(2660)

Incremental R2 0.056' with 16/920 degrees of freedom

OCCUPANT RATING PEARSON'S r SAMPLE SIZE

General repair and 
of outside of house

Heating systemc

Satisfaction with landlord 
repairs**

Enough rooms®

Large enough rooms“

Cleaning and maintenance 
of yard and grounds*3

condition of

Daunting
0.44** (2005)

0.34** (2313)

0.40** (1750)

0.33** (2660)

(2655)0.31**

0.36** (1452)

Wo rk in­
to ilets
Roof, ceilings, or walls 
leak when it rains®
Signs of rats or mice® 
Roaches*
Number of additional 
bedrooms needed
Enough electrical outlets® 
Enough closetse 
Enough storage space® 
Enough ventilatione

!» 0.29** (2557)

-0.26** (2532)
(2657)
(2660)

-0.21**
-0 .22**

-0 .30** (2660)
0 .33 (2660)
0.34** (2653)

(2658)
(2653)

0.36**
0 .26**

Incremental P.2 
Total R2

with 15/905 degrees of freedom 
with 31/905 degrees of freedom

0.338

0.394

SAMPLE: Enrolled households that did not move between the Baseline 
Interview and the Initial Household Report Form, and below the low-income 
eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: 
NOTE:

Baseline Interview, Housing Evaluation Form. 
Positive Pearson's r indicates greater satisfaction is 

associated with higher quality of item, 
order.

All correlations are simple cero-

Variables coded as 
Variables coded as 
Variables coded as 
Variables coded as

Adequate (1), Inadequate (0).
Good (3), Fair (2), Poor (1).
Good (4), Fair (3), Poor (2), Not Working (1). 
Very Satisfied (4), Somewhat Satisfied (3),

a.
b.
c.
d.

Somewhat Dissatisfied (2), ’'ery Dissatisfied (1). 
Variables coded as:
Variables coded as:

Yes !2) , No (1).
Cacisfied with All (2), Satisfied with Some

«.
f.

or All (1).
Pearson's r significant at the 9.05 level. 
Pearson's r significant at the 9.31 level. 
F-test significant at the 3.91 level.

* *
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2
The multiple R for the objective ratings as a 

set is only 0.056 (though this is significant at the 0.01 level).

satisfaction variable.i

The relationship between the occupant's subjective ratings of household 

features and their overall housing satisfaction is somewhat different.

The simple correlations ranged from 0.21 to 0.44, all of which are highly 

significant.

repairs, and the heating system rank highest.
2

multiple R beyond that contributed by the objective ratings is 0.338 

(which is highly significant) . 
have the expected sign. ^

: Repair and painting of the house, satisfaction with landlord
The increment in the

;
All significant correlation coefficients

I
:
. Correlational investigations similar to those used for housing satisfaction 

were undertaken for neighborhood satisfaction as well, 
tially two types of variables have been used as correlates:

:' Once again essen-
* Census tracti

measures and subjective participant perceptions of various aspects of 
their neighborhood. The coefficients of correlation between the predictor 

variables and overall neighborhood satisfaction are presented in Table III-5.;
:
. As in housing satisfaction, the subjective ratings of neighborhood items

by participants correlate much more highly with the dependent variable
2

(neighborhood satisfaction) than do the Census tract ratings.;

The highest zero-order correlation between a census variable and overall
2The multiple R of Census tract

1
■ neighborhood satisfaction is only 0.12. 

variables considered as a set is 0.027, statistically significant at the 

0.01 level but clearly not containing much of material significance.

Occupant ratings of neighborhood features correlate much more highly with 

overall neighborhood satisfaction than do the census variables, 
crime in the area, noise in the -area, and the presence of drugs and drug 

users have the highest negative correlations.

|
«
; Perceived

Cor re lation coe f tficiei - ts■

^The only variable having the unexpected sign was objective 
evaluation of adequate exits.

2
Neighborhood characteristics may vary substantially within a 

Census tract, thus leading to reduced correlations.
i

■

■

i
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Table XIX-J
CDMOXIOHS serves NEICTaORhOOb-WEATtO VAJUAJCTI 

AHD NXXSXBORROOD SATISTACTION (BOTH SITS I
Pearson's r 1WU sr;tegad TRACT mzascrts

Percentage of units Above C»* 
Percentage of household* with 

leea than S9.000

0 .11 — (2392}

-0 .11** (265*1Uur
NtctflUqa of households with 
tncsei Treater than *10.000 0 .12— 

-0 .12—
(263*1
(263*1Percenter* of llecA households

Percentage of Spanish ABexican 
households

Percenter* of standard unit* 
•eediaa Cross Kent 
.radian Owe 1 Ling Pale Are

(263*1
(263*1
(265*1
<265*1

0 .01

0 .04*
0 .12—

-0 .0* —
Increeental R* <#tCh J/1799 degree a of freedaei0.027

OCTPTAKT PATgC pearson's ; jAHKJ iZZC
parting3 
Street lighting3

are to grocery ihopping

0 .!*•• 
0 .13 — 
0 .12—

(2629)
(2650)
(26**)
(2646)a 0 .1$—Oaoeg* call 

Speed with wmen fire dap
r> 0 .10— (2310)

(2551)
(256*)

(2839)
(2604)

(2600)
(2420)
(2372)

Police protection5 
Public transportation9

Tree* and graaa

a .is** 
0 .01 
0 .24—flowers9 

to place* of worship9 0 .3*—
.radical care9
Recreation facilities for adult*9 
Reereacioa place* for teenager*

0 .0* — 
3 .20— 
0 .!*••

Play area* for children under 
twelve0
"ay care facllitle*9 

tary school*3 
Junior high achool*9 
Senior high school*9 
Street* in poor repair" 
rot** in the area9 
Litter and traah in the street*9 
Heavy traffic in the streets9 
Preaaace of drugi and drug users9 

area9

Abandoned house* or other tape/

0 .14— 
0 .3*'
0 .10— 
3 .06*
0 .06*

(24*5)
(2017)
(2473)
(2325)
(2366)
(26)6)
(2654)
(2649)

tli

-0 .13
-3 .31 —
-0 .29—
-0 . IS — (2649)

(2341)
(2544)

-0 .2* — 
-0 .33—ctii In the

-0 .22 — (2523)
vacant lot* filled with trash 
and ’unk= -3 .34 (2633)
How salty naigfibo 
enough to taUc

taown wallor*
:o- 3 .35 (2637)

Incremncal A2 0.211

0.23$** with 34/1773 degrees of freedc

with 26/1771 degrees of freedoe

To cal

SAMPLE: Enrolled households that did hoc aov* betveen the Sasalina 
interview and the Initial Sousanold Report fora, and below the low-mcoae 
eligibility time.

SATA SOOROTS. Saaaliha Interview. Housing evaluation fora. 
hOTZi neighborhood satisfaction coded asi Very Satisfied (4), 

Soaewhat Satisfied (3). Soeewnac Olssaclsfiad (2). Very Slsiatufisd (1). 
All correlation* are siaple tero-order.

C* is the eatmacad cose of nodasc, existing, standard housing 
for additional details on theat each sit* according to household sice, 

derivation of C*. see Abt Associates Inc., forcing ?mf on Early findings.
Appendix IX.. Laabrldge. hast.. January 1)73.

b. Variables coded as: tood (4), fair (3), Poor (2), (lot Avail­
able .1).

Variables coded as; fig Problea (3), Soeewnac of l Proolae 2)c.
Hot a Problee (1) .

(2) . Hone 'll .1. variaoli
t-teat significant at the 3.35 lavel. 
t-tase significant it the 3.31 level. 

— P-test significant at the 3.31 level.

coded is: All (4). Tost ()) . S<
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The increment in the multiplefor all predictors have the expected sign.
2

R added by the subjective ratings beyond that accounted for by the census 

variables is 0.211, somewhat lower than the 0.384 achieved for housing

satis faction.

In summary, both the housing unit and the neighborhood satisfaction 

measures have the expected relationship with a variety of objective and 

subjective measures of housing quality, 
that they are valid indicators of the psychological phenomena they aim 

to measure.

This can be taken as evidence

Reliability

Reliability of a measure refers to the dependability or stability with 

which a score represents the status of an individual on whatever aspect 
he or she is being evaluated (Cronbach et al., 1972). 
measuring a psychological phenomenon such as housing satisfaction more than 

once is likely to obtain some scores that differ for the same individual 
even though there is no objective reason to expect such a change in score. 
The extent to which such inexplicable inconsistencies in scores occur 
is viewed as evidence of the presence of measurement error.

The investigator

It is generally reasonable to assume that most scores, especially those 

involving subjective perceptions and attitudes, are fallible. The most 
common way of formalizing the notion of reliability has been to separate 

the observed score, X^, into two summative components, a true component,

Xt, and error component, X^. In notational form, this yields XQ = xt + xe'

There are several ways of defining the true component or true score.
One is to say that X. is the score this individual would have obtainedt
under ideal conditions with a perfect measuring instrument. A second way 

of looking at the situation is to view X^, the true score, as the mean 

score that would be obtained from a very large number of administrations 

of the same question to a particular respondent. The error component 
then is a positive or negative increment to the observed score that may 

be viewed as a function of conditions prevailing at the time of questionnaire 

administration.
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Given the above model, the notion of reliability has generally been 

formalized in terms of indices that indicate the amount of true score 

variance relative to observed score variance.

rtt = Tt/T0' where rtt 
score variance, and is the variance of the observed scores.

The theory of measurement error traditionally has been the province of 

psychometricians who have oriented much of their theory of reliability of 

measurement toward tests or instruments in which there are multiple items 

and for which there may be equivalent forms (Lord and Novick, 1968). The 

resulting techniques of assessing reliability (internal consistency 

measures, cross-form correlations) are generally of little use when key 

variables have been measured by a single question, such as is the case 

with the housing and neighborhood satisfaction questions in the Demand 

Experiment interviews. In cases like these, it is more appropriate to 

turn to test-retest correlations to assess reliabilities.

This can be expressed as 
2is the coefficient of reliability, T^_ is the true

Unfortunately, a simple test-retest correlation may not measure true reli­
ability because it is affected by temporal changes or instability in true

The potential for changes in 

the true housing and neighborhood satisfaction scores of respondents 

during the intervals between interviews is hardly negligible.

scores as well as by errors of measurement.

First,
many of the participants have moved during the intervals between inter- 

Hence, changes in their observed satisfaction scores may be 

functions of changes in their housing and neighborhood conditions and 

not due to unreliability in the measures.

views.

Second, even nonmoving 

participants may experience some real change in their housing unit or may 

alter their perceptions of their housing conditions even in the absence
of an objective change. Therefore, temporal instability of true scores 

must be taken into account when using test-retest correlations, even for
participants who have not moved. Finally, the very process of enrollment, 
involving housing evaluations and offers tied to housing, may itself
alter perceptions about housing. Fortunately, Coleman (196 8) and Heise 

(1969) have demonstrated that a procedure exists for analyzing test- 

retest correlations so that the effects of measurement errors and true- 

score instability can be separated analytically as long as one has 

gathered data at three points in time rather than two, and the data meet
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certain assumptions. According to the Coleman/Heise model, the reliability 

coefficient for housing unit or neighborhood satisfaction should be 

calculated as follows:

rvh Vs
rtt r

*2

as before, indicates the proportion of true variance in the 

observed score variance and the subscripts tQ, t^, t^ represent the three 

points in time for the Demand Experiment interviews (Baseline, First 
Periodic, and Second Periodic Interviews, respectively).

where r

In addition to reliability coefficients, the model also produces what 
Heise terms true score stability coefficients, 
the correlation between true scores at each end of a given time interval. 
Thus, in a sense, they are indices of the true amount of change occurring 

over a particular interval in the respondents' positions on the variable 

Heise's formulas for stability coefficients are given here

These are estimates of

in question, 

without proof:,
i

t0-t2/rti-t2

= WVh
2 /t -t /rt - 

0 2 0

Vh = r

'

s = r h Vvt -t 0 2

Five basic assumptions underlie the model: 

an interval scale, the relationship between the true score and the 

observed score is constant over time, errors are uncorrelated with 

true scores, measurement errors at different times are uncorrelated, and 

changes in the true score that occur over time are uncorrelated with the

With regard to the validity of these 

five assumptions, the following observations are offered:

the variable is measured on
■

■

'

initial values of the true score.

A-41



Although attributing interval level measurement properties 

to the housing and neighborhood satisfaction ratings is obviously 

questionable, Labovitz (1967, 1970) has shown that, as long as a monotonic 

relationship is assumed between the measurement scale and the underlying 

psychological scale, the application of standard parametric procedures 

and related tests of significance yield results that are not seriously 

Other authors come to the same conclusion regarding the 

robustness of techniques designed for interval level data but applied 

to ordinal level measures (see Baker et al., 1966; Burke, 1953; Senders, 

1953; Borgatta, 1968, 1970; Jacobson, 1970; Boyle, 1970; and Bohrnstedt 

and Carter, 1971.

Assumption 1.

aberrant.

Assumption 2. Because of increased experience in filling out interviews 

and most likely greater awareness of how they actually feel about their 

house and neighborhood because of the stimulation to think about them 

more, respondents' observed scores probably move closer to their true 

scores over time, in contradiction to this second assumption. For example, 
the values of the t^-t^ correlations are uniformly higher than when 

compared with the t^-t^ correlations. Since the Coleman/Heise model 
assumes that the relationship between observed scores and true scores 

is constant over time, it follows that in comparison with a model which 

does not assume such constancy, it inflates the reliability estimate of 
the satisfaction measures for the initial interview and deflates the 

reliability estimate for later interviews.

Assumption 3, Ihe assumption that errors are uncorrelated with true scores 

may be problematic because of the bounded nature of the satisfaction
ratings. If a respondent's satisfaction rating is at or near the top, his 

observed score cannot contain a large positive error, but it can contain
a large negative error, 
bottom of the scale.

Reverse logic holds for ratings at or near the 

The failure of the Coleman/Heise model to take into 

account the likely negative correlation of the error and true scores leads 

to a slightly lower reliability estimate than would be obtained if the
model did take such correlation into account.
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Ihe assumptions that measurement errors at different times 

are uncorrelated may be violated when respondents recall earlier answers
In such cases, errors in 

Violation of this

Assumption 4.

and try to be consistent in their responses, 
measurement will tend to be serially correlated, 
assumption results in a higher estimate of reliability in comparison
to the estimate that would be obtained from a model which compensated 

for the serial correlation.
I

. Assumption 5. The assumption that changes in the true score that occur 
over time are uncorrelated with the initial values of the true score 

may also be problematic in that respondents with low true scores at 
the Baseline Interview will be more motivated to move and hence raise 

their true score than respondents who are already satisfied, 
since true satisfaction scores are bounded both at the top and the 

bottom, a negative serial correlation of true scores is likely to occur. 
Hence, the stability estimates obtained from the Coleman/Heise model are 

likely to be smaller relative to a model which incorporated the negative 

serial correlation of true scores in its computation.

Furthermore,

In summary, the housing unit and neighborhood satisfaction ratings are 

likely to violate each of the assumptions underlying the Coleman/Heise
The effect of these violations on 

the resulting estimates of reliability and stability coefficients is 

not known precisely, although the direction of the impact can generally
Since some of the likely biases are in opposite directions, 

some counterbalancing of errors of estimation may fortuitously occur. 
Nonetheless, any estimates of reliability generated by the model must be 

regarded with some skepticism, since no firm conclusion as to the serious­
ness of the violations by the data can be made, 
provide better estimates of reliability than simple test-retest correlations, 
which are subject to even more serious problems in terms of the assumptions 

they must invoke but do not meet when used to estimate the reliability 

of such measures taken at points widely separated in time.

measurement model to some extent.

be inferred.

The model should, however,

Table III-6 presents the Pearson product moment correlation coefficients 

for both housing unit and neighborhood satisfaction scores as elicited at 

the Baseline, First Periodic, and Second Periodic Interviews. Estimates of
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Table III-6

RELIABILITY AND STABILITY COEFFICIENTS OF THE SATISFACTION 
MEASURES COMPUTED FOR STAYERS (BOTH SITES)

STABILITYPEARSON'S r RELIABILITYTIME INTERVAL

HOUSING UNIT SATISFACTION
0.770.66First Six Months 0.505

0.930.614Second Six Months

0.720.472First Year

(992)Sample Size

NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION

First Six Months 0.475 0.63 0.76

Second Six Months 0.676 1.08

0.511First Year 0.81

Sample Size (992)

Households active at one year, below the low-income eligi­
bility limit, and did not move between the Baseline Interview and one year.

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
See text for definitions of reliability and stability.

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES: 
NOTE:
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the reliability and stability coefficients derived using the Coleman/

Heise model described above are presented as well, 
based on the subsample of respondents who did not move at all between

The computed reliability 

coefficients are 0.66 for housing unit satisfaction and 0.63 for neigh-
This indicates that approximately 30 to 40 percent 

of the observed variance in the housing unit and neighborhood satisfaction
The presence of this 

degree of error of measurement in the satisfaction variables is not so 

severe as to preclude their analytic use. 
variance is large enough to reduce both the correlations between the 

satisfaction measures and other variables as well as the regression 

coefficients of the satisfaction measures when they are used as independent

The introduction of possible bias

All calculations are

the Baseline and the Second Periodic Interviews.

borhood satisfaction.
:
:

measures is attributable to measurement error.
i
I

On the other hand, the error

variables in a regression model, 

because of this problem should be given further consideration.
’

The stability coefficients are interesting in that they point to markedly 

greater stability of "true" satisfaction scores in the interval between 

the First and Second Periodic Interviews than what is observed for the 

stability of the "true" housing and neighborhood satisfaction measures 

in the earlier interval between the Baseline and First Periodic Inter-
^ This is not surprising because, as pointed out earlier, Baseline 

Interview responses were given prior to enrollment and the experience of

.

views.i
|
i participating in the experiment may have drawn enrollees' attention to 

their housing conditions and possibly altered their perceptions of their
Stabilization of the reassessment process over time is

;

if
housing situation, 

a reasonable expectation.

