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ABSTRACT

This report analyzes the experience of black households that searched for
housing during the Housing Allowance Demand Experament in Allegheny County
{(prtitsburgh). The focus of the report 1s the way in whach the process of
searching for housing helped te maintain the existing pattern of racially
segregated housing in Allegheny County. Particular attention is girven to
the extent to which black households restricted their search for housing to
black areas. The extent to which black households reported encountering
racial discrinmination when they searched in nomminority areas 1s also dis-
cussed. Differences in the effectiveness of housing market information
for black and white searchers are analyzed. The report concludes with a
discussion of some of the policy implications of differences in the ease

with which black and whaite households locate housing.
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SUMMARY

This report is one of a series of technical reports on the results of the
Housing Allowance Demand Experiment. The Demand Experiment 1s one of three
experiments being conducted by the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment as a part of the Experimental Housing Allowance Program (EHAP}, These
eXperiments, authorized by Congress in the Housing Act of 1970, are designed
to test the concept of direct cash assistance to low-income households to
enable them to live in suitable housing. The focus of the Demand Experiment
18 on how low—income renter households use allowances, The Demand Experiment
was conducted in Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (Pittsburgh) and Maricopa
County, Arizona (Phoenix), It tested a variety of allowance plans involving
approximately 1,200 BExperimental households and 600 Control households at
each site. Experimental households were offered allowance payments for

three years. BaAnalysis is based on data from the first two years.

This report uses the information collected on the behavior of lew-income
renters during the experiment to examine an area important not only to a
housing allowance program but to housing policy in general: the process

by which black households search for housing in a largely segregated

housing market, If black searchers are restricted to neighborhoods which
have high concentrations of minority residents because they lack information
about or are denied access to other neighborhoods, then the freedom of choice
offered by a housing allowance program is dimnished, To the extent that
predominantly black neighborhoods have poorer housing than other areas, the
goal of providing decent housing for allowance recipients may be thwarted

as well,

In Pittsburgh, as 1n many other American cities, black households are concen-
trated 1n a limted set of neighborhoods, which generally have poorer housing
than other areas of the city. The experimental housing allowance offers did

little to change this. Cn average, black households in Pittsburgh that moved
relocated in Census tracts where the concentration of minority households was
only 7 percentage points lower than that of their previous neighborhoods, re-

gardless of whether they were offerad an allowance payment.,




This report examines the search behavior of black househclds enrolled in the

Demand Experiment in Allegheny County {Pittsburgh).l Its specific focus is

on the way in which black households' search for housing helped to maintain
racially segregated housing. No effort 1s made either to examine the impact
of this on housing outcomes or to estimate the impacts of the allowance offers

in search patterns. These topicts are pursued elsewhere.

The role of the search behavior of black households in continuing the pattern
of housing segregation 1s examned in twe ways in this report. The first i1ssue
1s the extent to which black households restricted their search toe black neigh-
borhoods, Black househeolds that never looked in a neighborhood without a sub-
stantial black population never had the opportunity to move to such a neighbor-
hood. The report then reviews evidence on a number of factors which might have
léd black households to restrict their search to minority neighborhoods, such
as racial diserimination during search, expectations about discrimination, lim-
1tations in the housing information avaiiable from dirfferent sources, and re-
striction of search to dwellings in the immediate vicinity of the original resi-
dence. Throughout the report, neighborhoods are categorized into four types:
black neighborhoods (those whose 1970 population was 50 percent or more black) ;
mxed neighborhoods (those with populations at least 15 percent but less than
50 percent black); white neighborhocds with clusters of black residents (neigh-
borhoods with populations less than 15 percent black but including black or
mixed Census tracts); and white neighborhoods without clusters of black resi-
dents (neighborhoods with populations less than 15 percent black and not in-

¢ludaing black or mixed Censwus tracts). The major findings follow:

1. Black households searching for housing generally restricted their search
to neighborhoods that were predominantly black or had clusters of black
residents.

Among the neighborheods seen by black households while searching
for housing, 63 percent were black or mixed neighborhoods, 23 percent
were white neighborhoods with clusters of black residents, and only

14 percent were white neighborhoods without ¢lusters of black residents.

lData from the other experimental site-—Maricopa County, Arizona
{Phoenix)—-were not used. Unlike Pittsburgh, Phoenix does not have a large
number of relataively small and homogeneous neighborhoods with well-defined
boundaries., Thus, data on the neaghborhoods in which households searched for
housing in Phoenix could not be defined in a way which would allow detailed
analysis,



2.

5

The racial composition of the neighborheods chosen by black households
that moved reflects the restricted set of neighborhoods seen by black

households during search.

The percentage of black movers that moved to black, mixed, or
white neighberhoods 1s very similar to the percentage of neagh-

borhoods of that type seen during search.

Altheough some black households indicated that they avoided neighborhoods
because they expected discrimination, those with this expectation do not

appear to have restricted their search to predominantly black-neighborhoeds.

One guarter of black searchers indicated that they avoided some
neighborhoods because they expected discramination, However, these
households were no less likely to search in white neighborhoods \mwrﬁﬁhfmﬁ”:"

than were households not expecting discrimination.

Black heouseholds that searched in white neighborhoods without clusters
of black residents were more likely to report racial discrimination
than were other black searchers. However, the extent to which this
dascrimination discouraged black households from moving to such neigh-

borhoods is unclear, .

Forty-twe percent of households that searched in white neighbor-

hoods without ¢lusters of black residents reported experiencing

racial diseramination during their search; only 14 percent of

black househeolds seawxchang only in other types of neighborhoods
reported such discrimination. However, of those searchers that

looked in white neighborhoods without clusters of bhlack residents, -
households that reported racial discrimination were no less likely

to move to neighborhoods of this type than were households that did

not report discrimination.

Black households did not restrict their search because they were unwilling

to look at dwellings outside their immediate vicinity.

Seventy-two percent of black searchers looked for housing ocutside
the neighborhood in which they were living at the time of their
search. In fact, black searchers living in predominantly black

neighborhoods were more likely than other hlack searchers to look



for housing outside their own neighborhoods. The average distance

and the maximm distance searched by black households were great

enough to encompass a wide range of neighborhoods.

Housing information sources were not equally effective for black and
white searchers. Black households were less successful than white
households in obtazning information on rental vacancies through their
network of personal contacts. Conversely, black searchers were more
likely than white searchers to seek information through real estate

agents and vacancy signs.

Friends and relatives were the information source used most
frequently by both black and white households searching for
housing. However, black searchers were significantly less likely
to move to a dwelling located in this way than were white searchers;
44 percent of white searchers that used friends and relatives as

an information source found housing in this way, compared to 28
percent of black searchers., However, friends aand relatives were
still the most important means for locating housing for both

blacks and whites: ﬁQ percent of black movers and 60 percent of

white movers found their housing through friends or relatives.

Perhaps because personal contacts were less effective for black
searchers than for white ones, black households were more dependent
than white households on real estate agents and vacancy signs

for information about housing. Seventy-three percent of black
searchers but only 57 percent of white searchers contacted real
estate agents; 67 percent of black searchers but only 45 percent

of white ones used vacancy signs to locate rental vacancies.

Black and white searchers using real estate agents and vacancy
signs were about egually likely to locate a dwelling through these -’
sources, Because black searchers used real estate agents and
vacancy signs more frequently, black movers found 33 percent of their
housing through these sources as compared with 1€ percent foxr white

movers.



Because black househcelds are more dependent than white households
on formal market information sources, public actions to assure
equal treatment of Black and white searchers by actors in the
formal housing market such as real estate agents and apartment
building managers can have important effects. The overall impact
of such actions will be limited, however, by the fact that aimost
one half of all black movers still locate their housing through

relatives and friends.

7. Black households using each of the four major housing information scurces
were egqually likely to include white neighborhoods in their housing

search. e

{
The percentage of black households that gearched in a white nelghi\m

borhood not containing clusters of black residents was approximately
equal for searchers that used newspapers, real estate agents,
vacancy signs, or friends and relatives as an information source.
Unfortunately, sample sizes are too small to support an analysis

of the effect of information sources on the racial composition of

the neighborhocds actually chosen by households that moved.

8. Programs to promote search by black households in neighborhoods of
lower minority concentration could have important implications for
the pattern of segregated housing. However, effectively encouraging

search in neighborhoods of lower minority concentration may be difficult.

Black searchers move te neighborhoods with different levels of
minority concentration about as frequently as they search in such
neighborhoods. Simply getting black searchers to look outside
their own fam:iliar neighborhocds is not the problem: they do not
currently restrict their search to these neighborhcods, The flow
of information obtained from friends and relatives i1s difficult

toe affect through puklic action, and these personal contacts play

a major role in the processg of housing search, $till, some leverage
might be exerted through the more formal information channels of

the housang market, especially real estate agents and vacancy signs,

which are used relatively heavily by black households.




Affecting search through individual anti-discraimination assistance
may be difficult an the current context. Households in the Demand
Experiment were offered the services of an equal opportunity lawyer.
in part at least because search was restricted, the overall incidence
of perceived rac:ial discrimination among black searchers was relative-
ly low. The use of the equal opportunity lawyer was lower still;
indeed not one formal complamt was filed in two years. Provision

of foermal, complaint-response support alone appears to have relative-
ly l2ttle opportunity to affect racial concentration under current

patterns of housing search by black households.



Sources for Executive Summavy

1. See Table 2-4 for the racial composaition of the neighborhoocds in which

black households searched.

2. See Table 2-4 for the raclal composition of the neighborhoods to which

black househeolds moved.

3. See Table 2-8 for the lowest minority concentration neighborhoods seen
by black searchexrs that did and that did not say they avoided some

neighborhoods because they expected discrimination.

4, See Table 2-7 for the incidence of perceived racial discrimrpation
among black households that searched in neighborhoods of different
racial composition; see the discussion of this table in Chapter 2
for the effect of perceived racial discrimination an the moving behavior
of black searchers that looked in neighborhoods of relatively low

minority concentration.

5. See Tables 2-2 and 2-3 for the rates at which black and white house-
holds searched cutside theiy origin neighborhoeods, See the discussion
following these tables for the distances over which black and white

households searched for housing.

6. See Table 3-2 for the rates at which black and white househalds used
different information sources during their searches and the rates at
which they moved to alternative housing located using these sources.
Alsc see the discussion of typical and windfall searchers in Chapter 3

for a further discussion of racial differences in infeormation sources.

7. &See Tables 3-%5 and 3-6 and accompanying discussion for the racial
composition of neighborhcods seen by black searchers using each of the
four major information sources. See Table 3-7 for the racial composition
of neighborhoods moved te by households locating dwellings through the

four basic informatiron sources.

