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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). The statements and conclusions
contained herein are those of the contractor and do not neces-
sarily reflect the views of the U.S. Government in general or
HUD 1n particular. Neither the United States nor HUD makes any
warranty, expressed or implied, or assumes responsibility for
the accuracy or completeness of the information contained herean.



ABSTRACT

This report analyzes program participation in the various foxms of housing
allowance programs tested in the Housing Allowance Demand Experiment. Two
stages in participation are analyzed--accepting the initial enroliment
offer and, for the forms of allowance which reguired households to lave

in units that met certain requirements, subsequently meeting requirements

and participating once enrclled.

The analysis finds that, as expected, programs of income-conditioned
transfer payments or rebates on rental expenditures have high participa-~
tion rates. The imposition of housing reqguirements reduces partaiclpation
rates considerably. There appears to be a reasonably stable relationship
between participation and a household's normal probability of meeting
reguirements in the absence of the allowance offer. This relationship
depends on the amount of the allowance payment offered, but not on the

type of requirement imposed or houschold demographic characteristics.

The report also considers differences in particaipation for households that
remained eligible for relatively long periods and discusses the implications
of the results for program evaluation and design. Some attention 1s paad

to the implications of the findings for other housing programs. In additicn,
technical concerns addressed in the report include evaluation of bias due

to sample selection and attrition, effects of population turnover on

participation, and development and testing of an underlying theoretical

model of the participation decision.
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SUMMARY

This 15 one of a series of technical reports on the results of housing pro-
grams tested in the Housing Allowance Demand Experiment. The Demand Exper-
ament, authorized by Congresg in the Housing Act of 1970, was designed to
test the concept of direct cash assistance (housing allowances) to low-in-
come households to enable them to rent suitable housing., The experiment
focused on the ways in which low-income renter households use housing al-
lowances. It tested a variety of allowance plans i1nvolving approximately
1,200 Experimental households and 500 Control households at each of two
sites: Allegheny County, Pemnsylvania (Pittsburgh) and Maricopa County,
Arizona (Phoenix), during 1973-1977. Each houschold enrolled in the exper-

iment was offered allowance payments for three years. Analysis is based on

data from the first two years.

This report discusses participation in the various programs tested by the
Demand Experiment. Low-income housing programs in the Unated States typi-
cally have openings for only a small fraction of their eligible population.
Because these programs are severely restricted by funding levels, they pro-
vide little information about their relative appeal for different types of
househeolds or their ultimate potential for serving all eligible households
1f they were to be fully funded. The analysis of participation in the De-
mand Experiment addresses these 1ssues. Because the analysis is based on a
sample of eligqable households 1n each site, it estimates the responses of
all eligible households from which the sample was drawn. Thus, although
the Demand Experiment was itself limited in size, it simulates an open—en-—

rollment program with uwniversal entitlement for all eligible households.

The housing allowance programs tested in the Demand Experiment can be di-
vided into three major types-~Housaing Gap, Unconstrained, and Percent of
Rent. Housing Gap programs offered participants payments designed to make
up all or part of the gap between the estimated costs of medest, exaistaing
standard housing in each site and the fraction of its income that a house-
hold might be expected to afford for housing. Households could only receive
these payments :f they lived in or moved to housing that met cextain program
requirements. Three different requirements were tested in the Demand Exper-

iment——Minimum Standards and two levels (High and Iow) of Minimum Rent,




Housing Gap households assigned to Minimum Standards programs had te occupy
housing that met certain physical and occupancy standards in order to re-
ceive payments. Households assigned to Minimum Rent programs had to spend

a minimom amount for housing in order to receive their allowance payments.

The other type of housing allowance program tested did not impose housing
reguirements. Percent of Rent plans offered households rebates egual to a
fixed fraction of their monthly rent. Payments were tied directly to hous-
ing expenditures, but no other regquirements were imposed. Households were
free to spend as much or as little for housing as they wished and could oc~
cupy any private rental unit in the two counties., In addition, the Uncon-
strained plan offered households payments based on the same formula used
for the Housing Gap plans, but without imposing any housing requirements,

This plan was, in effect, a welfare or income mailntenance pProgram.

The experiment also included a group of Control households. Contreol house-
holds provide benchmark information on the housing that eligible households

would cceupy without assistance from the housing allowance prograns.

The participation rates analyzed in this report are based on two household
decasions, Fixrst, all households offered enrollment an the Demand Experi-
ment had to decide whether to accept the enrcllment offer. For Perxcent of
Rent and Unconstrained households, this was the only participation decision.
Once these househelds had accepted the enrollment offer and had been certi-
fied as eligible they were enrolled in the experiment and began to receiwve
allowance payments immediately, Housing Gap households still had to meet
the housing requirements. Some households were already living in units
that met requirements when they enrolled. Other households had to arrange
to meet reguirements in their current unait or move to a drfferent unit that
did meet regquirements in order to qualify for allowance payments. The par-
ticipation rate of Housing Gap houscholds, therefore, 1s the product of two
rates--their acceptance rate and their subseguent participation rate after

enrollment.

The major findings of the analysis are summar:ized below.

1. Particapation rates for Percent of Rent and Unconstrained programs wWere

high,

Overall, B4 percent of the households that completed the initial
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enroliment interview for the Percent of Rent and Unconstrained
programs accepted the enrollment offer. Rates were similar in
the two sites {82 percent in Paittsburgh and 87 percent in
Phoenmix). The reasons most often given for refusing to partic-
1pate were program requirements (such as monthly income reports
and periodic housing evaluwations) and reluctance to accept money
from the government. However, these reasons were rarely the
only ones given; most households gave several reasons for re-

jecting the enrollment offer.

Participation rates for the Housing Gap programs were only about half
those for the Percent of Rent and Unconstrained programs. This was a
direct result of the housing reguirements used in the Housing Gap pro-

grams.

Housing Gap housecholds accepted the initial enrollment offer
only slightly less often than Percent of Rent and Unconstrained
househclds (78 percent for the Housing Gap programs in the two
sites as opposed to 84 percent for the Percent of Rent and Un-
constrained preograms). However, only 58 percent of enrolled
Housing Gap households ever met the housing requirements and
participated during the two vears after enrollment, As a re-
sult, the overall participation rate for Housing Gap households

was only 45 percent.

The Housing Gap programs tested in the Demand Experiment were able to
reach less than one-fourth of the eligible households that would other-
wise have been living in substandard housing (as defined by the program's
reguirements), As a result, a large majority of the households that dagd
participate in the Housing Gap programs were households that would have
met requirements on their own, without assistance from the allowance

program,

Housing Gap households that were already living i1n units that
met requirements became participants as soon as they accepted
the enrollment offer and werxe enrolled i1n the program. Thus

these households had high participation rates similar to those

of Percent of Rent and Unconstrained households, Among enrolled




Housing Gap households that were not already living in units

that met requirements, on the other hand, only 38 percent

experience of Control households indicates that almost half
of these households would have met requirements on their own,
regafdless of the allowance offer. As a result, the estimated
overall participation rate for enrolled households that would

not have met the program requirements was less than 23 percent.

Almost 55 percent of the Housing Gap households that 4id par-
ticrpate were households that were already living in units
that met regquirements when they enrclled in the experiment.
another 20 percent were households that met reguirements after
enrollment on their own, and not because 0f the enrollment
offer. Only ons~fourth of all Housing Gap participants were
induced to meet the housing regquirements by the allowance

offer.

Housing requirements did induce some households that would
have lived in substandard housing to obtain housing that met
the program's reguirements., The requirement alsc guaranteed
that all subsidized units met bagic program standards. This
was accomplashed, however, by effectively excluding most

households in substandard housing from the program.

later met requirements and participated. Fuorthermore, the
4. More stringent housing requirements reduced participation rates, primarily
‘ by reducing the proportion of households that met regmrements on their

own without the assastance of the allowance offer.

The least stringent requirement tested was the Minimum Rent
Low requirement, which over two—-thirds (68 percent} of en-

rolled households would have met without any housing allow-
ance program. &As a result, participation rates for Housing
Gap programs with thais regquirement were high--78 pexrcent of

enrclled households or 61 percent of all households offered

regquirement 1n any case, only 13 percent of the participants
in these programs were households that were induced to meet

the Minimum Rent ILow requirement by the allowance program.

I
enrollment. Because so many households would have met thas
S-4



The Minimum Rent High requirement was more stringent; only 30
rercent of enrolled households would have met this regquire-
ment on their own, Participation rates for programs with
this reguirement were accordingly lower—-56 percent of en-
rolled households oxr 44 percent of all households offered en-
rollment participated. However, 29 percent of the partaca-
pants were i1nduced to meet the requirement because of the

allowance program offer.

Finally, the most stringent requirement tested was Minlmum
Standards; only 17 percent of enrolled households would have
met this requirement on their own. Participation rates undex
this requirement were accordingly lower yet--47 percent of
enrolled households or 37 percent of all households offered
enrollment. One-thaird of all participants under the Minimum
Standards programs were induced to meet the requirements by

the allowance offer,

Because households in housazng that did not meet program reguirements
were unlikely to participate, participation rates in the Housing Gap
program were signlficantly lower for those in the weorst housing, in-—
¢luding the very poor, minoritiss, and very large households., In con-
trast, there were no strong and consastent demographic differences zin

participation rates for programs without housing reguirements.

While there were significant demographic differences ain
acceptance rates at each site, they were generally eithexr
modest in size or inconsistent between the two gites. It
appears that rejection of the enrcllment offer was based on
a wvariety of household concerns, with no strong causal links
to demographic characteristics., This applied both to the
Housing Gap programs and the Percent of Rent and Uncon-

strained programs.

Subsequent participation after enrollment among Housing Gap
households was, however, wery strongly influenced by whether
a househeld was already living in a unit that met the require-
ments when i1t enrolled. ILikewise, households that were least

likely to meet requirements on therr own were also less likely

8-5
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to participate. This inciuded, in particular, the very poor,

minorities and wvery large households.

The particlpation rate among ncnminority Housing Gap house-
holds was 1.43 times that of black houssholds and 1.40 times
that of Spanish American households. ILikewise, two-person
households had a participation rate 1.47 times highexr than
that of households with five or more persons, Finally, house-
holds with annual incomzs of more than $2,000 participated at
1.40 times the rate for households with i1nhcomes less than

$2,000 per vyear.

There 1is evidence that, at least for a Minimum Standards requirement,
participation rates can be increased by offering substantially higher
payments., Unless these payments can be effectively targeted, however,

the cosis may be prohibitive.

The Demand Experament tested several different payment levels
for each type of requirement. While changes in payment level
had no significant effect on the participation of Minimum Rent
households, they did result 1n a significant increase in par-
ticipation among Minimum Standards households, A program that
would have induced 40 percent of Minimum Standards households
in substandard housing to meet the Minimum Standards requize-—
ments was estimated to reguire an average allowange payment
for the two sites of about $115 per month, or $50 more than
the actual average allowance payment offered at enrolilment.
Even with these payments, the estimated overall participation
rate for all households would still be only 51 percent, and
slightly over half of the participants would be households an-

duced to meet reguirements by the allowance offer,

There 1s evidence that the allowance offer had more impact on households
that remained eligible for longer periods of time. However, the basic

particaipation patterns indicated sbove were still maintained.

Some Housing Gap households may not have participated because
they did not remain eligible for long enough periods of time

to be willing or able to change their housing to mest requrre-
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ments ., Participation rates among Housing Gap households that
remained enrclled and elagible for two years after enrollment

were the gsame as those for all enrolled households (58 percent).

However, a somewhat larger proportion of participants were
households that were induced to meet requirements by the al-
lowance cffer. An estimated 34 percent of Housing Gap par-
trcipants enrclled and eligible at the end of two years were
households that had been induced to meet requirements by the
allowance offer, as copposed to 25 percent of all Housing Gap

particrpants.

8. The absclute participation rates estimated from the Demand Experiment may

overstate the rates that would be cbserved in an ongoing progran.

Participation rates estimated in the Dewmand Experament are
based on the responses of households that completed the ina-
tzal enrollment interview, All of these households had re-
ceived a brief description of the program including an esti-
mate of the allowance paywent that they would receive if
they participated. To the extent that househclds eligible
for an ongoing program would be less aware of the program's

benefits, participation rates could be much lower.

9, Further research would be desirable on the extent to which the patterns
of participation observed for housing allowances alsc hold for other

programs.

The analysis of participation under the Housing Gap programs
tested in the Demand Experiment shows a gstrong connection
between a household's normal probability of living in hous-
ing that meets program standards and its willangness and
ability to participate. As a result, relatively few partic-
1pants were households that obtained standard housing be-
cause of the allowance offer. Most participants were house-
helds that obtained standard housing on their own., For these
households the allowance program primarily offered financial

relief rather than a material change in their housing.




The same pattern of limited housing change could also apply
0 other housing programs. The Housing Gap housing allow-
ance programs are broadly similar in concept to such pro-
grams as Public Housihg, Section 236 or Section B, all of
vhich offer elagable households housing that meets certain
standards at below-market rents. In addition, the Section
8 (existing) ILeased Housing Program and housing allowances

share many specific program elements.

High participation rates for any of these programs would
only be possible 1f a substantial proportion of eligible
households were willing to c¢hange their housing. The re-
sults of the Demand Experiment suggest that thas is not the
case., However, direct empirical research i1s necessary to
determine whether the pattern of relatively low potential
participation rates and limited housing change found for

housing allowances in fact applies to these programs.



SOURCES OF FINDINGS

1.

For acceptance rates among Percent of Rent and Unconstrained
households, see Table 3-1. For reasons given by households for
rejecting the enrocllment offer, see Tables 3-5 and 3-6,

See Tabhle 2-3,

Figures are weaghted averages of the figures for the different
Housing Gap plans shown in Tables 2-9 and 4-6. 8See also the
discussion of Table 6-3 in Chapter 6.

See Table 4-6,

For demographic differences in acceptance, see Tables 2-7 and 3-3
and accompanying discussion. For demographic differences in sub-
sequent participation among Housing Gap households, see Tables 2-14,
4-7, and 4-8 and accompanying discussion. Participation rates .
cited in the finding are marginal rates from Table 2-14, The
differences 1n marginal rates cited are also very close to the
differences estimated in the logistic specification of Table 4-7,
taking account of other demographic variables.

See Table 4-4 and the discussion following Table 4-6 for the
computations based on a $50 increase in allowance payments. The
participation rate of 40 percent reflects an acceptance rate of

28 percent and a subseguent participation rate of 50 percent. No
attempt was made to adjust acceptance rates due to the small effects
estimated for increases in payments above $40 (Table 3=-3).

et

See Table 5-5.
See Section 2.6 of Chapter 2 and Appendices V and VI.

For the nature of benefits to participants see Chapter ¢ and the
reports referenced there.




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This 1s one of a series of technical reports on the Housing Allowance Demand
Experament. The Demand Experiment was designed to provide information on
how low-income households use housing allowance payments. Evaluation is
based on twe yearxrs of cbservation at twoe sites; Pittsburgh (Allegheny
County}, Pennsylvania, and Phoenix {(Maricopa County), Brizona. The experi-
ment offered allowance payments to approximately 1,200 households selected
at randocm in each area. Several different allowance plans were tested
invelving different payment formulas and housing requirements. JIn additicn,
a control group of approximately 500 households was maintained at each site.
This report analyzes the participation ¢of eligible households i1n the Demand
Experiment and the impact of different allowance plans and household char-

acteristics on househeld participation,

Discussions of participation in housing programs in the United States have
been dominated by the small number of subsidized units available compared

to the very much larger eligible population. HNo housing program in the
Unrted States provides nearly encugh units to serve all eligible households.
This has raised serious issues of equity with critics asserting that housing
programs 1n effect offer substantial aid to the lucky few that get into them
and nothing to the many that do not find a place.2 The Demand Bxperiment

addresses a very different issue.

The opportunity to participate in the varicus housing allowance programs
tested in the Demand Experiment was offered to a sample of eligible house-
holds i1n the Pittsburgh and Phoenix metropolitan arsas. The responses of
households to this offer estimate the response of all eligable households
from which the sample was drawn. Thus, although the Demand Experiment was

laimrted 1in size, 1t is intended to represent an open-enrollment universal

1

This report builds on the results of a preliminary analysls of
participation during the first year of the experament, presented in
Kennedy, et al. (1977).

2
See, for example, Weicher (1979, p. 36), and Muth (1973, p. 26).
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entitlement program with extensive outreach rather than the limited enroll-

ment programs common te low-income housing assistance in the United States.

In an open—-enrcollment program such as Food Stamps or Aid to Famil:ies with
Dependent Children (AFDC), the participation rate has immedlate-lmpllcatlons
for both program benefits and costs. High participation rates mean that the
program effectively reaches, and makes payments to, most of its targeted
population. Low participation rates mean lower total program costs, but
also indicate that the program has failed to reach many of the households

1t was intended to serve. Whether such failures indicate the need for
supplemental or alternative programs may depend in part on who participates,
A program of assistance to low-income households may, for example, have
reasonably high overall participation rateg but still fail to reach the very
poor, the working poor, or elderly households. Alternatively, if program
participation rates are low only for households close to the program's
income eligibility lamats, there may be little desire to amend or supplement

the program to reach this group.

Such issues of program effectiveness and cost rarely arise in limited enroll-
ment programs with a lamited number of openings. Of course, 1f participa-
tion rates are very low, even a lamited enrollment program may not be able
to f1ll all of 1its openings. More usually, however, the program is able to

£111 1ts openings and indeed may be able to fill them according to a

lThlS 1s particularly true when the eligible population is extended
beyond the original target population to include higher-income households
in order to reduce program benefits gradually as household income lncreases
(and thus reduce possible work disincentaves)., In this case, the higher
income segment of the eligible population is not i1tself of direct policy
concern. Lower particapation rates among higher-income households also, of
course, wmply higher per unit costs in an income-conditioned program. Fail-
ure to account for this may undermine the program's financial feasibaility.
(For a case study of this problem in one of the eight experimental demon-—
stration programs conducted under the Administrative Agency Experament, see
Holshouser, 1976.)



predetermined set of demographic targets.1 In general, program operators

never know whether their program effectively appeals to most eligible
households. Indeed, overall housing programs in the United States could
effectaively interest as little as 20 percent of the eligible population

with no cbvicus effect on enrcllment or waiting 115ts.2

The Demand Experiment provides a rare opportunity to analyze potential
participation in at least one form of housing program-—housing allowances.
The experiment tested a var:iety of different allowance plans

involving major variatiens in the type of program offered as well as
further variations in payment level and other program features within
each major type of program. The analysis of differences in parthlpatloq
rates across these different program types and among different demographic
groups ¢an provide important insights not only into the way a housing
allowance program would work, but also into the potential of existing
limited enrollment programs to gerwve their targeted populations rpf

enrollment were open to all eligible households,

Information on participation in the Demand Experiment is especially help-
ful in the analysis of relative participation rates for different demo-
graphic groups, different forms of a housing allowance, and different
types of housing requirements. Indeed, the experiment was designed to
analyze relative rather than absolute rates of participation, recognizing
that the lewvel of participation in an actual program might be different

from that cbserved durxing the experiment. Por example, the sample of

1Differential participation rates may make extensaive efforts
necessary 1f the program 1s to obtain enough applicants to fill the
openings allotted tc a particular group. The Administrative Agency
Experiment, for example, found that special outreach efforts were needed
to reach both the elderly and the working poor. In the case of the
elderly, this reflected hoth less awareness of the program's existence
and a reluctance to apply. For the working poor, i1t apparently reflected
& reluctance to apply (see MacMillan and Hamalton, 1977).