One coefficient for the First Periodic to Second Periodic Interview 
exceeds 1.0, the theoretical maximum. The attainment of these coefficients 
which lie outside their theoretical limits can be attributed to sampling 
errors in the estimates of the correlation coefficients from which they 
were derived or to deviations of the data obtained from the assumptions 
they are supposed to fulfill as required by the Coleman/Heise model.
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS AND SATISFACTIONIII.4

This section briefly examines the bivariate relationships between satis­

faction and several socioeconomic and demographic variables. These

relationships indicate classes of households that may be dissatisfied 

with their housing and neighborhoods because they are unable to obtain

This situation might arise as a result of dis-adequate housing.
crimination or because a household's income or other characteristics

Tables III-7 through III-10 present the 

percentage of households satisfied for each category of characteristics. 

These data must be interpreted with care because there is some correlation

Most notably, elderly households tend to also

limit its choice of units.

among characteristics, 

be single households (in this sample) and have lower incomes and less

Some of the more interesting patterns of association areeducation.

mentioned here.

The elderly tend to be more satisfied then other age groups with 
both housing unit and neighborhood.

Satisfaction with both housing unit and neighborhood tends to 
increase as per capita income increases. Net annual income, 
on the other hand, does not follow this pattern of relationship 
to satisfaction.

!

Black households are substantially less satisfied than white 
households except with respect to neighborhood satisfaction 
in Pittsburgh. The latter could be an indication of strong 
neighborhood ties among black households in Pittsburgh.

There is an inverse relationship between household size and 
housing unit satisfaction with larger households expressing 
greater dissatisfaction, perhaps resulting from their inability 
to find or afford large units.

Households without children consistently express greater satisfac­
tion than households with children, a fact which is not surprising 
given the finding on household size.

In summary, greater dissatisfaction is expressed by nonelderly households, 
households with lower per capita incomes, black households, large house­
holds, and families with children.
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Table III-7
HOUSING UNIT SATISFACTION AT ENROLLMENT 

BY HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS: PITTSBURGH

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE OF 
HOUSEHOLDS SATISFIEDCATEGORY

Number of Prior Moves
(493) 
(325) 
(231) 
( 54)

0 68%
1 71

2-3
4 or more

73
69

Age of Head of Household (Years) 
16-29 
30-44 
45-61
62 or more

69 (3 23) 
(297) 
(198) 
(287)

63
67
80

Net Annual Income 
$1,000 - 1,999 
$2,000 - 3,999 
$4,000 - 5,999 
$6,000 or more

Major Source of Income 
Welfare 
Other

( 94) 
(577) 
(373) 
( 52)

67
72
68
58

64 (488)
(617)75

Per Capita Income 
$0 - 1,000 
$1,001 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 3,000 
$3,001 or more

**
(276) 
(619) 
(153) 
( 57)

62
68
83
89

Race/Ethnicity
White
Black

**
(322)
(274)

74
58

Household Size (Persons) **
1 (204) 

(282) 
(413) 
(150) 
( 56)

81
2 72

3-4 68
5-6 63
7-14 50

Household Type
Unmarried, No Children 
Unmarried, Children 
Married, No Children 
Married, Children

**
80 (230)

(499)
(104)
(272)

65
82
66

Education (Years) 
1-8 
9-11

*
(280) 
(375) 
(352) 
( 78)

74
67

12 68
13-20 72

Sex of Head of Household 
Male 
Female

72 (432)
(673)69

Total Sample Size (1105)

SAMPLE: Households active at one year, not living in own or subsi­
dized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline Interview, Initial Household Report Form.
* Chi-square significant at the 0.05 level.
** Chi-square significant at the 0.01 level.
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Table III-8
HOUSING UNIT SATISFACTION AT ENROLLMENT 
BY HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS: PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE OF 
HOUSEHOLDS SATISFIED

SAMPLE
SIZECATEGORY

Number of Prior Moves
65% (263)

(299)
(345)
(193)

0
741
712-3

4 or more
Age of Head of Household (Years) 

16-29 
30-44 
45-61 
62 or more

68

66 (379)
(302)
(176)
(244)

66
69
82
**Net Annual Income 

1,999 77 (100) 
(340) 
(3 91) 
(256)

$1,000 
$2,000 - 3,999 
$4,000 - 5,999

71
65
73$6,000 or more

Major Source of Income 
Welfare 
Other

64 (147)
(953)71

Per Capita Income 
$0 - 1,000 
$1,001 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 3,000 
$3,001 or more

59 (279) 
(408) 
(251) 
( 83)

71
76
87

Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Spanish American 

Household Size (Persons)

**
74 (686) 

( 85) 
(301)

49
68
»*

1 83 (161) 
(268) 
(401) 
(174) 
( 97)

2 77
3-4 67
5-6 63
7-14 53

Household Type
Unmarried, No Children 
Unmarried, Children 
Married, No Children 
Married, Children

• *
82 (185)

(350)
(148)
(418)

64
82
65

Education (Years) 
1-8 
9-11

69 (359)
(255)
(294)
(144)

64
12 73
13-20 77

Sex of Head of Household 
Male 
Female

71 (637)
(464)69

Total Sample Size (1101)

All households active at one year, not living in own or sub­
sidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES:

SAMPLE:

3aseiine Interview, initial Household Report Form. 
* Chi-square significant at the o. 75 level.

Chi-square significant at the 3.01 level.
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Table III-9
NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION BY HOUSEHOLD 

CHARACTERISTICS: PITTSBURGH

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE OF 
HOUSEHOLDS SATISFIEDCATEGORY

Number of Prior Moves
74%0 (492) 

(324) 
(231) 
( 54)

1 ao
2-3
4 or more

Age of Head of Household (Years) 
16-29 
30-44 
45-61
62 or more

Net Annual Income 
$1,0 0 - 1,999 
$2,000 - 3,999 
$4,000 - 5,999 
$6,000 or more

75
74
**

:76 (321)
(297)
(19?)
(287)

75
71
81

( 94) 
(575) 
(372) 
( 52)

76
77
76
69

Major Source of Income 
Welfare 
Other

*♦

(436)
(616)

73
79

Per Capita Income 
$0 - 1,000 
$1,001 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 3,000 
$3,001 or more

Race/Ethnicity
White
Black

Household Size (Persons)

*
(275) 
(617) 
(153) 
( 57)

75
75
81
82

(819)
(274)

76
75
**

1 (204) 
(281) 
(411) 
(150) 
( 56)

82
2 75

3-4 75
5-6 75
7-14 78

Household Type
Unmarried, No Children 
Unmarried, Children 
Married, No Children 
Married, Children

*
(230)
(493)
(103)
(271)

81
73
81
76

Education (Years)
(279) 
(375) 
(352) 
( 76)

1-8 81
9-11 72
12 76
13-20 82

Sex of Head of Household 
Male 
Female

79 (4)0) 
(6 ’2)75

(11 )S)Total Sample Size

SAMPLE: All households active at one year, not living l i own or sub­
sidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline Interview, Initial Household Rep>rt Form.
* Chi-square significant at the 0.05 level.
•* Chi-square significant at the 0.01 level.
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Table III-10
NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION BY HOUSEHOLD 

CHARACTERISTICS: PHOENIX

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE OF 
HOUSEHOLDS SATISFIEDCATEGORY

Number of Prior Moves
79% (263)

(299)
(345)
(194)

0
851
752-3

4 or more
Age of Head of Household (Years) 

16-29 
30-44 
45-61
62 or more

Net Annual Income 
$1,000 - 1,999 
$2,000 - 3,999 
$4,000 - 5,999 
$6,000 or more

76
ft*

75 (379)
(303)
(176)
(244)

79
81
82
**

(100)
(341)
(391)
(256)

80
81
79
64

Major Source of Income 
Welfare 
Other

76 (147)
(954)79

Per Capita Income 
$0 - 1,000 
$1,001 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 3,000 
$3,001 or more

Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Spanish American 

Household Size (Persons)

7S (274) 
(489) 
(2S1) 
( 83)

78
81
84
ft*

78 (687) 
( 85) 
(301)

63
83
**

1 83 (161) 
(269) 
(401) 
(174) 
( 97)

2 83
3-4 78
5-6 77
7-14 71

Household Type
Unmarried, No Children 
Unmarried, Children 
Married, No Children 
Married, Children

Education (Years)
1-3
9-11

ft*

82 (185)
(351)
(148)
(418)

76
85
77
ft*

83 (3S9)
(255)
(294)
(145)

75
12 77
13-20 80

Sex of Head of Household 
Male 
Female

79 (637)
(465)78

Total Sample Size (1101)

All households active at ane year, not living in own or sub­
sidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

3aseline Interview, Initial Household Report Form.
* Chi-square significant at the 0.D5 level.

Chi-square significant at the 0.01 level.

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:

ft ft
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III.5 DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Future research efforts will assess the impact of the housing allowance 

program on the expressed satisfaction of participants with their housing

Such an analysis addresses the effect of 

housing allowances on the dwelling conditions of low-income households 

in terms of the household's own evaluation of their housing.

unit and neighborhood.

Traditionally, housing analysts and government planners have used objective 

measures of housing as the yardstick for determining housing needs and 

improvement of the nation's housing stock, 

is influenced, however, not only by objective engineering elements, but 

also by social, cultural, and behavioral aspects of the dwelling environ­

ment and the occupants of the house (Michelson, 1970; Philips, 1976;

What constitutes habitability 

varies according to these surrounding circumstances and the relative

Attitude and perceptions of the 

household merrbers themselves constitute a complement to more objectively

The grim experience of Pruitt-Igoe in St. Louis 

(Rainwater, 1970) suggests that housing judged decent by objective measures 

is, by itself, not the answer to solving the nation's housing problems. 

Housing that is truly decent must meet the perceived needs of the in­

habitants as well as fulfill objective standards of quality, 

reasons, assessing the degree of improvement in the satisfaction of 

experimental participants with their housing is viewed as a potentially 

valuable component of the evaluation of the Demand Experiment.

The habitability of a house

Gans, 1962; Raven, 1962; Onibokun, 1974).

reaction to them by the inhabitants.

oriented evaluations.

For these

Preliminary empirical investigations of possible program effects on 

expressed satisfaction have been inconclusive; findings of program effects 

have been highly dependent on specification of the analytic model, particu­
larly with respect to the role of moving, and have been inconsistent between 
the two experimental sites.'1' Satisfaction appears to be associated strongly

Application of techniques designed specifically for ordinal level 
dependent variables (McKelvey, and Zavoina, 1975) may prove superior to 
the techniques used thus far (that is, log-linear contingency table analysis 
and analysis of covariance), which treat the satisfaction measures as 
either of nominal or interval scale.
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with moving but not with a household's being enrolled in one of the
Given the current results, oneexperimental housing allowance plans, 

must be cautious about the prospects for conclusive findings regarding
program effects.
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APPENDIX IV
SPECIAL ANALYSES OF MOVERS

IV.1 PREFERENCES FOR MOVING

To obtain a pre-enrollment indication of whether households would move if 

they had a housing allowance payment the following question was asked on
"If you had $50 or more to spend on rent everythe Baseline Interview:

month, would you move from this (house/apartment) or have the landlord 
improve this (house/apartment) for a higher rent?"1 

in Table IV-1.
Responses are shown

The pattern of responses was approximately the same across 

sites; most households preferred to move from their present units, about 
one-quarter preferred to stay and improve their present units, and about 
one-sixth preferred to stay without improving, 
there was no significant difference between the responses of Experimental 
and Control households nor between Housing Gap and Percent of Rent house­
holds? this provides assurance that these major treatment groups are not 
biased with respect to pre-enrollment responses to this question.

Table IV-2 indicates that

Table IV-2 also shows the relationship between responses to this $50 induce­
ment question and various household characteristics, 
lower preference to move than other age groups.
a positive relationship between preference to move and income, household 

size, and perhaps education (in Pittsburgh).

The elderly had a much 

There is also evidence of

Moore (1972) notes that blacks,

often trapped in lower quality neighborhoods, frequently express a greater
The data in Table IV-2 show onlydesire to move than other racial groups, 

a slightly higher incidence of preference to move for black households.

Table IV-3 and IV-4 present the relationship between expressed preference 

at the time of the Baseline Interview and actual behavior during the first

The cash stipend specified in this question is approximately equal 
to the actual subsidy received on average by Experimental households. Among 
households enrolled using the modal income eligibility limits and still 
active at the end of the first year of the experiment, mean monthly payment 
to Housing Gap households was $43 in Pittsburgh and $65 in Phoenix; mean 
payments to Percent of Rent households were $44 and $53, respectively.
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Table IV-1
PREFERENCE TO MOVE OR STAY GIVEN A $50 

CASH INCREMENT FOR RENTa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE CITING SAMPLE 

PREFERENCE
PERCENTAGE CITING 

PREFERENCE
SAMPLE
SIZEPREFERENCE SIZE

Move From This Unit 53% (584) 56% (623)

Stay and Improve 28 (310) 21 (231)

Stay (No Improve­
ment Necessary)

14 (154) 16 (172)

Other or Don't 
Know

5 ( 57) 7 ( 77)

SAMPLE: Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCE: Baseline Interview.
a. Response to Baseline Interview question 77:

If you had $50 or more to spend on rent every month, 
would you move from this (house/apartment) or have 
the landlord improve this (house/apartment) for a 
higher rent?
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Table IV-2
PREFERENCE TO MOVE, STAY AND IMPROVE, OR STAY 

WITH NO IMPROVEMENTS BY HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS: PITTSBURGH

SIGNIFICANCE
OF

: HOUSEHOLD
CHARACTERISTIC

STAY AND STAY (NO 
MOVE IMPROVE IMPROVEMENTS) SIZE

SAMPLE CHI-SQUARE 
STATISTIC3

Age (Years) 
16-29 
30-44 
45-61
62 or more

64% 28% 8% (312)
(279)
(190)
(267)

65 26 9 0.0152 35 13
39 31 30

Income
$1,000 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 4,000 
$4,001 - 6,000 
$6,001 or more

52 28 20 ( 86) 
(548) 
(358) 
( 47)

52 31 16 0.0560 29 11
70 19 11

Race
White
Black

Education (Years) 
1-8 
9-11

55 (Not
Significant)

29 (782)
(257)

17
59 32 9

48 33 19 (275) 
(363) 
(332) 
( 78)

60 27 13 0.0512 55 32 13
13-20 68 21 12

Household Size (Persons)
1 40 26 34 (190) 

(264) 
(399) 
(140) 
( 55)

2 53 31 15
3-4 62 29 10 0.01
5-6 59 37 4
7-14 71 18 11

Treatment Group
Control Households 
Experimental Households 
Housing Gap Households 
Percent of Rent 

Households

59 26 15 (252)
(796)
(472)
(324)

55 31 15 (Not
Significant)54 31 15

55 31 14
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Table IV-2—continued
PREFERENCE TO MOVE, STAY AND IMPROVE, OR STAY 

WITH NO IMPROVEMENTS BY HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS: PHOENIX

SIGNIFICANCE
OF

STAY AND STAY (NO 
MOVE IMPROVE

SAMPLE 
IMPROVEMENTS) SIZE

CHI-SQUARE
STATISTIC3

HOUSEHOLD
CHARACTERISTIC

Age (Years) 
16-29 
30-44 
45-61
62 or more

72% 19% (363)
(280)
(158)
(225)

9%
64 25 11 0.0162 25 13
37 24 39

Income
$1,000 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 4,000 
$4,001 - 6,000 
$6,001 or more

49 27 ( 88) 
(319) 
(374) 
(232)

24
56 23 21 0.0566 20 14
62 25 12

Race
White
Black
Spanish American

59 21 (629) 
( 82) 
(287)

21
66 28 6 0.01
63 25 12

Education (Years) 
1-8 
9-11

58 25 18 (375)
(233)
(273)
(145)

61 22 17 (Not
Significant)12 67 19 14

13-20 57 24 19
Household Size (Persons)

1 35 21 44 (146) 
(246) 
(373) 
(166) 
( 95)

2 58 23 19
3-4 67 22 12 0.01
5-6 68 23 9
7-14 71 25 4

Treatment Group
Control Households 
Experimental Households 
Housing Gap Households 
Percent of Rent 

Households

62 23 15 (289)
(737)
(451)
(286)

60 22 17 (Not
Significant)60 24 16

60 20 20

SAMPLE: Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCE: Baseline Interview.
a. The chi-square statistic measures the significance of the relation­

ship of each household characteristic to the preference to move, stay/improve 
and stay/not improve.
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Table IV-3
PREFERENCE TO MOVE OR STAY BY ACTUAL FIRST-YEAR 

MOVING BEHAVIOR BY EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

_

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL
Search 
But No 

Move Move

Search 
But No 

Move
Sample

Stay Size Move
Sample 

Stay SizePREFERENCE

PITTSBURGH
Would Move 40% 29% (427)31% 34% (148)33% 32%
Would Stay 
and Improve

Would Stay 
(No Improvement 
Necessary)

1719 64 (235) 65 (63)14 21

14 2 84 (112) 76 ( 37)11 14

PHOENIX

15 23 (171)Would Move 63 23 (421) 60 18
Would Stay 
and Improve
Would Stay 
(No Improvement 
Necessary)

56 ( 66)16 46 (160)38 39 5

7 57 ( 44)63 (124) 27 1630

Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidizedSAMPLE:
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.DATA SOURCES:

I
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Table IV-4
PREFERENCE TO MOVE OR STAY BY ACTUAL FIRST-YEAR 

MOVING BEHAVIOR OF EXPERIMENTAL HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF RENTHOUSING GAP
Search 
But No 

Move

Search 
But No 

Move Move
Sample

Stay Size Move
Sample 

Stay SizePREFERENCE

PITTSBURGH

31% (177)Would Move 37% 36% 27% (250) 24%45%
Would Stay 
and Improve
Would Stay 
(No Improvement 
Necessary)

20 63 (138) 16 66 ( 97)17 18

82 ( 45)13 85 ( 67) 21 16

PHOENIX

22 (.166)64 23 (255)Would Move 13 61 17
Would Stay 
and Improve
Would Stay 
(No Improvement 
Necessary)

51 ( 55)16 44 (105) 1540 35

65 ( 54)31 7 61 ( 70) 728

Experimental households active at one year, not living in own 
or subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:

I

A-62



Households that stated a preference to move were in fact more likely 

to have moved than those that expressed a preference to stay in their present 
The higher Phoenix overall moving rate is reflected in the fact that 

Phoenix households were much more likely to move given a preference to move 

than were Pittsburgh households, and they were also less likely to stay 

given a preference for staying.

year.

units.