8, See Tables 2-2 and 2-3 for the rates at which black households searched
outside their own neighborhoods. See Table 3-2 for the perxcentage of
households obtaining information f£rom each of the basic information
sources and moving teo dwellings located through these gources. See
Table 2~7 and accompanying discussion for the incidence of perceived racial

discrimination and the use of the equal opportunity lawyer.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This report analyzes the search behavior of low—income bhlack renters
enrolled in the Housing Allowance Pemand Experiment in Pittsburgh. The
purpose of the report is to better understand how the search behavior of
black households operated to maintain a pattern of racially seqregated
housing such as that found among households in the Demand Experiment. The
majority of black househcolds i1n the experiment in Pittsburgh were living
in Census tracts that were more than 50 percent black at the time they
enrclled.l Those households that moved during the experiment located in
Census tracts that had an average concentration of black households that
was only 7 percentage points lower than that of their prewvicus neighbor-

hoeds. The allowance offer dad not affect this pattern.2

This ¢oncentration of minority households in a limited set of neighborhoods
has several important implications for a housing allowance program. One

of the possible advantages of a housing allowance 1s the freedom of loca-
tional choice offered to participants. That freedom of choice will be
dimnished for black households 1f they are denied access to predominantly
white neighborhocds. Also, housing in minority neighborhoods often tends

to be of lower quality than housing in other neighborhoods. BRlack households
lacking access to or avoiding searching in nonminority areas will therefore
be hampered in their efforts to obtain better housing and may have less
chance of particaipating in a housing allowance program 1f they must satisfy

housing guality requirements to qualify for allowance payments.

analysis of how the searxch of black househcolds contributes to maintaining
segregated housing patterns is especially important because of the prevalence
of racially segregated housing. The segregated housing pattern found among
households in the experiment is fairly typical of the pattern for other house-
holds in Pittsburgh or the pattern generally found in American caties., In

1970, 72 pexcent of all urban black households lived in Census tracts that

lAtkinson and Phipps (1977).
2Atkinson, Hamilton, and Myers (1979).




were more than 50 percent black.l Approximately one~third of all Standazd

Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) were more segregated than Pittsburgh
R 2

in 1970 {Schnare, 1877, Appendix B}.

The concentration of black families in a limited set of neighborhcods is
particularly serious because these neaghborhcoods freguently have lower
quality housing than other neighborhocods. In 1970, black familieg at every
level of income were more likely than white families to lave ain substandard
housing and to live in overcrowded housing (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
1975). The housing available in black neighberhoods in Pittsbhurgh was on
average inferior to that available in nonminority neighborhoods along such
dimensions as the condition of interior wall surfaces or the presence of

abandoned buildings, cars, or street litter on the block face (Merrill, 1976).

Understanding the process by which racially segregated housing is maintained
can have amportant implications for policies to help black households move
to ketter housing or to less segregated neighborhoods, For example, if
black searchers actively seek housing in white neighberhoods and are
deterred from moving there by racial discrimination, enforcement of anti-
discrimirnation legislation would be a central policy tool, TI£, on the

other hand, black households cqnfine theirr search to neighborhoods with

high concentrations of minority residents, they may encounter relatively
little active racial discrimination, In this case, programs to encourage
black searchers to look outside nonwhite neighborhocds might receive greater

imitial emphasis.

This report examines the extent to which black households in the experiment
concentrated their search in minority neighborhoods and discusses a number
of factors which might have led them to restrict their search to such
areas, Black households searching for housing miaght have restricted their

search to minority areas because they expected to encounter racial discrimination

lMQre detailed indicators of racial segregation, such as the
Taeubers' segregation index and the exposure index, likewise aindicate
that racial segregation in urban areas is both extensave and persistent
(Taeuber and Taeuber, 1965; Schnare, 1977).

2While the level of segregation found in Pittsburgh is typical of U.S.

cities, the geographic pattern of segregation differs from the most common
pattern in that there are several separate areas of segregated housing.



if they looked for housing in white neighborhocds. On the other hand, they
might have simply been unwilling or uninterested in locoking at dwellings
outside their immediate wicinity; because about one half of black house-
holds were living in predominantly black neighborhoods when they enrolled
in the experiment, restricting search to immediately adjacent areas would
have meant, for many housecholds, that they restricted their search to black
neaighborhoods, PFinally, the information sources used by black households
to find out about available housing might have led to restricted search
patterns, PFor example, if most black households found out about rental
vacancies through their friends or relatives, and most of these friends

or relatives lived in black neighbofhcods, then black searchers would have
been unlakely to look at vacant dwellings outside predaminantly black

araas.

The analysis described in this report is based primarily on information
provided by Pittsburgh households during interviews conducted before and
during the Demand Experlmental Four types cof information about the search
experience of households were collected: (1) where households searched,
especially the location and racial composition of the neighborhcods they
looked }n; {2} whether households avoided neighborhoods because they
expected discrimination and the types of perceived discrimination encoun-
tered, 1f any; (3) how households found out about available housing, in-
c¢luding the dwelling to whach they finally moved, e.g., from friends or
through newspapers; and {(4) how many dwellings they looked at during their

2
search,

1

Interviews were conducted prior to enroliment and after approxi-
mately six months, one year, and two years., For a description of the
data collected during the Demand Experiment, see Appendix I,

2Phoenix, the second Demand Experiment site, is not discussed in
the body of this report. Even though the housing of Spanish American
households is poor (Budding, 1978) andéd the sample of Spanish American
households in Phoenix is large enough to support an analysis comparable to
that for blacks in Pittsburgh, Phoenix lacks well-defined and commonly
recognized neighborhoods, Those neighborhoods that could be defined were
too large and internally heterogeneous to be useful for purposes of this
analysis. For example, while it was possible to define 226 neighborhoods
in pattsburgh, the set of neighborhoods commonly recognized in Phoenix
numbers only 20. However, the percerved discramination reported by minority
househelds in Pheenix has been analyzed and results are reported in Appendix
IV. Also, see MacMillan (1978) for a more general analysis of search and
mobility contreolling for race/ethnicity at both sites.

3




The sample for the analysis is all enrclled Pittsburgh househelds that

ware active two vears after enrollment and that searched for housing during
the Pemand Experiment, without distinctaion according to Experaimental/Control
status. Experimental and Control househclds that moved over the two-year
period of observation were equally likely to move to neighborhcods of

lower minority concentration, 2lsc, the combined sample facilitates the

.1
disaggregation necessary for a neighborhood level of analysis,

The analysis in Chapter 2 examines the racial composition of the neighbor-
hoods in which black searchers looked for housing and reviews the evidence
on a number of factors which might have been associated with the restraction
of search to minority areas. The Xinds of nexghborhoods in which black
households searched and the extent to which they restricted their search
to black neighborhoods are described. The racial composition of neighbor-
hoods seen during search 18 compared to the racial composition of the
neighborhoods to which searchers moved. The degree to which bilack house-
holds concentrated their search in minerity areas because they restricted
their search to dwellings in their immediate vicinity is evaluated. The
effect of expected discerimination on the restriction of search to pre-
dominantly black neighborhoods and the instances of racial discrimination

reported by black searchers are also discussed,

Chapter 3 explores the role of information sources in the housing search

of black households. Differences in the relative importance and uszefulness
of key information sources for white and black searchers are highlighted.
Finally, the relationship between the sources of information used by

black searchers and the types of neighborhoods they saw during search is

examined, Chapter 4 presents conclusions derived from the analysais.

lIn addition, most of the analyses exclude households that only
reported searching during the first six months after enrollment. This was
done because data on the actunal neighborhoods in which households searched
was only collected in later interviews (see Appendix III for details).
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CHAPTER 2
SPATIAY. ASPECTS OF SEARCH BEHAVICR

As noted in Chapter 1, housing in Pattsburgh tends to be racially segregated.
Accordingly, households enrolled in the Demand Experiment generally lived in
neighborhoods containing other households of their own race. FoOr purposes

of this analysis, neighborhood racial composition is measured in terms of

the percentage of each neighborhood's population that is black and, for
neighberhoods where the percentage of black population is relatively low,

in terms of the extent to which that black population is c¢lustered within

the neighborhood. Data on the racial composition of neighborhoods have

been taken from the 1970 Census of Population and Housing. Each neaghbor-
hood was assigned to one of four categories according to the'concentration
of minority househclds in the neighborhoecd. Those neighborhoods in whach

50 percent or more of the population i1s black were classified as black neigh-
borhoods; those with at least 1S percent but less than 50 percent black
ropulaticn were classified as mixed neighborhoods. The remaining neighborhoods,
which are predominantly white, were divided into two groups: those that

include at least one black or mixed Census tract and those that do not.1

1The neighborhoods used in the analysis were defined according to
established local convention ain Pittsburgh. {See Appendix IIT for a more
extensive description of the neighborhood classification uged.) The racial
characteristics of these neaghborhcoods are described using tract data from the
1970 census. The composition of some neighborhoods may have changed between
the time of the census and the time of the experiment. Equally important,
racial groups are not necessarily evenly distributed within neighborhoods.
Predominantly white and predominantly black nexzghborhoods may each contain
residential areas in which the other race is dominant; mixed neighborhoods
may be integrated or may be composed of smaller neighborhocds in which one
race or the other forms a clear majority. Neighborhoods are commonly hetero—
geneous, and the description of neighborhood composition used to examine
black/white differences 1s likely to miss some important elements of neighbor-
hood racial characteristics. Some effort has been made to mitigate the effects
of this difficulty by grouping the neighborhoods into broad categories.
Nevertheless, the neighborhood descriptors are only approximate characterizations
of neighborhood racial c¢cmposition.




For the sample of all households enrolled ain the experiment, 85 percent

of white households orlglnated; in neighborhoods that have fewer than 15
percent black residents {classified here as white neighborhoods); 69
percent lived in white neighborhoods that do not include any black or mixed
Census tracts (Table 2-1). On the other hand, about one half of black
households originated in neighborhoads where 50 percent or more of the
population ig black (classified ags black neighborhoods), and another quarter
of black households originated in areas that are more than 15 percent but

less than 50 percent black (classified as mixed neighborhoods}.

The racial composition of the neighborhoods of households at the end of

the experiment proved to be similar to the composition of their neighbor-
hoods of origlno2 This report explores how the search locations of black
households maintained the pattern of minority concentration, The observed
cutcome could have occurred in one of two ways: black searchers could have
looked only (or at least primarily) in substantially black residential
areas, or they could have searched in white neighborhoods but not moved
there. This portion of the analysis seeks to determine the relative im—
portance of these two factors. To the extent that black searchers considered
housing alternatives in areas of low minority concentration but moved else-
where, factors such as active discrimination may have been responsible and
policies to reduce discrimination--such as legal assistance to searchers

and legal actions against discriminating landlords--might reasonably be

1The analysis of search behavior reported hexe refers only to the
search that preceded the last move made by each household prior to its
final interview (the Third Periocdic Interview}. For households that moved
only once during the experiment and for households that did not move at ali,
the origin neighborhood is the nexrghborhood of residence at the time of
enrollment. For households that noved more than once during the experiment,
the origin is the neighborhood from which they made their last move,

2Among households that moved during the experiment, there was a
slight tendency for both white and black households to move to white neigh-
borhoeds not including black or mixed Census tracts. However, this change
in the distribution of movers was small and cannot be attributed to the
effects of the experiment (Atkinson, Hamilton, and Myers, 1979).
Furthexrmore, since the drift occurred among both white and black households,
it is consistent with the maintenance of a racially segregated pattern of
housing.




Table 2-1

DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY RACTIAL COMPOSITION OF ORIGIN AND DESTINATION
NEIGHBOREOODS BY RACE AND MOBILITY

WHITE NEIGHBOFRHCOD

BLACK HIXED WHITE NEIGHBORHOOD IHAT DOES NOT TH—
WETGH=- NEIGH~ THAT INCLUDES BLACK CLUDE BLACK OR MI¥~ mpmap
BORHCOD BOREQOD OR ¥IXED CENSUS TRACTS ED CENSUS TRACTS PER~ SAMPLE
Percentage FPercentage Parcentage Percentage CENTAGES SI2E
White Households
A1l Households b
Origan nevrghborheod 2% 13% 16% ' £9% 100% {a18)
Dastanation e
nerghbrrhood 2 1z 15 71 pRals] {918)
Households that Movedb
Origin nelghborhood 2 16 18 85+ ol (320)
Destination
nerghborheod 1 12 15 71 35 (320)
Black Households
41l Rouseholds
drzgin ne:.gh_bcrhoodb 48 25 20 7 100 {259)
Destination
neaghborhood 47 24 1g 10 100 (259}
Households that Moved
origin nelghborhoodb 43 28 22 &t 99 (8ly
pestination |
nelghborhood is 27 20 15 100 {81)

SAMPLE. All Prttsburgh houssholds active at bwo years after enrollment, excluding those with
enrollment incomas dver the eligabality limits, those living an therr cwn homes or in subsadized housang,
and those whose origin neighborhoed for their last move 15 Dot nown.