2The U.S5. Department of Housing and Urban Development (1973,
Pp. 4-27) estimated in the earxly 1970s that all subsidized U.S. housing
programs combined served less than 10 percent of any income stratum of
eligible households. Thus, 1f only twice as many households as this would

would want to participate, there would be an ample supply of households
for program waiting lists,



households eligible for the Demand Experiment were approached in their homes
and offered the opportunity to enrcll. This individual cutreach is
undoubtedly more extensive than that of any ongoing program. Nevertheless,
the absolute participation rates observed in the éxperiment are also of
interest. In certain circumstances, the rates observed i1n the experiment
may be congidered upper bounds on the possable rates which might be observed
in an actual program. Since many of the rates cobserved were quite low, their

role as an upper bound supplies valuable information about the limits of

participation.

The program variations tested in the Demand Experaiment can be divided into
three major proetotypes, which characterize a number of nonhousing programs
a54well as possible housing allowance programs. The major form of allow-
ance tested, called a Housing Gap allowance, offered households a payment
equal to the difference between the estimated cost of modest, existing
standard housing 1in their area and a fraction of household income that the
household might reasonably he expected to afford for housing. 1In order teo
recelve their allowance payment, households in these plans had to live in a
un:t that met certain housing requairements. Two types of regquirements were
tested—-a Minimum Standards requirement, which set minimum physical standards
for the unat as well as an occcupancy standard, and a Minimum Rent reguire-

ment, which regquired that a household spend at least a certain minimum

amount for housing.

The Housing Gap form of housing allowance shares certain features with all
low-1ncome housing assistance programs in the United States. All such pro-
grams effectively offer recapients units that meet certain standards at
below market rents, which usuwally (but not alwavs) depend on household size
and income. The major differences among these programs are the extent to
which they rely on the private market and the degree of responsibility and

freedom of choice that they allow to recipients,

Housing Gap allowances are most closely related to the current Section 8
(existing} leased housing program, which indeed was to some extent designed
to reflect the early experience in the Administrative Agency Experiment portion

of the Experimental Housing Allowance Program.l As with a Houslng Gap allowance,

1

The Demand Experiment 1s one of three experiments conducted by HUD
as part of the Experimental Housing Allowance Program. The other two expera-
ments are the Administrative Agency Experiment and the Supply Experiment.
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Section 8 offers reciplents payments based on income and household size.
Iaikewise, reciplents must live in housing that meets certain standards
but do not have to move 1T they already live in a unit that meets the
standards or can arrange to have deficiencies repaired. The major
differences between the two programs are that under Section 8 payments
are made directly to the landlord, reguiring agreements between the
landlord and the local housing authority administering the program as
well as between the landlord and tenant, and that Section 8 recipients

are not permitted to rent units that cost more than a maximun amount.

Undexy new construction programs such as Public Housing or Section 236,

on the other hand, the local housing authority or developer 1s much more
invelved in the production of housing unats., Units an these programs are
newly built or rehabilitated for the program, either under contract to or
regulation by federal or local agencies. Thus, these programs offer recip-

rents a choice ameong units specifically created forxr the program.

The other azllowance plans tested in the Demand Experiment did not directly

impose housing requirements. Households assigned to the Unconstrained

plan were coffered payments calculated using the Housing Gap formula, but
did not have to meet any housing regquirements. These households essentially
were offered a welfare or income maintenance payment. Indeed, although
payments under the Unconstrained plan were determined by putative need for
housing assistance rather than need for general income assistance, the
formula used was similar in form to several tested in the various income
malntenance experiments and in fact offered average payments of roughly

the same size as those proposed under the 1972 Family Assistance Plan.

Households assigned to the thard type of alleowance plan, calied Percent of

Rent, were offered payments equal to a fixed percent of their rental

lHou51ng Gap allowances are alsc similar to the earlier Section 23
leased housing program under which local housing authorities leased housing
from private landlords and sublet 1t to eligible low-income households at
reduced rents. Under Section 23, however, the local housing authority
generally selected and leased@ the unit. A Housing Gap allowance places
rasponsibility for finding and rentaing units with recipients, with corres~
pondingly greater freedom of choice. (There were provisions in Section 23
which allowed authorities to lease units found by recipients, but the
practice was not common.)

2Th15 was pointed out by Stephen Mayoc in Conroy and Maye (1974, p. 23).



expenditures. Payments were tied to housing because they depended on rent,
but households could pay any rent and occupy any unit they cheose. The
Percent of Rent plan is similar in praineciple to & wide variety of subsidy
programs. Most obwviously, the current Food Stamp program essentially offers
participants a reduced cost or rebate on their food expenditures (up to a
maximam) . Inkewise, medical insurance programs and tax deductions and
credits all effectaively reduce the cost of various goods and sexrvices owver

some range of gpending.

In addition to these three allowance plans, the Demand Experament also
enrollied a group of Control households. These households, paid $10 a month
for providing all the information reguired of Experimental households,” form
a comparlson group against which to measure the effects ¢f the allowance

Programs.

The participation process in the Demand Experiment involved several stages.
First, househelds had to be selected for the Demand Experiment sample and
offered enrollment, Once offered enroilment, the households themselves had
to decide whether or not to accept the enrollment offer. In addaition, house-
holds could latex drop out of the experiment either because they changed
their mind about enrcolling or because their circumstances changed. The
analysis of participation in this report focuses on households' decisions
about whether to accept the enrollment offer and, for Housing Gap households,

their subsequent behavior in meeting housing requirements.

The first stage in the enrcllment process was essentially the same for all
households. Sampled households were i1dentified as potentially eligible on
the basis of an initial screening interview, assigned to one of the experi-
mental allowance plans, and then approached at their homes, told what the
program would involve, and offered enrollment. Thus, all of the households
analyzed in this report knew about the program and were able to make a
reasonably informed decisicon akout whether they wanted to participate.
Bifferences in participation should, therefore, reflect differences in pro-

gram appeal rather than differences in outreach.l

Once offered enrcollment in the experiment, households had to decide whether

or not te accept the offer and enroll in the experiment. For households

1
For a discussion of the effects of different outreach methods i1n
the Administrative Agency Experament, see MacMillan and Hamilton {1977).

6



an the Percent of Rent and Unconstrained plans, no more was reguired.

After they were cértlfled as eligible, enrolled households in these groups
began to receive payments immediately. For these households, participation
essentially was decided once they accepted the enroliment offer. Partici-
pation among households an the Housing Gap plans required a further step.
These households also had to meet requirements in oxder to receive payments.
Scome already met the requirements before they enrclled and began to receive
allowance payments immediately. Others had to correct deficiencies in
their current unit or move to a different unit that did meet regquirements

in order to participate in the allowance program and recelve payments.

After households had enrcolled and begun to receive payments, they maght still
drop out of the experiment either because they changed their minds about
accepting the enrollment offer or because their circumstances changed. Thus,
many households dropped out of the program because they were no longer
eligible to receive payments due, for example, to increased incomes, moves
out of the experaimental area, or buying a house. Others apparently simply
changed their minds about the program. These two sorts of attraition have
different implications for program participation, basically depending on

whether or not they represent permanent reversals.

Enrolled households that became ineligible were not replaced in the Demand
Experiment. In an ongoing program, however, they would normally be re-
placed by newly eligible houscholds {apart from any secular trend ain the
s1ze of the el}gible population). Indeed, the same counld be true of house-
holds that changed their mands about the program. If these changes reflected
actual experience with the program and represent a permanent revision of

the household's enroliment decision, then they would permanently reduce the
number of participating households in an ongoing program as well. It is not
incenceivable, however, that households changed their minds due to other
stresses that, for exanple, made the program's reporting reguirements more
Purdensore and that could later be reversed. In this case, as with other
changes in household circumstances, attrition from the Demand Experiment

sample would normally be offset in an ongoling program by new participants.

It 1s i1mpossible to determine wath any certainty which of these situations
maintained in the Demand Experiment, though some attempt can be made at

least to indicate the potential magnitude of the 1mplications for




participaticn rates. The most important aspect of the problem of enrollee
turnover, however, 15 its implaicatrons for participaticon 1in the Housing Gap
programs. Housing Gap households that did not already meet requirements at
enrollment had either to arrange to have the deficiencies in their current
units remedied or to move to new units that did meet the requirements.
These steps take time, and i1n some cases considerable time. Some

Housing Gap households may not have become participants because they did
not have time to meet requirements before they became ineligible, for
example. High turnover rates in the enrolled population could by

1
themselves reduce the participation rate among Housing Gap households,

This would alsc be the case 1n an ongoing program. Nevertheless, there is
some interest in sorting out the factor of enrollee turnover, and especially
turnover due to ineligibility, from other factors. TLow participation among
households that were eligible for relatiavely short periods may be of
relatively less concern than failure to sexrve households that were in need
for consaderable periods of time. Fortunately,most of the households
enrolled in the Demand Experiment did remain e€ligible for at least two years
after enrollment. The participation of these households can be analyzed to
estimate the potential effectiveness of the program in reaching households

that rewmain eligible for reasonably long periods.

mnalysis of participation in the Demand Experiment thus involves several
dirfferent program types and, for Housing Gap households, several different
gstages 1n participation. This 1s an admittedly complex, 1f analytically
rewarding, Structure. Chapter 2 provides a broad overview of the overall
participataon process for each type of program. It sets the stage for the
analysis of later chapters in terms of both the conceptual framewerk and
the basic facts about participation over the two years of the experiment.
The importance of different stages in participation for the different
allowance plans 1s discussed, and participation rates by demographlic group,
payment level, and type of housing requirements are presented. Chapter 3
then presents an analysis of the farst stage of participation, accepting

enrollment. As lndicated above, this is the stage common to 211

1

The potential importance of this factor was pointed out to us by
several analysts at the Rand Corporation in connection with their analysis
of the Supply Experament. See 2ppendix VII for references.



the programs tested. The emphasis of the chapter 1s on comparing accept-
ance rates among the different program types and identafying major demo-—

graphic and program influences on household acceptance.

The remaining analyses focus on the Housing Gap allowance plans. Chapter
4 discusses and analyzes the extent to which Housing Gap households
enrolled in the experiment eventually met regquirements and received
payments. It examines the role of housing regquirements and payment levels
as well as demographic characteristics in determining the participation of
enrolled households. Chapter 5 then examines participation among enrolled
Housing Gap households that remained eligible for the entire two years of
the experimental period. A final chapter, Chapter 6, summarizes the
results of the analysis and discusses their mplications for housing

assistance programs in general.
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CHAPTER 2
OVERVIEW

As indicated in Chapter 1, the analysis of participation in the Demand
Experiment 1s both complex in structure and correspondingly rich in results.
It concerns a variety of different programs and demographic groups, and
deals with several different stages in the participation process. Thas
chapter attempts both to motivate and summarize the analysis presented in

the rest of this report. <

The chapter starts with a brief description of the actual process by which
households became participants in the Demand Experiment allowance programs.
This is done both to provide a precise definition of the participation
rates analyzed an this report and to relate them to participation rates in
ongoing programs. The next section describes the various allowance plans
tested in the Demand Experiment and the way in whach participation rates
varied under the different plans. This is followed by separate discussions
of the two major stages in partigipation—--the initizal decision to accept
the enrollment offer and, for Housing Gap households, subsequent partici-
pation after enrollment. The subsequent particaipation of Housing Gap
households 1s discussed first in terms of all enrolled households and

then 1n terms of enrclled households that remained enrolled and eligible
for two vears. A final section summarizZes a variety of technical i1ssues

relating to the definition of participation rates in this report and thear

interpretation in terms of an ongolng program.

2.1 THE PARTICIPATION PROCESS IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The actual process by which households bhecame partacipants in the various
program plans tested in the Pemand Experiment involved a number of steps,
only some of which relate to households’' decisions to participate. These
steps are different from those in an operating program and, in general,
1t appears that participation rates in the Demand Experlmené should bhe
regaxded as upper bounds on the participation rate that would be observed

in a similar operating program.
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In a typical housing asslstance program, eligible households may learn

about the program from a variety of sources. They may see Or hear public
service announcements or advertisements sponsored by the housing agency:
they may learn about the program from friends or relatives; or they may be
roforred to the program fromtanother social service agency.l A rnumber of
eligible households may never hear about the program, and still others may
hear about 1t but decide not to apply. Households that apply to the pro-
gram may or may not be selected to be enrolled and, once enrolled, may
have to locate a unit which meets certain requirements before they can
begin to recerve benefits. Several participation rates are of interest

in such a program——the broportlon of houscholds in the eligible population
that hear about the program, the proportion of these households that then
apply for the program, the proportion of applicants that are enrolled, and

the proportion of enrolled households that become payment recipients.

In the Housing Allowance Demand Experiment, applacation and enrollment
were handled differently from the typical program procedures described
above. The outreach process used an the experament was structured to
provide equal access to a sample of potentially eligible households withan
certain geographic areas. TFirst, a sample of dwelling units was drawn at
each 51te.2 Households i1n these units were braefly interviewed in a
Screening Interview to determine whether they were likely to be eligible
for the experimental program. Households that were apparently eligible
were then re-interviewed (the Bazeline Interview) to obtain information

on their pre-experimental situation. At no tame during either the

Screening or Baseline Interviews were househelds told about the

1These were in fact the three major sources from which households
learned about the housing allowance program in the Administratave Agency
Experiment. Fraiends and relatives were the most important source,
referral was second, and media anhouncements were third. See MacMillan
and Hamilton (1977).

The sample was drawn from laists of all units within Allegheny
and Maricopa Counties excepting those in Census tracts with median (1970)
incomes of over $12,000, blocks with fewer than 10 percent rental units
or less than five rental units in number, blocks with only Public Housing
or Section 23 units, and blocks scheduled for demolition.

12



experament or offered enrollment. Thus, househelds that did not complete

1
these 1nterviews represent a pure interviewing loss.

Houscholds that completed both the Screening and Baseline Interviews were
randomly assigned to the various experimental housing allowance plans and
offered enrollment. This was the first taime that households were told
about the Experimental Housing Allowance Program. Households that accepted
the offer and applied for the program completed a detailed report on their
income, assets, rent, and household size. This information was reviewed
and the reported income verified te determine actual household eligibilaty.

Eligible househelds were then enrclled in the experiment.

Not all of the households that enrolled in the experiment became allowance
recipients. In a number of the allowance plans, households were reguired
to live in units that met certain requirements before they could receive
an allowance payment. Enrolled househclds that already met these reguire-
ments or that were assigned to allowance plans that diad not have housing
requirements began to receave payments 1mmédlate1y after enrcllment. Other
households had to move to new units or upgrade their current units in order

to meet the housing requirements and become program particaipants.

Particapation in the Demand Experiment thus involved a number of stages as
shown i1n Faigure 2-1--bheing selected for the enrollment sample, being con-—
tacted for enrollment, completing the enrollment interview, deciding to
accept the enrollment offer, being determined eligible, enrclling, and
becoming a recipient. For the analysis of program participation, these
stages can be combined 1ntec twe major participation decisions-—-first,
accepting the enrollment offer and enrclling in the experiment and second,
once enrclled, actually participating in the program and receiving an
allowance payment. The analysis of acceptance is based on households that
got far enough in the enrollment process to receive a conmplete descriptlion

of the program offer. The analysis of subsequent participatiocn is based

1
Completion rates for the two interviews were as follows;

Plttsbhurgh Phoenix
Screening Interview £3.43 82.3%

Baseline Interview 84.1 83.0

In addition, some apparently ineligible households were eliminated as a
result of each interview, -
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on enrclled households. Participants are defined as all enrclled house-
holds that ever received an allowance payment over the two years of the
experiment. 0Overall particapation rates are the product of the acceptance

rate and the subseguent participation rate.l

These two stages do not corregpond exactly to the stages of participation
obsexrved 1n a typical housing program. Participation rates in the experi-
ment can yield information that is relevant to other programs, however.
Most obvicusly, the experiment provides i1nformation on the relative parti-
cipation of various groups in a situation in which an amportant initial
variable--hearing about the program—--is held constant. Furthermore, since
the probability of hearing about a program 1s likely to vary by demo-
graphic group,2 using a sample of househeolds contacted in their homes
allows the analysis to concentrate on the households' reaction to the
offer, rather than on thear probabillty-of hearing ahout the program.

The same argument holds for households' reactions to various program
features such as payment amount and type oé housing requirements. House-
holds' reactions to the amount of the allowance offered them and the
regquirements they would have to meet in order to receive it give an indi-
cation cof relative participation in different types of housing allowance
programs. In addition, the success 0f enrcvlled households in the experi-
ment in meeting the requirements and recelving payments gives an indica-
tion of the likely success of enrclled households in meeting such require—

ments i1n a more typical operating program.

4t the same time, absolute participation rates are also of interest. As
andicated above, the participation rates presented 1nh this report are
based on households that got far enoﬁgh in the enrcllment interview to
recelve a complete description of the program offer, adjusting for house-

holds that were found to be 1neligible for the program (and hence could

The step between acceptance and enrollment indaicated 1n Figure 2-1
can be ignored for analysis, since it was almost entirely a matter of eli-
gibility review. Amcng accepting households that were determined to be
eligible, 99 percent ain Pittsburgh and 98 percent in Phoenix actually
enrolled in the experiment.

2
See MacMillan and Hamilton {(1977).
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not participate). The key issues in this definition are the elimination
_of households that did not complete the initial enrollment intexview, the
way in which 1neligible households are handled, and the i1mplications of
attration during the two years of the experiment. Each of these issues
18 discussed further in Section 2.6, below, and i1n various supporting
appendices. In general, that discussion suggests that the absolute par-
ticipation rates estimated in the Demand Experiment are, if anything,
higher than those that would be cobserved 1n an operating program. The

difference may not, however, be very great.

2.2 OVERALL PARTICIPATION RATES

As indicated in Chapter 1, the various allowance plans tested in the Demand
Experiment each fall into cne of three major types of program—-Unconstrainead,
Percent of Rent, and Housing Gap. The Unconstrained plan 1s a typical
income maintenance or welfare program. Elagible households assigned to this

plan were offered a payment determined by

1) P = C* - DbY
where
P = payment
C* = a basic payment level, equal to the

estimated cost of modest, exXisting
standard housing in each site, and
varied by site and household size

Y = household income, including income
from other transfer programs such
as Social Securaity and AFDC, and

b = the rate at which payment declines

with income (set at 0.25 for the

Unconstrained plan).
This payment formula i1s samilar to formulas tested in the inccome mainten—
ance experiments, except that the payment parameters, C¥ and "b", were
set in terms of putative housing needs rather than needs for all soxrts of
consumption. Thus, C* was the estimated cost of modest, existing standard
heusang for wvarious householdI51zes in each site. Likewise, "b" was set
equal to the fraction of its i1ncome that a low-income household might be
expected to devote to housing (specifically, 25 percent). Because of
their housing crientation, koth C* and "b" were lower than similar para-

meters in most income maintenance programs.