The expression of interest in moving with $50 more to spend on housing 

each month seems to relate better to search in Pittsburgh than to moving— 

about as many of these households searched without moving as actually moved, 
unlike Phoenix where most of the households saying they would like to move 

This may indicate that fewer housing units of a given type are 

available over a one-year period in Pittsburgh than in Phoenix, 
no large differences in the behavior of Percent of Rent and Housing Gap 

households.

did move.

There were

IV. 2 CHRONIC AND FORCED MOVERS

Some of the literature on moving suggests that there may be subgroups of
In particular, the literature refers

to "chronic" or "repeated" movers and to "forced" or "involuntary" movers. 
The analyses in this report have not discussed these two groups separately; 

rather, they have been treated like all other participant subsamples in the
The only exception to this approach is in the logit 

estimations in which forced movers were excluded to avoid the possibility
Because including chronic and 

forced movers in analytic samples tends to yield higher moving rates than 

if such cases were not included, some analysis has been done to determine 

whether either of these groups should be treated separately in future work. 
The results of that analysis, presented below, indicate that stratification 

of these two groups is not likely to be required, at least with respect to 

comparisons of moving behavior of Experimental and Control households.

movers whose behavior is distinctive.
1

experimental design.

of biased estimates for the coefficients.

1For a discussion of the literature on these topics see Appendix VII.

2
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The Influence of Previous Mobility (Chronic Movers)

A major theme in the research on moving behavior is that previous mobility 

is a good predictor of future mobility.
As described in Chapters 3 and 4, households were more likely to

This report replicates that find­

ing.
move during the first year of the experiment if they had moved frequently 

during the three years prior to enrollment.

The same kinds of households that showed a propensity to move during the 

experiment (see Appendix Tables VI-1 and VI-2) were more likely to have 

moved frequently before joining the program (see Table IV-5). 
case for moving during the first year, the negative association between 

previous mobility and age is clear, but a simple relationship between pre­
vious mobility and either race/ethnicity or income is not apparent.
IV-5 also indicates that there is no systematic bias among treatment groups; 
households with a relatively high propensity to move were apparently dis­
tributed evenly across the experimental design.^"

As is the

Table

A separate group of "chronic" movers has not been distinguished in this 

analysis. Instead, the number of moves during the three years prior to 

enrollment has been treated as a continuous measure of the propensity to 

move. This approach is consistent with the one followed in the literature, 
which suggests the existence of "chronic" movers but never operationally 

defines such a group. It is also consistent with the sample data. Figure 

IV-1 illustrates that the distribution of households by number of moves 

prior to enrollment is continuous. Similarly, Figure IV-2 indicates that 
the percentage of households moving during the first year rises continuously 

as the number of moves prior to enrollment increases. Any attempt to defin 

a behaviorally distinct group of "chronic" movers would be arbitrary.

The enrollment process may nevertheless have selected those house­
holds more likely to move as evidenced by a positive association of accep­
tance rates (for Experimental and Control households combined) with a stated 
preference to move in the Baseline Interview and with the number of moves in 
the three years preceding the Baseline Interview (see Abt Associates Inc., 
1975, pp. 50, 51).

A-64



Table IV-5
NUMBER OF MOVES PRIOR TO ENROLLMENT 

BY SELECTED HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS: PITTSBURGH

NUMBER OF MOVES IN THREE YEARS 
PRIOR TO BASELINE INTERVIEWHOUSEHOLD

CHARACTERISTIC
SAMPLE
SIZE0 1 2-3 4 or more

Age of Head of 
Household (Years) 

16-29 
30-44 
45-61
62 or more

16% 30% 42% 12% (313)
(294)
(197)
(281)

47 33 18 3
55 35 9 2
67 23 9 0

Race/Ethnicity
White
Black

44 30 21 (808)
(268)

5
48 28 22 3

Income
$1,000 - 1,999 
$2,000 - 3,999 
$4,000 - 5,999 
$6,000 or more

60 25 ( 91) 
(562) 
(373) 
( 51)

13 1
45 30 19 6
39 31 25 5
55 27 16 2

Treatment Group 
Housing Gap 
Minimum Standards 28 (185)48 20 4

Housing Gap 
Minimum Rent 45 (240)30 19 6

( 58) 
(342) 
(260)

Unconstrained 47 28 19 7
45 21Percent of Rent 30 4

4Control 41 32 23
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Table IV-5—continued
NUMBER OF MOVES PRIOR TO ENROLLMENT 

BY SELECTED HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS: PHOENIX

NUMBER OF MOVES IN THREE YEARS 
PRIOR TO BASELINE INTERVIEW SAMPLE

SIZE
HOUSEHOLD
CHARACTERISTIC 4 or more2-310

Age of Head of 
Household (Years) 

16-29 
30-44 
45-61
62 or more

6% 20% 40% 34% (366)
(294)
(174)
(238)

21 31 35 13
36 31 26 7
48 34 15 3

Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Spanish American

23 26 31 21 (664) 
( 85) 
(296)

26 39 31 5
27 29 32 12

Income
$1,000 - 1,999 
$2,000 - 3,999 
$4,000 - 5,999 
$6,000 or more

38 32 19 11 ( 96) 
(333) 
(380) 
(249)

29 29 30 11
21 26 32 21
18 26 35 21

Treatment Group 
Housing Gap 
Minimum Standards 25 31 26 18 (193)

Housing Gap 
Minimum Rent 27 23 33 18 (234)

Unconstrained 18 2433 24 ( 45) 
(299)Percent of Rent 21 24 36 18

Control 26 32 28 14 (301)

Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidizedSAMPLE:
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

Baseline Interview.DATA SOURCE:
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Forced Movers

The published research on moving behavior contains a wide variety of defini­
tions of a forced or involuntary move (see Appendix VII).

households have been considered forced movers (and therefore deleted from 

the logit estimations) if they were required to leave their dwelling by a 

landlord, a public official, or by natural disaster.

In this report.

!
Moves made for reasons such as changed income or household characteristics— 

for example, the birth or departure of children—have not been considered 

forced moves; they have been treated like all other moves resulting from 

altered household circumstances.

■

J
•:
:

Six percent of the participating households (26 percent and 15 percent of all 
movers in Pittsburgh and Phoenix) were forced to move during the first year 
of the experiment, according to their responses to survey questions.1 

one-half of these households reported that they either were not allowed to 

renew their leases or were evicted (Table IV-6).

Over
i
!

Other reasons given by 

households forced to move were the sale of the building in which they resided, 
condemnation of the building, and destruction of the building by fire or

:

:

disaster.

Some households labeled here as forced movers may have moved for rea'sons not 
completely beyond their control. For example, to the extent that tenant 
behavior (heavy wear and tear on property, noise, failure to pay rent) led 

to landlord insistence that a tenant leave (eviction or nonrenewal of lease),
a move reported as forced may not have been fully beyond the tenant's control.

Responses A, B,
responses 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 to Second Periodic Interview Question 44, "Some­
times people have to move from their house or apartment even though they 
really don't want to. Here are some reasons why people are forced to move. 
Please tell me if you had to move from your last house or apartment for any 
of these reasons. (1) The house or apartment was taken over because of a 
government program, such as urban renewal or highway construction [not on 
First Periodic Interview]. (2) The house or apartment was being condemned
or torn down by Health or Building Dept, officials. (3) The house or apart­
ment was destroyed by fire, flood, or other disaster. (4) You were unable 
to pay the rent.
nonrenewal of lease. (6) The building was being sold, 
reasons."

D, and E to First Periodic Interview Question 57 or
j
I

i

(5) The landlord wanted you to move—include eviction and
(7) None of the above
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Table IV-6
NUMBER OF FORCED MOVES DURING THE FIRST YEAR 

BY REASONS GIVEN FOR MOVING

PITTSBURGH PHOENIXREASON FOR MOVING

Building Taken Over or 
Condemned by Public Officials 26 13

Building Destroyed by 
Fire or Disaster 5 4

Eviction or Nonrenewal 
of Lease 5341;

Building Sold 17 43
1

Total Number of Reasons 89 113

Total Number of Households3 76 95

Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

First and Second Periodic Interviews.
Total is not equal to the number of forced movers because house­

holds may have been forced to move more than once, and may have been forced 
to move for more than one reason.

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:
a.
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I
:

The numbers of forced movers presented here may include some whose moves 

were induced by their own behavior and should therefore be considered only 

as estimates of the numbers of truly involuntary movers.

The households that were forced to move do not appear to have come from any 

distinctive demographic group, and they were apparently spread approximately 

evenly across the design space (see Table IV-7). 
however, elderly households at both sites and higher income households in 

Pittsburgh were less likely than others to have been forced movers, while 

households in the Unconstrained plan appear more likely than others to have 

been forced movers.

Some exceptions do appear;

Forced movers did not differ from other households in any simple way with 

respect to characteristics that tended to induce search or moving.
Phoenix forced moves were not related to moving behavior during the three 

years prior to the experiment and were also independent of the level of

On the other hand in Pittsburgh households 

that were very dissatisfied with their dwelling unit or neighborhood or had 

a history of several previous moves were more likely than other households 

to have been forced movers.

In

satisfaction at enrollment.

The relative independence of forced moving and key variables whose effect 

on moving behavior has been analyzed suggests that the analysis in the text 
of this report is not seriously confounded by the behavior of households 

forced to move for reasons beyond their control, 
tions of possible correlations between forced moving and household charac­
teristics, however, to warrant continued attention to this issue in future 

The important point to recognize in predictions of searching or 

moving is the relatively involuntary nature of these moves; the behavior of 
households forced to move is nevertheless a real part of the response to be 

investigated (for example, with respect to whether these households meet the 

housing requirements when they move).

There are enough indica-

analysis.

INCIDENCE OF PERCEIVED DISCRIMINATIONIV.3

Discrimination in the private housing market could limit access to program- 
approvable housing and more generally limit choice in the context of a housing

It would thus subvert one possible advantage of giving 

housing subsidies to eligible households, that is, avoidance of problems
allowance program.
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Table IV-7

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT WERE FORCED MOVERS,
BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, TREATMENT GROUP AND MOBILITY STATUS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE
FORCED MOVERS SIZE

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE
FORCED MOVERS SIZE

DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERISTIC

Age of Head of 
Household (Years) 

16-29 
30-44 
45-61 
62 or more

9% (300)
(283)
(188)
(271)

8% (340)
(275)
(163)
(227)

7 9
7 4
3 3

Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Spanish American 

Income
$1,000 - 1,999 
$2,000 - 3,999 
$4,000 - 5,999 
$6,000 or more

Treatment Group 
Housing Gap 
Minimum Standards

6 (772)
(261)

6 (626) 
( 79) 
(274)

7 9
NAa 8

( 88) 
(540) 
(359) 
( 47)

7 ( 86) 
(314) 
(351) 
(241)

6
7 7
6 6
2 7

6 (176) 8 (181)
Housing Gap 
Minimum Rent 7 (232) 

( 57) 
(327) 
(250)

6 (217) 
( 42) 
(275) 
(290)

Unconstrained 12 10
Percent of Rent 6 4
Control 5 7

Number of Years in Three 
Years Prior to Enrollment

0 4 (469) 
(305) 
(212) 
( 50)

(253)
(277)
(306)
(169)

3
61 8

2-3
4 or more

9 9
14 5

Neighborhood Satisfaction 
Very Satisfied 
Somewhat Satisfied 
Somewhat Dissatisfied 

* Very Dissatisfied

Dwelling Unit Satisfaction 
Very Satisfied 
Somewhat Satisfied 
Somewhat Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied

5 (476)
-(310)

(121)
(105)

6 (458) 
(323) 
(100) 
( 69)

6 7
5 5

14 7

(366) 
(316) 
.0 87) 
(144)

6 7 (350)
(342)
(144)
(114)

3 6
7 8

3 3 5

Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES:
NA - not applicable.

SAMPLE:

First and Second Periodic Interviews.
a.
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like exclusion of subsidized housing projects by suburbs.

Demand Experiment included no tests for effectiveness of equal opportunity 

support, it is important as a matter of policy to observe the type and 

degree of discrimination encountered by households during the experiment.

Even though the

Discrimination is widely believed to be one of the most important problems 

affecting households' search for housing, 
nation have been defined largely in terms of the hypothesized role of dis­
criminatory behavior by landlords, realtors, and others in maintaining 

racially segregated housing patterns, lowering the quantity and quality of 
housing for minority households, and/or raising the price of housing for 

such households (see Kain and Quigley, 1975; King and Mieszkowski, 1973; 
Merrill, 1976; Yinger, 1975).

The problems posed by discrimi-

More generally, discrimination is important 

insofar as it impedes the ability of households to locate and obtain the
housing that comes closest to meeting their preferences at prices they are 

willing and able to pay.

The perceived negative effects of discrimination on housing choice and the 

possibility of overcoming these negative effects through public action have 

made equal opportunity a critical issue in housing policy, 
prohibits discrimination on grounds of race, color, religion, and national 

origin; legislation in many states and localities has made discrimination 

on other grounds illegal as well.

Federal law

In a housing allowance program, legal remedies could be supplemented in a 

Two such supplements—free legal counsel and supportivevariety of ways.
services for recipients that encountered discrimination, and information
and counseling services to help recipients recognize and counteract discrim­
ination—were made available to households in the Demand Experiment.1 

policy measures could also be designed, such as a service to assist house­
holds in locating and gaining access to potentially suitable housing or more 

systematic equal opportunity enforcement to alter patterns of discrimination.

Other

"^The Housing Information Program was offered to all Experimental 
households and to one of the two Control groups. One session was devoted 
exclusively to discrimination issues. See Appendix V for further discussion.
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Discrimination affects the search for housing in a complex manner. 
hold characteristics and the nature of the search process itself influence

Conversely, discrimination

House-

whether a household encounters discrimination.
(or the expectation of discrimination) may affect the search for housing. 
Household characteristics, attributes of the search process, and the supply 

of available units all combine to influence whether and where a household

moves.

Information about discrimination has been obtained principally through in­
terviews; this analysis therefore considers discrimination as it is perceived 
and reported by all households in the experiment that sought rental units.1 

Interview respondents were asked both about racial discrimination and about
a wide range of other possible forms of discrimination; all these forms are

2
referred to in this report as discrimination, 
cussed separately at some points because of its particular policy salience.3 

Given its low incidence, however, other patterns are discussed first.

Racial discrimination is dis­

using households' perceptions as a measure of discrimination introduces two
On the one hand, dicrimination may 

In the context of the experiment, 
there is no way to determine the extent to which this type of error exists.

possible types of measurement error, 
occur but go unnoticed or unreported.

The interview question discussed here was asked directly of all 
households that moved or searched during the six months prior to the inter­
view. The level of discrimination reported here is higher than that report< 
in Section 3.2, which deals only with interview responses to an open-ended 
question on search problems asked of the same set of households.

2
This section does not discuss separately discrimination because of 

nationality. Determining the relationship between this type of discrimina­
tion and racial discrimination poses a difficult problem which has not been 
addressed because of the low incidence of reported discrimination based on 
nationality.

i

It is possible, however, to see whether housing market outcomes are 
consistent with the hyopthesis that some households were discriminated 
against in their search for housing. This type of analysis has been done 
by numerous researchers investigating the relationship between race and 
housing consumption. (See, for example, Kain and Quigley, 1975). The rela­
tionship between race and housing quality for households in the Demand Experi­
ment is discussed in Merrill (1976). She found that, in Pittsburgh, black 
households living in neighborhoods that were more than 50 percent black paid 
a premium for housing, especially for better quality housing.
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On the other hand, households may mistakenly report discrimination when 

This type of error is particularly likely if households 
expect to encounter discrimination.

.
Lnone occurred.
■-

; Perceived discrimination represents more than a confirmation of household 

The perception (independent of the fact) of discrimination 

may directly affect a household's search for housing, 
ceived discrimination may lead a household to expect discrimination in the 

future, and this expectation may also cause the household to alter its 
search behavior.

!
expectations.

In addition, per-

1

Most households reporting discrimination did not report 
that they restricted their search because they expected discrimination.
Less than one-quarter of the households reporting discrimination (only 

21 percent in Pittsburgh and 19 percent in Phoenix) said they had avoided 

certain neighborhoods because they expected discrimination.
.

Incidence of Discrimination

A substantial proportion of the households that moved or searched for 

housing during the first year of the experiment reported experiencing some 

kind of discrimination—56 percent of searchers in Pittsburgh and 32 percent 
of searchers in Phoenix. Table IV-8 illustrates clearly that the most 

common form of reported discrimination in both cities was against families 

with children—45 percent of Pittsburgh households and 24 percent of Phoenix 

households reported discrimination of this type. The relative importance 

of other types of discrimination varied slightly between the two sites, but 

source of income, marital status, and age were the next most common reasons 

for discrimination at both sites.

:

This isRacial discrimination is experienced by relatively few households, 
partly because white households would not be expected to experience racial

Yet when the incidence of perceived racial discrimination 

is examined stratified by the race of the household (see below, Figure IV-3) 
the reported incidence remains lower than might be expected, 
searchers, 18 percent in Pittsburgh and 12 percent in Phoenix reported

Black searchers reporting

discrimination.

Of black

experiencing racial or ethnic discrimination.
either that they experienced racial discrimination or avoided neighborhoods 

because they expected discrimination amounted to 28 percent in Pittsburgh
Thus, black searchers reporting both that theyand 16 percent in Phoenix.
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Table IV-8
TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION REPORTED

PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE REPORTING

PITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE REPORTING

TYPE OF
DISCRIMINATION3

10%13%Age

28Sex

Marital Status 20 6

b 7 4Race

Source of Income 30 8

Children 45 24

Housing Allowance 1 1

56Any Type 32

Sample Size (512) (628)

Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

First and Second Periodic Interviews.
Percentages may add to more than 100 percent because of multiple

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES: 
NOTE:

responses.
Response to First Periodic Interview question 76 and Second 

Periodic Interview question 65:
a.