DATA SOURCES. Baseline and Peraodic Interviews, 1370 Census of Population.

2. Rac:al composition of neighborhoods i1s defined as follows

Black Werghborhood: G50 percent or more of households in the neaghborhood are black

Mixed Weighborhood: 15 percent or more, but leszs than 50 percent of households 1n
the nerghbeorhood are black

Whike Heighborhood that ineludes clack or tixed Census bracts: less than 15 percent of
households in the neighborhood are black, but neighborhoed ineludes
at least cne black or mixed Census tract

White Neighborhood that does not include black or mixed Census tracts. less than 1S
percent of housceholds n the neighborhood are black and neighboxhood
dees not include any black or mixed Census tracts,

b. Fhe neighborhoad in which a household resided while corducting i1ts search, For households
that moved more than once during the experiment, this 1s the neighborhood from which they made their last
mave. For households that never moved or that moved only omce, this 1s the nexghborheod in whach they
lived at enrollment.

¢. The neighborhood in which a housshold resided two years after enrollment.

Q. Percentages may not sum toe 100 hecause of roanding.

+ Chi-square test of thg difference batween origin and destination on the two-category distribution
"white neaghborheeds that do not include black or mixed Census tracts" compared to all other groups combined
significant atthe (.10 level with cne degree of fresedom.




expected to affect black households' residential cheoices. To the extent
that black families d18 not search outside substantially black residential

areas, the policy task 1s to expand the range of search for black households.

Two indicators are used to characterize the neighborhoods in which black
households searched for housing. The simpler indicator of the geographic
scope of search 1s the frequency with which black households searched outside
their origin neighborhoods. Another andicator is the racial composition of
the neighborhoods in which black households searched., Both the percentage
of black households that seaxched in each type of neighborhood and the number
of neighborhoods of each type that were searched 1n are considered, Taken
together, these measures provide a description of the neighborheoods in which

black households searched for housing.

The easiest explanation of why few black households moved to neighborhoods
with lower minoraty concentration would be that, living origaimaily in
neighborhoods of relatively haigh minority concentration, they never searched
outside the confines of their origin neighborhoods, The data do not support
this hypothesis. Over 70 percent of the black households that searched locked
for housing in at least one neighborhood other than their origan neighborhood
(Table 2-2}; this rate is identical to the one cbserved for white searchers.
Qf those black households that expressed a desire to mova cut of their
origznal neighborhood, 84 percent actually looked in other neighborhcods;
again this 1is very similar to the pattern observed among white households
(Table 2-2), Moreover, those black houscholds living in areas of high
minority concentration were more likely to search outside their origin
neighborhcods than were those living in neighborhoods of lower minority
concentration {Table 2-3).l Households originating in neighborhoods in
which at least 50 percent of the population i1s black were 22 percentage
points more likely than other black households to have searched cutside their

1The exception to this pattern 1is the five black households that
originally lived in white neighborhoods not including black or mixed
residential areas. All of these households searched outside their original
neighborhoods, but the small pumber of households involved makes 1t difficult
to draw any conclusions about their behavior,
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Table 2-2

PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS THAT LOOKED FOR HOUSING OUTSIDE
THEIR ORTIGIN NEIGHBORHOOD, BY RACE AND DESIRE TO LEAVE
ORIGIN NEIGHBORHOOD

PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS THAT LOOKED FOR
HOUSING OUTSIDE THEIR ORIGIN NEIGHBCRHOOD

WHITE HOUSEHQOLDS BLACKX HOUSEHOLDE -
Sample Sample
Percentage Size Percentage Size
All searchers 71% (376) 72% (113)
Searchers that wanted
to leave their origin
neighborhoods a8 {182) 84 {61}
Searchers that did not
want to leave thear
origin neighborhoods 54 (193) 58 {52}

SAMPLE: All Pittsburgh households that searched for new housing and
were active at two years after enrollment, exciluding those with enrollment
incomes over the elrgibility limits, those living in their own homes or in
subsidized housing, those whose search actavaty was confined to the farst
si1x months after enrollment, and those whose origin neighborhood for their
last move 1s not known.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Per:iodic Interviews.
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Table 2-3

PERCENTAGE OF BLACK SEARCHERS THAT LOOKED FOR HOUSING
OUTSIDE THEIR ORTGIN NEIGHEORHOOD, BY RACIAL COMPOSITION
OF ORIGIN NEIGHBORHOOD

PERCENTAGE CF BLACK SEARRCHERS THAT
LOOXED FOR HOUSING OUTSIDE THEIR

ORI EIGHBORHOOD
RACIAL COMPOSITION OF GIN NEIG

ORIGIN NETGHBORHOOD Percentage Sample Size
Black neighborhood 84%** (50}
Mixed neighborhood 6l {31}

White neighborhood that
includes black or mixed
Census tracts 56 (27

White neighborhood that
does not include black
or mixed Census tracts {100} (5)

Total 72 {113)

SAMPLE: All black Pittsburgh households that searched for new
housing and were active at two years after enrollment, excluding those
with enrcllment incomes over the elagibilaty limits, those livaing in
thear own homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search activity
was confined to the first six months after enrollment, and those whose
origin nerghborhood for their last move 1s not known.

DATA SOURCES: Bageline and Peraiodic Interviews, 1970 Census of
Population.

NOTE: Brackets indicate percentages that are based on 15 or fewer
observatzons.

**Chi-square test of the difference between households originating
in black neighborhcods and those originating in other neighborhoods in
terms of whether they did or did not search outside their origin neighbor-
hood significant at the 0.0l level wath one degree of freedom.
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neighborhood., Finally, black and white searchers were equally likely to
have actually moved outside their origin neighborhoods: 28 percent of
white searchers and 26 percent of black searchers moved toc a new neighbor-
hocd, The clustering of black movers in neighborheoeds of high minoraity
concentration cannot be understood in terms of the confinement of black

searchers to their original neighborhcods.

A similar, simple explanation for the perpetuation of the existing pattern
would be that black households searched or moved over shorter distances

than white ones. Even though black households searched outside their original
neighborhoods, they may not have ventured far encugh t¢ encounter neighbor-
hoods that are not substantially black. Data alsoc fail to support this
eXplanation., The average search radiusl for black searchers was 1.8 mles,
and the average maximum Search distance was 3.2 miles. Corresponding figures
for white searchers are 2.2 miles and 3.5 miles, respactively. Among house~
hclds that changed residence, the average distance moved was 1.6 m:les for
white movexs and 1.3 miles for black move::s.2 Black and white households
thus engaged in searches of similar gecgraphic extent. Furthermore, within
the xadius searched by the average household, a wide range of neighborhoods
1s generally available, For exzample, the largest single cluster of enrolled
black households lived in the Pitisburgh neighborhced of Homewood. Wathan
two miles of the center of this neighborhood Census tracts ranging from

0 to 97 percent black may be found.3 Thus, the maintenance of patterns of
minority concentration cannot be attributed to an unusnally short radius

of search among black households.

Although individual black households did not confine theixr search for
housing to their origin neighborhoods, and although black and white house-
holds searched over approximately equal distances, black households gid

restrict their housing search in ways that tended to reinforce a racially

1 . s
Search radius 1s measured from the center of the origin neighbor-
heod to the center of each neighborhood seen during search.

2None of the differences between the search distances of black
and white households are statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

3A complete analysis of the neighborhoods available to all searchers
within the radivs of their search has not been carried out.
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segregated pattern of housing. A large percentage of the searching done by
black households was done in neighborhoods with relatively high concentrations
of black residents. Ideally, a measurge of how black searchers distributed
therr search effort would consider the number of dwellings visited or

the number of telephone inquiries made 1n each neighborhood type. Un-
fortunately, data were not ccllected on the number of dwellings visited in
each neirghborhood so this measure 1s unavailable, Therefore, the number of
nexghborhoods of each type that a household visited has been used to measure
search effort 1n each type of nelghborhood.l Using this measure, almost two
thirds of the nerghborhoods searched in by black households Werehnelghborhoods

in whaich 15 percent or more of the residents were black (Table 2-4),

il

The percentage of neighborhoods of each type seen by black searchers 1is
similar to the percentage of movers selecting each neighborhood type (Table
2-4), (It is true, however, that black searchers were samewhat less likely
to look in black neighborhoods than in mixed ones, but were equally

likely to move to black or to mixed neighborhoods.) In the extreme case,
the perxcentage of black movers choosing neighborhoods with the lowest level
of minority concentraticon (those with fewer than 15 percent black residents
and no clustexs of black population) is virtuwally identical to the percent-
age of their search effort expended looking in such neighborhocds. Black
households moved to neighborhoods of substantial minority concentration

because that 1is where they did the major part of their searching for housing.

Despite the fact that only a modest amount of black households! search
effort occurred in neighborhocds with very low concentrations of black
residents, these neighborhoods were not entirely avoided by black households.
Neighborhoods that were at least 15 percent but less than 50 percent black
were seen by more bhlack households than any other neighborhood type; 69
percent of black searchers (and 8l percent of those searching outside their
crigin neighborhood) looked in at least one such neighborhood (Table 2-5}.

At the same time, only 10 percent of black households searched exclusively
in black neighborhoods, and two thirds looked in at least one white neigh-

borhood (Table 2-6)}. Of the 75 black searchers that looked for housing in

i .
Use of this measure is identical to making the assumption that
households looked at the same number of dwellings in ewvery neighborhood.
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Table 2-4

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF NETGHBORHOODS SEEN DURING
SEARCH AND DESTINATION NEIGHBCORHOODS FOR BLACK SEARCHERS

DISTRIBUTION OF NEIGHBORHOODS SEEN
DURING SEARCH

BY BLACK HOUSE- DISTRIBUTION OF NEIGH-
HOLDS THAT SEARCHED BY BLACK HOUSE- BORHOODS TO WHICH BLACK
RACTIAL COMPOSITION BUT DID NCOT MOVE HOLDS THAT MOVED HOUSEHCLDS MOVED
OF NEIGHBORHOCD Number  Percentage Number Percentage Number _ Percentage
Black neighborhood 36 24% 41 26% 17 32%
Mixed neighborhood 53 36 63 40 17 32
White neighborhood that
includes black or mixed
Census tracts 38 26 32 20 11 21

White neighborhood that
does not nclude black or
mixed Census tracts 22 15 22 14 8 15

Total 149 101 158 1oo 53 loo

SAMPLE: All black Pittsburgh households that searched for new housing and
were active at two years after enrcllment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over
the eligibility limits, those livang in their own homes or in subsidized housing, those
whose search activity was confined to the first six months after enrollment, and those
whose origin neighborhcod for their last move 1s not known.