16



The Percent of Rent plans offered households a rebate on their monthly rent,

Under these plans, payments were calculated by
{2) P = aR

where

a the rebate fraction, and

R

I

household rental expenditures.

Five different Percent of Rent plans were tested, with different rebate
levels of "a" (0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, and 0.6). These plans, 1in effect,
reduced the cost of housing to reclplents by the amount of the rebate.
A household i1n the 0.5 rebate group, for example, could rent any unit

in the program area at half its market cost.

The Housing Gap plans made up the major program type tested in the Demand
Experaiment. Under these plans, households were offered payments under the

same general formula as the Unconstrained plan,

(3) P = d4dc* - by
where
F = payment
C* = the estimated cost of meodest, existing

standard housing in each site, wvaried
by site and household size

Y = household income

d = the multiple of C* used in setting pay-
ments, and

b = the rate at which payment declines with
rncome.
The only difference between payments in the Housing Gap and Unconstrained
plans 1s that Housing Gap plans tested three different basic payment levels
{dC* equal to 1.2C*%, C¥*, and 0.8C%*) and three different wvalues of "b"
(0.15, 0.25, and 0.35), whereas the Unconstrained plan calculated all pay-

ments under the same formula (4C* = C*¥ and b = 0.25).

In addition to differences in payment calculation, the major difference

between the Housing Gap plans and the other program types was housing
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requirements. Households assigned to the Housing Gap plans could only
receive payments i1f they rented units that met certain housing regquire-
ments. Three different requirements were tested--a Minimum Standards
requirement and two Minaimum Rent reguirements. Under Minaimum Standards,
households qualified for payments 1f their dwelling unit met certain physical
raquirements and occupancy standards. Under the Minimum Rent reguirements,
households qualified for payments 1f they spent at least a certain minamum
amount for rent. The two Minamum Rent reguirements tested were Minimum
Rent Low, under which households had to spend at least 70 percent of the
estimated cost of gtandard housing {0.7C*) on rent and Minimum Rent High,
under which households had to spend at least 90 percent of the estimated
cost of standard housing {0.9C*) on rent. The intent of the Minimum Rent
recquirements was to require households to spend enough for housing to
obtain decent housing, while allowing them considerable flexability wath
respect to specific unit features and location. If rent levels are haghly
correlated with housing quality, then a mainirmum rent level provides a
strarghtforward and easily admimistered method of ensurang that participants

cbtain standard housing.

Table 2-1 shows the overall participation rates for each of the three pro-
gram types and for Control households in each site, as well as further
breakdowns by the Housing Gap subprograms defined by the different housing
requirements. As can be seen from the table, participation rates were
generally somewhat highexr in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh. Amcng the dif-
ferent programs, participation rates are very similar and reascnably high
for Percent of Rent and Unconstrained households, the two program types
that did not impose housing requirements. They are much lower for the
Heusing Gap plans—-roughly half as large as for the programs without any
housing requirements. Furthermore, there i1s considerable variation in
participation rates among different housing requilrements used in the
Housing Gap plans. The Minimum Rent Low plans have rates about half again

as large as the rates for Minimum Standards and Minimum Rent High,

Higher payments would be expected to 1ncrease participation rates. Aas
indicated above, the Housing Gap and Percent of Rent plans inclnded
variations in the payment formula that systematically varied the level of

payment. & household assigned to the Percent of Rent plan with "a" equal
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Table 2-1

OVERALL PARTICIPATION RATES BY TYPE OF
BOUSING ALLOWANCE PROGRAM

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
NUMBER OVERALL NIMBER OVERALL
ALILOWANCE IN PARTICIPATION IN PARTICIPATION
PLAN GROUP RATE GROUP RATE
TYPE OF HOUSING
ALLOWANCE PROGRAM
Housing Gap a a
households 1086; 592 41% 1007; 662 49%
Percent of Rent
households 821 82 678 87
Unconstrained
households 120 78 89 a0
Control
households 863 6l 750 78
TYPE OF REQUIREMENT
FOR HOUSING GAP
HOUSEHOLDS
Minimum Standards a a
raquirement 489; 268 30 470; 307 45
Minimom Rent Low a a
requirewent 287; 156 60 258; 167 6l
Minimum Rent High a a
requirement 310; 168 a2 279; 188 44

SAMPIE: All households that completed the enrollment interview and

received a subsidy estimate.

DATA SOURCES: Household Bvents Last, payments file.

a. For Housing Gap households, participation rates are calculated
as the product of the acceptance rate and the subseguent participation rate
for enrolled households. The sample sizes for Housing Gap participataon
rates show the samples for each of these two rates. The base for subsequent
participation 1s smaller than the total nunber of houscholds that accepted
the enrollment offer (see Appendix IV).
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to 0.6, for example, would receive twice as large a payment as an 1dentical
household in the plan with "a" equal to 0.3 (see Equation (2)). Likewise,
the higher dC* levels and lower "b" wvalue plans tested for Housing Gap
households offered higher payments than the low dC* or hagh "b' plans.
Table 2-2 shows participation rates by payment level for the Housing

Gap and Percent of Rent plans.l

While some pesitive relation between participation rates and pavment levels
1s apparent in Table 2-2, 1t 13 not strong. Differences are more marked for
Housing Gap than for Percent of Rent plans. In addition, participation rates
for Unconstrained households and Percent of Rent households are generally
samilar, despite the larger average payments coffered under the Unconstrained
plan. The analyses of Chapter 3 and 4 basically confirm thas finding. With
some exceptions, higher payments do have a signifacant effect on participa-
tion. However, the effect for Percent of Rent and Unconstrained households
tends to be small at payment levels of over 540 to $80 per month. There 1s
a larger effect for Housing Gap households, partly because of the relation-—
ship between payment levels and meeting housing requirements.

In summary, major differences in participation rates among programs were
associated with whether the program required households to change theix
housing in order to receive payments. The payment offered also had some
effect, especially among Housing Gap houscholds. Whether payments were
calculated based on income and househeld size (as for Unconstrained house-
holds) or rent (as for Percent of Rent households) made little difference

in the overall participation rate. When payments were tied to housaing

by requiring h?useholds to ocoupy certain types of units, ofen different

from the units they already laived in, participation rates were substantially
lower.
These differences in particaipation rates based on payment level and houszing

requirements would be expected to result in differences in participation

among demographic groups in each program as well. For example,

lIn fact, eligibility requirements were different for the low pay-
ment Housing Gap plans and the a = 0.6 and a = 0.2 Percent of Rent plans.
Thus, tabular differences associated with these plans may reflect demo-
graphic differences associrated with different income levels,
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Table 2-2
OVERALL PARTICIPATION RATES BY PAYMENT LEVEL

PITTSBURGH PHOENTX
OVERALL OVERALL
MEAN NUMBER PARTICIPATION MEAN NUMBER b PARTICIPATION
PAYMENT LEVEL PAYMENT®  IN GROUP  RATE PAYMENT  IN GROUP RATE,
HOUSTNG GAP HOUSEHOLDS
All households $43 1086;592° 41% $66 1007; 662° 492
High payment level 56 314;185° 45 93 246;187° 60
Medium payment level 40 298;177° 48 69 301;213° a7
Low payment level 36 474;230c 34 50 460; 262°% 43
PERCENT OF RENT HOUSEHOLDS
all households 35 821 82 43 678 87
a=0.6 59 57 81 62 58 86
a=0.5 46 184 85 56 150 89
a=0.4 37 218 83 48 153 92
a = 0.3 30 186 a2 35 188 86
a=0.2 21 176 78 26 129 81
UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS 51 120 78 66 89 90

SAMPLE: A1l households that completed the enrcllment interview and received a subsidy estimate.

DATA SOURCES: Household Events Last, payments file.

a., Housing Gap payment levels are defined as High (4C* = 1.2C*, b = 0.25 oxr dAC* = C*, b = 0.15},
Medium (dC* = C*, b = 0.25}, Low (dAC* = 0.8C*, b = 0,25 or 4C* = C*, b = 0.35). Mean payments for high
{(low) "b" wvalues and low (high} 4C* plans are almost identical, so that these plans are grouped together.

b. Mean payment 1s the mean allowance payment estimated during the enrollment interview,

¢. For Housing Gap households, participation rxates are calculated as the product of the aceeptance
rate and the subszequent participation rate for enrolled houscholds, The sample sizes for Housing' Gap par-
ticipation rates show the samples for each of these two rates. The base for subsequent participation is
smaller than the total number of households that accepted the enrollment offer (see Appendix IV).




although overall participation rates are roughly the same for Percent of
Rent and Unconstrained households, payments in the Percent of Rent plans
were larger for high rent households (whaich tended to be higher income
households as well), while payments in the Unconstrained plan were smaller
. for.hlgher income households {which tended to have higher rents). Thus,
participation rates should tend to be scmewhat éifferently related to
income and rent in the two programs, being positively correlated with
income and rent in Percent of Rent plans and negatively correlated wath

1
ancome and rent in the Unconstrained plan.

More important, to the extent that the lower participation rates among the
Housing Gap plans reflect the fact that households were required to meet
certain housing requirements, these plans would also be expected to show
drfferent demographic patterns of participation. In particular, house-
holds that already met the requirments before enrolling, were relatively
"close" to meeting reguirements, or were relatively willing teo move would
be expected to particapate more readily than other households. Thus, a
Minimum Rent reguirement, for example, would be expected to draw moxre
participants from among househelds inatially paying a high rent than a

Minimum Standards or Unconstrained plan.

such demographic differences are best explored in terms of specafic steps
in the partacapation process. The next two sections describe participation
at each of the two major stages—-acceptance of the enrollment offer and

subsequent particaipation of enrclled households.

2.3 ANALYSTS OF STAGES IN PARTICIPATION--ACCEPTANCE

The analysis of participation in this report is based on separate analysis
of the two major stages in the participation process described in
Section 2.l--acceptance of the enxollment offer and subsequent participa-

tion of enrclled households. Conceptually, these two stages both relate

lIt is worth noting that the Percent of Rent plans used in the
Demand Experiment were not intended to represent possible programs directly.
Any rent rebate program would probably require that the percentage rebate
(the "a" in Equation (2)) be lower at higher incomes. Such programs may be
directly simulated from the Percent of Rent plans tested in the Demand
Experiment. The uge of a constant percentage rebate in the experiment was
dictated by analytic convenience.
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to the same decision, whether or not to participate. In fact, they more or
less effectively i1solate general factors common to all the programs and the

special effects of the housing reguirements imposed by the Housing Gap plans.

All households had to decide whether or not to accept . the enrollment offer.
Once enrolled, eligible Percent of Rent and Unconstrained households began
to receive payments immediately. Housing Gap households, on the other hand,
had to meet the housing requirements of the program. Thus, the second stage
in the participation process is a direct result of the imposition of housing
reguirxements. In theory, households could, of course, anticipate the effect
of housing requirements and change their acceptance behavior in response to
the housing requirements. In fact, the effect of housing requirements was

largely confined to the second stage.

Table 2-3 shows the overall participation rate, acceptance rate, and subse-
quent participation rate for each of the three program types—--Housing Gap,
Percent of Rent, and Unconstrained--and Control households. Acceptance

rates did differ among the three programs. The differences are, however,
relatively minor compared to the difference in overall participation. In
particular, wihile Housing Gap acceptance rates were lower than those for
Percent of Rent and Unconstrained in both sites, the difference 1s swamped
by the effects of housing requirements on subsequent participation. Even

1f Housing Gap households had had the same acceptance rate as Percent of

Rent households, their overall particapation rates in the two sites would
still have been 46 percent in Pittsburgh and 51 percent in Phoenix, only
marginally different from the actual rates of 41 and 49 percent, respec—
tively. The same pattern is apparent among the three Housing Gap subprograms
as shown in Table 2-4. Acceptance rates for Housing Gap households are
essentrally the same in each site regardless of the specaific housing reguire-—
ment used. Overall participation rates, however, vary considerably. This
suggests that analysis of acceptance will mostly identafy factors common to
all programs and that analysis of subsequent participation will capture most

of the effects of housing reguirements.

The analysis of acceptance an Chapter 3 confirms this hypothesis. As indai-
cated by the tabulations of Table 2-3, the acceptance rate of Housing Gap
households was somewhat lower than that of Percent of Rent and Unconstrained

households. However, once allowance 1s made for these differences in the
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Table 2-3
STAGES IN PARTICIPATION

vz

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
HOUSING PERCENT UNCON- CON- HOUSING PERCENT UNCON- CON~-
GAP OF RENT STRATNED TROL GAP OF RENT STRAINED TROL
HOUSE- HOUSE~ HOUSE~ HOUSE~ HOUSE~ HOUSE~ HOUSE~ HOUSE-
HCLDS HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS
Overall
particirpation 41% 82% 78% 61% 49% 87% 20% 78%
rate
Acceptance
rate 74 82 78 61 83 87 a0 78
{Numbex
of cases) (1086} {821) (120} {863) (1007) {678) (89) {750)
Subsequent
participation
rate 56 100 100 100 59 100 100 100
(Number .
of cases) (592) (484) (73) (431} , (B62) {476) (70) {521)

SAMPLE: BAll housecholds that completed the enrollment interview and received a subsidy estaimate.
DATA SOURCES: Housechold Events List, payments file,




Table 2-4

PARTICIPATION RATES OF HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS
BY TYPE OF HOUSING REQUIREMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
MINTMUM MINIMUM MINITMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STAN RENT LOW RENT HIGH STAN - RENT LOW RENT HIGH
DARDS REQUIRE~ REQUIRE- DARDS REQUIRE- REQUIRE-
REQUIRE- MENT MENT REQUIRE—~ MENT MENT
MENT MENT
Overall
participation .
rate 30% 60% 42% 45% 61l% 44%
Acceptance rate 75 74 73 84 82 81
(Number of cases) (489) (287) {310) {470) {258) (279)
Subsequent
participation
rate 40 31 58 54 74 54
(Number of cases) (268) (156) {158) {307} (167} (188)

SAMPLE:

intexrview and recerved a subsidy estimate.

DATA SOURCES:

23
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general level of acceptance, 1t 1s not possible te reject the hypothesis

that remaining demographic and payment effects are the same for all programs.

While the reasons for the modest difference i1n acceptance rates for the
different allowance plans cannot be established exzactly, examination of the
reasong given by households for tuxning down the program does suggest that
the housing regulrements played some role in reducing acceptance rates
amonyg Housing Gap households., At the same time, the effect of the housing
requirements was very general. They do not seem to have reduced partici-
pation among one demographic group more than another. WNor do objections

te housing requilrements seem to be partacularly related to whether the

household met the reguarements or thought that it met the regquirements.

Giaven the apparently small and amorphous effect of housing requirements

and payment formulas on acceptance, differences in acceptance would be
expected to reflect factors common to all three programs. Most obviously,
acceptance rates would be expected to i1ncrease with the payment offered.

At the completion of the enrollment interview, households were given an
estamate of what their allowance payment would be if they participated.
Households were sometimes found to be entitled to more or less than this
amount after the collection of more exact data at enrollment. However,

the estimate given to households during the anterview is the amount that
they knew and, thus, the amount that could have influenced their accaptance

decision.

The effects of payment offers on acceptance may be 1llustrated in two ways.
One method, presented in Tabkble 2-5, 1is to present acceptance rates by the
amount of payment offered. Since payment estimates vary with income and
household size (for Housing Gap and Unconstrained plans) and with rent (for
Percent of Rent plans), dafferences in acceptance may reflect the effects
of demographic differences as well as payment amcunts. A second method,
presented in Table 2-6, 1s based on comparison of acceptance rates in more
or less generous plansg within each program type (similar to that made for
overall participation rates in Section 2.2). As described in Section 2.1,

the Housing Gap and Percent of Rent plans included variations in the
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Table

2=5

RCCTPTANCE RATES BY PAYMONT AMOUNT

HOUSENG GAP HOUSENOLDS

PITTSBURGH

PERCENT OF FENT AND

MNCORSTRATNED HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING GAP HOUSEHCLDS

FHOENIX

PERCDNT QF RENT AND
UMCCHSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

NUMBER NUMBER HUMBLR NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER
THAT THAT THAT THAT THAT THAT THAT THAT
COMPLETED ACCEFTED ACCEPT~ COMPLETED ACCEPTED ACCEPT- | COMPLETED ACCEFPTED ACCEPT~ COMPLETED ACCEPTED ACCEPT-
PAYMENT ENROLLMENT ERROLLMENT ANCE ENROLLMENT EWROLLMENT ANCE ENROLLMENT ENROLLMENT ANCE CNROLIMENT ENROLLMENT AWCE
ESTIMATE INTERVIEW  OFFER RATE INTERVIEW  QFFER RATE INTCEVIEW  OFFER RATE INTCRVIEW  OFIER RATE
Estimate of
payment amount
given to house-
holds during
eprollment
interview
$10 274 164 50% 44 28 64% 186 122 66% 20 16 80%
$11=-230 197 115 E9 68 274 74 115 a7 76 215 167 78
$31-5¢ 252 214 85 296 259 as 133 116 a7 261 232 89
$5k="70 163 138 85 153 133 3a 1513 136 B9 150 139 93
§7L-20 104 92 88 54 49 91 113 ik a7 76 72 a5
491 or more 86 73 88 17 L7 100 300 266 289 43 42 99

SAMPLE

All Housing Gap households that completed the envollment interview and received a subsidy estimate.

DATA SOURCE: [ousehold Events Lis

t.



Table 2-6
ACCEPTANCE RATES BY PAYMENT LEVEL

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ACCEPT- ACCEPT-
MEAN NUMBER BANCE MEAN NUMBER ANCE
PAYMENT LEVEL PAYMENT IN GROUP RATE PAYMENTb IN GROUP RATE
HOUSING GAP
HOUSEHOLDS?
211 households $43 1,086 74% $66 1,007 83%
High payment
level 56 314 76 93 246 g9
Medium payment
level 40 298 74 69 301 83
Low payment
level 36 474 73 50 460 79
PERCENT OF RENT
HOUSEHOLDS
211 households 35 821 82 43 678 87
a = 0.6 59 57 81 62 L} g6
a = 0.5 46 184 85 56 15¢ 8%
a =10.,4 37 218 83 48 153 92
a=0.3 30 186 82 35 188 86
a=0,2 21 176 78 26 129 81
NCONSTRAINED
HOUSEHOLDS 51 120 78 66 89 =10

SAMPLE: 2l1 households that completed the enrollment interview and
recelved a subsidy estimate.