In looking for houses or apartments in the last six 
months do you feel you experienced any discrimination 
from landlords, superintendents, or other people who
rent apartments because of your or anyone in your 
household's (yes/no)

Age 
Sex
Marital status 
Race
Nationality 
Sources of income 
Children
Receiving a housing allowance?

This was asked of all households; see Figure IV-3 for responses 
by racial/ethnic groups.

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

b.
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:Figure IV - 3
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT EXPERIENCED DISCRIMINATION 

IN LOOKING FOR A PLACE TO LIVE BY TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION3

=
I
!
;

(SAMPLE SIZE IN PARENTHESES)

-
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Income

Receiving 
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Major 
Source of 
Income

Receiving 
a Housing 
Allowance

Against
Children

Marital
Status

Race/
Ethnicity

SexAge

SAMPLE: Searchers active at one year, not living in own or 
subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit. 
DATA SOURCES: First and Second Periodic Interview, Initial 
Household Report Form.

a Response to First Periodic Interview question 76 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 65: See footnote (a) in Table IV - 8.
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experienced discrimination and avoided neighborhoods amounted to 11 percent
Other minorityand 5 percent in Pittsburgh and Phoenix, respectively, 

searchers in Phoenix were somewhat less likely to report racial or ethnic 

discrimination—only 6 percent of Spanish American households and 13 percent 

of Indian households did so.

The incidence of discrimination directly tied to participation in the allow- 

experiment (for example, because rent receipts were required for Percent 
of Rent households) was very low.1
ance

A household's chances of encountering specific types of discrimination were 

greater if it had children, if it depended on welfare as its major source 

of income, if it belonged to a racial or ethnic minority, or if it was headed 

by an individual who was single, female, or under thirty years of age (see 

This basic pattern of discrimination is very similar to the 

one reported by enrolled households for the three-year period immediately 

preceding the Baseline Interview (see Abt Associates Inc 

The incidence of discrimination is greater during the first year of the experi- 

This is not surprising, as respondents would be expected to

Figure IV-3).

1975, pp. 218-22).• t

ment, however.

have better recall when asked about their experiences during a six-month
2(rather than a three-year) period. The experiment itself may have contri­

buted to the increased level of reported discrimination, however, 
the Housing Information Program session on discrimination might have increase 

participants' awareness of forms of discrimination that had previously gone

That is,

unnoticed—for example, realtors' attempts to "steer" households to partice1 
neighborhoods or houses.1 It is also possible that program participants

The pattern of responses referred to in Table IV-8 is very similar to 
the one found in the Administrative Agency Experiment (AAE) in Jacksonville, 
Florida, except for discrimination associated with the housing allowance ex­
periment itself. Twenty-four percent of Jacksonville searchers reported this 
type of discrimination, probably because the housing requirements that were 
enforced were quite stringent given the availability of suitable units, es­
pecially for black households confined to certain areas of the city (see Wolfe 
and Hamilton, 1976).

2The First and Second Periodic Interviews were conducted at approxi­
mately six-month intervals during the first year of the experiment; each inter­
view asked about household experiences during the preceding six-month period.

^The effect on search behavior of attendance at Housing Information 
Program sessions concerning discrimination is explored in a preliminary way 
in Appendix V.
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searched in neighborhoods that they had avoided before the experiment, and 

that this change in their search behavior led them to encounter discrimina­
tion more frequently.1

The first of three striking facts about the pattern of reported discrimina­
tion is the very high level of discrimination against families with children,

2especially among large households. Of course, landlords may have had plausi­
ble reasons for wishing to exclude tenants with children—for example the 

desire to avoid complaints about noise from other tenants in a multifamily 

structure, or fear of damage to property, especially if the household was

l

large relative to the size of the dwelling unit.

Second, it is striking that the level of perceived discrimination is sub­
stantially higher in Pittsburgh than in Phoenix, 
exists with respect to discrimination against children, it may be partially 

accounted for by the fact that the proportion of the available single-family

Insofar as this difference

rental units (which are presumably better able to accommodate children) is
3

greater in Phoenix. The difference may also be partially ascribed to the 

difference in state discrimination legislation.[ Discrimination against 
children is not illegal in Pennsylvania whereas it is specifically prohibited
by law in Arizona.

The difference between the two sites is not limited to the incidence of dis­

crimination against children. All types of discrimination based on demo­

graphic and income characteristics were less frequently reported in Phoenix 

than in Pittsburgh, and all groups commonly discriminated against (large

|

t

:

A direct answer to this question cannot be given because information 
is not available on neighborhoods in which households searched for housing 
prior to the experiment. Those attending at least one session were more 
likely to indicate that they took actions when faced with discrimination 
(see Table V-13).

2The fact that several households without children reported experienc­
ing discrimination against children suggests that the question may not have 
been perfectly understood. Another possibility is that these households en­
countered landlords who discriminated against children and they reported that 
occurrence.

!

t

i

3Single-family units comprise 48 percent of all renter-occupied units 
in Phoenix, but only 33 percent of renter-occupied units in Pittsburgh

Similarly, of the households initially(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970) . 
enrolled in the experiment, 18 percent in Pittsburgh and 46 percent in 
Phoenix lived in single-family detached houses and 34 and 48 percent, respect-

I
r

tively lived in any single-family unit^

i



households, welfare recipients, blacks) reported discrimination more fre-
The difference in overall rates of discriminationquently in Pittsburgh.

is attributable, in part, to differences in the composition of the samples 
at the two sites.'*’

rates of specific types of discrimination within demographic groups.
does not explain why blacks encountered less racial discrimination and
welfare-dependent households met less discrimination because of their source

One possible explanation is that

the tighter housing market in Pittsburgh gives landlords greater latitude
2to choose among prospective tenants.

However, sample composition cannot explain the lower
It

of income in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh.

The third point of interest about the pattern of discrimination is the rela­

tively low incidence of racial discrimination reported by black and Spanish 
American households."^ Though the amount of racial discrimination reported

was certainly not trivial, it was not so great as might have been expected
4given the extent of racial segregation in the housing market, 

low level of discrimination is not necessarily inconsistent with the presence
Although a

The proportion of households in the samples that were black, 
dependent, female-headed, or headed by a single parent with children was 
greater in Pittsburgh than in Phoenix (Abt Associates Inc., 1975, p. 9).

2The mean number of days spent searching for new housing (by enrolled 
households that moved during the first year) was 92 in Pittsburgh but only 
47 in Phoenix. Of households that indicated a desire to move at the time of 
enrollment, about twice as many actually did move during the first year in 
Phoenix as moved in Pittsburgh (see Appendix IV.1). Both these facts suggest 
the relative tightness of the Pittsburgh housing market.

3
The low incidence of reported discrimination is consistent with the 

very small number of complaints about discrimination to the anti-discrimina­
tion lawyer whose services were available free of charge to all households 
in the experiment. During the period from the beginning of the Demand Experi­
ment in mid-1973 to the end of the calendar year 1975, the equal opportunity 
lawyer in Pittsburgh received calls from only seven households about possible 
instances of discrimination; the attorney in Phoenix received calls from 
only five households during this same period; each household complained 
of only a single alleged instance of discrimination. Of the households 
discussed in this appendix, the household heads of only three in Pittsburgh 
and of only one in Phoenix said they had reported an instance of discrimi­
nation to the anti-discrimination lawyer. In no case was enough evidence 
of discrimination available to support the filing of any type of legal action.

4For a discussion of segregation patterns in Pittsburgh and Phoenix, 
see Atkinson and Phipps, 1977.

welfare-
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1
of housing segregation, minority households may either have adopted search 

patterns that enabled them to avoid encountering discrimination or been 
unwilling to report it.

I
=

I
iTwo kinds of evidence suggest that black households may search for housing 

in ways that reduce the likelihood that they will meet discrimination. 
First, the literature on attitudes toward integrated housing indicates that 
while a sizable majority of blacks say they would prefer to live in inte­
grated neighborhoods, a relatively small proportion wish to live in neigh­
borhoods that are predominantly white (Pettigrew, 1973, pp. 43-58). 
basis of this attitudinal literature, one would not expect many blacks to 

search for housing in white neighborhoods unless they expected the racial 
composition of the area to change.

1
f
=

-

On the

More direct evidence on discrimination-avoidance in searching indicates that 
at least some black households altered what would otherwise have been their 

pattern of search because they feared discrimination. Among households that 
searched, minority households were as likely as or more likely than white 

households to have searched outside the neighborhood in which they lived at 
the time of enrollment (see Table IV-9). In Pittsburgh, however, black 

households were more likely than white households to report that the geo­
graphic extent of their search had been narrowed because they expected dis­
crimination. Black searchers in Pittsburgh were more likely than whites to 

say they avoided other neighborhoods because they feared discrimination, 
whether they searched within or outside their original neighborhood (see 

Table IV-10). In Phoenix, where reported discrimination was less prevalent, 
the three racial/ethnic groups were equally likely to avoid neighborhoods. 

This evidence suggests that expectations may be important in determining

!

!
.

I
j

where households search and that the expectation of discrimination may have
2"mixed" neighborhoods.led blacks to search for housing primarily in black or

1Schelling (1969) has demonstrated, albeit under a fairly restrictive 
set of assumptions, that a modest preference for segregated housing on the 
part of whites can lead to a high degree of segregation even in the complete 
absence of discrimination.

2Furthermore, if the households altering their search patterns were 
successful in avoiding racial discrimination, the low reported incidence of 
racial discrimination understates its importance.

i
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Table IV-9
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS SEARCHING OUTSIDE 

THEIR ENROLLMENT NEIGHBORHOOD BY RACE/ETHNICITY

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE 
SEARCHING 

OUTSIDE 
NEIGHBORHOODa

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

OUTSIDE
NEIGHBORHOOD

SAMPLE
SIZE

SAMPLE
SIZERACE/ETHNICITY

White 72% (360) (374)74%

Black 69 (145) 86 ( 56)

NAbSpanish American NA 79 (175)

71Total (505) 77 (605)

SAMPLE: Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsi­
dized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
NOTES: Households that moved during the first year and reported 

moving outside their neighborhood of residence at the time of enrollment 
are assumed to have searched outside that neighborhood.

Chi-square statistic comparing search rates among racial/ 
ethnic groups not significant at the 0.05 level.

a. Response to First Periodic Interview question 74 and Second 
Periodic Interview question 61:

Were any of the places you looked at, so far, outside 
of the neighborhood you are living in now? (yes/no)

b. NA = not applicable.
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Investigation of the characteristics of the neighborhoods in which house­
holds actually searched will help determine the validity of these hypotheses. 

Such findings will be presented in a later report.

Incidence of Multiple Types of Discrimination

A substantial number of households had several demographic and income charac­
teristics that might have caused them to encounter discrimination, 
result, households sometimes reported having experienced more than one type

Discrimination against children was the least likely to 

be associated with discrimination for other reasons; however, as Table IV-11 

indicates, over one-half of the complaints about such discrimination were 

made by households that also encountered at least one other type of discrim- 

The possible importance of multiple reasons for discrimination is 

even more striking considering the other commonly reported reasons for dis- 

source of income, age, and marital status, 
fourths of all complaints about discrimination for one of these reasons were 

accompanied by reported discrimination for at least one other reason.

As a

of discrimination.

ination.

At least three-crimination:

Discrimination against children is pervasive enough, however, to noticeably 

increase the incidence of multiple forms of discrimination, 
nation for reasons other than children is taken into account, the relative 

importance of discrimination for a single remaining reason is greater--in 

particular, discrimination only because of age, marital status, and income 

source is substantially more important, and in Phoenix the incidence of 
discrimination only on grounds of race is also higher (see Table IV-12).

When discrimi-

The frequency with which households reported multiple types of discrimina­

tion, combined with the high incidence of discrimination against children

and the comparatively low incidence of discrimination on racial grounds, 
suggests that discrimination against children may have been used by realtors 

and landlords to mask discrimination based on race. If this had been the
base, one could hypothesize that among households with children, minority 

households would have reported discrimination against children more fre­
quently than white households, and that among minority households with 

children, the incidence of perceived racial discrimination would have been 

lower among those reporting discrimination against children than among those 

On the contrary, as Table IV-13 indicates, white householdsnot doing so.
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Table IV-11

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT REPORTED DISCRIMINATION 
BY NUMBER OF TYPES OF DISCRIMINATION

;

'
1
:

;
MEAN NUMBER

NUMBER OF TYPES OF DISCRIMINATION SAMPLE OF TYPES OF
3 or more SIZE DISCRIMINATION

TYPE OF 
DISCRIMINATION 1 2;

i PITTSBURGH
■

( 68)' 
( 43) 
(104)
( 34) 
(153) 
(230)
( 4)
(512)a

0% 29%Age
Sex
Marital Status 
Race
Source of Income 
Children
Housing Allowance 

Total

71% 3.5
0 5 95 4.3
8 16 76 3.4

21 9 71 3.4
' 14 24 61 3.0
i 33 24 42 2.4
! [25] [ 0] [75] 2.8

2.2C1322 20

I
PHOENIX

3 52 ( 60)
( 14)
( 40)
( 25)
( 50) 
(153)
( 9)
(628)b

2.645Age
Sex
Marital Status 
Race
Source of Income 
Children
Housing Allowance

! [ 0] [ 0] [100] 4.1
18 22 60 2.9

i 24 24 52 2.8
. 24 2.530 46

46 29 24 1.9I [ 0] [44] [56] 2.7I
1.8C16 7.Total 9

Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsidized 
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

First and Second Periodic Interviews.
Percentages may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.

SAMPLE:
■

i DATA SOURCES:
i NOTE:

Brackets indicate entries based on 15 or fewer observations.
Only 56 percent of this base number of households reporteda.I discrimination.
Only 32 percent of this base number of households rei>ortedb.

discrimination.
Only for households reporting some kind of discrimination.c.

:

i

:
.

;
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Table IV-12
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT REPORTED DISCRIMINATION 

FOR REASONS OTHER THAN CHILDREN BY NUMBER OF TYPES OF DISCRIMINATION

MEAN NUMBER
NUMBER OF TYPES OF DISCRIMINATION SAMPLE OF TYPES OF

3 or more SIZE DISCRIMINATION
TYPE OF 
DISCRIMINATION 21

PITTSBURGH

( 68)
{ 43) 
(104)
( 34) 
(153)
( 4)
(512)a

2.625% 50%25%Age
Sex
Marital Status 
Race
Source of Income 
Housing Allowance

88 3.32 9
2.535 4817
2.524 4729
2.23532 33

[50][25] [25] 2.2
1.9°11 1118Total

PHOENIX

1.753 20 ( 60)
( 14)
( 40)
( 25)
( 50)
( 9)
(628)b

27Age
Sex
Marital Status 
Race
Source of Income 
Housing Allowance

[ 0] [21] [79] 2.9
35 22 2.233
48 24 28 1.9
42 32 26 1.9

[ 0] [67] [33] 2.4
1.6°Total 12 4 3

Searchers active at one year, not living in own or subsidizedSAMPLE:
housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

First and Second Periodic Interviews.DATA SOURCES:
NOTE:

Brackets indicate entries based on 15 or fewer observations.
Percentages may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.

Only 40 percent of this base number of households reporteda.
discrimination.

Only 20 percent of this base number of households reportedb.
discrimination.

Only for households reporting some kind of discrimination for 
reasons other than children.

c.
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Table IV-13
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN 

REPORTING DISCRIMINATION BECAUSE OF CHILDREN BY RACE

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE 
REPORTING 

DISCRIMINATION 
BECAUSE OF 

CHILDREN

PERCENTAGE 
REPORTING 

DISCRIMINATION 
BECAUSE OF 

CHILDREN
SAMPLE

SIZE
SAMPLE

SIZERACE/ETHNICITY

White 56% (281) (256)34%

53 (120)Black ( 41)15

NAaSpanish American (157)30NA

Significance of 
Chi-Square Statistic (Not Significant) (0.05)

Households with children active at one year, not living inSAMPLE:
or subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

First and Second Periodic Interviews.
Chi-square statistic comparing percentage reporting discrimi-

own
DATA SOURCES:
NOTE:

nation among racial/ethnic groups.
NA = not applicable.a.

:

;
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were more likely than black or Spanish American households with children
Furthermore, as shown in Tableto report discrimination against children.

IV-14, racial discrimination against blacks (in Pittsburgh) and against
Spanish Americans (in Phoenix) was not less likely to occur among households 

that experienced discrimination against children.
while not conclusive, suggest that discrimination against children was not 
being used to camouflage racial discrimination.

Both these reported facts,

IV.4 MEASURING MOBILITY

Comparing moving rates for participant households directly with rates for 

households outside the Housing Allowance Demand Experiment must be done with 

In particular, households were eligible for the Demand Experiment 
only within certain income bounds for each household size at each site, and 

non-elderly single-person households, homeowners, and residents of subsidized
These factors would affect overall moving rates.

Also, because participation (receiving full allowance payments) often required 

moving, there may have been some self-selection in the process of enrollment. 
That is, households that accepted the enrollment offer might have been those

Indeed, as reported in the Working

caution.

housing were excluded.

predisposed to move in the near future.
Paper on Early Findings (Abt Associates Inc., 1975), acceptance rates in­
creased with prior mobility—that is, increasing number of moves within the 
three-year period before the Baseline Interview.^

households intending to move perceived the Housing Allowance Demand Experi­
ment as a means of facilitating the move they might have made anyway, 
the other hand, the fact that only movers could leave the program area and 

thus become ineligible for benefits could tend to reduce the overall mobility 

rates of the remaining participants relative to that of other households.

The lack of experimental effects on moving, however, suggests that these 

factors may not have been very important in the analysis of direct program

It is possible that

On

The analysis reported there was not multivariate and the correlation 
of acceptance rates with previous mobility may be due to other influences 
such as age. Since various researchers have found mobility rates to increase 
with prior mobility (Morrison, 1972) , there is a possibility that participants 
will move more often than the population as a whole. A brief analysis of 
household intentions to move suggests that this is not a major problem (see 
Appendix Section IV.1).
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They become important in attempts to project long-run responses 

for the entire eligible population and for possible programs not having 

geographic limitations.

effects.