DATA SOURCES: Basel:ine and Periodic Interviews, 1970 Census of Population,

NOTE: The unit of analysis in the table 1s neighborhoods, not households.

a. Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rxounding,
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Table 2-5

RACTAL COMPOSITION OF NEIGHBORHOODS SEEN DURING SEARCH FOR
BLACK SEARCHERS BY WHETHER THEY SEARCHED OUTSIDE THEIR
ORIGIN NEIGHBORHOOD

FPERCENTAGE OF BLaACK HOUSEHOLDS THAT
SEARCHED IN EACH NEIGHBORHOCD TYPE

Households that Households that

searched only in searched outgide

their origan theiyr origin
RACIAL COMPOSITION neighborhood neighborhood Total
OF NELGHBORHOOD (N=32) (1=81}) (N=113)
Elack neighborheod 25% 59% 50%
Mixed neighborhood 38 81 62
White neighborhood that
includes black or mixed
Census tracts 38 54 50
White neighborhocod that
does not include black
or maxed Census tracts 0 41 29

SAMPLE: All black Pittsburgh households that searched for new
housing and were active at two years after enrollment, exciuding those
with enrollment incomes over the eligibility lamits, those living in
their own homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search activity was
confined to the first szx months after enrollment, and those whose origin
neighborheood for their last move is not known.

DATA SQURCES: BRaseline and Periodic Interviews, 1970 Census of
Population.

NOTE: Percentages do not sum to 10C because households frequently
searched in more than one type of neighborhoocd.
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Table 2-6

DISTRIBUTION OF BLACK SEARCHERS BY THE RACIAL COMPOSITION QF
THE NEIGHEORHOCOD WITH THE LOWEST MINORITY CONCENTRATION SEEN
DURING SEARCH

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THE
NEIGHBORHOOD WITH THE LOWEST

MINORITY CONCENTRATION SEEN NUMBER OF

DURING SEARCH HOUSEHCLDS PERCENTAGE
Biack neighborhood 1l Lo
Mixed neighborhood 27 24

White neighborhood that
includes black or mixed
Census tracts 42 37

White neighborhood that
does not include black )
or mized Census tracts 33 29

Total 113 100

SAMPLE: All black Pattshurgh heouseholds that searched for new
housing and were active at two years after enrollment, excluding those
with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, those laving in their
own homes or in subsidized housing, those whose gearch activity was confined
to the fairst six months after enrollment, and those whose origin neigh-
borhood for thear last move is not known.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews, 1970 Census of
Population.
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a white neighborhood, 33 (i.e., 29 percent of all searchers or 41 percent
of those searching cutside their origin neighborhood) saw white neighbor-

hoods that did not include eaither black or mixed Census tracts,

Because black households seem to have moved to neighborhocods of each type

of racial composition about as often as they searched in them, 1t is
important to understand why black searchers limited their patterns of

search. In particular, it would be useful to know the extent to which racial
discrimination served to keep black households from searching more extensively
in areas without substantial minority populaticns. Interview data from

the Demand Experaiment confirm the perception of diserimnation i1n the housing
market, although they shed little light on the role of discrimination in
influencing neighborhocd cheice. Twenty-one percent of black searchers
reported encountering racial discrimination; the comparable rate for white
searchers was 3 percent.l Twenty-four percent of black searchers (and 13
percent of white ones) reported avoiding neighborhoods because they expected

some form of discrimaination.

Previous research has shown that racial discrimination is common in the
rental housing market, but there are current indications that such dis-
crimination has become gquite subtle.2 Thus black households may not

detect discriminatory treatment even when 1t occurs and the Demand Experiment
interview data may therefore understate the incidence or character of

racial discrimination., Preliminary findings of current research on dis-

crimination in housing indicate that the most prevalent form of racial

M

lThe equal opportunity lawyer whose services were made availiable to all
enrolled households free of charge received calls about some type of alleged
discriminaticn from only seven households (black and white). In no case was
enough evidence of discrimination available to support the filing of any type
of legal action. See Appendax IV for a complete discussion of perceived
dascramination,

2Numerous studies of racial discrimination and reports of studies
are included in the volume prepared for HUD under the auspices of the National
Academy of Sciences, Segregation in Residential Areas, edited by Hawley and
Rock (1973). The article by Foley cites the work of Biochel, who found in a
survey that Pittsburgh brokers rarely showed black households rentals in whate
buildings and even more rarely rented to black households in white buiidings.
Foley also cites a 1970 study by Denton, who concluded that in the San Francisco
Bay Area most apartment owners discraminated and that in such a tight housing
market, digscrimination i1s difficult teo prove and easy to practice. The review
article by Yinger {1977) also discusses the prevalence and mechanisms of
discrimination.

18



discrimination among realtors, rental agents, and buirlding managers is
concealment of available vacanc1es.l Other types of discriminatiorn include
more fregquent and more thorough financial checks done on black searchers,
and less frequent vclunteering of informaticn to black households. These
forms of drscrimination are very difficult for an individual to detect,

and are thus almost certainly underreported.

In addrtion, a more diverse sample would presumably reveal even sharper
contrasts in expectations about discrimination betwsen black and white
households. The Demand Experiment sample was selected from the population
of low-income-—and hence relatively disadvantaged--renters. Many white
househclds in this sample therefore have characteristics that may make them
undesirable tenants from a landlord's point of view, e.g., dependence on
welfare income. Moderate and middle-income households might be expected

to encounter and to expect less diserimination than low-income households,
However, black households in these "higher income” groups apparently continue
to expect discrimination: Pettigrew {in Hawley and Rock), for example, cites
Harris poll data indicating that two thirds of black interview respondents
expected discramnation on the part of whites when they looked for housing.
Hence a sample including households at all income levels would presumably
show more difference in the lewvel of expected discrimnation among black and

white households.

The role of discraimination in ¢onstraining the search of black house-

holds is not entirely clear from the data available in the Demand Experlment.z

lSee the findings of real estate audits conducted for EUD by the
National Commnittee Against Discrimination in Housing cited in Housing Affairs
Letter, April 21, 1978,

2

Either expected discrimination or a desire to remain in z black
neighborhood might make black households reluctant to search in nonminority
areas. Pettigrew (in Hawley and Rock) concludes that black households want
nerther mostly white nor mostly black neighborhocods and that their desire
£o live 1n mixed neighborhoods 1s motivated by desire for racial harmony

as well as desire to achieve better housing and services, but that they are
reluctant to seek housing in mixed nerghborhoods Lecause most expect dis-
cramination. A 1976 study of the Detroat area by the Population Study
Center at the University of Michigan also indicated that black households
would prefer to live 1n racially mixed nerghborhcods, but few would want
to be the only black household in a neighborhood (Washington Post, Apral
17, 1978).
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Black households that searched in at least one white neighborhcod con-

taining no clusters of black residents wexre significantly more likely
{approximately 30 percentage points} than other black searchers to report
that they perceived racial discrimination at some time during their housing
search (Table 2-7}. To the degree that this pattern i1s expected by black
households, their expectations may lead them to avoid such white neighbor-
hoods, The actual situation is apparently more complex than this, however,
There 15 no simple relationship between the neighborhood of lowest minority
concentration seen by black searchers and the extent to which they reported
avoiding some neighborhoods because they expected discrimination (Table
2-8).1 All that is c¢lear i1s that black households that searched in neigh-

borhoods with few black residents encountered more racial discrimination,

There is no evidence that the racial discrimination perceived and reported
by black searchers that locked in white neighborhoods without clusters

of black resadents discouraged them from moving to those white neighborhcods.
In fact, of the black movers that saw at least one white neighborhood that
does not include a black or mixed Census tract, those reporting racial dis-
crrmination were more than twice as likely to have moved to such a neirgh-
borhood as those that did not report such discrimination (67 percent and
25 percent, respectively), However, sample sizes are very small: only

17 bklack movers saw such neighborhoods, of whom 9 reported racial dis-
cramination. A similar pattern exists 1f black searchers that did not
move are included., Of the 33 households that saw this type of white
neighborhood, 43 percent of those reporting racial discrimination moved

to such a nerghborhocd; only 11 percent of those not reporting racial

discrimination moved to a nerghborhood of this type.2

lThe gquestion asked of all searchers was "...have you avoided looking
in certain {neighborhoods/areas) because you expected some sort of discrimi-
nation?” Thus the analysis cannot separate expectations of racial discrimi-
nation from expectations of other forms of discrimination. However, if the
lack of connection between reported avoidance and the racial composition of the
neighborhoods 1n which black households actually searched reflects avoidance
for reasons other than racge, this would also indicate that relatively few
black households restricted their search because they expected racial dis-
crimination.

2The causal relationship here cannot be determined; it 1s pessible
that the most persistent black households were alsc the most likely to en-
counter discrimination even though it did not prevent their moving.
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Table 2-7

PERCENTAGE OF BLACK SEARCHERS THAT REPORTED RACIAT, DISCRIMINATION
BY THE RACTAL COMPOSITION OF THE NEIGHBORHCGOD WITH THE LOWEST
MINORITY CONCENTRATION SEEN DURING SEARCH

RACTIAY, COMPOSITION OF THE
NETGIHBORHOOD WITH THE IOWEST
MINORITY CONCENTRATION SEEN

PERCENTAGE OF BLACK SEARCHERS
REPOQRTING RACIAL DISCRIMINATION

DURING SEARCH Percentage Sample Size
Black neighborhood [9%] {11}
Mixed neighborhood 19 (2?7

White neighborhood that
includes black or nixed
Census tracts 12 (42)

White neighborhood that
does not include black
or mixed Census tracts 42%* (33}

Total 22 (213)

SAMPLE: All black Pittsburgh households that searched for new
housing and were active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with
enrollment incomes over the eligibility limitg, those livang an their own
homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search activity was confined to
the first six months after enrollment, and those whose origin neighborhood
for their last move is not known,

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews, 1970 Census of
Populatzon,

NOTE: Brackets indicate percentages that are based on 135 or
fewer cbservations.

*¥%* Chi-square test comparing reporting/not reporting discrimination
between households whose search ne:ghborhood of lowest minority concentration
was a white neighborhood that 4id not include black or mixed tracts and
all other heouseholds significant at the 0.01 level with one degree of
freedom,
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Table 2-8

THE RACIAL COMPOSITICON OF THE NEIGHBORHQOD WITH THE LOWEST
MINORITY CONCENTRATION SEEN DURING SEARCH BY WHETHER BLACK
SEARCHERS EXPECTED TO ENCOUNTER DISCRIMINATION

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THE BLACK SEARCHERS BLACK SEARCHERS
NEIGHBORHECOD WITH THE THAT EXPECTED THAT DID NOT EXPECT
LOWEST MINORITY CONCENTRATICN DISCRIMINATION DISCRIMINATION

SEEN DURING SEARCH {N=28) (N=85}

Black neighborhood 14% 8%

Mixed neaighborhood 11 28

White neighborhood that
includes bklack or mixed
Census tracts 39 35

White neighborhood that
does not include black

or mixed Census tracts 36 27

Total 100 99

SAMPLE: All black Pittsburgh households that searched for new
housing and were active at two years after enrcllment, excluding those
with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in thear
own homes or i1h subsidized housing, those whose search activity was confined
to the first six months after enrcllment, and those whose origin neighbor-
hoed for their last move 1s not known.

DATA SCURCES: Baseline and Peraodic Interviews, 1970 Census of
Population.

2. Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
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Overall, the percentage of black movers choosing each nexrghborhood type is
very similar to the percentage of neighborhoods of each type seen by thoese
movers., The measure of search effort used {1.e., the number of neighborhoods
of each type seen by searchers) 1s not a precise one, but it 1s reasonably
clear that black households searched predominantly in nonwhite neighborhoods.
When they searched in white neighborhoods, they were more likely to lLock

in white neighborhoeds that ainclude existing black or mixed residential
areas rather than in those that do not, The freguency with which black
households actually moved to each type of neighborheoed closely parallels

the effort they expended searching in that neighborhood type, despite the
significantly higher incidence of racial discrimination reported in

white neighborhoods containing ne c¢lusters of black residents. Thus

the principal factor producing a pattexrn of minority concentration in the
housing generally chosen by black movers appears to be the limited set of

nerghborhoeds in which they concentrated their search.
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CHAPTER 3
INFORMATION GATHERING AND THE SEARCH PROCESS

Search is a process by which households that are considering moving acguire
information about the housing market., Households that search obtain at
least two types of information as they look for housing: first, they
identirfy vacant (or soon-to-be-vacated} dwellings; second, they determine
the characteristics of those dwellings, such as size, gquality, neighborhood
character, and rental cost.l For scme households a third type of information
may alsc be important: general knowledge of the prices and guality of
locally available housing. This type cf information allows a household to
make a better assessment of whether continued search is likely to turn up

better or cheaper housing.

Houscholds obtain information about housing from two types of sources. One
type consists of mechanisms designed specifically to convey information about
housing; 1t includes newspaper advertisements, real estate agents, and
vacancy signs. These sources vary both in their costs to the seller and the
buyer and in the amount and quality of information they convey. However,

all are directly linked to the operation of the housing market and might

therefore be directly influenced through program action.

The other type of inforxmation includes a wide range of sources that tend to
be less formal and are not housing-specific. These sources ainclude friends
and relatives, neaighborhood bulletain boards, sociral service workers, and
the like., These sources typically have virtually ne costs for either the
landlord or the prospective fenant. They would be extremely difficult to

influence through public poligy.

For searchers in the experiment friends and relatives were by far the most

commenly used information source that 1s not specafically geared to the housing

lzn many cases, households may obtain both types of information
simultaneously. It is important to distinguish them when devising policy,
however. If black searchers hear about vacancies which they are not allowed
to view, or about which they are given false information, an equal opportunity
strategy relying on household complaints may bhe appropriate, If black
searchers never find out about vacancies, a different and more Aifficult
policy problem exists.
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market.l Indeed, more households obtained information from relatives and
friends than from any other single source: three guarters of all searchers
consulted this information source (Table 3-1) and over one half of all
mevers located the dwelling to whach they moved by this means, Of those
searchers that obtained information from friends and relatives, 40 percent
moved to a unit they found through this source--more than three times the

success rate for the next most effective source.

The relationship between infermation source and mobility is dasplayed in
Figure 3-1, which shows the percentage of households that moved cumulated
across the number of dwellings visited during search (used here as a measure
of search effort). Househelds that relied exclusively on nonmarket infor-
mation sources (principally friends and relatives) were more than four times
as likely to have moved at very low levels of gsearch effort as households
using market-specific sources. Over 40 percent of households relying solely
on nonmarket sources moved after looking at only one dwelling, while fewer
than 10 percent of households that used any market source moved this
quickly. At moderate levels of effort (up tc a dozen dwellangs seen), the
marginal increases in the percentage of households that moved in the two
groups were simirlar-—so the initial advantage of those using nonmarket

3
sources was maintained.

The central role of friends and relatives as an information channel in

the housing market has important consequences for the moving behavior of

lLess than one-third of all searchers consulted a nommarket information
source other than friends or relatives, such as social workers, and none of
these sources individually was used by enough households to be interesting for
analysis purposes. For this reason, nonmarket anformation sources other than
personal contacts are not considered in the remainder of the analysis.

2The limitations of thais measure of “effectiveness™ should be noted,
Search 1s, in essence, an informatien~gathering pracess, with households
seeking several types of anformation. Households may get useful information
about the market from dwellings they decide not to take and from information
sources that do not lead directly to the unit finally chosen. Measuring
effectiveness in temrms of the frequency wxth which an information source leads
directly to a move 1s particularly likely to underestimate the usefulness of
sources of information like newspaper advertisements, which easily and cheaply
provide a large amount of information about dwelling sizes and prices by
broad location, but which give poor i1nformation about detailed character-
1stics of location and housing guality.

3Households that visited more than 12 dwellings all consulted at
least one market-specific source.

26



Takle 3-1

USE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF INFORMATION SOURCES

PERCENTAGE OF

PERCENTAGE CF

MOVERS THAT SEARCHERS USING
NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE OF FOUND NEW SOQURCE THAT
SEARCHERS SEARCHERS HOUSING VIA FOUND NEW HCUSING
INFORMATION SOURCE USING SOURCE USING SOURCER SOURCEb VIA SQURCE
(N = 493) (8 = 260)
Any Market—Specific
Source 415 84% 33% 21%
Newspapers 352 7L 14 10
Real estate agents 299 &L 14 12
Vacancy signs 247 50 5 6
Friends and Relatives 372 75 58 40

SAMPLE :

all pittsburgh households that searched for new housing and were active

at two years after enrclilment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the
eligibilzity lamits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, those
whose search activity was confined to the first six months after enxollment, and
those whose origin neighborhood for their last move is not known.

DATA SOURCES:

Baseline and Periodic Interviews.

a&. Percentages sum to more than 100 percent because households frequently

used more than one information source.

b. Percentages sum to less than 100 percent because some households moved
to dwellings found via other scurces, e.9., bulletin boards.
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Figure 3-1
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS THAT MOVED,
BY NUMBER OF DWELLINGS VISITED DURING SEARCH,
FOR SEARCHERS THAT USED MARKET-SPECIFIC INFORMATION SOURCES
AND THOSE THAT DID NOT
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SAMPLE: All Pittsburgh households that searched for new housing and were active at two years
after enrollment, exciuding those with enrotiment incomes over the eligibility himts, those living 1n
thetr own homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search activity was confined to the first

six months after enroliment, and those whase origin neighborhood for their last move is not known

DATA SOURCES. Baseline and Periodic Interviews
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black households because this key extra-market information source does not
serve black households as well as it serves white ones. Although black
households were at least as likely as white ones to seek informat:on from
relatives and friends, black searchers that obtained such informat:on were
significantly less likely than whate searchers to move to a dwelling located
in this way (Table 3-2). This suggests that the information available through

market-specific sources may have particular importance for black househelds.

One result of the lower effectiveness of personal centacts as a housing
information source for black searchers is that black households were less
likely than white households to be the beneficiaries of windfall housing
opportunities. The itypical searcher, as usunally described in the literature,
desires to move because of a current or expected discrepancy between household
circumstances and housing conditions. The typical searcher has a sericus
intent or wish to move, 1s more lakely to be dissatisfied waith his neigh-
borhood or dwelling than is a nonsearcher, and so on, Behavioral medels of
search and moving behavior implicitly descrabe thas typical searcher., A
much smaller group of households appears to consider a move only in response
to a specific opportunity that comez to their attention; this group searches
because of a w1ndfa11.1 Black searchers were less likely than white ones to
benefit from windfalls during the experiment., If windfall searchers are
considered to be those households that obtained information conly from
friends or relatives, that made fewer than three telephone inguiries during
search, and that examined no more than one dwelling, 9 percent of white

\ 2
searchers but only 4 percent of black searchers were "windfall" searchers.

The difference between windfall and typical searchers can be seen in their
satisfaction with their initial housing and their interest in moving at
the time they entered the experiment. Windfall searchers were less likely

than typical searchers to express dissatisfaction waith thear oraginal dwelling

lAt least two other studies of search behavior have noted the existence
of this "windfall" group {Rossi, 1955; Miller, 1878)., A moxe complete
discussion of the definition and characteristics of typical and windfall
searchers is contained zn Appendix V,

2Households that encountered a windfall opportunity but did not report
conducting a search on the Periocdic Interviews because they did not pursue
that opportunity (by going to lock at the available dwelling, for example) are
not counted as searchers.
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Tahle 3-2
ISE AHG EFFECTIVINESS OF INFOFMATION SOURCES, DY RACE

PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS PERCENTALE OF MOVLRS

PEPLENTAGE QF SEARCHERS USING SOURCE

USING S'GURCEa THAT FOUND HOUSTHG VIA GOUR('Eb THAT FODND HOUSING VIR SOURCT

WHITE HOUSEHOLDS BLACK HOUSCHOLDS WHITE HOUSFNOLDS BLACK HQUSENOLDS WIIITE HOUSENOLDS BLACK HOUSTHOLDS
Sample Sample

INFORMATION SOURLE v = 378) (v = 113} (v = 208) {H = 51) Percentage SiZe Percentage  Sxze
Any Market-Specific Socurce g2 a0 32% 9% 22y (31t} 204 {102)
Newspapers 70 75 16 6 12+ (265) 1 (A5}
Real estate agoents LYLL 73 i? 23 12 {215} 15 {32)
Vacancy signg 45 67 4 10 5 (171} ¥ t78)
rraends and Relatives 74 i) 50 9 FREL (281} 28 {30

SAMPLE  All Pittsburgh households that searched for new housing and were active at kwo years after enxollment, excluding bhose with

enrollment 1hcomes over the elimibility lamats, those living
confined to the first six months after enrallment, and those

DATA SOURCES  Baseline and Periodic Interviews.
percentages sum to more than 100 percent because households frequently used mere than one informaktion source.

prercentages sum to less than 100 percent because soma househelds moved to dwellings found via other sources, e g , bullebin boards
Chi-square tegst of the difference between white and black households significant at the 0 05 level with one degree of Ereedom
Chi-square test of the difference hetween white and black households sagnzficant at the 0 01 level with one degree of Ereedom

a

b
*

&%

in their own homes or in subsidized housing, Lhose whose search activity was
whose origin neighborhgod for their last move 13 not known




or neighborhood {Table 3-3). Prior to enrcllment they were less likely to
say they would be interested in moving given an additiconal $50 a month to
spend for rent, Despite relatively high levels of initial satisfaction,
however, windfall searchers were more likely to move than typical

searchers.

The effect of the differential rates at which black and white searchers
encounter windfalls can be seen by looking at the cumulative percentage of
households that moved at each level of search effort., Among all searchers,
white households were more than three times as likely as black households °
to move after seeing no more than one dwelling (Figure 3-2), At higher
levels of search effort, the increase in the percentage of households that
moved after seeing an additional dwelling 15 roughly similar for the two
groups, with the result that white households retain their inatial advantage.
When windfall searchers--mostly white—--are removed from the sample and the
graph is redrawn for the group of typical searchers, differences between
black and white households are noticeably reduced (Figure 3-3). Using this
simple indicator, low-income white searchers and black searchers appear to
have very similar likelihoods of moving when their housing search includes
housing-specific information sources. Differences between black and white
searchers arise because white searchers are more likely to find housing

relatively quickly through nonmarket information sources.