DATA SOURCE: Household Events Iast,

a., Housing Gap payment levels are defined as High (ac* = 1.2C%,
b =0.25 or 4C* = C*, b = 0,15), Medrum (4C* = C*, b = 0.25}, Low (dC* =
0.8C*, b = 0.25 or dC* = C*, b = 0.35). Mean payments for high (low) "b"
values and low (high) 4C* plans are almost 1dentical, so that these plans
are grouped together.

b. Mean payment is the mean allowance pavment estimated during the
enrollment interview.
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pavment level offered to saimilar households. Since agsignment to these
plans was random, differences in acceptance rates should largely reflect

differences ain payment levels alone.1

The twe tabulations both show some association of acceptance waith payment,
hut the assocaation i1s much more marked in the tabulation by payment amount
in Table 2-5 than in the tabulation by payment level in Table 2=-6. Thas
partly reflects the fact that the tabulation by payment amount covers a
much wider range of payments than the mean differences in payments
associated waith the experimental variations 1n pavment levels. It also,
however, reflects the fact that the effects of larger payments are most
apparent at low payments of less than 530 to $50. With the exception of
Housing Gap households in Phoenix, Experaimental households that were
offered only $10 accepted the program at much the same rate (60 percent
in Pittsburgh and 80 percent in Phoenix} as Control households (which
also recerved a $10 payment each month for providang information similaz
to that provided by Experimental households). Acceptance rates in both
sites rose sharply with payments over $10, up te payments of $30 to $L0
a menth. Thereafter, the increase 1n acceptance rates was more modest,
in part no doubt because acceptance rates were already so hagh that they,

left relatively little room for further increases.

hpart from the payment offered, a household's acceptance of the allowance
offer might be expected to reflect 1ts assessment of the effort and incon-
venlence 1nvolved in meeting program reporting ragulrements, i1ts estimate
of the effect which the program might have on other benefits, 1ts general

attitudes toward government programs, and i1ts willingness to accept money

lAs indicated in Section 2.2, the low pavyment Housing Gap plans
and the a = 0.6 and a = 0.2 Percent of Rent plans had somewhat different
wncome eligibility requirements from the remainang plans. Thus, tabular
differences associated with these plans may reflect the effect of demo-
graphic differences associated with different income levels.

2At the same time, it 1s worth noting that even at 310 a month
acceptance rates never fell below 60 percent. This in part, nc doubt,
refiects the importance of any additional income t0 very poor houscholds.
It maj also reflect a willingness to take a chance, to see what the pro-

gram would turn out to offer, before finally decading. Thus, the accept-
ance rates observed here should be gualified by examination of the house-

hold's later behavior after enrollment. This i1s dascussed further 1n
Section 2.6, below.
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from the government. As discussed in Chapter 3, intexviews with households
that did not accept the allowance offer indicate that all of these factors
did play an important role in leading households to reject the allow-

ance offer. Interestingly enough, however, there does not seem o be any
strong and consistent association between such assessments of the allow-

ance program and demographic characteristics.

Table 2-7 shows acceptance rates by demographic group. In both saites,
¢lder households were less likely to accept than younger households and
hauseholds that had moved several times in the three years preceding the
interview were more likely to accept than households that had not moved.
However, differences in acceptance associated with these variables are much
larger in Pittsburgh than in Phoenix. Minority households were more lakely
to accept the offer in Pittsburgh, but not in Phoenix. Households headed
by women were more likely to accept the offer at both sites, but the
difference was small in Phoenix. Household size had no consistent effect.
Households at both the low and high ends of the income daistribution were
less likely to accept than households in the mid-range. Rouseholds that
had received either welfare payments or Food Stamps in the 12 months pre—
ceding the mnterview were more likely to accept the offer at hoth sites,
but again differences were much larger in Prtisburgh than in Phoenix.
Households that were dassatisfied with their unit or their neighborhcod
were somewhat more likely to accept than were satisifed households, bhut

the difference was not a large one.

Thus, while demographic differences in acceptance are apparent in each
site, they are rarely consistent. Differences are usually substantial in
only one site, 1f at all, and gometimes reverse between the two. This 1s
confirmed by the analysis of Chapter 3 which finds significantly different
but equally uninformative patterns of demographic effects ain the two sites.
It appears, then, that i1n terms of a general willingness to participate,

as represented by the acceptance decision, programs may be expected to
appeal more or less strongly to different demographic groups, but that -
the differences are likely to vary from place to place with no strong

overall pattern.

30



Table 2-7

ACCEPTANCE BATES BY
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH DHOENHIX

NUMBER HiMBER HUMBER HUHMBER

THAT THAT THAT THAT

COMPLETED ACCEERTED COMPLETED RCCEPTED
DEMOGRAPHIC ENROLLMENT ENROLLMENT ACCEPTANCE EMROLIMENT ENROLEMENT ACCEBTRHCE
CHARARCTERISTIC INTERVIEW OFFER RATE INTERVIEW QEFER RATE

.
Age of household head i '
undar 30 H az25 671 Blw 1040 BAa3 864
20-61 i 1205 902 15 963 k-l a2
62 and over ! 250 528 61 519 408 73
Household size '

1
1 pexson 506 319 63 240 272 a0
2 persons 785 559 73 730 593 81
3-4 pexsons 1066 31 T4 930 796 g5
E-& pezrsons 53 312 75 351 272 T2
7 Or MOre persons I 160 120 L 173 149 -3

i

Mobility in the previens three years
no moves 1462 F76 67 562 425 76
1 move 810 607 ™ 667 551 83
2 moves 352 284 a1 486 401 B2
1 Oor morc woves 263 23 88 a0l 705 154
Race or ethnmicity of houschold head
Nonh-mainority 2309 16-10) 7 1764 1495 13
Black 581 ELS A S g PO 183 a7 f7 78
'
Spanish - - - 572 a7t # 78
23
Amezican Lo '{‘;-E%
Sex of household head
Male 1504 10594 ] 1580 1380 B2
Female 132¢ 1CG07 K BE4 709 B4
Inoone
$1-1,999 372 244 66 308 246 al
$2,000-3,999 842 650 7? 586 497 BS
$4,0005,999 78l 585 75 648 556 €6
$6,000-7,999 525 184 73 523 428 az
$8,000-9,939 228 150 65 272 222 g2
510,000 or more 142 pil:] 62 190 140 L
Weltare recipient status
tialfara recipient 1160 o932 g0 823 443 a5
Kon-recaipient 1730 * 1169 6B 2001 1646 8z
Food Stamp recapient status
Fopd Stamp recipaent 1162 B3G Bl 589 5312 a7
Hon-recipient 1728 115% &7 1935 1577 BE
Satisfackion with vt
Satisfied 2051 1453 n 1843 1519 &2
Disaataiafied 83g 648 77 678 560 84
satisfaction with neighborhood

Satizfaed 2251 1613 T2 2049 1688 B2
Dizsatizfaed 635 484 76 474 440 g4

SAMPEIE Al Housang Gap households that campleted the enrollmant interview and xeceived a subsidy estimate
DATA SQUACES  Baseline Intervaew, Household Events Last.
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2.4 ANALYSIS OF STAGES IN PARTICIPATICN--SUBSEQUENT PARTICIPATION
OF ENROLLED HOU?EHOLDS

As 1ndicated 1n the previous section, households enrolled 1n the Percent
of Rent and Unconstrained plans became program participants and began
receiving allowance payments immediately after enrollment. Households
enrclled in the Housing Gap plans, on the other hand, did not become pro-
gram participants and begin receiving allowance payments until they had
met housing reguarements. This addational step largely accounts for the
much lower participation rates of Housing Gap households shown in

Table 2-3. This section discusses this second stage of participation

for Housing Gap households=--meeting reguirements and receiving full pay-

ments after enrollment.

As described at the beginning of this chapter, the Housing Gap plans each
involved one of three different housing requirements—-—-Minimom Standards
and two levels of Manimum Rent. The Minimum Standards reguirement con-
cerned the physical characteristics of the dwellaing unit, such as the
presence of basic facilaitiesg, the condition of walls and floor surfaces,
and the adequacy of light and ventllatlon.l The standard also 1ncluded
an occcupancy requirement. A umt had to be judged adequate on all com-

ponents of the standard in order to pass the Minimum Standards requirement.

Households in the Minimum Rent group were simply required to pay a certain
amount for rent each month. Minimum rent levels were set in terms of frac-
tions of the estimated cost of modest, existing standard housing (the C*
schedule used 1n determining Housing Gap payments) and thus varied by
household size and by site. Households in the Minimum Rent Low group

were required to pay a monthly rent egual to at least 70 percent of the
estimated cost of modest standard housing. Households in the Minimum

Rent High group were required to pay a monthly rent of at least 90

percent of the estimated cost of modest standard housing.

1For a more complete description of the Minimum Standards require-
ment, seg¢ Appendix II. A detailed description of each component and how
often each caused households to fairl the Minimum Standards requirement is
presented in Bakeman, et al, (1979).
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Table 2-8 shows the subsequent particaipation rate for each of the three
housing reguirements used 1n Housing Gap plans—--Minimm Standards,

Minimum Rent Low, and Mainimum Rent High.

Subsequent participation rates vary substantrally among the different
requirements, The Minimum Rent Low requirement was apparently by far the
easiest requirement for households to meet at both sites. 2Among households
that were enrolled and eligible in this group, 81 percent in Pittsburgh and
74 percent in Phoenix met the requirement and received a full payment at
some time during the two years of the experiment. The Minimum Standards
requirement was the most difficult requirement to meet 1n Pittshburgh; only
4C percent of the enrolled househclds in this group ever received a full
payment. The Minimoum Standards and the Minimum Rent High reguirements were
equally dafficult for households in Phoenix; 54 percent of the enrollees

in both groups were able to meet the regquirements and participate.

For Housing Gap households that already met requirements when they enrolled,
subsequent participation winvolved no special step. Like Percent of Rent
and Unconstrained households, Housaing Gap households that already met
requirements began to receive allowance payments immediately after enroll-
ment. Differences in subsequent participaticn rates among the different
requirements might, therefore, be expected to reflect both differences in
the proportion of enrolled households that already met requirements and
differences 1in subsequent participation among households that dxrd not

meet requirements. ,Takle 2-9 shows how the subsecuent participation rate

for each type of requirement was determined by these two factors.

Requirements that had the highest proportion of households already meeting
them at enxellment alsc tended to have higher participation rates among
households that did not meet the requirements at enrollment. The relation-
ship 1s by no means exact, however. Differences in subseguent participa-
tion rates for households that did not meet requirements at enrollment are
much less pronounced than differences in the rates of initially meeting
requrrements. Thus, one important factor in determining subsequent parti-
cipation rates was simply the proportion of households that already met
reguirements at enrxoliment. Indeed, such households account for from
one-~half to four-fifths of all participants in the Minimum Rent plans and

for about one-third of all participants in the Minimum Standards plans.
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Tahle 2-8

SUBSEQUENT PARTICIPATION RATE OF HCUSING GAP
HQUSEHOLDS BY TYPE OF HOUSING REQUIREMENT

PITTERBURGH PHOENTX
MINTMUM MINIMOM MINIMIM MINTMUM
MINIMUM RENT RENT MINIMUM RENT RENT
STANDARDS LOW HIGH STANDARDS LOW HIGH
REQUIRE~ REQUIRE- REQUIRE~ | REQUIRE~ REQUIRE- REQUIRE-
MENT MENT MENT MENT MENT MENT
Subsequent
participa- 40% 81% 58% 54% 74% 54%
tion rate
(Number of | (56g) (156) (168) (307) (167) (188)
cases)

SBMPLE: Enrolled Housing Gap houscholds, excluding houssholds with
enrocllment incomes over the eligibility limits and those livaing in their
own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCE: Payments file.
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Pable 2-9
INITIAL PAYMENT STATUS AND SURSEQUCNT PARTICIFATION

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ALL RLL
HOUBING MINIMUM MINTMUM MINIMUM HOUSING HINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
GAP STANDARDS RENT LOW HIGH RENT GA®R STANDARDS RERT LOW RENT HIGH

HOQUSEHOLDS EFQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT HOUSEHOLDS BEQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT REQOIREMENT

GE

Percentage of enrolled households
that received a full payment at
anrollment 33% 15% 544 5% 29% 19% 53% 27%

{(Humber of cases) {592) {268) {156) {168) {662) (307} {167) {188)

Subsequent participation rate for
households that receaved a full
payment at enxollment 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

{Humbex of cases) (197) {39) {10Q) (58) {195) {57) {88) (50)

Subseguent particapation rate for
households that did not receive a
full payment at enrollment 34 30 48 35 42 44 46 37

(Number of cases) (393) {229) (56) (11.0) {467) {250) (79) {138)

Subsequent participation rate for
all enrcllied households

56 40 Bl 58 59 54 74 54
{Humber of cases} {592) {268) {156) (LEB) (662 ) (307) (167} {188)
Percentage of all participants
that receaived a full payment at
enrollment =14} 36 79 &0 50 34 71 850
{Humber of cases) (331) {107) (127) {97) (391) {166) (124) {101)

SaMPLEC  Cnrolled Hous:ng Gap households, excluding households waith enrollment incomes over the elagaibalaty limits and those
Iiving in their own homes or in subsidized howsing.
baTA SQURCE. Payments file,




Households that did not already meet requirements at enrollment had all
enrolled 1n the experiment and thus indicated an interest in and willing-
ness to partiecipate in the program. They might later change their maind
about this decision, as they experienced the program or as their own ¢ilrcum-
stances (and possibly their allowance payment) changed over time. Apart
from such revisions in the acceptance decision, however, subsequent parti-
cipation would be expected to revolve around the housing requirements.

This suggests that the subsequent participation of households that did not
already meet reguirements at enrcollment would depend on four factors--how
much they would have to change their housaing in order te meet requirements,
how large a payment they were offered, how willing they were t0 move 1f
necessary to meet reguirements, and whether they would normally meet

requirements in the absance of the allowance offer.

A household that did not weet i1ts housing requirements at enrollment had
to obtain housing that did meet the requirements in order to receive pay-
ments. For Minimum Rent households, this saimply amounted to spending more
for housing than they were spending already. The changes involved might
range from very small amcunts that could well be met in their currxent unit
or by movaing to a not very different unit to amounts that would involve a
very substantial increase in their housing expenditures. Likewlse,
Minimum Standards households had to correct deficiencies that might range
from missing switchplates or brcken windows which were relatively easy for
the househeld itself to repair, to a need for additional rooms, more
adeguate light and ventilation, or general structural and surface repairs
which would exrther involve major rehabilitation by the household's current
landlord or require the household to move to a different, and freguently

more expensive, unit.

It seems reasonable to suppeose that, for a given allowance payment, house—
holds would he more likely to particapate 1f meeting requirements involwved

a relatively modest change from their current housing. One way to char-
acterize the change involved 1s by the change i1n expenditures required.

For Minimum Rent households, this may be calculated.simply as the difference
between the amount of rent the households were paying at enrollment and the
amount set by the Minamum Rent requirement. For Minimum Standards house-

holds, 1t 1s more difficult to estimate the increase in expenditurxes
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necessary for them to meet their requirement, because the reguirement
involved the physical characteristics of the unit rather than a dollar
expenditure amount. However, the estimated cost of a modest standard
unit for a household of a given size used to calculate the payment amocunt
for Housing Gap households {see Section 2.2) may be used as an indication
of the rent the househcld would have had to pay on average to meet the

Minimum Standards requirement.

Table 2-10 shows the participation rates of enrolled Housing Gap house-
holds as a function of their distance from meeting their housing reguire-
ment at enrollment {as measured by the estimated increase in expenditures
necessary to meet the reguirement). As exXpected, households that would
have had to increase their expenditures by a large amount in order to mest
requirements had a much lower rate of subseqguent particapation than house-
holds that were quite close to meeting the requirements at enrollment.
Among households that would have had tc increase expenditures by $i0 or
less to meet the reguiremsnts, 64 percent in Prttsburgh and 60 percent in
Phoenix eventually met reguirements and received a full payment. Among
households that were more than $50 away from meeting the requirements,

only 19 percent in Pattsburgh and 34 percent 1in Phoenix ever participated.

Even though households may have needed to increase their housing expendi-
tures in order to meet the Housing Gap requirements, they may have been
compensated for much or all of this increase by the housing allowance
paymente they received once they met the requirements. TIf the payment
amount offered by the program was greater than the amount by which the
household had to increase 1t§ expenditures, then the household realized

a net cash gain from the allowance--that 1s, they could increase their
expenditures enough to meet the housing requirements and still have money
from the allowance available for other purposes 1f they wished. House-
holds for which the amount of the allowance payment was less than the
needed increase in expenditures, in contrast, would have had to increase

their own out~of-pocket expenditures on housing in order to participate.

It seems reasonable to expect that households for which the net payment
was positive would be more likely to meet the reguirements and partici-
pate than households that would have had to increase their cut-of-pocket

expenditures ain order to participate. Table 2-11 shows that this is the
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Table

2-10

SUBSEQUENT PARTICIFATION RATE OF

HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS BY

INITIAL, DISTANCE FROM MEETING REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH FHOENIX
NUMBER SUBSE- NUMBER SUBSE-
NUMBER THAT EVER QUENT NUMBER THAT EVER QUENT
ENROLLED RECEIVED PARTICI- | ENROLLED RECEIVED PARTICI-
AND 24 FULL PATION AND A FULL PATION
ELIGIBLE PAYMENT RATE ELIGIBLE PAYMENT RATE
Hougeholds that
received a full 197 197 100% 195 195 100%
Payment at
anrollment
Digtance from
meeting require-
ments {in dol-
lars) for house-
holds that dad
not receive a
full payment at
enrollment
Iess than $10° 77 49 64 48 29 60
$10-25 69 26 38 59 33 56
$26~50 154 40 26 168 a7 44
More than $50 89 17 19 244 83 34

SAMPIE ;

Enrolled Housing Gap households, excluding households with

enrollment incomes ovey the eligibility limits and those living in their
own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES :

Initial Household Report Form, payments file.

a, Includes some households in the Minimum Standards group that
were actually paying more than the estimated cost of modest standard hous-
ing but still did not meet the Minimum Standards requirement.
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Table

2-11

SUBSEQUE':NT PRARTICIFPATION RATE OF
HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS BY
VALUE OF THE ALLOWANCE PAYMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
NUMBER SUBSE~ NUMBER SUBSE-
NUMBER THAT EVER QUENT NUMBER THAT EVER QUENT
ENROLLED RECEIVED PARTICI- | ENROLLED RECEIVED PARTICI-
AND A FULL PATION AND A FULL " PATION
ELIGIELE PAYMENT RATE ELTIGIBIE PAYMENT RATE
Households that
received a full 197 197 100% 195 195 100%
payment at
enroliment
Net wvalue of the
allowance payment
(payment amount
minus distance
from meetaing
requilrements) for
households that
did not receive
a full payment at
enrolliment
5-40 or less 20 1 5 88 20 23
$-39 to §-20 41 10 24 61 23 38
$=19 to 0 70 13 19 58 19 33
$1 to 319 89 26 29 69 27 39
$20 to $39 82 36 44 58 26 45
$40 to $8C 7C 37 53 78 47 &0
$81 or more 11 8 73 50 34 &8

SAMPLE:

homes or in subsi

DATA SOURCES:

Enrolled Housing Gap households, excluding households with
enrollment incomes over the eligibilaty Ilimits and those living in their own

dized housing.
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case. BAmong households that did not already meet the requirements at
enrollment, househclds for which the allowance coffer had a high net pay-
ment value were much more likely to participate than those with a low net
payment. Households that could have increased their expenditures enough

to meet the requirments and still have had more than $80 of the allowance
payment available for other purposes had a participation rate of 73 per-
cent in Pittsburgh and 68 percent in Phoenix. Houscholds that would have
had to 1nerease their own out-of-pocket expenditures on housing by $40

or more, in contrast, had a subsequent participation rate of 5 percent in
Pittsburgh and 23 percent in Phoenax. Clearly, the amcunt of the allowance
offer, in conjunction with the amount households would have had to increase
their expenditures to meet requarements, had a substantial effect on parti-

cipation for Housing Gap households.