The first-year moving rate of searchers does not reflect the ultimate rate 

of success in finding alternative housing since it fails to account for the 

possibility that some households did not move within the period simply be­
cause they had begun searching late in the year and were still actively 

searching at the close of the year of observation.
in the measurement of the moving behavior of searchers over any limited 

The use of a longer period for observing the moving behavior of 

those that searched in the first year would capture more of the eventual 
mo.ves of searchers and raise the measured moving rate to some extent, 
theless, the measure used in this report can reflect experimental effects on 

the ability of searchers to find alternative housing as long as the one-year 
period of observation is long enough for some households to have had time 

to respond to the experiment by searching and moving, 
length of search among those that moved in the first year was 92 days in 

Pittsburgh and 47 days in Phoenix, both far shorter than the one year account­
ing period for observing the moving behavior of searchers.

This problem is inherent

period.

Never-

In fact, the mean

For the 258 Pittsburgh and 153 Phoenix households that searched but did not 
move in the first year, information is available on their situation at the 

end of the year.
such households into several categories:

Questions asked in the Second Periodic Interview separate
those that reported they had given 

up and had stopped searching, those that reported they found a place they
expected to move to soon, and those that reported they were still searci ing. 

Of Pittsburgh households that searched but did not move in the first year,
14 percent said that they had given up searching, 11 percent claimed to have 

found a place they expected to move to, and the remaining 75 percent reported
In Phoenix, 37 percent reported that they had given 

up searching, 4 percent claimed to have located a place they expected to move 

to, and 59 percent were still looking.

they were still looking.

These categories represent only stated 

intentions of households at the end of the initial year; actual search behavior

of these households in the second year may differ markedly from these reports.
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APPENDIX V
THE HOUSING INFORMATION PROGRAM

This appendix reports participants' reactions to the Housing Information 

Program, based on data collected in the First Periodic Interview, 

to obtain all possible responses regarding the effectiveness of the Housing 

Information Program, the sample used for these analyses includes all enrolled 

households that completed the First Periodic Interview, whether or not they 
were active.1

i

In order

;

| In contrast to other analyses in this report, the analyses in this appendix 

are not limited to households that meet the lower income eligibility limits. 
Furthermore, the data presented on participant behavior is based on six 

months participation in the program rather than one year (as in the rest of 
the report) .

!

Section V.l provides background on the program and how it was administered, 

as well as an explanation of the significance of these analyses and some of
Section V.2 discusses attendance at the Housing Informa- 

Section V.3 presents the participants' evaluation of the 

Section V.4 evaluates the actual impact of

their limitations, 
tion Program.
program and its usefulness, 

attendance both on the search/move behavior of all households and on the 

ability of Housing Gap households to meet housing requirements during the 

first six months of the experiment, 
conclusions.

The last section summarizes the major

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM AND LIMITATIONS OF THE ANALYSISV.l

The Housing Information Program provided nonfinancial services to enrollees,
including the dissemination of housing information and the provision of

Although the term "Housing Information Program"Equal Opportunity support, 
included ongoing Equal Opportunity and referral services, this section is

Only half the Control households (those in treatment cell 24) were 
invited to attend Housing Information Program sessions. Therefore, the 
analyses of attendance and participant evaluation of the program exclude 
the Control households that were not invited to the sessions.
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i

limited to the series of housing information sessions offered at enrollment.

The housing information sessions had three objectives:

to familiarize enrollees with the general background and purpose 
of the experiment,

to provide enrollees with information to assist them in making 
housing choices and obtaining maximum benefit from the experiment, 
and

!
!

;
to provide enrollees with information to help them deal effectively 
with discrimination in the housing market. 1

Participants were invited to attend a series of group housing information
The sessions were organized as follows:sessions soon after enrollment.

i
Introduction to the experiment, including the functionsSession I:

of site office staff, participants' rights and responsibilities, 
and a preview of future housing information sessions.

Session II: Discussion of housing and neighborhood choice. i

iDiscussion of landlord/tenant relations and presenta-Session III:
tion of Equal Opportunity information, including an explanation of 
the anti-discrimination services offered participants.

i

i

Discussion of the family budget, moving and packing,Session IV: 
and hints on home maintenance.

JSession V: Summary and review. I
fThe sessions were held weekly for four weeks with a break of about a month

Written notice of each session was 

sent to participants, and, when possible, was followed up with a telephone 

Households that did not attend any of the sessions were recontacted 

when another series of sessions began and encouraged to attend.

i
between the fourth and fifth sessions.

j
i

call. i

I
;Throughout the sessions, Control households met separately from Experimental 

For the first session only. Experimental households were 

divided into four treatment group categories to avoid confusion due to 

different program rules, 
by location.^

\households.

For later sessions, they were divided into groups

^The terms "Housing Information Program" and "housing information 
sessions" are used interchangeably to refer to the sessions throughout this 
Appendix.

*

2
For additional information on the operation of the housing information 

sessions see Abt Associates Inc. (1975), Chapter 10.
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Attendance at the sessions was not mandatory, 

however, participants were reimbursed for transportation and -child care 

costs associated with attending the sessions. In addition, the Control 
households were paid $10 for each session attended.1

To encourage attendance,

■A major decision in developing a national housing allowance program would 

be the allocation of resources between such services as housing information

It is, therefore, important to know what effect 
the provision of services might have on participants, 
purposes of this appendix is to give a preliminary assessment of the extent 
to which data from the Demand Experiment can be used to estimate whether 
the offer of housing information or attendance at the housing information 

sessions influenced key participant actions, such as moving or meeting

(Problems involved in making this assessment are
Another purpose of the appendix is to describe 

participants' evaluation of the housing information sessions, 
interest because the experiment represents one approach to the provision 

of housing information that could be adopted in a national program.

is

and allowance payments.
■

One of the primary

;

;housing requirements, 
discussed in Section V.4.)

This is of

The analyses are based on data that were collected in the First Periodic
Interview concerning participants' attendance at the housing information 
sessions.^ Since the data included information on the number of sessions 

attended but not on which particular sessions were attended, responses to 

a question related to a specific session may be biased by the opinions of
For example, analysis of 

responses to a question about the helpfulness of information provided on 

how to choose a new neighborhood (Session II) is not limited to households 

that attended that session.

households that did not attend that session.

V. 2 ATTENDANCE

This section describes overall attendance at the housing information sessions, 
reasons given for not attending the sessions, and attendance in terms of

1This additional inducement introduces another source of caution in 
interpretation of Experimental/Control comparisons.

2 Data on exactly which sessions in the series were attended by a 
household were kept in site records, and will be used in future analyses 
if needed.
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treatment group, initial housing requirement status, and key demographic 

characteristics.

Attendance at the sessions may be defined as attending at least one session, 
attending all five sessions, or attending any number in between, 
be expected, the attendance rate drops as the definition of attendance

Throughout this section, attendance at 

the Housing Information Program is defined as attending at least one housing 

information session (unless specified otherwise).
In Pittsburgh, 56 percent of the enrolled households 

that were offered the Housing Information Program attended at least one
In Phoenix, the 

However, few
Indeed, over half the house-

As would

includes more sessions attended.

Rates of attendance are

shown in Figure V-l.

session, while only 20 percent attended all five sessions, 
percentages were 46 percent and 14 percent, respectively, 
households attended just one or two sessions, 
holds that attended one session attended at least four sessions. It

appears that the sessions themselves were of enough interest to encourage 

households that attended one session to come back for more.

In the First Periodic Interview, households that were invited but did not 
attend any housing information session were asked

Here is a list of reasons why some people may not have attended 
the sessions. Which of these reasons comes closest to explain­
ing why no one from your household went to any of the sessions?

The responses are shown in Table V-l.

Although it is uncertain whether respondents felt it necessary to make 

excuses for not attending the sessions or whether they answered openly, the 

large percentage citing illness as the reason for not attending makes one 

suspect that participants did feel it necessary to give the interviewer an 

excuse. Only a small percentage at both sites indicated that they did not 
want to attend the sessions. The most frequent reason given for not 
attending was that the sessions were held at an inconvenient time. A 

number of households said they did not attend because they could not get 

a babysitter or transportation, even though payment for both these services 
was offered.

Table V-2 shows attendance rates at both sites by treatment group and housing 

requirement status at enrollment, while Table V-3 shows the same by selected
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Figure V - 1
PERCENTAGE OF INVITED HOUSEHOLDS BY LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION IN THE

HOUSING INFORMATION PROGRAM

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

56%

48%50%-PERCENTAGE OF 
INVITED
HOUSEHOLDS THAT 
ATTENDED AT LEAST 
THE SPECIFIED 
NUMBER OF SESSIONS

50% - 46%45%

40%
35%34%

26%
20%

14%

77
Number of 
Sessions 
Attended

1 2 3 4 5
Sample Size (1306)

12 3
Sample Size (1310)

100% 100%

87% 87%
7PERCENTAGE OF 

HOUSEHOLDS 
ATTENDING AT LEAST 
ONE SESSION THAT 
ATTENDED AT LEAST 
THE SPECIFIED NUMBER 
OF SESSIONS

81%
77%

61%
57%

50% - 50%-

/36%
31%

7/ 7/
777 //
^ Number of

Sessions 
Attended

12 3 4 5
Sample Size (724)

1 2 3
Sample Size (602)

SAMPLE: Households in treatment cells 1-24 that completed the 
First Periodic Interview.
DATA SOURCE: First Periodic Interview.
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Table V-l
REASONS FOR NOT ATTENDING ANY HOUSING 

INFORMATION PROGRAM SESSIONS

REASON3 PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

19% 9%Could not get a babysitter
Could not get transportation
Sessions were held at an 
inconvenient time
Did not want to go
Did not know when sessions were 
being held
Illness prevented attendance 

Other reasons

14 16

46 45
9 8

6 17

40 25
7 6

Number of households (579) (706)

Households in treatment cells 1-24 that completed the FirstSAMPLE: 
Periodic Interview.

First Periodic Interview.
Percentages add to more than 100 percent because of multiple

DATA SOURCE: 
NOTE:

responses.
Respondents to First Periodic Interview question 3 (asked only 

of households that did not attend any sessions) were handed a printed card 
listing the above reasons.

a.
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In general, the attendance rates by groupdemographic characteristics, 
do not differ very much from the overall attendance rates.

There is some variation in attendance rates by treatment group, though it
At both sites Control households, which receivedis generally not large.

$10 for each session attended, had higher than average attendance rates and
The reasons forhad the largest percentage attending all five sessions, 

the somewhat higher attendance rate for Percent of Rent households and the

lower rates for the Minimum Rent and Housing Gap low-income households are

not clear.

Although it would seem possible that Minimum Standards and Minimum Rent 
households not meeting their housing requirements initially might have been 

more motivated to attend the housing information sessions than those that 
did meet the requirements, in Pittsburgh the opposite appears to have been 

the case.

Demographic characteristics seem unrelated to attendance rates except in a
Although a higher percentage of black than of 

white households in Pittsburgh attended at least one session, the percent­
ages attending all five sessions were the same for both groups, 
a somewhat lower proportion of Spanish American households than other house­
holds participated in the program, and a still lower proportion attended 

all five sessions.
two Spanish Americans as well as another member who spoke Spanish, 
were made to group Spanish American households for the sessions, and all 
sessions were attended by at least one Spanish-speaking housing informal io*. 

specialist, so that the effect is presumably not due to a language barri c.

few cases (see Table V-3).

In Phoenix,

The housing information staff in Phoenix did include

Efforts

Attendance rates varied more with the age of head of household than with 

other demographic factors. At both sites the youngest households (those 

where the head of household was under 30) had the lowest attendance rates, 

while those with the head of household aged 45-61 had the highest rates.

Attendance rates were also tabulated for other demographic characteristics, 

as well as previous mobility and initial housing quality. They are not
presented here because they do not add new information or reveal any clear

patterns.
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PARTICIPANTS' EVALUATIONV. 3

Although evaluation of the Housing Information Program was not an objective 

of the experiment, participants' assessment of the program is of interest 
because the program represents one approach to the provision of housing 

This section presents participants' responses, drawn from 

the First Periodic Interview, concerning certain aspects of the program.
information.

In that interview, households that attended at least two housing information 

sessions were asked to rate the helpfulness ("very," "somewhat," or "not at 

all") of each of the 14 topics covered by the sessions. From their responses.

an overall rating of the sessions' helpfulness was made by averaging the
The overall rating and the ratings of indivi-helpfulness ratings by topic, 

dual topics, as well as the rank order for each topic are presented in
The overall average row presents the average percentage giving 

Because the individual topic distributions are quite similar 

the overall average can be interpreted in terms of generalized popularity.

Table V-4.

each response.

Seventy-seven percent of the households in Pittsburgh and 70 percent in 

Phoenix felt that the information presented at the sessions was very help­

ful, while 16 and 23 percent, respectively, considered the information

At both sites there was little variation in the "very 

helpful" ratings by topic or by session: 

overall rating.

somewhat helpful.

most ratings fell quite near the

The ratings in Pittsburgh were consistently higher than those in Phoenix. 

Although further investigation is required to determine the reasons for 

this variation, it may have resulted from differences in the approach taken 

by the housing information staff, in the context of the sessions, or in 

other site-specific influences, such as differences between the housing

Though both sites used the same detailed syllabus 

for the sessions, the question/answer period, which was an important part 

of each session, varied.

markets at the two sites.

Although the percentage of households rating a particular topic as 

helpful" was always higher in Pittsburgh than in Phoenix, there were few 

differences between the two sites in the ranking of the 14 topics, 

six topics considered most helpful at both sites are shown in Table V-5.

"very

The

A-10 2
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Table V-5
TOPICS RANKED MOST HELPFUL BY PARTICIPANTS

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
PERCENTAGE 
RESPONDING 

VERY HELPFUL

PERCENTAGE 
RESPONDING 

VERY HELPFUL RANK RANKTOPIC

What you should know about 
leases

79%187% 2

What to do if you encounter 
discrimination

8385 2 1

What to look for in selecting 
a new house or apartment 7481 3 4

What to do to get the landlord 
to fix things that go wrong

75480 3

What your legal obligations 
are in making rent payments 4 7280 5

What conditions are necessary for 
a landlord to evict a tenant 80 4 72 5

Households in treatment cells 1-24 that completed the FirstSAMPLE: 
Periodic Interview.

First Periodic Interview.
This table is extracted from Table V-4.

DATA SOURCE: 
NOTE:
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!
1
;!For both sites the topic that fell at the bottom of the ranking, but which 

was still considered by more than half the households to be "very helpful," 

was "Which neighborhoods have houses and apartments available for rent."

The greatest differences in ranking between the two sites occurred in rela­
tion to the three topics displayed in Table V-6.

Another way of assessing the housing information sessions is to look at the 

number of households that responded to an open-ended question asking them 

what kinds of things they would have liked to learn about that were not
(This question was asked of all households that

In Pittsburgh, 77 percent of the households 

In Phoenix, 62 percent gave this 

The percentages for households attending all five sessions were 

not essentially different from those percentages for households attending 

at least two sessions.

covered in the sessions, 
attended at least two sessions.) 

responded that everything was covered.

response.

Table V-7 shows the topics suggested by the households that responded that 

not everything was covered (23 percent in Pittsburgh and 38 percent in
Each of these topics had actually been included to some extent

It is not clear whether the respondent wanted more infor­
mation or did not attend the particular session at which it was discussed. 
However, since a number of households suggesting additional topics did 

attend all five sessions, it can probably be assumed that more detailed 

information was desired.

Phoenix). 
in the sessions.

In Phoenix, the topic requested most often, "More information about the 

Housing Allowance Program" corresponds to "How the Housing Allowance Program 

operates," one of the session topics ranked lower on the helpfulness ratings 

"Specifically where to go to find houses and apartments," 

one of the new topics suggested most often at both sites, is similar to, 
"Which neighborhoods have houses and apartments available for rent," the 

session topic which ranked lowest at both sites in the helpfulness ratings.

at that site.

As shown in Table V-8, most households attending the Housing Information 

Program thought they would be able to make a better choice of house or 

apartment because of what they had learned at the sessions, 
age responding positively tended to increase with the number of sessions 

A larger percentage of minority than of nonminority households

The percent-

attended.

A-105



Table V-6
TOPICS SHOWING GREATEST VARIANCE IN HELPFULNESS 

RANKING BETWEEN THE TWO SITES

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE 
RESPONDING 

VERY HELPFUL

PERCENTAGE 
RESPONDING 

VERY HELPFUL RANK RANKTOPIC

How the housing allowance 
program operates

7 63%78% 11

How to choose a new 
neighborhood 6570 12 9

How to maintain good credit 
and avoid budget problems 71 11 68 7

Households in treatment cells 1-24 that completed the FirstSAMPLE: 
Periodic Interview.

DATA SOURCE:. First Periodic Interview. 
NOTE: This table is extracted from Table V-4.
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Table V-7
TOPICS SUGGESTED BY HOUSEHOLDS ATTENDING 

HOUSING INFORMATION PROGRAM SESSIONS

1PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS ATTENDING TWO 
OR MORE SESSIONS THAT SUGGESTED TOPICTOPICS SUGGESTED3,

;PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
More information about 
Housing Allowance Program 4% 8%

Landlord/tenant interaction 2 7

Specifically where to go to 
find houses and apartments 5 7

How to obtain, good, inexpensive 
houses 1 2

Information about legal, court 
or lease requirements 2 4

Maintenance of dwelling unit; 
how to get place fixed up 2 2

Budget or credit problems 1 2

Specific neighborhood 
information 1 1

Other 4 7

Number of households (632) (525)

Households in treatment cells 1-24 that completed the FirstSAMPLE: 
Periodic Interview.

First Periodic Interview.
Percentages add to less than 100 percent because not all house­

holds suggested other topics.
Responses to First Periodic Interview question 6:

DATA SOURCE: 
NOTE:

a.
What kinds of things would you have lived to learn about 
that were not covered in the housing information sessions?

This question was asked only of households that attended two or more sessions.
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responded positively, a possible correlation with the high "very helpful" 

ratings given to the topics covered during the session on Equal Opportunity. 
Households that looked for another place to live during the first six 

months responded more positively than households that did not look. Oddly 

enough, in Phoenix, of households that looked, those that did not in fact 
move responded positively more often than those that did move.