Black households are thus at a relative disadvantage because their network
of personal contacts appears to provide them with fewer housing opportun-
ities than are available to whate households through such channels. It is
mnlikely that thils disadvantage can be directly overcome through public
action. It 1s therefore of special policy importance to black families to
consider action such as monltoring rental agents to ensure that black
searchers have egqual access to the housing information that flows through
market-specific channels. Two of these market-gpecific sources, real
estate agents and vacancy signs, were consulted by a significantly greater
proporticn of black than of white searchers (Table 3-2); as a result, black
movers were more likely than white movers t¢ have found their dwellings

1
through one of these two sources.

lTwo—talled t-test of the proportions of black and white movers find-
ang thear dwellings through either real estate agents or vacancy signs is
significant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 3-3

ATTITUDEE TCWARD MOVING PRIOR TO SEARCH AMONG
TYPICAL AND WINDFALI. SEARCHERS

TYPICAT, SEARCHERS WINDFALL SEARCHERS
Percentage nggie Percentage Sgﬁgée
Were dissatisfied with
original housing® 39%% (449) 18% (38)
Were dissatisfied with
original neighborhcod® 29 {448) 16 {38)
Were interested in moving if
they had an additional $50 b b
per month to spend for rent® 70 {355) 63 (27
Moved B2%* (453} 74 (38)

SAMPLE: All Pittsburgh households that searched for new housing and were
active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes
over the eligibility limits, those Iiving in their own homes oxr in subsidized
heusing, those whose search activity was confined to the fairst six months
after enrollment, and those whose origin neighborhood for their last move is
nct known.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Pericdic Interviews.

a. See Appendix II for a discussion of these measures,

b, Households for which the origin of the last move differed from the
residence at the time of the Baseline Interview have been excluded from the
sample,

* Chi-square test of the difference between typical and windfall
searchers significant at the 0.05 level with one degree of freedom,

** Cha-square test of the difference between typical and windfall
searchers significant at the 0.0l level with one degree of freedom.
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Cumulative percentage of searchers that moved

Figure 3-2
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS THAT MOVED
BY NUMBER OF DWELLINGS VISITED DURING SEARCH,
FORWHITE AND BLACK SEARCHERS
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SAMPLE: All Pittsburgh households that searched for new housing and were active two years
after enrollment, excluding those with envoliment incomes over the ehgibility limits, those
hving 1n their own homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search activity was confined
to the first six months after enroilment, and thaose whose ongin neighberhood for their last
move 15 not known,

DATA SOURCES. Baseline and Pertadic [nterviews
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Cumulative percentage of searchers that moved

Figure 3-3
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS THAT MGVED
BY NUMBER OF DWELLINGS VISITED DURING SEARCH,
FOR WHITE AND BLACK TYPICAL SEARCHERS
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SAMPLE. All Mittsburgh households that were “"typical’’ searchers {(see Appendix V} and were
active at two years after enrotiment, excluding those with enroliment \ncomes over the eli-
gibthity limits, those liwving in their own homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search
activity was confined to the first six months after enroflment, and those whose origin neigh-
borhood for their last move 15 not known

DATA SQURCES Baseline and Periodic Interviews
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The relative importance of friends and relatives when compared to market-
specific sources suggests that rental market information may be more diffi-
cult to influence through public policy than information about owner-
accupred housing. A major study of households seeking houses to purchase

in Toronto (Barrett, 1973) reported Loth a greater dependence on real estate
agents and a lower reliance on personal contacts than has been found in this
report {Table 3—4}.1 Alsoc, Rossi (1955) noted that personal contacts were
more important to renters than to owners in his sample of Philadelphia movers,
These compariscns can be only suggestive because of important differences an
the housing markets studied and in the characteristiecs of sampied households.2
Nevertheless, bhecause real estate agents play a smaller role in the rental
market than in the market for owner-occupied housing, 1t 1s not clear whether
policies ammed at ensuring equal access to owner-occupied housing (such as
regulating real estate brckers or increasing the access of black real estate
agents to multiple listing services) can reascnably be expected to have an
equal impact con renters. Program action to assist black renters may have

to be specafically targeted toward those renters or toward owners of apart-

ment buildings or real estate agents that are active in the rental market.

The Effect of Information Scurces on Where Blacks Search

If black households are to cobtain housing in neighborhoods that do not already
have sukstantial clusters of black residents, they must first obtain informa-
tion about the availabality of vacancies and about the characteristics of
vacant dwellings in such neighborhoods. The behavior of black searchers
during the Demand Experament and the literature on discramination cited
earlier suggest two possible ways in which housing information sources might
lead black households to search in and move to neighborhoods that already
1nclude black resadents. First, the friends and relatives from whom black
searchers learn about housing may provide information mainly about vacancies
in nonwhite neighborhoods. Black searchers relying on persconal contacts would

thus find it easier to find housing in these neaghborhoods. On the other hand,

1
Barrett (1973}, who sampled only households that contacted a realtor,
did not note the presence of windfall searchers.

2

Toronte has a relatively large percentage of new suburban housing;
Barrett's analysis included only middle-income families, and neither the
Barrett nor Ressi samples included black households.
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Table 3-4

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT USED EACH INFORMATION
SQURCE TN A STUDY OF HOUSEHCLPS THAT PURCHASED
HOUSES IN TORONTO

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT

INFCRMATION SQURCE {JSED SOUERCE
Newspapers 43%

Real estate agents 69
Vacancy signs 72
Friends and relataives 45

DATA SQURCE: Barrett, Frank A., Residential Search Behavior: A
study of Intra-Urban Relccation in Toronto, Atkinson College, Department
of Geography, York Universaity, Geographical Monographs, Ne. 1, Toronto,
1973.
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market-specific sources of information, such as real egtate agents, may pro-
vide different information to black and white searchers or may otherwise treat
black and white households differently. Thus black searchers relying on
market-specific information sources may be more vulnerable to dascrimination
than searchers relying on personal contacts and may find 1t easier to acquire
information about nonwhite neighborhoods than about other neighborhoods.
These possibilities are explored below. The conclusions reached must be
qualified ones because the use of information sources cannot be directly

tied to specific neighborhoods or to specafic instances of daiscramanation

and because sample sizes are frequently small. Given these qualifications,
the avarlable data do not indicate that the search neighborhoods of black

households varied with the sources of information used.

Black searchers that used each of the four basic information sources were
equally likely to see each of the four neighborhood types during their sgearch,
To take the extreme case, users of each information source were equally likely
to have seen a white neighborhood including no mixed or black Census tracts
(Table 3-—5).l A sumilar pattern exists among those black households that
searched outsaide their origin ne1ghborhood.2 Furthermore, the percentage of
all neighberhoods seen that were of each neighborhood type was identical for
users of each information source (Table 3-6). Available information does not
support the proposition that erther personal contacts or real estate agents
differentially encouraged black households to search only in nonwhite

neirghborhoods,

Households' reports of how they found the dwellings to which they moved lead
1

to a similar set of conclusions. Movers that located their new dwellings

through market-specific information sources were about as likely to have

moved to any gaven type of neighborhood as were movers that found their new
homes wvia friends and relatives {Table 3-7). The percentages in Table 3-7

make it appear that black movers that relied on real estate agents were some-

what more likely than those that relied on personal contacts to have relocated

lIt must be remembered that these groups have a substantial amount
of overlap, since the vast majority of black searchers consulted more than
one type of information source.

2

This same similarity in the likelihood of seeing a gaven nerghbor-
hood ftype no matter what information source was used exists for the other
three neighborhcod types as well.
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Table 3-5

PERCENTAGE OF BLACK SEARCHERS THAT EVER SAW A WHITE NEIGHEORHOOD
THAT DOES NOT INCLUDE BLACK OR MIXED CENSUS TRACTS, BY INFOEMATION
SOQURCE USED DURING SEARCH

PERCENTAGE OF ELACK PERCENTAGE OF BILACK SEARCHERS
SEARCHERS USING SOURCE USING SOURCE AND SEARCHING
THAT SAW A WHITE NEIGH- OUTSIDE ORIGIN NEIGHBORHOOD

BORHOOD NOT INCLUDING THAT SAW A WHITE NEIGHBEORHOOD
BLACK OR MIXED CENSUS NOT INCLUDING BLACEK OR MIXED
RA
INFORMATION TRACTS S CENSUS TRACTS T
SQURCE Percentage Slée Percentage Size
Any Market-Specific
Source 31% {102) 40% (77)
Newspaper 31 (85) 38 (65)
Real estate agents 33 (82) 42 (64}
Vacancy signs 36 {76) 44 (59)
Friends and Relatives 30 (90) 39 (66)

SAMPLE: All black Pittsburgh households that searched for new housing and
were active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes
over the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized
housing, these whose search activity was confined to the first six months after
enrollment, and those whose origin neighborhood for their last move is not known,

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews, 1970 Census of
Population. .
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Table 3-6

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF NEIGHBORHOQDS SEEN DURING SEARCE BY INFORMATION SOURCE

USED FOR BLACK SEARCHERS

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF NEIGHBORHOODS SEEN DURING SEARCH

WHITE NEIGHBORHOOD WHITE NEIGHBORHOOD

NUMBER OF NEIGHBORHCODS BLACK MIXED THAT TNCLUDES THAT DOES NOT IN-
INFORMATEION SEEN BY BLACK SEARCHERS NEICH- NEIGH- BLACK OR MIXED CLUDE BLACK OR MIXED
SQURCE USING SQURCE BORHOQD BORHOOD CENSUS TRACTS CENSUS TRACTS TOTAL
Any Market~8pecifaic
Source 288 26% 37% . 22% 15% 100%
Newspapers 247 24 38 23 14 99>
Real estate agents 238 26 37 22 15 100
Vacancy signs 237 25 37 23 16 101%
Friends and Relatives 255 25 38 22 15 100

SAMPLE: All black Pittsburgh households that searxrched for new housing and were active at two years after
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibilaity limits, those living in their own homes ox
in subsidized housing, those whose search activity was confined to the first six months after enrollment, and those
whose origin neighborhood for their last move is not known.

DATA SOURCES: Bageline and Periocdic Interviews, 1970 Census of Population.

a. Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.




Table 3-7

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF DESTINATION NEIGHBOREOCDS FOR BLACK MOVERS BY THE

INFORMATICON SOURCE USED TO LOCATE DWELLINGS

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF DESTINATION NEIGHBORHOODS

WHITE NEIGH- WHITE NEIGH-
BORHOOD THAT BORHOOD THAT
INCLUDES DOES NOT IN-
NUMBER OF BLACK BLACK MIXED BLACK OR CLUDE BLACK
INFORMATION SOURCE USED MOVERS THAT LOCATED HEIGH=- NEIGH- MIXED CENSUS QR MIXED
™0 LOCATE DWRELLING CWELLING THRCOUGH SOQURCE BORHOOD BORHOOD TRACTS CENSUS TRACTS TOTAL
Any Market-Specific Source 20 30% 30% 20% 20% 100%
Newspapers 3 [33] [0] [33] [331 [100]
S
i ' Real estate agents 12 [25] [33] [17] [251 [LCO]
Vacancy signs 5 {401 (401 (201 fol [100]
Friends and Relatives 25 32 32 24 12 100
SAMPLE: Aall black Pattsburgh households that moved to new housing and were active at two vears after

enrollment, excluding those waith enrollment incomes over the eligability limits, those living in their own homes

or in subsidized housing, those whose search activity was confined to the first six months after enrollment,

and those whogse origin neighborhood for their last move 1is not known.
DATA SQURCE:
NOTE:

Baseline and Periodic Interviews, 1970 Census of Population,
Brackets indicate percentages that are based on 15 or fewer observations.



in neighborhoods of low minority concentration and ccrrespondingly less likely
to have moved to neighborhcoods of very high minority concentration. Unfortu-
nately, the samples in this table are too small even to speculate about. 2

sh1ft in the destinations of only one or two households would markedly change

the apparent patterns for the different information scurces.