A househcld's willingness to move 1s also expected to have been an important
factor in partaicipation subsequent to enrollment. Households that were
livang 1n units that did net meet the requirements and di1d not wash to

move could not participate unless they made reépairs to the unit them-
selves or negotiated upgrading of the unit with their landlord. For
houscholds living in seriously deficient units, upgrading to meet the

reguirements may have been impossible.

Households that normally moved fairly fxequently would he expected to be
willing to move to a new unit 1f they were unable to meet the housing
requirements in the unit in which they were living at enrollment. One
way of estimating a househcld’'s normal lakeliheood of movaing 1s te use the
behavior cbserved among Control households in the experiment. The pro-
babality that a Control household moved over the two years of the experi-
ment may be estimated as a2 function of the household's demographic char-
acteraistics and 1ts mobarlity hlstory.l The resulting equation may then
be used te predict the normal probability of moving among Experimental

househelds.

lThe variables included in the eqguation are those found to be
lmportant in the analysis of mobilaty during the experaiment (see
MacMillan, 1978). See Appendax XTI for the results of the logit
estimation of the probability of moving among Control households.
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It seems likely that households waith a higher predicted normal probability

of moving would be more likely to participate than households with a low
normal probability of moving. Table 2-12 shows that this was the case in
Phoenix, but not in Pittsburgh. In Pittsbuxgh, participation rates were
the same for households ne matter what their predicted normal probability
of moving, except for households with a probability of 0.75 or more. In
Phoenix, participation rates for households with a prcbability of movang
of 0.50 or more were higher than for households with a lower probability

of moving.

Finally, some households that did not meet requirements at enrcollment
would normally have come to meet them even without an allowance offer.
These households, like those that already met reqguirements at enrollment,
would, in effect, participate automatically as they met requirements.
Some indication of the extent of such "normal particapatien” can be
obtained by examining the rate at which Control households that dad not
meet the various reguirements at enrollment (and which were not offered

an allowance payment) met requirements.

Table 2-13 compares the rates at whach Housing Gap and Contrel households
qualified for payment under the varicus requlrements.l The figures for
Control househclds suggest that many, and often most, ¢of the Housing Gap
households that later met requirements would hawve done so in the absence
of an allowance offer. This also suggests that part of the effect of
distance and the probability of moving may arise because of their
1nfluence on the household's normal probability of meeting requirements
as well as their effect on the willingness of households that would not
normally meet reguirements to meet requirements and particaipate in the

allewance program.

The analysis of Chapter 4 confirms the overall pattern indicated by these

tabulations, although results differ with respect to some important

lFlgures for Housing Gap households 1in Table 2-13 are based on
payment records and those for Control households on reported rents and
housing evaluations. For details on the comparability of the two, see
Appendax IIT.
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Tzble 2-12

SUBSEQUENT PARTTCIPATICN RATE OF HOUSING GAP
HOUSEHOLDS BY THEIR PREDICTED NORMAL
PROBABILITY OF MOVING DURING THE EXPERTMENT

BPITTSRURGH PHOENIX
NUMBER SUBSE- NUMBER SUBSE-
NUMBER THAT EVER QUENT NUMBER THAT EVER QUENT
ENROLLED RECEIVED PARTICT=- §{ ENROLLED RECEIVED PARTICI~
AND A FULL PATION AND A FULL PATICN
ELIGIBIE PAYMENT RATE ELIGIBLE PAYMENT RATE
Households that
receaved a full 197 197 100% 195 195 100%
pavment at
anrollment
Predicted normal
probability of
moving for
households that
did not receive
a full pavment
at enroliment
.00 to .24 127 42 33 82 27 33
.25 to .49 117 39 33 g9 27 30
.50 to .74 &6 22 33 70 36 46
.75 to 1.00 25 10 40 132 66 50
SAMPIE: Enrolled Housing Gap households, excluding households with

enrollment incomes over the eligibality limits and those living in their own
homes or in subsidized housang.

DATA SOURCES:

payments file.
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Table 2-13

COMPARISON OF THE BRATES AT WHICH CONTROL AND
HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIBREMENTS

AT ENROLLMENT LATER QUALIFIED FOR ALLOWANCE PAYMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
MINTMUM MINIMOM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINTMUM
STANDARDS RENT ICW RENT HIGH [ STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH
REQUIRE- REQUIRE- REQUIRE~ | REQUIRE-  REQUIRE- REQUIRE-
MENT MENT MENT MENT MENT MENT
Housing Gap i
households 30% 48% 35% 44% 46% 37%
(Number of
cases) (229} (56} {110) (250 (79) {138)
Control
households 16 36 22 26 22 16
(Nurber of
cases) (338} (160) (290) (397) {264) (377)
SAMPLE: Enrolled Housing Gap households that did not receiwve a full

payment at enrollment and Control households that di1d not meet housing re~
guirements at enrollment, excliuding households with incomes over the eligi-
bility limats and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES:

Initial and periocdic Household Report Forms, payments file.
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details. First, tﬁe analysis of Chapter 4 confirms the importance of
distance and the household's normal probability of moving in determining
subsequent participation rates among households that did not meet require—
ments at enrollment. Indeed, unlike the tabulation of Table 2-12, the
effect of the probability of wmoving 1s not generzlly smaller in Pittsburgh
than in Phoenaix, once the other variables are taken into account. As was
suggested above, however, most of the effect of distance and the probabilaty
of movang 1s through thear effect on the household's normal probabalaty

of meeting requirements.

The estimated difference between Housing Gap particaipation rateg and the
normal probability of meeting requiréments 1s samilar to that indicated
by Table 2-13, with the exception of the Minimum Standards requirements
in Pittsburgh, for which the estimates of Chapter 4 give results more
samilar to those for the Minimum Rent requirements. In addition, once
differences in the normal probability of moving are accounted for, parti-
cipation rates in the two sites are not significantly different.

The analysis of Chapter 4 suggests that two-thirds or more' of the parti-
clpants under each requirement were households that either already met
the requirement when they enrolled or would normally have met it after

%

enrollment.

Participation rates after enrollment wmay also vary substantially among
dirfferent demographic groups. Table 2-14 shows participation rates for
enrolled households in the Housing Gap plans by demcgraphic group. There
are several substantial differences that are consistent across the two
sites. Younger househelds were more likely to meet requirements and
particapate than were clder ones. Large househclds--seven or more
pPersons——-appear to have had special trouble meeting the reguirements.
Households with a history of more frequent moves were more likely to
participate, as were nonminority households and households with female
heads at both sites., Households in the lowest and highest income groups
were less likely to meet requirements and participate than households in the
middle-income group. Recipients of welfare or Food Stamps were somewhat
less lakely to participate at both sites. Satisfaction with unit or
nelghborhood had lattle relationship to part1c1patlon{ with the exception

of unit satisfaction in Pittsburgh.
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SUBIECUENT PARTICIFATION RATES FOR ENROULLED
HOUSING GAP BROUSEHOLDS BY HOUSEHOLD CHARACIERISTICS

Table 2-14

PITEIBUPGH PHOSHIX
RUMBER HUMBER
HUMBER THAT EVER RUMBER THAT EVER
ENROLLED RECEIVED SUBSEQUENRT ERROLLED RECEIVED StBSEQUENT

LEMCGERAFHIC BHD A FULL PARTIOIPATTON AMD A FULL FARTICIPAT IO
CHARRCTERISTIC ELIGIRLE BAYMENT EATE ELIGIBLE PAYMENT RATE
Age of nousshold head

vnder 30 178 106 Eoy 259 177 68y

ac-61 260 150 58 164 139 53

62 and over 153 i35 49 139 5 54
Household size

1 pexson 1o 51 a7 91 54 59

2 persony 153 190 65 T8 118 67

3-4 persocns 208 123 59 245 154 63

5-6 persons -1 44 51 a9 45 51

7 or more persons kL 13 37 59 1g 32
Mobrlity an the previous three years

no noves in 133 439 144 &0 42

1 move 187 97 EB 171 107 63

2 movas 86 58 67 118 66 55

3 or more moves 65 41 62 225 156 62
Race oz ethmicity of howseheld head

Hen=mancrity 448 266 59 439 289 68

plack l4g 65 45 41 16 a9

spanish Amsrican - - - 182 =13 47
Sex of honsehold head v

Hale 230 119 52 418 234 56

Female kl3) 212 = 246 157 -1
Income

$1-1, 999 73 33 45 75 30 40

%2,000-3,399 ' 264 145 55 17 @7 56

$4,000-5,593 19a 119 83 239 156 R &5

$6,000-7,99% 63 34 54 136 BE 65

$B,000-9 2495 — — — 27 15 s

$10,000 or moxe - - - 11 5 43
Welfare recipient statos

Helfare recipient 349 191 55 170 ks 45

Hon-recipient 243 140 B 492 314 64
Feod Stamp recipient status

Food Stamp reciplent 347 1483 Ea 178 97 54

Hon-recapient 245 148 60 484 % 61
Sar:sfaction with wunit

ESabisfied 419 247 52 461 2n 59

pDissarisfied 173 ;) 49 201 120 €0
Satizsfaction with newghborhood

sakisfred 453 55 56 520 305 59

Dissatisfaed 137 75 55 142 a6 61

SMPLE  Emyolled Housing Gap households, excluding heusehelds with enrollment incemes over the eligqibility limies and

thosa living :n their own homes or in subsadized housang
LATA 5CURCES  Baseline Interview, Initlal Household Report Fomm, payments file




Many of the demographic variables in Tables 2-14 are highly correlated.
Previous mobility 1s highly related to age, for example, with older house-
holds moving much less than younger ones.l Household size and income are
alsc correlated because of elagability rules. Income limits varied by
househeld size, so higher—income households were not eligiable unless they
had a large number of family members. Most important, many of the demo-
graphic variables are associlated with the determinants of participation
discussed earlier-—-how large a change, 1f any, in 1ts housing the house-
hold had to make to meet requirements, the amount of the allowance payment
offered, and the household’'s willingness to move. Indeed, the analysis of
Chapter 4 finds that these factors account for the demographic differences
observed. Demographic differences in participation rates appear to result
mainly from differences in initial housing, payment amount, and normal
mobility. Thus, program design decisions with respect to payment levels
and housing requirements not only change the overall level of participa-
tion, but affect the demographic composition of the particaipating popula-

tion as well.

2,5 PARTICIPATION AMONG HOUSEHOLDS STILL ACTIVELY ENROLLED AND
ELEGIBLE AFTER TWO YEARS

The previous section discussed the subseguent participation of Housing Gap
households in terms of the proportion of enrolled households that ever
received an allowance payment during the two years after enrollment. This
section presents an alternative measure, analyzed further in Chapter 5,
based on particaipation at the end of two years. Under this measure,
participation is measured in terms of the proportion of households still
actively enrolled and eligible at the end of twe vears that gualified for
full payments at that time. The difference between these two measures may
be related to the effects of turnover in the eligible and interested

population.

1See MacMillan (31978).

2The potential amportance of this factor was pointed out to us by
analysts at the Rand Corporation in connection with their analysis of the
Supply Experiment and previous work by Rand on participation in AFDC in
New York City,
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Not all househclds enrolled in the Demand Experiment remarined eligible
for the full twe years after enrollment analyzed in this report. House-
holds frequently became ineligible due to, for example, changes in
income or household size or because they moved ocut of the experimental
jurlsdlction.l In an ongoing program, such turnover in the eligible
Population would result in a corresponding turnover in the enrolled
populaticn as households that ceased to be eligible were replaced by
newly eligible households.2 This would also, however, bée expected to
reduce participation rates both in the experiment and in an ongoing
program. Householdg that did not meet reguirements at enrollment
needed time, and 1n some ¢ases ceonsiderable time, to meet the require—
ments and participate., If some households did not remain eligible for
long periods, they may not have participated simply because they were

not eligible for long enough.

Households that became i1neligible were not replaced in the Demand Experiment.
Under certain circumstances, discussed in Appendix VII, the cumulative par-
ticipation rate of all enrolled households will estimate the current par-
ticipation rate in an ongoing program. In effect, the time that enrolled
households remained eligible matches the time profile of the enrolled
population. Thus, households that would not remain eligible long enough to
participate in an ongoing program are matched by enrclled households that dad

not remain eligible long enough to participate in the Demand Experiment programs.

1These changes were no doubt under the household's control and
wmpliied a decision to give up eligibility for the allowance program. At
the same time, they appear to involve considerations that would overwhelm
any relatively fine issues of participation. In addition, of course, some
reasons for inelagibility such as death or institutronalization were clearly
not dependent on housecholds' control.

2There could, of course, be trends in the size of the eligible pop-
wlation as well as simply turnover. The reasoning of this section applies
only to steady state situations in which the total size of the eligible
population 1s fixed over time.
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Turnover need not only be a matter of eligibility. Enrolled households
were both eligible and in a general sense interested in participating.
Changes in household caircumstances over time may leave households

eligible, but also make participation more or less appealing, by changing
their prospective allowance payment or making reporting requirements appear
more or less onerous. As long as such revigion in the households' pre-
enrollment assessment of the program in fact represents a turnover process,

the same conclusions apply as for turnover in the eligible population alone.

At the same time there 1s also reason for examining participation rates apart
from the effects of population turnover. First, population turnover rates

may change from time to time or place to place. Indeed, the accounting period
used to determine eligibility may itself alter turnover rates in the eligible

population. Second, a housing allowance program might serve the temporarily

and permanently poor an quite different ways. For the temporarily poor,
1t might provade a form of emergency assistance, essentially helping

to relieve the financial strain of remaining in decent housing, For the
permanently poor, an allowance might more often provide the means for ob-
taining the decent housing that they otherwise would not possess. It is
conceivable, for example , that the preponderance among participants of
households that would have met requirements normally in the absence

of the allowance offer, noted in Chapter 4, in part simply reflects the

program’s effect for temporarily poor households.

This section describes participation among the more permanently poor
enrolled households. 211 the households considered in this section had
annual incomes below the modal eligibility limats for the Housing Gap

programs in the year prior to enrollment and in the second year after

Reassessments of the household's acceptance decision represent a
turnover process 1f they are based on changes in household circumstances
that are, in theory, matched by opposite changes among households that re-
jected the enrollment offer. In this case, the cumulative participation rate
of enrolled households would give the current participation rate for eligibkble
and lnterested households in an ongoing program. If the acceptance rate
gives the proportion of eligible households that are "interested" 1n the program,
the product of the two rates would give the current particapation rate of eligible
households 1n an ongolng program. As dascussed in Section 2.6, this assumes
that no time 1s reguired for the household to decide to apply once eligible.
Further, 1t is unlikealy that all sample attrition fell into thais category.
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enrollment.1 Furthermore, all remained actively enrolled in the experi-
ment for two years, completing all reporting and interviewing regquire-
ments. Analysis of participation among these households should therefore
indicate the eventual response of households that were both eligible and
interested and exposed to the experamental offer for reasonably long

periods of time.

Table 2-15 compares the subsequent participation rates based on the
accumulated participation of all enrolled households and on households
st11l enrolled and eligible at the end of two years. The overall rates
are very similar for the two measures. Thus, the relatively low paxr-
ticlpation rates observed in the previous secticon persist even for house-
holds that were exposed to the allowance offer for two years. The impact
of the allowance offer, imdicated by the comparison with Contrcl house-
holds, however, 1s much larger for households still enrolled and eligible
at the end cf two years.2 The allowance offer does, as expected, appear
t0o have more effect on households that had a considerable pericd of ftime

in which to respond.3

2.6 TECHNICAL ISSUES IN THE INTERPRETATION OF EXPERIMENTAL
PARTICIPATION RATES

The concerns discussed 1n this section reflect a variety of hypothetical
issues, discussed at greater length in several appendices. The purpose
of this section 1s twofold. Pirst, it 18 intended to 1ndicate the
nature of the issues involved and the caveats which should be born in

mind in considering the results of this and later chapkers. Second, the

lThlS 1s an admittedly crude approximation to the eligible popula-

tion. Some Housing Gap plans had higher and some lower eligibility limits.
In addition, payments were calculated based on monthly income (with a carry
over from previous months 1in which housecholds exceeded the elagibaility
limats). The simple criterion used here was adopted to allow an appropriate
single standard for all households including Control households.

2The comparison with Control households shown in Table 2-15 is
constructed using the rates at which Control households met requirements but
contralling for the propertion of Housing Gap households that met reguire~
ments at enrcliment.

3Results of the multaivariate logait analysis in Chapters 4 and 5
confirm the larger impact for households that were stirll enrolled and
eligible at the end of two years, The estimated difference 1s, however,
somewhat less than the tabulations of Table 2-15 would suggest.
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Table 2-15

COMPARISCON OF SUBSEQUENT PARTICIPATION RATES
BASED ON ALL ENROLLED HOQUSEHOLDS AND ON HOUSEHOLDS
STILL ENROLLED AND ELIGIRBLE AT THE END OF TWO YEARS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
| MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUIM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STAND~ RENT RENT STAND- RENT RENT
ARDS LOW HIGH ARDS LOW HIGH
REQUIRE~ REQUIRE- REQUIRE-~ [ REQUIRE—- - REQUIRE~ REQUIRE-
| MENT MENT MENT MENT MENT MENT
|
: Subsequent
rParticapation
rate for:
All enrolled
households 40% 81ls 58% 54% 74% 545
(Numbez of (268) (156) (168) (307) (167) (188)
cases)
Households
enrolled and
eligible at 44 83 52 56 76 50
two years
(Number of (174) (111) (93) (154) (87) (101)
cases)
Simulated Con-
trol rate for:2
All enrolled
households 29 77 49 40 63 39
Households
. enrollied and
i eligible at 26 73 41 35 50 27
| two years
Difference he-
tween actual
: and simulated
' data for:
|
! All enrolled
households - 4 ° 14 11 15
Households
enrolled and
eligible at 18 i0 11 21 26 24
two years

a, Simmlated rates are calculated by using Control rates for house-
holds that did and did not meet requirements at enrcllment, weighted by the
proportion of Housing Gap households that did and d4id not meet the require-
ments at enrollment.



discussion suggests that many potential birases may be effectively bracketed
by the two participation rates described in Section 2.4 and 2,.5. Sance
these two are reasonably close to one another, many of the potentaal
concerns described here, especially with regard to relative participation

rates, may not in fact have a substantial effect on the analysis.