Table V-9 shows the responses of households to a question about whether the 

discussions of neighborhood choice influenced their feelings about where
(Households replying that they did not attend sessions

About one-fourth of the house-

they wanted to live.
on neighborhood choice are not included.) 

holds responded that they had been influenced a great deal, while a slightly 

greater percentage said that they had been influenced somewhat.

Almost half the households responding said they had not been influenced at 

This seems a rather high proportion when one considers the "very 

helpful" ratings discussed previously.
all.

Even though the topics concerning 

neighborhood choice ranked lower than most other topics (see Table V-4), a

large proportion of the households at both sites considered the information 

Thus, even though discussions on neighborhood choice were 

considered helpful, they apparently had a limited effect on attitudes and 

feelings.

very helpful.

The percentage of households that were influenced a great deal by the 

discussion of neighborhood choice tended to increase with the number of 
sessions attended, and the percentage responding "not at all" tended to 

A larger percentage of households looking for another place 

than households not searching responded that they had been influenced a 

great deal, while a smaller percentage responded "not at all."

decrease.

Another way to assess participants' evaluation of the Housing Information 

Program is to note the number of households attending the program that 

mentioned it as one of the things they liked best about the housing allow- 

(This open-ended question, for which up to three responses 

were coded for each respondent, was limited to Experimental households.)

ance program.

Twenty-one percent in Pittsburgh and 18 percent in Phoenix mentioned the

(It is not surprising that the most frequent 

In response to a similar open-ended question

Housing Information Program, 

response was "the money.")
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about the things liked least about the housing allowance program, only 

4 percent of those attending in Pittsburgh and 9 percent in Phoenix 
cited the Housing Information Program.1

.
j

In summary, households attending the housing information sessions assessed 
the sessions positively, 

considered the sessions very helpful.

Overall, about three-fourths of the households

Relatively few households suggested 

additional topics that they felt should have been covered by the sessions,

h

:

and most of the topics suggested were already covered to some extent, 
households felt that they would be able to make a better choice of house

However, these results 

It is quite possible that inter­
view respondents felt that they were expected to comment positively on the 
sessions.^

Most

or apartment because of what they had learned, 
should be interpreted with some caution.

IMPACT ON BEHAVIORV.4

This section examines the impact of the Housing Information Program on 

actual behavior, specifically on search/move behavior and the ability to 

meet housing requirements.

Search/Move Behavior

One of the primary aims of the Housing Information Program was to provide 

information on housing and neighborhood choice to participants, 
households attending the sessions might have been expected to look for 

another unit or succeed in moving more often than households that did not 

attend.

Thus ,

Data are presented below for the following sample groups:

those that attended at least one housingExperimental households: 
information session and those that did not attend any.

1First Periodic Interview question 190, "What are some of the things 
you like best about the program?," and First Periodic Interview question 
191, "What are some of the things you like least about the program?," are 
the final two questions in this interview.

2 For discussions on the "reactivity" of measurement see Campbell and 
Stanley (1963) and Webb et al. (1966).
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Control households offered housing information: 
at least one housing information session and those that did not 
attend any.

Control households overall: 
and those not offered housing information.

those that attended

those offered housing information

Hie two groups in the third category offer the clearest comparisons because
For the first twoparticipants were randomly assigned to these groups, 

categories, attendance was a matter of self-selection.

Table V-10 shows the percentage of households in each category that looked
The households that looked are furtherfor another house or apartment, 

categorized in Table V-ll by whether they succeeded in moving.

All Experimental households and half the Control households were offered 

(but not required to participate in) the Housing Information Program. 

Although the Housing Information Program was not a planned treatment varia­
tion, there were two Control groups—one that had been offered the program 

and one that had not been offered it. It is possible to compare the two 

Control groups to determine the effect of the housing information offer 

on move/search behavior. This comparison is limited, however. Information 

alone may have a limited effect, while information in combination with 

the allowance may have a substantial effect—that is, there may be an 

allowance/information interaction.

Neither the offer of housing information nor attendance at one or more of

the housing information sessions seems to have influenced success in moving 

for households that looked during the first six months of the program. 

Overall there is little variation between the two Control groups or between 

those that attended and those that did not. Furthermore, the housing 

information sessions did not seem to influence the percentage of households
that looked for another place.

An alternative way of assessing the impact of the Housing Information 

Program on search is to assess the differences between various households* 

perceptions of their search experiences. Although the differences were not 
large, the Control households invited to the sessions cited "not knowing 

where to look" as a problem less often than those not invited. The same
differences appeared between households that attended and those that did
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not attend (see Table V-12).

Additional differences between households that attended at least one housing 

information session are seen in the percentage of households that reported

Table V-13 indicates that, although the overall 
number of households that took action was low, in Pittsburgh almost every 

household that did take action had attended the Housing Information Program. 

In Phoenix, where the number of households that took action was even lower, 
the results were in the same direction.

discrimination to someone.

i

I
It appears at the least that some 

households learned something about what to do if they encountered discrimi- 

This was consistent with the high helpfulness rating given to 

topics included in the session on Equal Opportunity, as noted in Section V.3.

nation.

Ability to Meet Housing Requirements

Because the housing information sessions emphasized familiarizing partici­
pants with the housing allowance program and providing information on 

housing and neighborhood choice, it might be expected that attendance at 
the sessions would help Housing Gap households to meet their housing

Attendance would be expected to increase their understandingrequirements.

of these requirements and make them more knowledgeable about housing and
neighborhood choices in moving to meet the requirements.

Although it was expected that households not meeting the housing require­
ments at enrollment would be more motivated to attend housing information 

sessions than those that did meet them, this was not the case, 
shows attendance by housing requirement status for Minimum Standards and

In comparison with households that did not meet 

the housing requirements at enrollment, a higher proportion of households 

that already met the requirements at enrollment attended at least one
The difference in attendance was larger in Pittsburgh than in

Table V-14

Minimum Rent households.

session.
Phoenix, and especially large for households subject to the Minimum 

Standards requirement in Pittsburgh, 
elude that rather than supporting the hypothesis, the data suggest the

Those that met the housing requirements at enroll-

Hence, if anything, one would con-

opposite to be true. 
ment seemed more motivated to attend housing information sessions than

In terms of attendance at all five sessions, however.those that did not.
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the differences are less striking and sometimes reversed.

Table V—14 relates attendance to meeting housing requirements after six
As in the analysis of moving, self-selection inmonths in the program, 

attendance makes it impossible to attribute the differences in meeting 

the requirements to the Housing Information Program alone without further

However, it is interesting to note that almost all of theanalyses.
comparisons are in the expected direction—that is, households attending 

(more often) were more likely to meet the requirements at six months, even

though the differences may be small.

For Minimum Standards and Minimum Rent households combined, the expected 

greater success in meeting requirements is observed for those attending 

at least one session in Phoenix, but not in Pittsburgh.
pronounced for Minimum Standards households (see Table V-15). 

Compared with households that attended less than five sessions, a greater 

proportion of households that attended all five sessions met requirements 

after six months in all categories except that of Minimum Rent in Phoenix.

The differences

are more

It seems reasonable that there may have been a greater effect for Minimum

Minimum Rent was a
Minimum Standards, on the other hand.

Standards households than for Minimum Rent households, 
relatively uncomplicated requirement, 
involved a detailed set of physical and occupancy requirements.

V.5 SUMMARY OF MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

This section summarizes participants' reactions to the Housing Information 

Program and discusses possible future research.

Attendance

The percentage of households attending the Housing Information Program 

not as high as had been anticipated.
was

Fifty-six percent of invited house­
holds in Pittsburgh and 46 percent in Phoenix attended at least one session.
Over half the households attending one session attended at least three of 
the four remaining sessions.

Differences in attendance rates among various treatment and demographic

As expected, Control households which were paidgroups were not large.
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Table V-14

HOUSING INFORMATION PROGRAM ATTENDANCE 
BY INITIAL HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS

HOUSEHOLDS ATTENDING 
AT LEAST ONE SESSIONHOUSEHOLDS INVITED

Attended 
At Least One 

Session

Attended 
All Five 
Sessions

INITIAL housing 
requirement status

Sample
Size

Sample
Size

PITTSBURGH
MINIMUM STANDARDS

Met requirements
Did not meet requirements

75% (40) 24% (29)
49 (204) 34 (98)

MINIMUM RENT

51 (156)
(156)

Met requirements
Did not meet requirements

37 (79)
44 29 (69)

PHOENIX
MINIMUM STANDARDS

Met requirements
Did not meet requirements

41 (54) (22)27
37 (216) (79)24

MINIMUM RENT

(125)
(183)

Met requirements
Did not meet requirements

39 (49)20
25 (65)36

SAMPLE: Households in constrained Housing Gap treatment groups that
completed the First Periodic Interview. 

DATA SOURCES: First Periodic Interview, payments file.

*
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I
■I$10 for each session attended had higher than average attendance rates.

The Percent of Rent treatment group had a somewhat higher than average 

rate, while the Minimum Rent group had a lower rate. Contrary to expecta­
tions, a greater proportion of households meeting requirements at enroll­
ment attended at least one session, 

the youngest households.
The attendance rate was lowest for

participants' Evaluation

Households at both sites were very positive and enthusiastic in their 

assessment of the Housing Information Program, but Pittsburgh households 

almost always responded more positively than Phoenix households. At both
sites, most of the households considered the topics covered to be very 

Most households felt that the course covered everything, with 

few households suggesting additional topics.
helpful.

Most households responded 

that they would be able to make a better choice of house or apartment as 

a result of what they had learned; the percentage responding positively
tended to increase with the number of sessions attended.! Although about

half the households said that the discussions of neighborhood choice did 

not influence their feelings about where they wanted to live, about one- 
fourth said they were influenced a great deal.

,
j

!

Impact on Participants1 Behavior:

Neither the offer of housing information nor attendance at one or more of 

the housing information sessions seemed to have influenced success in moving 

(for households that looked) during the first six months of the program. 

Overall there was almost no variation between the two Control groups or 

between attenders and nonattenders in the Experimental and Control groups 

offered housing information. There was somewhat more variation among the 

percentage of households that looked for another place.

!

i

A greater proportion of Minimum Standards households not meeting requirements 

at enrollment that attended at least one session met them after six months, 

as compared to the proportion of nonattenders that met them, 

proportion of those attending all five sessions met requirements after six 

months, except for Minimum Rent households in Phoenix.

A greater

These data seem to
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show that the Housing Information Program influenced the ability of Housing
from not meeting requirements initially to meeting 

However, whether this was an artifact of self-
Gap households to change 

them after six months.
selection—that is, whether those households that were motivated to meet 

also motivated to attend the sessions—or an actualrequirements were
result of attendance at the sessions cannot be determined at this point.

Directions for Future Research

The analyses in this appendix were based on attendance as reported by
It would be interesting toparticipants on the First Periodic Interview.

attendance at each particular session as shown by the site records.examine
The overall attendance rates may drop somewhat because of respondent error

But, more importantly, the site attendance data wouldduring the interview.
allow analysis of the impact of the program to be focused on households

For example, the analysis of the effectthat attended a particular session, 
of the program on search behavior could be focused on those that attended 

Session 2, which covered housing and neighborhood choice.

However, self-selection is the major problem in the analysis of the Housing 

Information Program, 

sessions themselves was combined with other factors, such as the priority 

the household put on housing, a factor which may have motivated the house­
hold to attend the sessions.

Since attendance was voluntary, the influence of the

Thus, it is not possible to attribute to 

Housing Information Program attendance alone the differences in behavior
between households that attended the sessions and those that did not.

There is at least one possible approach to disentangling these effects. 

Assuming self-selection was essentially the same for Experimental and 

Control households, the responses of attending households would include 

both the effect of self-selection and the effects of the sessions. However,
the interaction of attending and being an Experimental household could be 

interpreted as the interaction of the information given and the allowance. 
Combined with the ’’main effect" estimated by comparing the Control house­

holds offered Housing Information with those that were not offered it, this 

would provide an estimate of the effect of housing information on allowance 
recipients.
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I
This approach would not be valid unless self-selection operates in the 

way for Control and Experimental households.

tested.
differently for Control and for Experimental households.

same
Ihis assumption remains to be 

In fact, there are reasons to suspect that self-selection operates

In particular.
Control households were paid $10 for each session attended and generally 

attended more frequently than Experimental households, 
approach does provide a possible avenue for further analysis.

Nevertheless, the

i
■
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APPENDIX VI 
SUPPORTING DATA

VI. 1 HOUSEHOLD CHARACTF.RT.grpToc.
AND SEARCH

As the review of the mobility literature 

graphic and other socioeconomic household 
with moving rates. Tables VI-l and VI-2 

moving rates for households in Pittsburgh

AND MOBII,Trrv

in Appendix VII 

characteristi

I
indicates, demo-

!cs are correlated 
present the first-year search and If

and Phoenix, respectively, 
these rates are presented only for categories of a single variable, 
merely suggest possible relationships.

Because
they must 

(There are both natural interrela- i
tionships among the characteristics and structural correlation built in by 
the design of the Demand Experiment.)^

.
A more informative investigation of 

the relationships between household characteristics and search and mobility

is presented by the multivariate analyses in Chapters 2, 3, and 4. 

work on analyzing interactions among the variables is underway, 

overall mobility in Phoenix is reflected in each of the variables.

Further
. The greater

It has been pointed out both in the body of the report and in Appendix IV.2 

that households with a history of greater prior mobility are more likely to 

during the experiment than other households.move

The result most consistently reported in the literature is the inverse
This finding was confirmed by therelationship between age and mobility.

Demand Experiment, for both search and overall moving rates, though not for-
! Households headed by the elderly are only about 

-third as likely to search or move as those with household heads under 30.
the moving rate of searchers, 
one

The literature on mobility is ambiguous about the effects of income and

The simple bivariate rates for the first year of the experimenteducation.
indicate a slight increase in search and overall moving rates as income 

2rises. Although those on welfare or having lower per capita incomes

1In particular, single-person households were eligible to join the exper-
The elderly are also likely toiment only if they were elderly or handicapped, 

have lower incomes and less education than other types of households.
2
Preliminary multivariate analysis reported in Sections 2.1, 3.1, and 

4.1 suggests that when age and other household characteristics are controlled 
for, the income effects on search and moving noted here are no longer apparent.
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Table 71-1

FIRST-YEAR SEARCH AND MOVING RATES 
3Y HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS: PITTSBURGH

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
MOVING

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE OF 
SEARCHERS MOVING

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHINGCATEGORY

Number of Moves in 
Prior 'Three Years

• *
• «r

17% (484) 
( 324) 
(226)

(197)
(151)
(143)

42%(480)
(319)
(223)

41%0 \ 2554471 3859642-3
4 or snore

(51)47(39)62(50)78

Age of Head of Household 
(years)

16-29
30-44
45-61
62 or more

• •
(315) 
(294) 
(19 7) 
(281)

38(213)
(151)
(100)

56(311)
(290)
(196)
(277)

63 244752
254951
12(68)5125

Net Annual Household 
Income «

20 (91)(37)49(90)4151.000- 2,000
52.001- 4,000 
$4,001-6,000 
$6,001 or more

(569)
(368)

26(265) 
(19 3)

56(S60)
(366)

47
244753

(51)29(33)45(50)66

• *• •Major Source of Income 
Welfare 
Other

(479)
(608)

31(286)
(246)

52(472) 
(60 2)

61
215141

**
Per Capita Income 

SO-1,000 
$1,001-2.000 
$2,001-3,000 
$3,001 or more

(272)
(609)
(150)

28(159)
(318)

48(268)
(604)
(147)

59
285453
13(40)4827
10 (48)(11)4S(47)23

• *
Race/Ethnicity

White
Black

(810)
(268)

26(381)
(148)

55(799)
(266)

48
234256

****Household Size
(201) 
(277) 
(40S) 
(149)

(46) 1252(197)
(274)
(401)
(148)

231
27(131)

(241)
58482

2948603-4
(81) 3054555-6

(S5)25(33)42(54)617-14

* *»*Household Type
Unmarried, no children 
Unmarried, children 
Married, no children 
Married, children

(54) 13 (226)
(490)
(102)
(269)

56(222)
(484)
(101)
(267)

24
28(282)4958
25(42)6042

(154) 305258

**Education (years) 
1-3 
9-11

(100)
(202)
(183)

21 (274) 
( 368) 
( 349) 
(77)

57(268)
(364)
(346)

37
274955
26495312
32(40)62(77)5213-20

Sex of Head of Household 
Male 
Female

26(207) 
(32S)

(426)
(661)

53(422)
(652)

49
255150

25(532) (1087)52(1074)50TOTAL

SAMPLE: Households active at one year, not Living Ln own or subsidized housing, and below the Low-income
eligibility Limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
* Chi-square statistic significant at 9.05 Level.
•* Chi-square statistic significant at 0.01 level.
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Table VI-2

FIRST-YEAR SEARCH AND MOVING RATES 
BY HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS: PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE OF 
SEARCHERS MOVING

SAMPLE
SIZE

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
MOVINGCATEGORY

Number of Moves in 
Prior Three Years • *» * * >0 42% (260)

(293)
(327)
(178)

58% (262)
(296)
(331)
(183)

(108)
(164)
(231)
(152)

24% ;1 56 74 41
2-3
4 or more

71 :79 55
85 39 74

Age of Head of Household 
(years)

16-29
30-44
45-61
62 or more

** * *

E
;

• *
80 (361)

(290)
(171)
(237)

87 (290)
(193)

59 (366)
(294)
(174)
(239)

67 68 45
53 66 (90) 34
35 73 (82) 25

:Net Annual Household 
Income **

51.000- 2,000 
$2,001-4,000
54.001- 6,000 
56,001 or more

48 (93) 76
|

(45) 35 (97)
S9 (329)

(378)
(245)

77 (193)
(248)
(159)

44 (333)
(381)
(248)

66 79 51
65 73 47

Major Source of Income 
Welfare 
Other

••
74 (141)

(917)
76 (105)

(549)
56 (144)

(928)60 77 45

Per Capita Income 
$0-1,000
51.001- 2,000
52.001- 3,000 
53,001 or more

»■* *
70 (266)

(465)
(245)

72 (185)
(293)
(139)

49 (271)
(472)
(247)

63 76 47
57 84 47
41 (69) 75 (28) 30 (69)

Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Spanish American

I60 (656) 79 (391) 46 (664)
71 (84) 67 (60) 47 (85)
63 (292) 75 (185) 47 (297)

:
;Household Size • • • « • *
I1 (156)

(260)
(387)
(162)

34 75 25(53) (158) 
(263) 
(39 3) 
(164)

2 61 85 (158)
(270)
(109)

51 r
3-4 70 77 53
5-6 67 68 45
7-14 69 (94) 68 (65) 46 (95)

Household Type
Unmarried, no children 
Unmarried, children 
Married, no children 
Married, children

#•
(178) 
(340) 
(14 3) 
(398)

37 77 (65) 23 (180)
(344)
(145)
(404)

;67 79 (229) 32-
59 82 (84) 48
70 73 (277) 50

i
i*Education (years) 

1-8 
9-11

■

56 (345)
(244)
(283)
(142)

73 (192)
(160)
(187)

40 (349) 
(249) 
(285) 
114 3)

66 78 50
6612 81 53
66 74 (94) 4913-20

Sex of Head of Household 
Male 
Female

64 (608)
(451)

75 (390)
(265)

47 (618)
(455)59 79 46

(10S9) 77 (655)62 47 (1073)TOTAL

SAMPLE: Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income 
eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: 3aseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
Chi-square statistic significant at 0.05 level.
Chi-3quare statistic significant at 0.01 level.
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searched and moved more often than other households, neither character
The relationship between 

It appears that households with
istic affected the moving behavior of searchers, 
moving behavior and education is unclear, 
the household head having eight or fewer years of schooling searched and

This may be related to the observations mademoved less often than others.
about elderly households; these households tend to have fewer years of

The effect of race/ethnicity was curious in that it seemed to
Blacks in Pittsburgh were more

schooling.
matter in Pittsburgh but not in Phoenix, 
likely to search than whites but searchers were less likely to move, result­
ing in no difference in overall moving rates.1 Single-person families

searched and moved significantly less than other household sizes, undoubtedly
This pattern was repeated 

Finally, the sex of the household head had
reflecting the fact that they were all elderly, 
by the household type variable, 

no effect.