The incidence of perceived racial discrimination cannot be linked to the use
of any particular information source. Black searchers that used each of the
four basic information sources were equally likely to have reported that they
experienced racial discrimination during their search; they were alsc equally
likely to have reported experiencing any type discrimination while searching
(Table 3—8}.l

lThe problem noted above--that many households appear in more than
one category because they collect information from several sources—-recurs
here, In addation, 1t is important to recall that all reports of discrimin-
ation in this research come from individual households; discramination that
passes unnoliiced by searchers is not reported here. This latter qualifica-
tion assumes considerable importance in light of both the prevalence and -
subtlety of racial discrimination found in other research.
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Table 3-8

PERCENTAGE OF BLACK SEARCHERS THAT REPORTED DISCRIMINATION
DURING SEARCH, BY INFORMATTION SOURCE USED

NUMBER OF BLACK PERCENTAGE QF BLACK PERCENTAGE OF BLACK

INFORMATION SEARCHERS THAT SEARCHERS THAT REPORTED SEARRCHERS THAT REFQRTED
SOURCE USED SOURCE RACIAL DISCRIMINATION ANY TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION
Any Market-
Specific Source 102 22% 68%

Newspapers 85 22 73

Real estate

agents 82 24 74

Vacancy signs 76 26 74
Friends and
Relatives 90 26 71

SAMPLE: All black Pittsburgh households that searched for new housaing and
were active at two vears after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes
cver the eligability limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized
housing, those whose search activity was confined to the first six months after
enrollment, and these whose origin neighborhood for their last move 1s not known.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews,
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CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSTONS

This study suggests that patterns of search by black househeolds in Pittsburgh
were consistent with the very mocdest changes in racial concentration cbserved
during the experiment, Although most black households did some searching
outside the predominantly bhlack areas of the city (i.e., those with more

than 50 percent black residents), a relatively small proportion of all the
neighborhoods seen by black searchers were ones that did not include

clusters of black residents. This focus of the search effort of black
households in neighborhoods with concentrations of black population set

the pattern for the destinations of those households that moved: neighbor-
hoods at every level of minority concentration were chosen about as often

as they were searched in.

The reasons for this concentrated pattern of search among black households
are not entirely clear. Black searchers did not confine their housing
searches to the neighborhoods in which they were res:zding at the time of
their search. The overall incidence of perceived racial discrimination
by black searchers was relatively low {(about 20 percent). This is con-
sistent with black searchers' concentration of their search effort in
minority areas; 42 percent of black households that searched in white
neighborhoods with no clusters of minority population reported racial
discrimination—-a rate almost 30 percentage points greater than that for
other black searchers. However, these reports cannot be linked to any
lack of smccess in moving to neighborheods having low concentrations of

black households.

A program to encourage black seaxchers teo consider white neighborhoods
might alter this pattern. Such a strategy might include (a) increased
insistence that rental agents inform black searchers of the availabality
of vacancies in white neighborhocds; (b) public provision of information
about residential opportunities cutside black neighborhoods; (e} active
agency solicitation of landlords in white neirghborhoods to participate in
existing housing programs such as Section 8 and to rent to black families;

and (d) agency encouragement of black households to consider such dwellings.
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Personal contacts are an exXtremely important source of infoxmation for
households seeking rental housing. Over one half of all movers first
learned about their new housing from relatives or friends. However, white
Searchers were significantly more likely to have found the house or
apartment they actually moved to through friends or relatives than were
black searchers. BRlack households were also less likely than white house=
holds to have benefited from "windfall” housing cpportunities. These are
dwellings located by households that, without being active searchers,
appear simply to have heard about a desirable housing alternatave, usually
from fraiends or relatives. The lower effectiveness of personal contacts
as a housing information source for black searchers is likely to be difficult

tc remedy through publaic action.

Perhaps because nonmarket information sources served white households
better than they served black ones, black househelds were more dependent
on formal housing market information gources, Black searchers were more
likely than white searchers to obtain housing information from real estate
agents and vacancy signs. Black and white households seeking information
from these two sources were equally likely to move to dwellings found
through these means. Other than personal contacts, however, real estate
agents were the only informaticen source through which more than 15 percent
of black movers found housing. Because black searchers rely more heavily
than white searchers on real estate agents and vacancy signs, programs and
regulatory activities aimed at these formal parts of the praivate housing
market have the potential of affecting a relatively high percentage of
black households that seek alternative housing. Tt remains the case,
however, that the context in which such programs would be implemented

18 a market in which approximately one-half of all movers--black and

white—-—locate their housing through friends and relatives.
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APPENDIX 1
DESIGN OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

This appendix presents a brief overview of the Demand Experiment's purpose,

data collection procedures, experimental design, and sample allocation.

I.1 PURPOSE OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Demand Experiment is one of three experiments established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as part of the Experi-
mental Housing Allowance Program.l The purpose of these experiments is

to test and refine the concept of housing allowances.

Under a housing allowance program, mohey 1s given directly to andividual
low-1income households to assist them in cbtaining adeguate housing. The
allowance may be linked te housing either by making the amount of the
allowance depend on the amount of rent paid or by regquiring that house~
holds meet certa:n housing requirements in order to receive the allowance
payment. The initiative in using the allowance and the burden of meeting
housang regquirements are therefore placed upon households rather than upon

developers, landlords, or the government.

The housing allowance experaiments are intended to assess the desirabilaty,
feasibalaty, and appropriate structure of a housing allowance program.
Housing allowances could be less expensive than scme other kinds of housaing
programs. Allowances permit fuller utilizaticn of exasting scund housing
because they are not tied to new construction. Housing allowances may
also be more equitable. The amount of the allowance can be adjusted to
changes 1n income without forcing the household to change units. House—
holds may alsc, 1f they desire, use their own resources (either by paving
higher rent or by searching carefully) to obtain better housing than is
required to qualify for the allowance. BAs long as program requirements
are met, housing allcocwances offer househelds considerable choice in
selecting housing most appropriate to their needs—--for example, where

they live (cpportunity tc locate near schools. near work, near friends

1l
The cother two experaments are the Housing Allowance Supply

Experiment and the Administrative Agency Experiment.




or ralatives, or to break out of racial and sociceccnomic segregation)

or the type of unit they lave in (single-family or multifamaly}. Finally,
housaing allowances may be less costly to admanister. Program requirements
need not involve every detail of participant housing. The burden of
obtaining housing that meets essential requirements 1s shifted from

program administrators to participants.

These potential advantages have not gone unquestioned. Critics of the
housing allowance concept have suggested that low-income households may
lack the expertise necessary to make effective use of allowances; that
the increased supply of housing needed for special groups such as the
elderly will not be provided without direct intervention; and that an
increase in the demand for housing without direct support for the con-
struction of new units could lead to a substantial inflation of housing

costs.l

If housing allowances prove desirable, they could he implemented through
a wide range of possible allowance formulas, housing requirements, non-
finaneial support (such as counseling), and administrative practices.
The chaice of program structure could substantially affect both the

program’s costs and impact.

The Demand Experiment addresses 1ssues of feasibilaty, desirabilzity, and
appropriate structure by measuring how individual households {as copposed
to the housing market or administrative agencies) react to varicus allow-
ance formulas and housing standards requirements. The analysis and

reports are designed to answer s1xX policy questions:

1. Participatzon

Who participates in a housing zllowance program? How does
the form of the allowance affect the extent of participation

for various households?

2. Housing Improvements

Do households that receive housing allowances improve the

quality of their housing? At what cost? How deo households

1
The 1ssue of inflation 1s being adéressed directly as part of
the Housaing Allowance Supply Experiment.



that receive a housing allowance seek to improve their

housing=«by moving, by rehabilitation? With what success?

3. Logcational Choice

For participants who move, how does their locational choige
compare with existing residential patterns? Are there non-

financial barriers to the effective use of a housing allowance?

4. Administrative Issues

What administrative i1ssues and costs are involved in the

implementation of a housing allowance program?

5. Form of Allowance

How do the dafferent forms of housing allowance compars in
terms of participation., housing quality achieved, locational

chorce, costs (including administrative costs), and equity?

6. Comparison with Other Programs

How do housing allowances compare with other housing programs
and with 1ncome maintenance in terms of participation, housing
quality achieved, locational cheige, costs (including adminig-

trative costs), and equity?

The Demand Experiment tests alternative housing allowance programs to
provide information on these policy issues. While the experiment is

focused on household behavier, 1t also offers data on program administration
to supplement information gained through the Administrative Agency Experiment,
Finally, the Demand Experiment gathers direct information on participants
and hcusing conditions for a sample of households in conventional HUD-
asgisted housing programs at the two experimental sites for comparison

with allowance recipients,

r.z DATA COLLECTION

The Demand Experiment was conducted at two sites--Allegheny County,
Pennsylvania (Pittsburgh), and Maricopa County, Arizona (Phoenix).
HUD selected these two sites from among 31 Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (SMSAs) on the basis of their growth rates, rental
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vacancy rates, degree of racial concentration and housing costs.
Pittsburgh and Phoenix were chosen to provide contrasts between an
older, more slowly growing Eastern metropolitan area and a newer,
relatively rapidly growing Western metropolitan area. In addition,
Pittsburgh has a substant:ial black minority and Phoenix a substantial

Spanish American minority population.
Most of the infommation on participating households was collected from:

Baseline Interviews, conducted by an independent survey opera-
tion before houssholds were offered enrollment;

Initial Bousehold Report Formsg and monthly Heousehold Report
Forms, completed by participating households during and after
enrollment, witich provided operating and analytic data on
household size and income and on housing expendijtures.

Supplements to the Housshold Report Forms, completed annually
by participating households after enrollment, which provide
data on assets, lncome from assets, actual taxes paid, income
from self-employment, and extracrdinary medical expenses;

Payments and status data on each household maintained by
the site offices:;

Housing Evaluation Forms, completed by site office evaluators
at least once each year for every dwelling unit occupied
by participants, which provide information on housing quality;

Periodac Interviews, conducted approximately six, twelve,
and twenty~four months after enrollment by an independent
survey operation; and

Exit Interviews, conducted by an independent survey operation
for a sample of households that declined the enrollment cffer
or dropped out of the program.
Surveys and housing evaluations were also administered to a sample of
participants in other housing programs: Public Housing, Section 23/8

Leased Housing, and Section 236 Interest Subsidy Housing.

Since households were enrolled throughout the first ten months of
operations, the operational phase of the experiment extended over
nearly four years in total. Analysis will be based on data collected
from households during their first two vears after enrollment in the

experiment. The experimental programs were continuned for a thaird year



in order to avelid confusion between participants' reactions to the
experimental offers and their adjustment to the phaseout of the
experiment. During their last year in the experiment eligible and

interested households were aided in entering other housing programs.

I.3 ALLOWANCE PLANS USED IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Demand Experiment tested a number of combinations of payment formulas
and housing requirements and several variations within each of these
combinations. These varrations allow some possible program designs to
be tested directly. More importantly, they allow estimation of key
responses such as participation rates and changes 1n participant housing
in terms of basic program parameters such as the level of allowances;
the level and type of housing requirements; the minamum fraction of

its own income that a household can be expected to contribute toward
housing; and the way in which allowances vary with household income

and rent. These response estimates can be used to address the policy
questions for a larger set of candidate program plans, beyond the plans

directly tested. L

Payment Formulas

Two payment formulas were used in the Demand Experiment--Housing Gap

and Percent of Rent.