The primary focus of the discussion 1s on the relative particapation rates
under the various programs tested and on comparisons with Control househoids,
though some attention 1s also paid to absolute rates. The Demand Experiment
was desagned to estimate differences in participation among different pro-
grams. Evidence on absgsolute participation rates 1s avarlable from the
Supply Experiment. In general, i1t appears that the participation rates
estimated in the Demand Experiment should, 1f anything, overestimate parti-
cipation in an ongoing nonexperimental program. The rates found for the
Dermand Experiment are low enough, however, that this overestimation may not
be seriously misleading an terms of program outcomes. Furthermore, rough
comparison with rates observed in the Supply Experiment at least suggests

that the extent of the overestimation may not be large.

The three subsections below deal in turn with the analysis of aceceptance,

of subseguent participation among all enrclled households, and of subsegquent
partaicipation among households still enrolled and eligibie at the end of

two years. In each case the discussion first indacates how the rates
observed 1n the experiment might be expected to differ from those in an
ongoing program; the extent to which these differences would alsc be
expected to affect the relative participation rates among the different
programs tested in the Demand Experament; and finally, where appropriate,
rproblems that may arise in comparing the responses of Experimental and
Control households. A final subsection summarizes the various factors

discussed.

Acceptance

The analysis of acceptance was based on households that completed the
enrollment interview. Thus all households considered in the analysis
had been given a brief descraption of the program, including an estimate
of the payment that they would receive 1f they participated., It 1s not
at all clear that anythaing like 100 percent of households eligible for
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an ongolng program would be aware of the program or aware that they

were eligible for the program. To the extent that this is true,
acceptance rates would, of course, overestimate actual application and
acceptance rates among an eligible population. There is, however, no
reason to believe that this would affect relative acceptance rates among
the aifferent programs tested. Wor 1s it clear that a reasonably well

publicized program would not eventually be known to most eligable house-

holds.l

Tn addition, however, households may have revised their acceptance
decision after enrollment, not because of the sorts of changes in house-
hold circumstances discussed in Section 2.5, but because they had better
information ©n how the program actually operated. The results of Section
2.3 suggested that households' decasions to accept or reject the enroll-
ment offer were based on a very general picture of the program offers.
In particular, there 1s little evidence of any strong or consistent
reactions to housing reguirements or to differences in payment formulas
beyond the immedlate payment estimate provided during the enrollment
interview. Such behavior seems quite reasonable. Faced with an offer
about which little was known, houscholds may well have decided to

ignore the details of the offer and see how the program actually worked

before finally making up theixr minds about 1t.

In an ongoing program, however, household impressions of the program,
based on either thelr own past experience or the anecdotes of fraends and
relatives, might be much clearer than the verbal descraptions provided

by the enrollment interview. If the enrolled househclds often reversed

thelr acceptance decision after enrollment, they might simply not apply

for an ongeing program, To the extent that such reversals involved

meeting housing requirements under the Housing Gap allowance plans, they

are explicitly analyzed in the analysis of subsequent participation.

lAs discussed 1in Appendix IV, available evidence frem the Adminis-
trative Agency Experiment and Supply BExperiment i1s inconclusive as to the
magnitude of this problem. It appears that reasonable outreach efforts
nay make most of the population aware that a program exists. It 1s not
clear, however, that most households will have enough information to guess
whether they are eligible or what the program might offer them.
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What 1s of concern here 1s the extent t0 which the general willingness to
partlcipate in a transfer program, represented by the acceptance decasion,

15 1tself reverxrsed.

While 1t 15 dafficult to pinpoaint the extent of such reversals in acceptance,
analysis presented 1n Appendix V indicates fhat they could amocunt to as much
as 10 to 15 percent of the enrclled population, indicating that overall
participation rates could be reduced in an ongolng program by a factor of
0.90 to 0.85. This reduction would not, however, apply equally to all
households. The most likely estamate of the reduction involved suggests
that most reversals occuxred 1n Phoenix and that the adjusted acceptance
rate for Percent of Rent and Unconstrained households would be from 75 to

80 percent in both sites.

The problem raised by revisions in the acceptance decision 1s particularly
acute for Unconstrained households, Percent of Rent households and Housing
Gap households that already met the requirements at enrollment. Under

the definition of participation used 1n previcus sections all of these
households became participants at enrollment. Housing Gap honseholds that
did not already meet reguirements at enrollment, on the other hand, had more

time to revise their acceptance decision before being counted as participants.

One simple correction for this effect 1n terms of relative participation
rates 1s to consider the subsequent participation of Housing Gap house-
Lholds that were still enrolled and eligible after two years.l These
households all had ample time to revise their acceptance decision, sO -
that relative rates of participation should no longer be biased by this
factor. Indeed, as discussed below, using the subsequent participation
¢f households still enrolled after twoe vears should overestimate the

relataive Housing Gap participation.

Finally, the sort of turnover in the anterested and elirgible peopulation
described 1n Section 2.5 could alsc lower application rates £for an ongoing
program. ‘The subsequent participation of enrolled households only takes

account of the time 1nvolved 1n meeting reguirements. If households also

1'I‘he particapation rate among Percent of Rent and Unconstrained
households still enrolled and eligible after two vears, was, of course,
st1ll 100 percent.

23




take time to decide to apply for a program, then application rates would

also be reduced by population turnover. A&Again, however, this effect would
be expected to apply egually to all the programs tested in the Demand
Experiment. Furthermore, the 1nvestigations of Appendix V suggest that
applicatzon lags of up to si1x months would have little effect on the

acceptance rate cobserved in the Demand Experiment.

Subsequent Participation Among Enrclled Households

Section 2.5 suggested that Ehe cumulative participation rate among enrolled
households might be interpreted as taking account of turnover in the eligi-
ble and interested population. Unfortunately, 1t may in fact overcorrect
for populatioch turnover. This problem arises 1f there 1s turnover not
only in the eligible and interested population, but amcng the households

that normally met housing requirements as well.

The subseguent participation rate among enrolled households accumulates
all households that ever met the housing requirements as participants.

If some of these households would, while remaining eligible, later cease
to meet requirements, the participation rate may overestimate the current
program participation rate i1n an ongolng program. Except for Minimum
Rent an Pittsburgh, not all households that met requirements of
enrollment continued to meet them twe years later. At that same time,
the shift of households from meeting to not meeting requirements 1s
small. Indeed, evidence based on comparison of the cumulative measure
of participation with the rate at which households actually met require-
ments 1n two years, presented in Appendix VII, suggests that accumulation
of households that normally met requirements might overstate participa-
tion rates by no more than five percentage points for both Housing Gap

and Control households.

A second problem relates to the fact that not all aneligible households are
antomatically dropped from the sample when they become ineligible. Thus
some households that met requirements after enrcllment conld in theory have
done so after they became ineligible. This problem applies in particular to
Control housechelds, since these households did not receive payments con-
dartroned by household income. Evidence presented in Appendix VII suggests

that this failure to eliminate all inelaigible households could lead to an
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overstatement of Housing Gap participation rates by two or three percentage
pornts and could also overstate the rate at which Control households met

requirements while eligible by an additional two or three points.

Subsequent Participation Anong Houscholds That Were Still Actively
Enrolled and Eligible at the End of Two Years

The proceeding two subsections dascussed attrition of the enrolled popula-
tion 1n terms of revaisions of the acceptance decision and turnover an the
eligible and interested populaticon. The term "interested" referred t© a
general willingness to participate in a program, meeting the various repori-
ing requirements and accepting payments from the government. The effects of
this seort of reversal or turnover could be removed by considering the sub-
seguent participation of Housing Gap households that were still enrolled

and eligible after two years. These rates are, however, themselves subject
to bias i1f attrition among Housing Gap households 1s also related to thear

willingness to meei the housing requirements.

It seems reasconable to suppose that eligible households that did not meet
the housing requirements and beccme partlicipants were more likely to drop
out than households that did meet reguirements. Thus, the participation
rate among households still actively enrolled and eligible after two
years would be expected to overstate the participation rate among all
eligible households. This would alsc overstate participation relative

to Control households, since Control households received no additiocnal
pavment if they met the various housing reguirements. Preliminary ana-
lysis of this problem in Appendix VI suggests that its effects may be

surprisingly small, but i1t cannot be entirely discomted.

Summary

Table 2-16 summarizes the varaious effects discussed above. The farst two
columns 1ndicate the eifect of each factor on the participation rate of
Housing Gap households relative to that for Percent of Rent or Uncon-—
strained households. The last column indicates the expected effect on
the participation rate of Percent of Rent and Unconstrained households

relative to an ongoing program.
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Table 2=16

POSSIBLE EFFECIS OF REVERSALS, TURNOVER, AND
ATTRITION ON ESTIMATED PARTICIPATION RATES

FACTORS AFFECTING
PARTICIPATION RATE

EFFECT ON RATES FOR THE HOUSING GAP
PLAN RELATIVE TC THE PERCENT OF RENT
AND UNCONSTRAINED PLANS

MEASURE BASED ON
ALL ENROLLED

MEASURE BASED ON HOUSE-
HOLDS STILL ENROLLED
AND ELIGIBLE AFTER

EFFECT ON RATES
FOR THE PERCENT

OF RENT AND
UNCONSTRAINED PLANS
RELATIVE TO AN

ESTIMATES HQUSEHOLDS TWO YEARS CNGOING PROGRAM
Acceptance rates based

on households that com—

pleted the enrollment No effect No effect Overestimate
interview

Reversal of acceptance

decision based on pro- Underestimate No effect Overestimate
gram experience

Turnover of eligible Egtimate is com— Estimate for households

and interested pop- parable to pro- that remain eligible is Overestimate
ulaticn gram rate comparable to program rate

Turnowver of population Overestimate of No effect No effect

that meets reguirements
(Compariscn with Con-
trol households)

Attrition of households
that reject housing
requirements
(Comparison with Con-
trol households)

program rate
{(Underestimate of
Effect of Allowance)

No effect

{No effect)

{No effect)

Overestimate

{Overestimate of
BEffect of Allowance)

(No effect)

No effect

{Ho effact)




as mndicated in the table, participation rates among Fercent of Rent and

Unconstrained households should, 1f anything, be expected to overestimate
participation 1n an ongoihg pregram. The possible extent of this over—
estimate has not been establaished with any certainty. If programs are
geherally well known, and 1f turnover rates are low or most households

do not take very long to apply for a program after becoming eligable,
evidence based on participation rates for Percent of Rent and Unccnstralned‘
households could be overstated by as much as 1,15. The actual degree of

overstatement could, however, be much larger.

Participation rates based on households that were still enrolled and
eligible at the end of twe years may overestimate Housing Gap parti-
clpation rates relative to Percent of Rent and Unconstrained rates.,
If participation measures are based on the less restricted population
of all enrolled households, on the other hand, they may underestimate
relative participation among Housing Gap households, depending on
which of the two factors listed predominates. Thus, overall partici-
pation rates relative to Percent of Rent or Unconstrained households
may not be bracketed by the two measures. They are at least bounded,

however, by the measure based on households enrolled and eligible

after two years.

Finally, in terms of comparisons with Contrel households, comparisons based
on meeting reguirements by 211 enrcolled households may underestimate the
effect of the allowance offer, while those based on households still enrolled
and eligible at the end of two years may overestimate the effect of the
allowance offer. Thus estimates of the ampact of the allowance effect in

the rate at which households met requarements would be expected to bracket
the actual effect. Differences in estimates under the two definitions are
not, however, by themselves evidence of lmportant effects due to attrition

or turnover in the population that met reguirements. Turnover ain the
elagible and interested population would i1tself be expected to produce

different impacts under the two measures.

The possible biases in the relative participation rates of Housing Gap
households or in comparisons of Housing Gap and Control househclds that

might arise from reverszal of the acceptance decision, turnover in the
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population that met requirements or attrition of households that

rejected the housing requirements are discussed further ain variocus
Appendices. The results of these analyses alt least suggest that these
factors may be relatively unimportant. In particular, differences
between the results of the two measures may well reflect the effects
of turnover in the eligible and interested population rather than the
biases listed above. This 1s, therefore, the interpretation adopted
in the rest of thas report. This finding 1s not conclusive, however,
and must be tempered with some appreciation of the pessible brases

introduced by the other considerations described in thas section.
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CHAFPTER 3

THE DECISION TO ENROLL

This chapter analyzes the first stage of particaipation--accepting the
enrollment offer. All households had to decide whether or not to accept
the enrcllment offer and enroll in the experiment. Indeed, as discussed
in Chapter 2, acceptance was the participation decision for households
assigned to the Percent of Rent and Unconstrained plans. Once accepiing
households 1n these plans were certified as eligible and enrclied, they
immediately began to receive payments. Accepting househcolds assigned to
the Housing Gap plans, on the other hand, also had to meet housing require-
ments hefore they received allowance payments. The analysis of acceptance
thus investigates the stage of the participation process that was common
to all of the experimental allowance programs. Indeed, as the analysis

of this chapter indrcates, the most important factors in acceptance
frequently appear to concern i1ssues common to participation in any
transfer preogram more than factors specaifically related to the housing

focus of the Percent of Rent and Housing Gap plans.

Section 3.1 analyzes the probabilaity that a household accepted the
enrollment offer and agreed to enrcll in terms of the type of offer made
and household characteristics. Special attention i1s paid to distinguishing
the effects of payment amounts offered from the effects of other differ-
ences 1n the Experimental programs assocrated with differences in payment
formalas and i1n particular the rmposition of housaing requirements in the
Housing Gap plan. This analysis 1s complemented by Section 3.2, which
describes the reasons gaven by a sample of households for not accepting
the enrollment offer and alsc examines Housing Gap households' perceptions
of the housing requirements and the importance of those requirements 1n
their decision not to enroll. The role of housing requirements and pay-
ment formulas (as opposed to payment amounts) an determining acceptance

1s further explored in Sectien 3.3. Finally, Sectaion 3.4 summarizes the

factors that affected the acceptance decision.
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3.1 THE PROBABILITY OF ACCEPTING THE ENROLLMENT OFFER

The analysis of acceptance starts with households that had completed the
1mnitial enrollment interview. ALl of these households had received a
brief but complete description of the program rncluding the way in which
payments were calculated, an estimate of the payment that they would
receive 1f they partacipated, a description of reporting requirements,
and, for households assigned to the Housing Gap plans, of the housing
requirements they would have to meet in order to receive paynent. Thus,
all households in theory had enocugh information to make a reasonably

wmnformed choice about whether or not they wanted to enroll.l

A variety of factors might be expected to influence acceptance. The
major benefit of partrcipating was, of course, the allowance payment
1tself. Agaainst this, the household could weigh its own willingness
to accept money from the government, the burden of meeting reporting.
requirements, the effect of the allowance on benefits from other
programs, and, for Housing Gap households, the costs and effort
mveolved in meeting the housing requirements. In order to receive
their monthly allowance payment, househclds were required to submit a
brief report and to cooperate with income verification procedures and
perlod}c suzrvey interviews. The amount of the allowance payment may
not always have been encugh to compensate households for the time and
effort involved in these requmrements. Also, other govemment transfers
such as AFDC, Food Stamps, and Social Security all take account of some
forms of other income in calculating therr benefits, and households
participating in these programs might fear that they would lose some
benefits because of the extra money from the allowance payment. In
fact, allowance payments were not counted in computing benefits under
any other programs except Food Stamps, and households were assured of
this daring the enrollment interview. In additzon, Housing Gap
households faced the potentral cost of meeting the housing require-~

ments. Households that suspected that their wmaits did not meet

1G1ven the limitations of verbal descriptions, a household might
well have accepted and then later changed 1ts mind on the basis of actual
experience with the program., As discussed ain Section 2.6 of the previous
chapter and Appendix V, this does not seem to have occurred very often, at
least not within the first six months after enrollment. It may, however,
account for the scomewhat higher acceptance rates in Phoenix.
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the regquirements might have to upgrade their unit or move to a new unit
whaich did meet the requirements in ordex to participate. This maght
invoelve both the effort and expenses of finding and moving to a new unit
or negotiating repairs with the landlord and an increase 1in rental expendi-

tures necessary to secure a unit which complied with the requirements.

Many of these factors might be expected to vary with household cheracter-
istics. The amount of allowance payment itself, of course, varied with
elrther income and household size (for Housing Gap and Unconstrained plans)
or rent (for Percent of Rent plang). Inkewise, elderly households or less
educated households might have found the reporting requirements more bur—
densome than other households. Households already receiving government
transfers, on the other hand, might find reporting requirements less for-
bidding and might be generally less likely to have negative attitudes
towards accepting transfer payments. Poorer households, in more desperate
situations, mrght find any payment worth more effort than households with

higher incomes.

Many of the factors potentially involved in acceptance are common to all
of the Experimental plans. All plans had the same reporting and interview
requirements and involved accepting payments from the governnent.l The
differences among the plans related to the amount of payment offered,

the way an which payments were calculated, and the presence of housing
requirements. Thus, differences in acceptance rates ameng the different
plans should reflect these three factors. In particular, once the

payment amomnt is taken intc accoumt, remaining differences should

reflect either the effects of the payment formula or of the amposition

of housing requirements

Two payment formelas were used in the Demand Experaiment. For Percent of
Rent households, the allowance payment was simply a fixed percentage of
their monthly rent. For Housing Gap and Unconstyalned households, the
allowance payment was equal to the gap between the estimated monthly

cost of modest standard housing for a household of that gize and some

lControl households, of course, received ne allowance payment,
though they were paird $10 a month for completing the reporting require-
ments. In additiron, however, these households, unlike Experimental
households, were explicitly appealed teo in terms of helping with a
government study of housing conditions.

63




fixed proportion of the household's monthly income, Thus, for Percent of
Rent households,; the allowance payment would be unchanged by later changes
in the household's i1ncome and size unless these led to changes in rental
expenditures. For Housing Gap and Unconstrained households, the allowance
would decrease 1f the household's income went up or some family members
left the household. A dafference in the enrcollment acceptance rates of
housecholds assigned to the Percent of Rent plan, compared to households
assigned to the Unconstrained and Housing Gap plans, would indicate that

the payment formula was an 1mportant factor in the decision to enroll.

For analysis of the importance of housing requirements, a different com-
parison i1s appropriate. Percent of Rent and Unconstrained households
were required only to submit monthly reports and to comply with 1ncome
verification and periodic surveys. Housing Gap households faced the
possible additional costs of meeting housing reguirements. A comparison
of acceptance of the enrollment offer among Percent of Rent and Uncon-
strained households with that of households in the Housing Gap group

can thus indicate the importance of the housing regquirements in the

decasion to enroll.

In fact, although there are statistically significant differences in
acceptance rates among the three types of allowance plans, the differences
are relatively modest. Table 3-1 shows the acceptance rates among house-—
holds completing the initral enrollment intexrview by type of housing
allowance plan. The most obvious difference 1in acgeptance rates as
between households assigned to the Percent of Rent plans and those
assigned to the Housing Gap plans, though the dafference 1s not large.

The acceptance rate of Percent of Rent households was 8 percentage points
haigher than that of Housing Gap households in Pittsburgh and 4 percentage
poants higher in Pheoenix (gtatistically signaficant at both sites).