The preliminary multivariate analysis reported in Sections 3.1 and 
4.1 suggests that in Pittsburgh when other factors are controlled for, 
black households were apparently less likely to move, whether or not they 
searched.
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aVI.2 TREATMENT GROUP EFFECTS ON SEARCH AND MOBILITY

The fact that the experiment was designed to assign demographically similar 

households to each of the major treatment groups permits a direct compari­
son of the search and moving rates of Experimental and Control households. 
The data in Table VI-3 show no clear overall experimental effects, 
only possible exception appears to be Unconstrained searchers in Pittsburgh,

This difference is large in 

Figure VI-1 depicts the 

disposition of households in each treatment group by their first-year 

search and moving status.

>

;zHie
}*

that move more often than Control searchers. 
magnitude but is not statistically significant.

An examination of Housing Gap households in terms of their initial compli­
ance with the housing requirements has revealed one apparent experimental 

Housing Gap Minimum Standards households that did not meet their 

initial housing requirements were significantly more likely to search than 

those that did (see Table VI-4). 
ently were less likely to move, 
higher than other households.

When the two groups of Constrained households are considered 

together, the pattern of search and moving rates is similar to (but weaker 
than) the one observed among Minimum Standards households, 
all pattern of response to the housing requirement appears in Sections 2.5, 

3.5, and 4.1 of this report.

\
effect.

However, once they searched, they appar- 
Overall, their moving rate was slightly 

Minimum Rent households do not show this

;
■'

trend.

The same over-
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Figure VI -1
DISPOSITION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY 

FIRST-YEAR SEARCH AND MOBILITY 
(Sample Size in Parentheses)

Move (46)
No Move (57) 
No Search (87)

Search (97)Housing Gap 
, Minimum < 
Standards (184) No Search (87)

Move (61)
No Move (59) 
No Search (117)

Search (120)Housing Gap 
Minimum Rent 
(237) No Search (117)

Move (17) 
No Move (9) 
No Search (32)

Search (26)
Unconstrained
(58)PITTSBURGH

(1074)
No Search (32)

Move (90)
No Move (70) 
No Search (177)

Search (160)Percent 
of Rent 
(337) No Search (177)

Move (60)
No Move (69) 
No Search (129)

Search (129)
Control
(258) No Search (129)

Move (274)
No Move (258) 
No Search (542)

Search (532)
Total
(1074) No Search (542)

Search (116)Housing Gap 
Minimum < 
Standards (190)

Move (87)
No Move (29) 
No Search (74)No Search (74)

Housing Gap 
Minimum Rent 
(232)

Search (143) Move (116)
No Move (27) 
No Search (89)No Search (89)

Search (26) Move (20)
No Move (6) 
No Search (17)

Unconstrained
(43) No Search (17)

Percent 
of Rent 
(295)

Search (183) Move (138)
No Move (45)
No Search (112)

PHOENIX
(1059) No Search (112)

Search (187) Move (141)
No Move (46) 
No Search (112)

Control
(299) No Search (112)

Search (655) Move (502)
No Move (153) 
No Search (404)

Total
(1059) No Search (404)

SAMPLE: Households active at one year, not living in own or subsidized housing, and below the 
low-income eligibility limit.
DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
NOTE: See Appendix I for a description of the experimental design and treatment groups and 
Appendix II for derivation of the search and mobility variables.
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Table VI-4

FIRST-YEAR SEARCH AND MOVING RATES 
FOR HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS 

BY INITIAL HOUSING REQUIREMENT COMPLIANCE

SAMPLE
SIZE

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
MOVING

PERCENTAGE OF 
SEARCHERS MOVING

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
SEARCHINGTREATMENT GROUP

PITTSBURGH

(219) 25% (433)50%(423)52%All Housing Gap

Mat Housing Requirements 
at Enrollment*

Did Not Meet Housing 
Requirements at Enrollment

(69) 28 (144)59(142)49

(150) 24 (289)45(281)53

(98) 24 (192)(185) 4853Housing Gap Minimum Standards

Met Housing Requirements 
at Enrollment

Did Not Meet Housing 
Requirements at Enrollment

[64] 22 (32)(11)(31)36

25(87) (160)(154)56 * 46

(121) 26 (241)51(238)SIHousing Gap Minimum Rent

Met Housing Requirements 
at Enrollment

Did Not Meet Housing 
Requirements at Enrollment

59 (58) 30 (112)52 (111)

(63) 22SO (127) (129)44

PHOENIX

(424) 78 (261) 47All Housing Gap

Met Housing Requirements 
at Enrollment

Did Not Meet Housing 
Requirements at Enrollment

62 (430)

(64)52 (124) 81 42 (124)

77 (197)66 (300) SO (306)

(189) 75 (115) 45Housing Gap Minimum Standards

Met Housing Requirements 
at Enrollment

Did Not Meet Housing 
Requirements at Enrollment

51 (19 3)

[85](36) (13)36 31 (36)

(IS 3)6 7** 74 (102) 48 (157)

Housing Gap Minimum Rent

Met Housing Requirements 
at Enrollment

Did Not Meet Housing 
Requirements at Enrollment

62 (234) 81 (14S) 50 (2 36)

58 (87) 82 (50) 47 (87)

65 (147) (95)81 52 (149)

SAMPLE: Housing Gap Minimum Rant and Minimum Standards households active at one year, not living -n 
own or subsidized housing, and below the low-income eligibility limit.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline, First and Second Periodic Interviews.
NOTE: Brackets indicate entries based on 15 or fewer observations, 
a. Percentage meeting housing requirements at enrollment:

Pittsburgh Phoenix

All Housing Gap 
Housing Gap Minimum Standards 
Housing Gap Minimum Rent

Chi-square statistic comparing met/did not meet significant at 0.05 
Chi-square statistic comparing aec/did not meet significant at 0.01

34% 29%
17 19
47 37

level, 
level.• *
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APPENDIX VII
A SURVEY 6F MOBILITY RESEARCH*

The movement of households between areas in response to various incentives 

has been studied by social scientists both in the United States and abroad. 
Most of the theoretical and empirical work has been concerned with migration— 

that is, movement between regions or urban areas. Movement of households 

participating in the Demand Experiment, however, is primarily local (emigrants 

are ineligible for continued payments). This review focuses on the determi­
nants of these local moves, defined here as mobility. The first section 

summarizes the theoretical perspectives that have been used to analyze 

mobility and Section VII.2 presents a synthesis of the empirical results 

reported by a large number of researchers. The final section consists of 
brief concluding remarks.

\
-
!

VII.1 THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON MOBILITY

Mobility has been studied by researchers using two distinct perspectives: 
demographers, economists, sociologists, and many geographers have examined 

the moving behavior of individual households. Other geographers and planners 

and some sociologists have emphasized studies of the areal determinants of 
movement between origin and destination within an urban area."*’

This review deals with the first approach—that concerned with the deter-
The second category 

of studies, often termed "ecological studies," is considered only to the 

extent that it provides additional evidence (based on "contextual effects") 

bearing on the household decision process.
of mobility present a complex description of the determinants of household 

Nevertheless, they offer surprisingly few specific hypotheses or

minants of the individual household's decision to move.

The extant theoretical models

choice.

Much of this appendix also appears in Quigley and Weinberg forthcoming.

^Much of the analysis of so-called gravity models is of this latter 
kind. See Carrothers (1*956) for a bibliographic review. Recent, more 
sophisticated, but essentially mechanical, models of this sort are reviewed 
by Tobler (1975) . The purpose of this type of analysis is parsimonious 
description of spatial interactions.
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verifiable propositions—indeed, it is hard to conceive how households ' 
choices about residential mobility could fail to be consistent with these 

models.

Much of the theoretical work providing the conceptual description and
underpinnings of other models of the mobility process has been done by

Consequently, this literature is framed
In a concise conceptualization

sociologists and geographers, 
mainly in terms of household "satisfaction." 

of the mobility process, Rossi (1955) suggested that a household decides'
whether or not to move based on its housing "dissatisfaction," household 

characteristics, and exogenous circumstances such as the factors causing 

forced moves. After deciding to move, the household then searches for a 

new dwelling unit using both formal and informal information channels and 

chooses a new home based on desired characteristics determined by house­
hold "needs." Rossi emphasizes that "the major function of mobility [is] 
the process by which families adjust their housing to the housing needs 

that are generated by the shifts in family composition that accompany life 

cycle changes" (p. 9). Thus, Rossi's formulation of the mobility process 

concentrates on adjustment to changes in perceived housing needs.

Speare et al. (1974) provided a more elaborate theoretical description, 
emphasizing, as Rossi had, the theme of adjustment to dissatisfaction.
They viewed the mobility (and migration) decision as "the result of an 

ongoing decision-making process for which three stages can be distinguished: 
(1) the development of a desire to consider moving, (2) the selection of an 

alternate location, and (3) the decision to move or stay" (p. 175).

Ihe first stage of voluntary mobility (the desire to consider moving) results 

from an increase in dissatisfaction beyond some "threshold" or tolerance
(Morrison, 19 72, suggested that this kind of threshold is a functionlevel.

of such household characteristics as the education or occupation of the

Dissatisfaction can result from a change either in house­
hold needs or in locational amenities.

household head.)

Mobility, moreover, is only one 

possible response to dissatisfaction; households could reduce dissatisfac­

tion by other changes in current circumstances such as improvements to the 

current dwelling unit.

According to this analysis, residential satisfaction depends on household
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characteristics and aspirations, housing unit characteristics, locational 

characteristics, and the household’s social bonds with neighbors and

Dissatisfaction ' (which ultimately results in moving behavior) 

is the direct result of "changes in the needs of a household, changes in 

the social and physical amenities offered by a particular location, or a 

change in the standards used to evaluate these factors" (p- 175). 

such as age, income, and duration of residence are not considered to affect 

directly the decision to consider moving; rather, the decision-making 

process works through dissatisfaction.

neighb orhood.

>

Factors

Search for an alternate dwelling unit is the second stage in the model

This search process is restricted to areas about 

which the household is somewhat familiar or knowledgeable, 

outcome of the search process for the household is some idea of the level of 

satisfaction to be expected at alternative destinations, 

by household characteristics, "societal level factors" (social and economic 

factors largely beyond the control of the household), and the household's 

range of experience, 

the third stage, the decision to move, is made on the basis of the magnitude 

of dissatisfaction at the current location, the expected satisfaction with 

the alternate location, and the costs of moving, 

as mentioned above, is revision of the household's expectations as a result 

of searching, which involves, perhaps, a revision of the household's current 
satisfaction.^

proposed by Speare et al.

The desired
1

This is determined
I

I
Once the alternative dwellings have been evaluated.

!
i A part of the process.

S

;

Ihe model proposed by Speare et al. is, in part, an extension of the geog­
raphers' approach to mobility models, 
tion is exposed to "stresses," and it chooses a response to reduce or

Clark and Cadwallader (1973) suggest that this 

locational stress is created partly by problems of accessibility to other

The household at a particular loca-i

eliminate these stresses.
i

parts of the city, neighborhood decay, and changes in socioeconomic status.

Other researchers emphasize the "stresses" emanatingamong other variables. 

from changes in housing needs, which may result from life-cycle effects

(Brown, Horton, and Wittick, 1970; Moore, 1972; Wolpert, 1964, 1965, 1966).

^Wild (1976) used discriminant analysis to examine search and moving 
separately. His findings confirm the importance of dissatisfaction in the 
formation of move intentions.
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These authors suggest that the household can reduce stress and increase 

"place utility" (the satisfaction associated with a particular dwelling
by adjusting its desires; by restructuring its envi-

A representative model is outlined by L. A. Brown 

They view the mobility decision in two phases: 

decision to seek a new residence/ and the decision where to relocate, 

the first decision is discussed here.

unit) in three ways:

ronment; or by relocation, 

and Moore (1970). the

Only

The first phase of the mobility decision, the decision to look for a new 

residence, is constrained by the information available to the household. 

This comes primarily and directly through the household's "activity space,"
its commercial, personal, and recreational 

But it also comes, secondarily and
defined by its normal contacts: 

activities, and its daily work-trip, 
indirectly, through its "contact space," which includes such general forms

Together these two sources of information 

constitute the household's "awareness space," whose stimuli directly affect

of communication as newspapers.

the household's decision to relocate (L. A. Brown and Longbrake, 1969, 1970; 

Clark, 1969; Moore, 1970; Moore and L. A. Brown, 1970).

Longbrake (1969) also suggest that search behavior is time-dependent; there­

fore the "stresses" the household faces are modified as a result of the 

The household finally makes its decision to relocate or 

abandon the search, based on its aspirations (Moore, 1972) and its evalua­

tion of alternate available place utilities.

L. A. Brown and

search process.

Some economists have also approached the problem of explaining intra-urban 

mobility, though often with perspectives drawn from the literature on 

migration. For example, one economist (Fredland, 1974) posits a model in
which the household obtains satisfaction (utility) and experiences costs 

from living in a particular housing unit. The net present value of living 

in that particular unit is compared with the value of the best available
alternate dwelling unit, 
household will move.

If the expected gain exceeds the moving cost the 

By contrast and more in the spirit of the sociological 
work, H. J. Brown (1975) has related moving to four kinds of changes 

cycle changes, income changes, workplace changes, and changes in housing 

market conditions.

life-

Goodman and Vogel (1975) have attempted to pose an economic model of 
search and mobility for use in the analysis of the housing allowance programs.
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VII.2 REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

In contrast to the emphasis on explicit or implicit changes in the existing 

theoretical framework, most empirical research has emphasized the role of 
variables measuring the current status of households rather than changes 

in their status in motivating residential mobility decisions, 
a result of this, much of the research reported by individual scholars is 

highly ambiguous or at least difficult to interpret.
seem to be two other difficulties in reconciling the empirical evidence 

provided by previous researchers, regardless of its relationship to the 
current theory.

Partly as

In addition, there

First, the definition of mobility used in analyses has varied greatly, 
resulting in inconsistencies in measurement. Researchers have taken a
sample of households and either examined their subsequent mobility history 

or looked at their past mobility history. Regardless of sampling techniques, 
different results must obtain because of sample attrition as households move

A distinction is often made between "retrospective" 

and "prospective" mobility to distinguish between samples of longitudinal 
data where the units of observation are households in the sample at the 

end of the observation period and samples where the observations are house­
holds in existence at the beginning of the analysis period.*1 

household formation and dissolution almost invariably result in residential 
movement, this distinction has important consequences for evaluating

For example, Duncan and Hauser (1960) complained that "household 

movement (rates) confound the moves of intact households with the moves 

of households which are undergoing formation, dissolution, or change in 

composition" (p- 108) .

and cannot be followed.

Because

results.

Another definitional difficulty is caused by differences in the period of 

analysis. The measure of mobility is sometimes truncated—for example, 
researchers have analyzed the propensity of individuals to move in a single 

year, in three years, or in five years, or the frequency of "one or more"

1 £.Sometimes the term "prospective mobility" is also used to describe
research on the mobility intentions of existing households. This appendix 
ignores this body of literature, except where "desires" to move are reflected 
in observed behavior because the link between intentions and observed 
behavior is seldom traced.
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moves in a given period by households still in the sample at the end of the 

period, among other possibilities.

Distinction is often made between voluntary and involuntary (forced) moves.

there is no consensus on which kinds of moves are involuntary.

To a large extent these definitional difficulties are understandable; they 

result from data sets with differing coverage available to individual
These definitional inconsistencies, however, make it difficult 

the results of different studies and to resolve apparent discrep-

However,

researchers.

to compare 

ancies in findings.

The second major difficulty in evaluating mobility research is that much of 
the analysis has been in terms of simple two- and three-way cross-tabula­
tions, even though it may be more plausible to consider a straightforward

Analysis of contingency tables often leads to 

arbitrary categorizations when continuous variables such as age or income 

In addition, complex multi-dimensional tables may be 

required to control for the influences of several variables simultaneously. 
For many of these problems, multiple correlation, regression techniques,

As noted below, however, many of 
the behavioral hypotheses have been loosely framed in terms of the "life- 

cycle" of households, a concept which is not quantifiable in a simple way 

either by a naive application of contingency tables or by multivariate 

techniques.

multivariate approach.

are of interest.

or logit analysis seem more appropriate.