A difference between Percent of Rent and Housing Gap households could
result from either a payment formula or a housing requirement effect,
since the two groups differ on both counts. Examination of the rate
for Unconstrained househeclds should give an indication of which factor
1s most important. Unfortunately, Unconstrained households are a small

group, and results are inconsistent across the two sites.
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Table 3-1

ACCEPTANCE RATES BY TYPE OF
HOUSING ALLCOWANCE PLAN

PITTSBURGH PHCENIX

NUMBER ACCEPTANCE NUMBER ACCEPTANCE
IN GROUP RATE IN GROUP RATE

Housing Gap
households lose 74% 1007 83%

Yercent of Rent
households 821 82 678 37

Unconstrained
households 120 78 89 90

t-gtatistic for the
difference between
Housing Gap and 4.24%% 2,28%
Percent of Rent
households

t-statistic for the
difference hetween
Housing Gap and 1.00 2,.06%
Unconstrained
households

t-statistic for the
difference between
Percent of Rent 1.60 .87
and Unconstrained
households

SAMPLE: Housing Gap, Percent of Rent and Unconstrained households that
completed the enrollment interview,

DATA SOURCES: Baseline Interview, Household Events Last.

+ t-statistic significant at the 0.10 lewvel (two-tailed).

* testatistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.0l level (two-talled).



In Pirttsburgh, the acceptance rate for Unconstrained households falls
between the Pexcent of Rent and Housing Gap rates and is not significantly
different from either. This might suggest that both factors--payment
formula as well as housing requirements—-may play a role in acceptance.

In Phoenix, on the other hand, the acceptance rate for Unconstrained house=-
holds is somewhat higher than that for Percent of Rent households and 1is
significantly higher than that for the Housing Gap group. This suggests
that housing requirements, rather than payment formula, wexe the reason

for the lower acceptance rate among Housing Gap households.

These differences were investigated further an a multivariate analys:is,
taking account of the allowance payment amount and household character-
1stics. Table 3-2 shows the variables used., Most of the variables
degcribe common demographi¢ characteristics such as age, household size,
race/ethnicity, and income. The only one of these variables that may not
be gelf-explanatory 1s the income variable, which has been entered as a
three-part spline. Spline-coding of continuous variables simply allows
the variable to have different effects over its range. Thus the farst
element i1n the spline (labeled "under $3,000") captures the effect of
differences in income in the income range of zero to $3,000. The next
element (labeled "$3,000 to $8,000") is coded so that 1t captures the
change in the effect of differences ain income i1n this range from that

of the zero to $3,000 range. (Thus, the total effect of a difference in
income 1n the $3,000 to 58,000 range 1s the sum of the coefficients for
the first two spline elements). The third element of the income spline
captures the further change in the effect of differences in income in the

range of incomes above $8,000 from the z2ffects in the range below $8,000.

1The exact coding of the variables is

D, = ¥
= (¥ - $3,000) 1f ¥ > $3,000
D, = (¥ - $8,000) 1f Y > $8,000

where ¥ 1s income. Recoding of D2 and D3 in terms of (¥ - $3,000) and
(¥ ~ $8,000) guarantees that the function 1s continucus in ¥. Thus, an
an equation specifying some variable R as a funetion of income, the
specafication

(footnote continued on next page)
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Table 3-2
VARIABLES USED IN THE ANALYSIS

VARTADLE DESCFIPTION USUAL RANGE
Elderly lousehold 1 2f household head 18 G2 or colder o-1
¢ otherwise
Young housshold = 1 1f household head 15 younger than 20 0-1
= {0 otherwise
Black household 1 :f householéd head is black o-1
0 otherwise
Spanish Amarican = 1 1f household head 1s Spanash American 0-1
housenold = 0 otherwize
Large household = 1 1f household has 5 or more members -1
= 0 otherwize
Sangle parent = 1 1f household head as single and nonelderly
household and children are present ain the household 0-1
= 0 otherwise
Prior mobility Number of moves during the three years prior
te the experiment {continucus) 0-2
Dissatrsfaction = 1 1f househeld is dissatisfied wath sather
with wnit or uniit or neighborhood prior to enrollment 0-1
neighborhood = 0 otherwise
Participation in =1 if household received benefits from Food
other transfer Stamps, AFDC, or other transfer programs
pPrograns durang the 12 menths prior to enrollment 0=1

Incoms (in thousands)

Under §3,000

§3,000~8, 000

Cver 58,000

Estimated subsidy
amsunt
Undex 540

$40-89

Over $8A

Unconstrainad
housencld

Tercent of Rent
househsld

= § otherwise

Net income prior to enrollment

Captures the effact of income for households
wath ancomes under $3,000 (continuous)

Captures the difference 1n the affect of income

for househelds with incomes under 53,000 and
thoge with incomes $3,000-8,000 (continucus)

Captures the difference i1n the cffect of
ineome for houscholds with incomes $3,000-
8,000 and those with incomes over $5,000

Estimates of subsidy amncunt gaven to house—
holds during enrcllment interview

Captures the effect of subsady amount for
households with subzidies $40-80 [continuous)

Captures the difference in the gffgct of
subsidy amount for households with subsidies
under $40 and those wath subsidiss $40-30
{continueus)

Captures tha difference i1n the effect of
subzidy amoumt: for houscholds with subsidies
$40-80 and those with subsidies owver $80
{continuous)

= L af household 1s 1 Unconstrained
allowanee plan
0 otherwise

I

1 1f household 1s 1n Percent of Rent
allowance plan
= gtherwise

$1,000-3,000

$3,000-8,000

£10--40

$40=80

$80~120

-1
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In addaition, three special demographic descriptoxs were included relating
to participation in other transfer programs, household moblllty,l and the
household's expressed satisfaction with 1ts dwelling unit and neighborhood.
Households that were already participating in government transfer programs
maght be more willing to enroll in another program unless they felt that
their current benefits would be jeopardlzed.2 Likewise, households that
were dissatisfied with their current housing or were mere willing to move
might also be expected to be more likely to accept the allowance offer.
Information on all of these demographic descriptors was c¢ollected as part

of the Baseline Interview, conducted before households were approached for

enrollment.

Differences in the Experimental offers are captured in two ways. First,
the "estimated allowance payment' variable refers to the estimated payment
that the household was told i1t would recelve 1f 1t participated in the

allowance program. (This variable 1s entered as a spline, like the
income variable discussed above.) In addition, dummy variables for Percent

of Rent offers and the Unconstrained offer are used to contrast acceptance

{footnote continued from preceding page)

Re=g. + alD + a.D. + o D

0 1 22 373
means
@ + alY if ¥ < $3,000
R = ao - a2{3,000) + (al + az}Y if 33,000 <Y i_$8,000
oy a2(3,000} - (a3(8,000) + }al + o, + a3}Y

1f ¥ > $8,000 .

lThe specific variable used as a proxzy for mobility was the number
of times the househeold had moved in the previous three years. Thias variable
1s strongly correlated with subseguent mobilaity during the experiment (see
MacMillan, 1878).

2In fact, as was explained to households, only Food Stamp benefits
were affected by receipt of housing allowances. All other major programs
agreed to waive housing allowances in computing household income for eligi-
birlity or benefit calculations. Estimation with separate variables for
Food Stamps and other transfers showed no difference in response between
households receiving Food Stamps and those recerving other transfer payments.
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rates for these plans with that of the Housaing Gap plans, once payment

amount has been taken into account. Coefficients for these dummies should,
therefore, reflect differences in acceptance associrated with payment

1
formulas or housing requirements.

Table 3-3 shows an estimate of the probability that a household in the
Housing Gap, Percent of Rent, or Unconstrained group accepted the enroll-
ment offer, as a function of the variables listed in Table 3-2. The
estimation procedure used in Table 3-3 i1s logit analysis. Under the
logistic specifications, the probability that a household accepted the

enrcllment cffer 1s wraitten as

N} Ty = F(x'8)
where
Tn = the probability of accepting the offer
x'" = a vector of independent variables
= a set of unknown coefficients, and
F = the unit logistic distribution

(ln(F/1-F) = x'8

The advantage of this and other similar specifications is that they take
account of the fact that the dependent variable as a dachotomy (accept/
not accept).2 The logistic coefficients (B} may be estimated by maximum

likelihcod. The coefficients themselves are not particularly transparent.

lSeparate equations for each group were also estimated. A cha-
sguare test showed that i1t was poss:ible to combine equations for Housing
Gap, Percent of Rent, and Unconstrained households without significant
loss of explanatory power if dwmmy variables were used to distinguish
allowance plans. That i1s, the hypothesis that demographic and payment
amount effects were the same for all three groups was not rejected, as
shown below

Separate Pooled Difference
Pittsburgh 1748.,1795 1767.9105 12,7310
-2 Log Likelihood {31} (17} (14)
(Degrees of Freedom) fpp 0.0« 1269.6473  1283.3790  13.7317
{33} (18} {15)

The test level for the difference i1s gaven by x210 {14, 15) = (21.064, 22.307) .

2 . . .
See Appendix IX for a fuller description of the logistic specification.

69



Table 3-3
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PRUBABILITY OF

ACCEFTING THE ENROLLHENT CFFER

PITTSAURGH PHOENLX
E¥FECT EFFFECT
ACRCSS ACRDSS
FARTTAL USUAL FARTIAL UsUAL
CQOEFFICIENT E~STRTISTIO DERIVATIVE RANGE COEFFICIENT L-ETATISTIC DERIVATIVE FAMGE
Constant =1.310 =2.80%% HA HA =0.023 -0 03 HA Ha
Eldezly 4
household -3 280 -L.69 —0.048 =0 0438 2.153 .70 02D 0.020
Toung
hausehold 0,369 2.15+ 0 064 o o064 Q138 0 82 c.018 J ola
Black
househald 0.402 3 A7 ¢ 0E9 ¢. 063 =3 778 =300 =3.10L -0.101
Spanish American
hausehald HA HA Ha Ha -0.663 =g.10% " =0.086 =0 a36
Large
household 9 476 3 2D 0,082 0.082 -0.008 —0.03 -0 gql, -0,001
Single parvent
hapsehold 0,144 57 0 025 0.025 0 208 1.631‘ 0 035 o 039
Pricy mobil:ty 0,248 4.06%+ 0.043 d.129 a 168 3 S5ar 0.022 o oabé
Dassatisfactron
with umit or
neighborhood Q248 2.63% Q.043 0 043 0,128 .08 ¢.0M8 0-0L5
Partlcipation
in other trans—
far proyrama 0. 085 0.69 L 1) 0 0% Q138 0 9% 0. 018 018
Income
{zn thousands)
Under $3,000 G335 2.19%" 0,080 O 120 =0 076 =5 EOWF -.010 =0.020
33.000-3.00Da -3,122 2,87 =0,021 ~3.205 ~0.003 -0 0F 3 Qoo =0 Q02
over $8,CI(:I[:|a =0.058 =0.21 =0.410 -, 023 - {6% -1.17 =0 G2 -0 016
Estanated
suhardy amount
Under $40 0042 E.52n* 0,007 o 215 G.051 5 F2%n a on7 G.230
$4ﬁ—80a 0,618 2 grat 0.003 Go1ia ¢ ode 17 T 001 0,032
Over 530a —0.00% =l.B4t =0.,002 0 0462 o O0d 0 98 0 Qo2 0 0Z1
Onconstraitred
household € 0L 3.5 0.002 0.002 O AT2 1.49 Q.01 Q-061
Pervent of Rant
household §.506 4 A+ o087 a oa? 0 33 2 45* 0,045 Q.45
Lakelihood Ratic 230,408 145,400
{Srgnifaicancal
Sarple Size 1896 16564
m;:nzfui‘;ﬁ?;e 0 778 0 846
Coeffrcient of
o 102
Deterzunation o 119
SaMB{E- Howaing Gap, Percent &f Rent and 1 trained b iolds that cempleted the aprollment interview,

excluding households waith incomes over 316,000,

BATA SOURLCES =
4. Thesa wara egtahated a5 splincs.

applrcable in the range stated.

Income {Q00s)
A 3,000-8,000
& Ower 4,000

Ext. Stbsidy

& $40-80

& Over 80

Baseline Lntérview, Household Byvents Last.

The cocfficicnts shown io the Table are the estimated coefficlents
Estimated diffrrencas from the coefficient for the previows interval aze

PITISETREH
Losfficient L-staktistic
=0.457 =2.63%»
D064 o 72
=0.025 -2 21=
—0.026 —2.91%*

1  t=statistzc significant at the
* t-statistzc saigmificant at the 0.05 level [two—tailed).
**  testatastic sigm¥icant at the O 01 level [two—tailed).

9.10 level (two-tmiled),
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~0 DGE

~0.043
=G.03
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t-statistie

166t
=0.74
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Their meaning 1s commonly indicated by taking the partial derivative of the
probability of accepting with respect to each independent variable (the
change in the probabaility of accepting assoclated with a unit change in the
independent variable, holding cothexr variables constant). Under the logastac
specification, this derivative is given by

ollp = UNEELNT I

(2) ax
1

Notice that the effect of X changes depending on the level of T In
particular as T heconmes very small or very large, the effect of X
becomes small, regardless of the value of Bl. This reflects the fact
that HA 18 bounded by zero and one. At large (small) values of “A' no
variable can increase (decrease) T by very much., As 1s customary,
derivatives presented in this report are evaluated at the mean value of

T indicated rn the logit table.l

The figures presented in Table 3-3 show the estimated logit coefficient and
t-statistic for each variable, as well as the partial deraivative. Because
the units i1n which the independent variables are measured vary, the final
column i1n Table 3-3 indicates the effect of each variable across 1ts usual
range. This 1s calculated as the product of the partial derivakive estimate
of the effect of a one-unit change multiplied by the number of units in the
usual range. (The usual ranges used tc compute these values are shown in

Table 3-2.)

In terms of program variatzons, the results of the logistic analysis
egsentially repeat the pattern of Table 3-1, Even when payment amounts
and demographic characteristics are taken into account, Fercent of Rent
households were significantly more likely to accept the enrollment offer
than Housing Gap households at bhoth sites. The indicated difference was
about 2 percentage peints in Paittsburgh and 5 percentage p01ﬁts in Phoenix.
In Pittsburgh the partial derivative for the Unconstrained dummy variable
18 small (.002} and the difference between Unconstrained and Housing Gap

households s not significant. In Phoenix, the coefficient for the

1

The partial derivative xis a linear approxamation to the effect
of a change in the independent wvariables. Where large changeg are
involved, these are sometimes calculated exactly, using as a base the

logistic function at the mean of “A‘
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Unconstrained dummy variable 1s larger than that for the Percent of Rent
variable and the partial derivative shows that Unconstrained households
had a probability of accepting that was about 6 percentage points higher
than that of Housing Gap households. However, as in Pittsburgh, the
difference is not significant. In sum, while the Percent of Rent offer
was clearly somewhat more attractive than the Housing Gap offer, at is

st1ll unclear whether this reflected the housing reguirements or the

difference in payment formulas.

These differences 1in acceptance rates among the different program types
were apparently concentrated among higher income households. As descrabed
in Chaptexr 2, the Housing Gap payment formulas included a group of low
payment plans with income eligibality 11m1t$ about 20 percent lower than
those used for the rest of the allowance plans tested. Acceptance logats
were re—estimated allowing for differences 1n program acceptance rates
for households above and below this low eligibilaty l%mlt.l The results
showed small and insignificant differences in acceptance rates among the
different program types for households with incomes below the low elagi-
b1lity lamit (which made up about two-thirds of the households offered
enrcllment). Estimated differences for the higher income households, on

the other hand, were larger and significant at both s;l.tes.2

1
Separate egtimation for the two income groups did not yield signi-
ficantly higher likelihoods than estimation with a dummy variable and inter-

actron for differences in program type effects.

Separate Pooled Difference
-2 Log Lakelihood Prttsburgh 17%2;?95 17?35?49 6222?
Degree fF
(Degrees of Freedom)] _ . 1268.869 1277.550 8.681
(35) (20) (15)

Test levels are given by x2. . (14, 15) = (21.064, 22.307)

.10

2

The estimated partial derivatives and t=statistics for differences
in acceptance rates for Percent of Rent and Unconstrained houscholds as com—
prared with Housing Gap households are .

Paittsburgh Phoenix
For Households Eligible Partial Partial
for Low Payment Plan Derivative t-Statistic Derivative t—Statistic
Percent of Rent 0.034 1.31 0.029 1.32
Unconstrained -0.047 0.89 0.014 0.33

(footnote continued on next page)
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The estimated payment amount had a significant and positive xelationship
to acceptance for households in the lowest payment group at both sites.
As the estimated payment amount increased, however, 1ts marginal effect
decreased at both sites. That 1is, the increase ain the prcbability of
accepting with a dollar increase in payment amount was larger at lower
values of payments. Indeed, in both sites increases in payments beyond
$30 had almost no estimated effect on acceptance rates. This may simply
reflect the very high acceptance rates among housecholds offered large
payments.l Table 2-5 in Chapter 2, for example, showed that acceptance
rates were denerally from around 20 to 100 percent for households with
estimated payments of $70 or more. Thus there may, in effect, have been

little room for further increases once payments reached the $80 level.

In terms of demographic effects, Table 3-3 shows that although a nunber

of househcld characteristics were related to the probability of accepting
the enrollment offer in each site, the effects were generally modest.

Only prior mobility and income had an estimated effect of more than 10 per-—
centage points over their normal range. In addition, the patterns of
demographic effects across the two sites are not con51stent.2 In Pittsburgh,

younger households were more likely to accept than older households, black

{footnote continued from preceding page)

Prttsburgh Phoenix
For Households Not Partial Partial
Eligrble for Low berivative t-Statistic Dexivative t-Statistic
Payment Plans
Percent of Rent 0.160 5.03%=* 0.086 2.38
Unconstrained 0.060 0.82 0.144 1.67t

It should be noted that these differences appear to reflect interactions
between program acceptance and income group rather than between Program
acceptance and payment. Estimates allowing for interaction between

program effects and low payment level showed no significant interaction.

1

As noted earl:ier, the logistic specification in theory takes account
of this, since the implied effect in participation rates for a gaven logistic
coefficient becomes small at high levels of Tp-

2A test for hemogeneity of demographic effects in the two sites
showed a significant loss of explanatory power 1f observations for the two
Sites were combaned, even when differences in the effects of program varia-
tions were allowed for. Thas held true for several specifications of pro-
gram variations.
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households than nonmanority households, and large households than smaller
households. The probabilaity of accepting increased with the number of moves
prior to the experaiment and was also higher for households that were dis-
satisfied with their units or neighborhoods than for satisfied households.
The number of moves prior to the experiment was also positively related

t0o the probability of accepting the offer in Phoenix. Other effects were
inconsistent, however. Black and Spanish Amer:ican households were less
likely to accept than nonminority households in Phoenax, whereas black
households ain Pittsburgh were more likely to accept. Age, household size,
and dissatisfaction, although sagnificant in Pittsburgh, had smaller

and statistically insignificant effects in Phoenix, Contrary to expecta-
tions, particapation in other transfer programs did nct have a significant

effect at eirther site.