In addition to these major difficulties, several researchers have suggested 

that there are important regional differences in mobility behavior (Albig, 
1932; Duncan and Hauser, 1960; Schnore and Pinkerton, 1966) . 

from the analysis of a single metropolitan region must be done with care.
Generalizin

Rossi (1955) considered moves resulting from the following types of 
reasons involuntary: (1) eviction or destruction of the dwelling, unit,
(2) marriage, divorce, or separation, (3) job changes involving long 
distance shifts, and (4) severe losses in income. Clark (1970) cited as 
examples of involuntary moves those moves resulting from a divorce or 
severe loss of income. Though they disagree about the definition of invol­
untary moves, most observers agree that moves resulting from a family's 
perception that its housing space is inadequate are considered voluntary. 
The discussion below and the body of the report focus exclusively on 
voluntary mobility. See Appendix Section IV.2 for a discussion of forced 
movers.
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The Family Life-Cycle

There is widespread agreement that the most important determinant of voluntary 

intra-metropolitan mobility is transition between stages in the family life- 

cycle, but there is far less agreement on the definition and measurement of 
the life-cycle. The most obvious changes in household composition— 

household formation and household dissolution—are almost certain to result
in relocation decisions. Several taxonomies of the stages of household 
progression from formation through dissolution have been suggested, 

example, Hawley (1971) conceptualized the influence of change in household 

composition on mobility in the following scenario:

For

The young couple usually starts married life in an apartment, 
moves to a small house as children begin to appear, shifts to 
a larger home in the suburbs as the family reaches maximum size, 
and returns to small residential quarters, often in the central 
city, when the children leave to establish homes of their own
(pp. 180-181).

Table VII-1 provides a representative list of life-cycle definitions that 

have been utilized in the analysis of household mobility.
i

i There is little evidence on which to base a comparative analysis of alterna­

tive descriptions of "the” life-cycle? apparently no study has attempted 

to distinguish among alternative definitions. Furthermore, the differences 

between these definitions indicate the difficulty in applying the concept 

to quantitative analysis. The dimensions typically used to categorize 

the life-cycle include the number of family members, their ages, and 

blood (or other) relationships. In investigating this complex interaction, 

some scholars report the relationship between, for example, age, and the 

incidence of moving without holding other life-cycle components constant? 

others report relationships ceteris paribus. Still another complication 

in interpreting life-cycle influences on mobility is that some results 

are reported for levels of life-cycle influences and others are reported 

for changes in these life-cycle characteristics.

i

1

The studies of marital status illustrate this point. Fredland (1974), using 

regression analysis on a sample of households from the Philadelphia-Trenton 

area, found the never-married less likely to move than the ever-married.

G. S. Goldstein (1970) , using regression methods to analyze a sample of San 

Francisco households, confirmed this finding. Other research by Speare
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Table VII-1
TAXONOMIES OF THE HOUSEHOLD LIFE-CYCLE

Life-
Cycle
Stage

Abu-Lughod and 
Foley (1960)

Lansing and 
Kish (1957)Glick (1947)

pre-marriageyoung, singlepre-marriage1

young, married, 
no children

married, pre-childmarried, awaiting 
birth of first 
child

2

child-bearingmarried with child 
under 6 years

married, awaiting 
birth of last 
child

3

child-rearingmarried, awaiting 
marriage of first 
child

married with all 
children over 6 years

4

older, married, with 
children

married, awaiting 
marriage of last 
child

child-launching5

married, pre-death 
of one spouse

older, married, 
without children

6 post-child

7 widowhood older, single widowhood

SOURCES:

Glick, Paul C., "The Family Cycle, " American Sociological 
Review, vol. 12, 1947, pp. 164-174.

Lansing, John B. and Leslie Kish, "Family Life Cycle as An 
Independent Variable," American Sociological Review, 
Vol. 22, 1957, pp. 512-519.

Abu-Lughod, Janet, and Mary Mix Foley, "The Consumer Votes by 
Moving," in Nelson N. Foote, Janet Abu-Lughod, Mary Mix 
Foley, and Louis Winnick, Housing Choices and Housing 
Constraints, New York, McGraw-Hill, 1960, pp. 134-178.
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(1974) , based on survey data from Rhode Island, found that the moving 

rate of the currently married was lower than that of the divorced or sepa-

et al.

rated, and that it decreased with duration of marriage (controlling for 

age and tenure type) ; they also reported that the moving rate increased 

with the number of previous marriages.

Public Use Sample Census data for households residing in Standard Metro­

politan Statistical Areas in the western states, found that a couple was 

less likely to move than a single person and that a widowed person was 

less likely to move than a couple.

Maisel (1966), using the 1960

Chevan's analysis (1971) of household 

data from Philadelphia-Trenton indicated that mobility rates decline

sharply during the early years of marriage and more slowly after the tenth 

G. S. Goldstein (1970) and Maisel (1966) also found that marriedyear.

couples without children were more mobile than those with children.

In contrast to the studies on marital status, studies have shown that 

recent changes in marital status increase household moving.

(1973) found that most households move in the first year of marriage, 

a finding confirmed by Speare et al. (1974) , using moving rates, and by 

three other researchers using regression techniques: 

analyzing a national sample of households; Fredland (1974) analyzing 

Philadephia households; and H. J. Brown (1975) analyzing San Francisco

All found that dissolution of a marriage through separation 

or divorce led to more frequent movement (although Fredland and Brown 

found an effect only for owners, not for renters) . 

reported a 99 percent moving rate for St. Louis households formed during 

a three-year period.

Pickvance

Morrison (1972)

households.

Kain and Quigley (1975)

The most consistently reported life-cycle influence has been the inverse 

relationship between the age of the household head and moving—using simple 

tabulations of mobility rates for a wide variety of special samples of 

households (Abu-Lughod and Foley, 1960; H. J. Brown and Kain, 1972; Butler 

et al., 1964; Goldscheider, 1966; Rossi, 1955; Speare, 1974; Speare et al.,

1968) as well as by regression analysis (Fredland, 

1974; G. S. Goldstein, 1970; Kain and Quigley, 1975; Maisel, 1966; Morrison,

Long (1972) reported an independent effect 

of age and life-cycle based on an analysis of a national sample of house­

holds, but Okraku (1971) , analyzing San Juan households, found an effect

1974; Van Arsdol et al • /

1971b, 1972; Weinberg, 1975).
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In addition, Fredlandof age only in the household's expansion phase.
(1974) found that age affects moving at a declining rate (that is, the
regression coefficient on age was negative but the coefficient on age- 
squared was positive with net effect being negative over the relevant range) 
and that the age of the head of household was not as important a determinant 

of moving for homeowners as for renters.

The sex of the household head also seems to play a role, though its effect
Goldstein and Mayer (1964) found, from an examination of simpleis unclear.

mobility rates among Rhode Island households, that "short-distance migra-

(p. 12). Kain and Quigley (1975) foundtion...has been heavily female"
higher moving rates in St. Louis for households headed by older females

Fredland (1974)(with or without children) than for other households, 
found male unmarried renters more mobile than female ones, but female
unmarried homeowners more mobile than male unmarried homeowners.

There is an ambiguous relationship between moving and household size, 
perhaps because of definitional differences among researchers.
(1955) analyzing simple mobility rates, and Weinberg (1975) using regression 

analysis found moving rates increasing with family size.
Kain (1972) using moving rates and Maisel (1966) using regression, found 

decreasing mobility with larger family sizes, 

this tendency when controlling for income, education, and age of the house- 
Fredland's results, using regression analysis, were mixed—he

Both Rossi

H. J. Brown and

(Brown and Kain still found

hold head.)

found a family size of two to four more mobile' than a single person or a 

larger family. Okraku (1971) asserted that family size has a positive 

effect upon mobility, but only in the household's perception of dwellin')
unit adequacy.

Variation iri the composition of households is perhaps more i.mijortnnt 

family size.
I hail

Kain and Quigley (1975) found a slight increase in mobi.li.ly 

with household size, holding the number of workers and school-aged children 

constant in a regression, but a slight decrease in mobility with the number

of school-aged children, holding the number of persons and workers constant. 

Ihis finding was confirmed by Long (1972) , who found that for both male-

and female-headed households, the presence of school-aged children restricted 

The incremental effect of an additional child beyond the first 

was typically less than for the first.

mobility.

However, Long did not find any

A-142



systematic relationship between the number of children and moving rates. 

Speare et al. (1974) also found that the presence of school-aged children 

decreased moving for homeowners, but not for renters, 

however, reported that additional children did not lead to decreased 

moving; moreover, the results of analyses by Fredland (1974) and Butler 

et al. (1964) suggested that family composition is not very important at 

all in determining mobility.

Morrison (1972),

In contrast to the ambiguous findings about family size, changes in family 

size are highly correlated with moving.
Weinberg (1975), analyzing household data from the San Francisco Bay area, 
found that changes (both increases and decreases) in family size increased 

mobility significantly, for both owners and renters, 
results confirmed this.

Both H. J. Brown (1975) and

Fredland's (1974)

Chevan's analysis (1971) indicated that, for any 

given marriage duration, the birth of children was associated with higher

rates of moving and that moving rates were highest around the period of 

Similarly, Fredland (1974) found that the birth of a 

child led to increased mobility and that the effect was greater for 

renters than for owners.

the first birth.

Other Household Characteristics

In addition to these components of the life-cycle of households, a body 

of research findings suggests several other correlates of residential

First, renters are more likely to move than homeowners, evenmobility.

when holding constant a plethora of other influences (Abu-Lughod and Foley,

1960; H. J. Brown and Kain, 1972; G. S. Goldstein, 1970; Kain and Quigley, 

1975; Morrison, 1971a, 1972; Okraku, 1971; Pickvance, 1973, 1974; Rossi, 

1955; Speare et al., 1974; and Weinberg, 1975). 

have little or nothing to do with causality, however, because the trans­

action costs of owning are substantially higher than those of renting.

A widely held rule of thumb and some serious research suggest that renting 

is cheaper than owning for those who move within three or four years of 

initial occupancy (Shelton, 1968).

the choice of tenure type is part of the mobility process; otherwise 

identical households that assess their probabilities of moving as higher 

than average are more likely to choose rental units.

These correlates may

It is thus reasonable to think that
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Second, much descriptive evidence suggests that prior mobility is strongly 
correlated with current mobility.1 

examined simple moving rates, often conclude that minority households were
In addition, researchers, having

more mobile than whites, but many of these analysts did not control for 

socioeconomic or tenure characteristics. Using regression techniques, the 

results ranged from no effect of race on moving for unmarried individuals 

(Fredland, 1974) and minorities in general (Morrison, 1971b), to a substan­
tially lower probability of moving for black owners (Kain and Quigley, 1975). 
Weinberg (1975) has found that, ceteris paribus, black and Spanish-surname 

males have lower moving rates than white males or females, even when a 

longer period of adjustment (two years) was taken into account, 
he reported that the moving behavior of households in black, Oriental, and 

Spanish-surname racial/ethnic groups differed in important aspects.

Moreover,

Ihe effects of two demographic characteristics—income and education—are

The reported results for the effects of income 

Abu-Lughod and Foley (1960) reported from their

difficult to disentangle, 

are simply inconsistent, 

examination of simple moving rates that movers had lower incomes than

H. J. Brown and Kain (1972), using cross-tabulation, stated 

that mobility by income appears to have an inverted u-shape, with mobility 

highest in the middle-income range, a result supported by Weinberg's (1975)

Pickvance (1973), using moving rates, and Kain and 

Quigley (1975) using regression analysis, found that moving decreased with

nonmovers.

regression analysis.

income, while Fredland*s (1974) results suggested a slight increase in 

moving with income. The effects of changes in income are clearer. 
(1975) reported that increases in income increased mobility for both

Brown

For example, one result reported consistently for diverse samples 
of households—including Dutch households (Morrison, 1967), Mexican families 
(Land, 1969), and many analyses of the behavior of U.S. households (S. Gold­
stein, 1954, 1958)—was that the number of "chronic movers" is substantial. 
As reported in studies on moving rates (Speare, 1970; Speare et al. 1974, 
and in regression analyses by Land, 1969 and Morrison, 1967), recent movers 
were more likely to move again.
tion of residence. Duration of residence seems to be important, 
controlling for age (Morrison, 1971a), but Speare (1970) found no effect 
for owners (mobility declines with duration for renters).

Alternatively, moving declines with dura-
even

2
See Butler and Kaiser (19 71) and McAllister et al. (1971) , for 

discussion of this point.
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owners and renters (decreases seem to have had no effect) , but the measure 

of income change that he employed is quite crude.

Investigations of the independent effect of education using moving rates 

reported either that more education was associated with higher mobility 

(Abu-Lughod and Foley, 1960; H. J. Brown and Kain, 1972; Goldstein and 

Mayer, 1964) or that it had no effect (Long, 1972; Morrison, 1972; Speare 

Likewise, regression analysis results indicate either that 

there is a slight positive effect (Goldstein, 1970) or no systematic

One possible explanation 

for the ambiguous results for income and education is the typically high 

correlation between household income and the educational level of the house­
hold head.

et al., 1974).

effect (Kain and Quigley, 1975; Weinberg, 1975).

Questions about the effect of occupation on mobility are tied up with social 
mobility, career patterns, socioeconomic status, and workplace stability.
Ihe occupation of the head of household was generally a poor predictor of 
mobility (Berghom and Naugle, 1973; Goldstein and Mayer, 1964; Long, 1972;

Weinberg (19 75) suggested instead that it made more sense 

to think of occupation as affecting the stability of employment at a 

particular workplace, which in turn would affect residential movement.
Some sociologists believed that socioeconomic status and upward social 
mobility play an independent role in moving behavior, but there was no 
agreement on their importance.^

=

Morrison, 1972).

There was no consensus either on the effects of accessibility, workplace 

location, and workplace change on subsequent mobility, 

remarked that "whether a change of workplace is associated with a change 
of residence is at present only a matter of speculation" ^P" 327) . 

Sociologists, using moving rate analysis, often found that accessibility 

and work-related reasons provide only minor impetus for residential moving

Johnston (1971)

Leslie and Richardson (1961) thought that career patterns and upward 
mobility played a more important role than the life-cycle, at least in 
forming desires to move. Whitney and Grigg (1958) stated that 90 percent 
of local moves were status-related. Moore (1966) suggested that lower 
status people were more mobile and Goldscheider (1966) stated that the 
elderly of lower socioeconomic status were less mobile, but Ross (1962) 
and Butler et al. (1964) asserted that class and/or status were unimportant 
in determining mobility.
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(S. Goldstein and Mayer, 1964; Speare et al.f 1974; Stegman, 1969; Thibeault
On the other hand, economists found that there 

H. J. Brown (1975) reported that a
1973; Zimmer, 1973) . 

was a much stronger relationship, 
decrease in accessibility (measured in time or distance) increased mobility

et al • r

Similarly, H. J. Brown and Kain (1972) , 
using cross-tabulation, as well as both H. J. Brown (1975) and Weinberg 

(1975), using regression analysis, found that the probability of a resi­
dential move was significantly greater when there was a workplace change.

for both owners and renters.

There is similar evidence from an examination of changes in employment 
status. It appears that such a change in employment status affects mobility, 
though the direction of that effect is unclear. Weinberg (1975) found that 
becoming unemployed raised moving and becoming employed lowered moving, 
whereas Fredland (1974) found the opposite (for renters). Retiring 

increased mobility (H. J. Brown, 1975; Fredland, 1974). Morrison (1972) 
found that unemployed men had higher moving rates, and Kain and Quigley
(1975) found that both retired household heads and households with more

H. J. Brown (1975) reported 

residential mobility increased for
than one worker were less likely to move, 
curious results for the unemployed: 
renters but decreased for owners as the number of months unemployed

G. S. Goldstein (1970) found that residential mobility de-
The results with respect to unemployment

increased.
dined with length on the job. 
incidence in particular must be evaluated with care; sampling error is
likely to be high because of the small fraction of households experiencing 

unemployment in each data base.

Environmental Characteristics

Many of these findings about the correlates of individual household 

ment are supported by ecological analyses that use moving rates reported 

by Census tracts or by other geographical units as the basis for analysis. 

For example, Moore's (1969) analysis of Brisbane indicated that mobility 

was inversely related to the average age of Census tract populations and 

directly related to the proportion of renter occupied units.

move-

Several ecological analyses suggest that neighborhood characteristics 

se are correlated with household mobility.
per

Stegman (1969) and Morrison 

(1972) believed that considerations of neighborhood quality dominate those
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of accessibility and housing unit quality. =Clark (1970) considered neighbor- =
hood factors very important, while Zimmer (1973) rejected neighborhood 
"dissatisfaction" as unimportant.

§

Overall it does appear that there are 
differential effects of individual and household factors on residential
mobility in different areas (Speare et al., 1974).

Other than ecological analyses of the effect of neighborhood racial composi­
tion on moving (Berry, 1976) , little work has been done on specific neigh­
borhood factors affecting moving behavior.

a small effect of crime and violence on local nobility for a national 
sample of households, but Greenberg and Boswell (1972) found that the 

perception of deterioration—especially as it related to a fear of crime— 

was an important motivation for moving among households in New York City. 
Boyce (1969) and Moore (1972) found that low evaluations of housing and 

neighborhood quality led to more mobility.

unit also increased mobility (Fredland, 1974; see also Goodman, 1974).

Droettboom et al. (1971) found

Overcrowding within a dwelling

Housing market considerations also seem to matter. Grigsby (1963) stated 

that moving would be affected by the price and availability of alternate 

dwellings. Weinberg (1975) has found that the tightness of the housing 

market (as measured by mortgage rates) was inversely related to household 

mobility. The distribution of public services and taxes relative to the 

distribution of income and wealth may also provide motivations for mobility, 
at least according to analysis by Aronson and Schwartz (1973).

VII.3 CONCLUDING REMARKS

The analysis of the reported literature has indicated a remarkable divergence 

of view about the effects of status variables on moving yet a convergence of 

view about the effect of changes on moving.
models provide little help in reconciling these differences, 
inappropriate to reject status variables because they are likely to at fact 
important determinants of moving such as search and moving costa or the 

degree of place attachment and thus lead to a household response to a 

change that is dependent on the levels of the status variables.

Moreover, the theoretical 

Yet it is
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