Income effects were also opposite at the twe sites. Among households an
the lowest income group in Pittsburgh, the probability of accepting the
enrollment offer increased significantly as inconme increased. In Phoenix,
the relationship was significant and negative. At both sites, the effect
of income changed significantly for households with incomes between $3,000
and $8,000. For this group, the effect of income was small and negative

in Pittsburgh and cicse to zero in Phoenax., It 1s difficult to know how

to interpret these differences, though 1t appears that for households wirth
incomes over $3,000 the probability of accepting enrcllment was effectively

the same regardless of 1ncome.l

It should be noted that these demographic effects are estimated takang
payment amount into effect. Given the significant effect of payment
amount {at least in the zero to $80 range), the payment formula 1tself

may have substantial effects on the demographic composition of particaipants.

lThe correlation between income and subsidy amcunt for Housaing Gap
households makes the analysis of income effects particularly diffacult,
Also, as noted above, income eligibilaity limits were lower for Housing Gap
plans that had lower payment levels (because households that qualified for
a zero payment amount under a given plan were not eligible, and some house-
holds that would have received benefits under higher payment plans did not
qualify for payments under the lower payment plans)., In order to see 1f the
relationship between payment level and income eligability levels was
responsible for the nonlinear income effects obgerved, the equation was
re-estimated separately for households above and below the lowest income
limits. Income effects remained nonlinear, however. Other demographic
terms were not materially affected either.
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This can be 1llustrated by comparing acceptance rates by income level for
Housing Gap and Percent of Rent households. The amount of the allowance
payment decreased for Housing Gap households as their income increased, hold-
ing othexr factors constant. For Percent of Rent households, income had no
direct relation to payment amocunt. Differences in enrollment rates caused
by payment variations may thus lead to demographic drfferences in partici-
pation. Table 3-4 illustrates thas point by showing the enrollment rates
for Housing Gap and Percent of Rent households by income level, not con-
trolling for payment amount, Acceptance rates decreased with income fér
Housing Gap households, since higher income households were, on average,
eligible for lower subsidies. For Percent of Rent househclds, in contrast,

where payment was not strongly related to income, little variation 1n

enrollment rates by income level is observed.l

Overall, there are few strong patterns in acceptance. Payment amount, as
expected, was significantly and positively related to acceptance. Higher
payments produced higher rates of acceptance, at least up to payment levels
of $80. BAbove this level, acceptance rates were generally around 90 percent
or more. In addition, there were signifacant, 1f modest, differences in
acceptance rates among the different program offers assoclated with either
the housing requirements or the payment formula (as opposed to payment
level). While demographic differences are apparent i1n each site, they also
are generally modest in size and show no strong consistent pattern acrogs

the two sites.

The next sections further investigate both the reasons for which households

rejected the ocffer and the role of payment formulas and housing requirements.

3.2 REASONS FOR DECLINING THE ENROLLMENT OFFER

A sample of households that declined the enrollment offer was interviewed
and questionsd about reasons for turning down the housing allowance pro-—

gram. Results indicate that the decision to enroll was a fairly complex )
one and that a number of different factors were important to households in

considering the allowance offer. Table 3-5 ghows the reasons for declining

lRent and income are positively correlated, so that higher income
households in the Percent of Rent plans may have tended to receive higher
payments. The increase in mean rental expendatures associated with
differences in household income is, however, relatively small.
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Table 3-4

ACCEPTANCE RATES FOR HOUSING GAP AND
PERCENT OF RENT HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME LEVEL

PITTSEURGH : PHOEMNIX
NUMEBER ACCEPTANCE NUMBER ACCEPTANCE
IN GROUP RATE IN GROUP RATE
HOUSING GAP
HOUSEHOLDS
Income level
$4,000 or less 469 78% 344 86%
$4,001-58,000 474 74 373 85
More than 38,000 139 63 173 71
PERCENT OF RENT
HOUSEHOLDS
Income level
$4,000 or less 344 81 242 86
$4,000-58,000 373 83 310 87
More than $8,000 101 81 123 89

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Percent of Rent households that completed the
enrcllment interview.
DATA SOURCES: Baseline Interview, Housechold Events Iast.
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Table 3-5

REASCNS FOR DECLINING
THE ENROLLMENT OFFER

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
PERCENT- GIVING REASON | PERCENT- GIVING REASON
AGE AS THEIR ONLY | AGE AS THEIR ONLY
REASON FOR a GIVING REASON FOR GIVING REASON FOR
NOT ENROLLING- REASON NOT ENROLLING | REASON NOT ENROLLING
{Numbexr of cases) (170) (170) {168) (1568)
Requrrements, bother,
paperwork 50% 12% 49% 5%
Objected to participating
in a transfer program 41 12 47 12
Benefits from other pro-
grams would ke reduced 8 1 5 1
Thought they were in-
eligible 14 1 24 4
The payment was too small 18 1 26 1
Didn't want to move 14 2 14 1
Personal reasons 18 4 18 1
Didn't understand the
of fer 12 1 11 2

Mean number of reasons
grven

1.8

1.9

SAMPLE: Sample of households that declined the enrollment offer.
DATA SCURCE: Terminee Interview,
a. A household could give more than one reason.
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enrollment given by the survey respondents. Households were allowed to
give up to six different reasons for failing to enrcll, so the table pre-
sents responses in two different ways. The first column for each site
shows the percentage of éll respondents that gave a particular reason at
least once. The second column shows the percentage of respondents giving

a particular reascn as their only reascn for not enrolling.

The requirements of the program, including paperwork and the general bother
of participating, was the reason most frequently given for turning down the
enrcllment offer. BAbout half of the households at both sites mentaioned
this as a reason for not enrolling. Objections to participating in a )
government program was second in freguency. Over 40 percent of the house-
holds at both sites mentioned that they did not enroll because they did

not want to accept charity or otherwise objected to the i1dea of acceptang
money from the government. A number of other reasons were cited, but none
accounts for more than about a quarter of the households that rejected the
cffer at either site. Twenkty-four percent of the respondents in Phoenax
felt that they would have been aneligable for the program and 26 percent
mentacned that the payment was too small to make participation worthwhile.
Eighteen percent of the respondents in Pittsburgh mentioned that the pay-
ment was too small and 18 percent cited personal reasons for not enrolling.
Concerns that benefits from other programs might be reduced, an unwilling-
ness to move, and a lack of understanding of the program offer were also

menticned, but less fregquently than the other reasons.

The second column for each site in Table 3-5 shows that only about one-thard
of the households gave only one reason for turning down the offer, and no
more than 12 percent of the households at either saite cited any particular
reason as the only reason they did not enrell., In Pittsburgh, program
requirements and bother and objections to participating in government pro-
grams were given with equal frequency by respondents as their only reason
for not enrolling. In Phoenix, objections to government programs was the
most frequently given single reason for declining the enrollment offer.
Thus, households appear to have had a variety of reascns for turning down
the enrollment offer, with no single reason clearly predominating. The
bother and paperwork of participating and general objections to accepting
money from government programs were the most frequently mentioned reasons,

but most households also cited scme other reason as well.
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The previous section suggested that both the payment formula used and the
presence of housing requirements may have had an effect on households'
decisrons to enroll. Table 3-6 presents further evidence on this 1ssue
by showing reasons for declining enrollment separately for Housing Gap

and Percent of Rent households.l

The table suggests that the housing requirements may have been an impor-
tant factor in the enrolliment decision for Housing Gap households,
especially in Pittsbhurgh. Although program regquirements were cited fre-
gquently as a reason for turning down the enrollment offer by both groups,
a significantly higher percentage of Housing Gap than Percent of Rent
households gave this reason in Plttsburgh.2 Housing Gap households

in Pittsburgh were also significantly more likely than Percent of Rent
households to say that they turned down enrollment because the payment
was too small. This may reflect the difference in the payment formula
for the two groups, or i1t may reflect a decision on the part of Housing
Gap households that the payment offered was not enough to compensate
them for the cost of meeting the housing reguirements. The only indica-
tion of possible cbijections to housing requirements in Phoenix i1s the
fact that Housing Gap households were significantly more likely than
Percent of Rent households to cite unwillingness to move as a reason for
turning down the program. Overall, differences in the reasons cited by
the two groups are suggestive but not conclusive regarding the importance

of the housing requirements.

Some further evidence 1s available by comparing reascns given for
rejecting the allowance offer with household perceptions of whether thear
current units would meet reguirements. Housing Gap households in the
survey sample were asked a series of questions about their perceptions

of the housing regquirements for their treatment group. Households were
asked 1f they remembered being told about the requirement, 1f they under-
steocod 1t, and whether they felt the unit in which they were living at the

1
Unconstrained households are not shown because so few were included
in the sample.

2Unfortunate1y, respondents' answers were not specific encugh to
distinguish cbjections to housing requirements from objections to other
program requirements such as monthly reports, periodic interviews, and
housang evaluations not related to requirements.




Table 3-6

REASONS FOR DECLINING THE ENROLLMENT OFFER
FOR HOUSING GAF AND PERCENT OF RENT HOUSEHOLDS

PITYSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE FPERCENTAGE
GIVING REASON GIVING REASONb
HOUSING PERCENT HOUSING PERCENT

REASON FOR a Gap OF RENT GAP OF RENT
NOT ENROLLING HOUSEHOLDS HBOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS
{thumber of cases) (28) {65) (115) (42)
Requrrements, bother,
paperwork D7%s* 40% 484 52%
Objected to participating
in a transfer program 43 38 42 55
Benefits from other pro-
grams would be reduced & 11 4 10
Thought. they were
ineligible 15 12 25 21
The payment was toc
small 26%% ] 27 21
Didn't want to
move 16 12 17* 5
Personal
reasons 16 20 21 12
Didn't understand the
cffer 10 12 9 14

SAMPLE: Sample of households that declined the enrollment offer.

DATA SOURCE: Terminee Intarview.

a. A household could give more than one reason.

b, Unceonstrained households are not shown because only & Unconstrained
households in Pattsburgh and 11 in Phoenix were lncluded in the sample.

Test for significance of the difference between Hownsing Gap and
Percent cof Rent households:

+ t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed)},
* t-gtatistac significant at the 0.05 level {two-tailed)}.
** p-gtatistic significant at the ¢.01 level {two-tailed).
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time of the interview would have met the requirement. Table 3-7 presents
the responses to these guestions. Only 17 to 23 percent of the Heousing Gap
honseholds declining enrollment at the two sites felt that they would have
failed the housing requirements. In Pittsburgh, 55 percent‘of the respon-—
dents sard they did not remember or understand the reguirements and 28 per-
cent felt they would have passed the requ1rem§nts m the unit in which

they were living at the time of the interview. Phoenix households were less
likely to say they did not understand the requirements and more likely to
feel that they would have passed. Forty-nine percent of the Housing Gap
househeolds declining the enrollment offer 1n Phoenix were living an units
which they felt would have passed the program's housing regquirements.

These results indicate that 1f the housing regquirements had an effect on
the decasion to enrell for Housing Gap households, 1t seems likely to have
resulted from the households' general feeling about the requirements

1
rather than from a conviction that their unit would fail to pass-

Table 3-8 supports this conclusion by showing the reasons for not enrolling
given by Housing Gap households that did not remember or understand the
requirements, households that felt they would have passed, and households
that felt they would have failed. The reasons given do not bear any
systematic relationship to the households' perceptions about housing require—
ments. Contrary to what might be expected, households that felt they would
have met the housing requirement were most likely to ecite program reguire-~
ments as a reason for not enrolling at both sites, suggesting that the
problem of meeting requirements was not a major factor for these households.
Households that felt they would not have met the requirements were more
likely to mention that they did not want to move, which seems reasonable.
Households not expecting to meet the requirements were less likely than
other households to say that they found the payment too small, however.
Overall, these results suggest that households were not considerang the
likelihcod that they would have to move as offsetting the benefits to be

gained from participating at the time they considered enrolling.

Section 3-1 showed that payment amownt and some household demographic char—

acteristics were related to accepting the enrollment offer. The reasons

1. . .

This is further confirmed by the fact that differences in acceptance
ameng the different program types were confined to the upper third of the in-
come distribution, as indicated ain the previous section.
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Table 3-7

PERCEPTICNS ABOUT COMPLIANCE WITH HOUSING
REQUIREMENTS AMONG HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS
STHAT DECLINED THE ENROLLMENT OFFER

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCEPTTIONS
ABOUT COMPLIANCE PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
WITH HOUSING NUMBER OF GIVING NUMBER OF GIVING
REQUIREMENTS HOUSEHOLDS RESDONSE HOUSEHOLDS RESPONSE

Didn't remember
being told about 12 12% 11 10%
the reguirement

Didn't understand

the requirement 42 43 22 19
Felt they would
have met the 27 28 56 49

redqulrement

Felt they would
not have met 17 17 26 23
the requirement

Total 98 100 115 100

SAMPLE: Sample of Housing Gap househclds that declined the enrollment
offer.
DATA SOURCE: Terminee Interview.
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Table 3-8
MAJOR REASONS POR DECLINING THE ENROLLMENT COFFER

BY PERCEPTIONS ABOUT COMPLIANCE WITH HOUSING
REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE GIVING REASON AMONG: PERCENTAGE GIVING REASCN AMONG:
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHCLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DIbBN'T THAT FELT THAT FELT THAT DIDN'T THAT FELT THAT FELT,
REMEMBER OR THEY WOULD THEY WOULD REMEMBER OR THEY WOULD THEY WOULD
UNDERSTAND HAVE MET NOT HAVE UNDERSTAND HAVE MET NOT HAVE
REASCON FOR THE THE MET THE THE THE MET THE
NOT ENROLLING REQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT
(Nunber of cases) (54) (27) (17} (33) {(56) (25)
Requirements, bother,
paperwork 57% 67% 41% 45% 55% 35%
Cbhijected to partici-
pating in a transfer 43 59 18 42 43 38
Program
The payment was too 20 a7 94 27 29 23
small
Didn't want to move 11 19 29 9 14 31
Parsonal reasons 24 4 12 24 14 31

SAMPLE:
DATA SOURCE:

Terminee Interview,

Sample of Housing Gap households that declined the enrocliment offer,



given by different demographic groups for deciding not to enrcll may give
some indication of why these demographic differences occurred. For example,
elderly househelds may have found the requirements more burdensome or have
had more difficulty in understanding the cffer. Households with a hastory
of several moves in the previous three years may have had fewer objections
to moving and may, therefore, have been less apprehensave about the hous-

ing reguirements.

Table 3-9 shows the reasons for not enrolling given by households strati-
fied by age, race cr ethniecity, participation in other transfer programs,
mobility in the three years prior to the experiment, and subsidy amount.
The table does give some evidence that certain reasons were more important

for some groups than others.

Elderly households in Pittsburgh were less likely than vounger households

tc feel that the payment amount was tooc small and move likely to cite
personal reasons for not enrclling. In Phoenix, elderly households were
less likely to thank they were ineligible than were younger households

hut were more likely to say they did not understand the program and more
lakely to cite personal reasons. Several other reasons varied significantly
in freguency across age but not in a consistent direction. Reasons for
declining enrollment did not vary significantly by race of household

head in Pattsburgh., There was one significant variation ain Phoenix-—-
munority households were somewhat more likely than nonmineority households

to cite wwillingness to move as & reason for not enrclling.

Households already participating in transfer programs in Pittsburgh were
more likely than other housesholds to express a concern over lesing benefats
from other programs and also more likely to say they were unwilling to move.
In Phoenix, households participating in other programs were less likely than
other households to cite general objections to government programs and more
likely to mention persconal reasons or an uvawillingness to move as reasons

for not enrolling.

Prior mobility had little relationship to reasons for not enrolling. The
percentage of households saying that they did not want to move declined as
prror mobility increased, but the differences were not large enough to be
significant. In Pittsburgh, the percentage of households that thought they
were ineligible varied across number of prioxr meoves, but not an a consistent

direction.
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Table 2-9

PEAGONS FOR DECLINING THE ENROLIMENT OFFER
BY DEMOGRAPHIC GROUF AKD SURSIDY AMDUMT

BARTICTEATION MOBILITY IN THE
RACE/ETHHICITY T OTHER TRANS— THREE YEARS PRIOR
AGE OF HEAD OF HEAD PRSGRAMS TO_ENROLLMENT SUBSIDY AMOUNT
30 OR HOK- THO OR

REASCHS FOR TG 61 OR SPANISH KON~ PARTI- PARTI- HO UNE  MORE
HOT BNEDLLIHGa ER 3]-61 OLDER BLACK AMERICAN MINORITY CIPANT CIPANT HOVES MNOVE MOVES $10 $11-35 $36 OR MORE

PITTSBURGH ’
(Mmhar of ecaseg) (23) (61) (86) [22) (143) {112} (58) {1101 {42} (18} {33) {46) {33}
fequirerents, bother, 5N PETSNE-S YO 7% 4 54v 4l S2x e 44e 6ax 48y EELY
paperwork -
thjeoted o partior-
pating in a transfer 5z 38 41 32 43 46 x] 42 36 50 39 46 38
program
Benefits from other
programs woild be o 5 5 14 7 3 17w+ 1 7 & 3 4 8
reduced
Thought they weze 13 18 12 13 1 15 12 13 24 ar 18 Y e
ineliqikle
The payment was too
amall vl 23 12= L] 20 20 la 13 26 22 4z 24 S
(mdn't want to move 4] 15 15 23 13 10 22+ pt3 12 ] 9 11 26t
Parsonal ressons 4 10 28+ 27 17 e 15 21 » 1r 6 13 h:]
Dudn't understand
the offer g i1} 14 hii] 11 12 piss 12 1z 11 6 7 13

PEOENIL

(pmber of cases) {47} 73] [48) (11 {54} (103} {125} {43 {63) {(43) {51) 23] {28) {71
Requirements, bother,
papenvark 45% 47 56% So% 37% sS4 40 49% 46% ) ) 484 64y 57% Ik
Chlected to partaca-—
pating in a transfar 60 &0 461 13 45 50 54 2545+ 41 56 48 37 57 46
program
Benefits from other
programs would be 2 3 Wt o] 4 L] z ] 5 9 2 3 7 3
reduced
Thought they ware
ineligible i) % 1zer -] 30 23 23 28 27 23 23 24 18 25
The payment was too 23 ) 23 45 24 D 27 23 22 33 25 a8 25 20%*
small R
Mmdn'e want to oove 9 12 23 26 5 10* 10 26" 15 14 10 3 7 27*
Personal reasons Q 19 33 36 11 19 k] dgar 24 14 13 12 18 2~
Didn’t understand 13 5 13t 18 1 1 o1z 4 8 12 25 7

the offer

SAMPLE  Sarmple of households that declired the enrallment offer
DATA SCORIRCE Termines Integview

Z A household could gave more than one reason,

+ thi-square sigmificant at 0.10 leval,

* Chi-square signifrcant at @05 lewvel,

= Cua=sgtare siguificant at 0 01 lewal,
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Subsidy amount was related te several reasons for not enrolling. Households
were less likely to cite the bother of program requirements as their subsidy
amount 1ncreased. As would be expected, they were also less likely to say
that the pavyment amount was too small to make enrolling worthwhile at higher
subsidy amounts. On the other hand, higher subsidy households were meore

likely te mention that they did not want o move.

In general, these results suggest that the decision to enroll involved a
number of different factors for different demographic groups, and that
patterns often varied across the sites. Groups that were less concerned
about one i1tem were frequently more concerned about