Under the Housing Gap formula, payments to households constaitute the
difference between a basic payment level, ¢, and some reasconable fraction

of family income. The payment formula is:
P=C~-by

whare P 1s the payment amount, C is the basic payment level, "b" is the

rate at which the allowance 1s reduced as income increases, and Y is

lThe basic design and analysis appreach, as approved by the HUD
Qffice of Policy Development and Research, i1s presented in Abt Assoclates
Inc., Experaimental Design and Analysis Plan of the Demand Experiment,
Cambridge, Mass., August 1973, and in Abt Asscociates Inc., Sumnmary
Evaluation Pesign, Cambridge, Mass., June 1973. Detarls of the operating
rules of the Demand Experiment are contained in Abt Associates Inc.,
Site Operating Procedures Handbook, Cambridge, Mass., April 1973.




the net family 1ncome.l The basic payment lewvel, C, varies with household
s1ze, and is proporticnal to C*, the estimated cost of modest existing
standard housing at each s:l.te.2 Thus, payment under the Housing Gap
formuzla can be interpreted as making up the difference between the cost

of decent housing and the amount of i1ts own income that a household

should be expected to pay for housing.3

Under the Percent of Rent formula, the payment is a percentage of the

household's rent. The payment formula is:
P = 3R

where R 1s rent and "a" is the fraction of rent paid by the allowance.
In the Demand Experiment the value of "a" remained constant once a

household had been enrolled.4

Housing Requirements

The Percent of Rent payment formula 1s tied drrectly to rent: a house-
hold's allowance payment 18 proportional to the total rent. Under the
Housing Gap formula, howevey, specifac Hbu51ng regquirements are needed to
ti1e the allowance to housing. Two types of housing requirement were

used: Minimum Standards and Minimum Rent,

lIn addition, whatever the payment calculated by the formula,

the actual payment cannot excsed the rent paid.

2The housing cost parameter, C*, was established from estimates
given by a panel of qualified housing experts in Pittsburgh and Phoenix.
For more detailed discussion regarding the derivation of C*, refer to
Abt Associates Ine., Working Paper on Early Pindings, Cambridge, Mass.,
Janvary 1975, Appendix IT.

As leng as their housing met certain requirements (discussed
below), Housing Gap households could spend more or less than C* for
housing, as they desired, and hence contribute more or less than "b"
of their own income., Thas 1s in contrast to other housing programs,
such as Section 8 {(Existing).

4F1ve values of "a" were used in the Demand Experiment. Once a
fam:rly had been assigned its "a" value, the value generally stayed
constant 1n order to aid exXperimental analysis. In a national Percent
of Rent program, “a" would probably vary with income and/cr rent, Even
in the experiment, 1f a family's income rose beyond a certain point, the
value of "a" dropped rapidly to zero. Similarly, the payment under
Percent of Rent could not exceed C* (the maximum payment under the modal

Housing Gap plan), which effectively limited the rents subsidized to
legs than C*/a.

A=6



Under the Minimum Standards requirement, participants received the
allowance payment conly 1f they occupied dwellings that met certain
physical and occupancy standarxds. Participants occupying units that
drd not meet these standards either had te¢ move or arrange to Lmprove
their current units to meet the standards. Participants already living
in housing that met standards could use the allowance to pay for better
housing or to reduce their rent burden (the fraction of income spent

on rent) in their present units.

If housing gquality i1s broadly defined to 1nclude all res:identral services,
and 1f rent levels are highly correlated with the level of services, then
a straightforward housing requirement (one that is relatively inexpensive
to administer) would be that recipients spend some minimgm amount on
rent. Minimum Rent was considered as an alterpative to Minimum Standards
in the Demand Experiment, 1n order to cbserve differesnces in response

and cost and to assess the relative merits of the two types of require-
ments. Although the design of the experiment used a fixed minimum

rent for each household size, a direct cash assistance program could
employ more flexible structures. For example, some features of the
Percent of Rent formula could be combined with the Minimum Rent require-
ment. Instead of receiving a zero allowance 1f their rent 1s less than
the Minimum Rent, households might be paid a fraction of their allowance

depending on the fraction of Minimum Rent paid.

Allowance Plans Tested

The three combinations of payment formulas and housing requirements
used in the Demand Experiment were Housing Gap Minimum Standards,
Housing Gap Minimum Rent, and Percent of Rent. A total of 17 allowance

plans were tested.

The twelve Housing Gap allowance plans are shown in Table I-1. The
first nine plans include three variations in the basic payment level,

C (1.2C*, C*, and 0.8C*) and three variations in housing requirements
(Minimum Standards, Minimum Rent Low {0.7C*}, and Minimum Rent High
(0.2C*)). The value of "b"--the rate at which the allowance 1s reduced

as income lncreagses--is 4.25 for each of these plans. The next two




plans have the same level of C (C*) and use the Minimum Standards Housing

Requirement, but use different values of "b". In the tenth plan the
value of "b" 1s 0.15, and i1n the eleventh plan, 0.35. Finally, the
twelfth plan as unconstrained, that 1is, 1t has no housing requirement.
This unconstrained plan allows a direct comparison with a general income-

transfer program.

Eligible households that did not meet the housing requirement were still
able to enrcll. They received full payments whenever they met the
requirements during the threse years cf the experiment. Even before
meeting the housing requirements, such households received a ccooperation
payment of $10 per month as long as they completed all reporting and

interview requirements.

Within the Housing Gap design, the average effects of changes in the
allowance level or housing requirements can be estimated for all the
major responses. In addition, interactions between the allowance level
and the housing requirement can be assessed. Responses to variations
in the allowance/inconme schedule (changes in "b")} can be estimated for
the basic combination of th; Minimum Standards housing requirement and’

payments level of C*.

»

The Percent of Rent allowance plans consist of five wvariations in "a®

(the proportion of rent paid to the household), as shown in Table I—l.l

A demand function for housing is estimated primarily f£rom the Percent of
Rent observations. Demand functions describe the way in whach the amount
people will spend on housing is related to their income, the relative
price of housing and other goods, and variocus demographic characteristics.
Such functions may be used to simulate response to a variety of possible
rent subsidy programs not directly tested within the Demand Experiment.
Together with estimates of supply response, they may also be used to
simulate the change in market prices and housing expenditures over time

due to shifts in housing demand or costs.

1

Designation of multiple plans for the same "a" value reflects
an early assignment convention and does not indicate that the households
in these plans were treated differently for either payment purposes or
analysis.



Table I-1
ALLOWANCE PLANS TESTED

HOUSING GAP: (P=C -bY, where C1s a multiple of C*}

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS
Minimum Mimmum Rent | Mimimum Rent | No
b VALUE] C LEVEL Standards Low = 0.7C* High = 0.9C* Reguirement
b= 0.15 c* Plan 10
1.2C* Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7
b=0.25 c* Plan 2 Plan 5 Plan 8 Ptan 12
|
n.sc* Plan 3 Plan 6 Plan 8
- -
b=035 |C* Plan 11
Symbols: b = Rate at which the allowance decreasas as the income 1ncreases.
C* = Basic payment level {varied by family size and aisa by sitel
PERCENT OF RENT [P = aR}
a=08 a=0.5 as=04 a=Q.3 a=02
Plan 13 Plans 14 - 16 Plans 17 - 19 Plans 20 - 22 Plan 23
CONTROLS. With Housing Without Housing
Information Information
Plan 24 Plan 25




Control Groups

In addition to the various allowance plans, contxol groups were necessary
in order to establish a reference level for responses, since a nunbex

of uncontrolled factors could also induce changes in family behavior
during the course of the experiment. Control households recsived a
cooperation payment of $10 per menth. They reported the same information
as families that receaved allowancs payments, including household
composition and income; they permitted housing evaluations; and they
completed the Baseline Interview and the three Pericdic Interviews.
(Control families were paid an additicnal $25 fee for each Periodic

Interview.)

Two control groups were used in the Demand Experiment. Members of one
group (Plan 24) were offered a Housing Information Program when they
Joined the experiment and were paid $10 for each of five sessions attended.
(This program was alsoc offered to households enrolled in the experimental
allowance plans but they were not pard for their attendance.) The other

control group (Plan 25) was not offered the Housing Information Program.

All the households in the various allowance plans had to meet a basic
income eligibility requirement. This limit was approximately the income
level at which the household would receive no payment under the Housing
Gap formula:

fatd

Income Elagibality Lamit = 535

In addrtion, households in plansg with lower payment levels (Plans 3, 6,
9 and 11} had to have incomes low enough at enrollment to receive
payment under these plans. Finally, only households with incomes 1in
the lewer third of the eligible population were eligible for enrollment
in Plan 13, and only those in the upper two-thirds were eligible for
Plan 23.

I.4 FPINAL SAMPLE

Fainal analysis of the impact of the housing allowance will be based on

the first two years of experimental data. Thus, the key sample size

a-190



for this report and the other reports in this series is the number of
households 1n the experiment at the end of the first two years. The
two=year sample size is shown in Table I-2, and comprises households
that were still active, in the sense that they were continuing to
fulf1ll reporting requirements. The sample size for a particular
analysis may be smaller. For example, analysis of the mobility of
searchers 1s based on the sample of households that either searched

for housing oxr moved during their partiecipation in the program. The
primary analysis of housing expenditures uses only those households that
met the applicable housing requirements during their first year of

enrollment.
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Table I-2
SAMPLE SIZE AFTER TWC YEARS

HOUSING GAP* [P =C - bY, where C 15 a muitiple of C*}

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS
Minimum Minimum Sent | Minnmum Rent | No
b VALUE | C LEVEL Standards Low = 0.7C* High = 0.9C* Reguirement
Plan 10
b=0.1% c* PIT=45
PHX = 36
P
Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7
1.2¢c* PT =33 PIT=34 PIT=30
PHX =30 PHX =24 PHX =20
Plan 2 Plan & Plan 8 Plan 12
b2025 c* PIT =42 PIT =580 PIT=44 PIT =63
PHX =35 PHX =39 PHX = 44 PHX =40
Ptan 3 Pian 6 Plan @
g.8c* PIT =43 PIT=44 PIT =43
PHX =38 PHX =35 PHX =35
-
Plan 11
b=0.35 et PIT =41
PHX =34
A
Total Houstng Gap: 512 househoids in Pittsburgh, 421 households in Phoznix
Symbols: b = Rate at whuch the ailowance decreases as the income increases.
C* = Basic payment level (vaned by farmily size and also by sita}
PERCENT CF RENT (P =2R) :
a=0,6 2=05 a=04 a=0.3 a=0.2
Plan 13 Plans 14 - 16 Plans 17 - 19 Plans 20 - 22 Plan 23
PIT=28 PIT =108 PIT =113 PIT =92 PIT =65
PHX =21 PHX =81 PHX =66 PHX =84 PHX =48

Total Percent of Rent: 407 households i Pittsburgh, 298 househaolds 1in Phoenix,

CONTROLS. With Housing  Without Housing
Information Information
Plan 24 Plan 2§
PIT =159 PIT =182
PHX =137 PHX = 145

Total Controls 321 households in Pritsburgh, 282 households 1n Phoenix.

NCOTE This sample includes househaids that were active, although not necessanly recaiving payments, after two
years of snrgllment: households whose enrollment income was above the eligibdity limits or that moved into sub-
sidizedt housing gr their own homsas are excluded While data on the exciuded households may be useful for specal
analyses, particular anslyses may also require the use of a sull more resthcted sample than the one shown here
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APPENDIX IT
SAMPLE AND VARIABLE DEFINITIONS

This appendix focuses on the defainitions of the variables and the basic
sample used in the analysis. The variables fall ainto three categories:
characteristics of the search process (including resulting moves, if any),
household characteristics, and cother wvariables. Most of the variables are
based on information obtained from the Baseline Interview, the Inztial House-

1
hold Report Form, or one of the three Pericdic Interviews.

II.l SAMPLE DEFINITION

The basic sample used 1n this analysis includes all Experimental and Control
households that were active two years after enrollment.2 Households wzith

3
enrollment incomes over the income eligabilaty limits and households livaing

in their own homes or in subsidized housaing have been excluded.

Households That Moved

Determination cof a move during the two years of the experiment was based on
comparison of the addresses at which the Initial Household Report Form and
the First, Second, and Third periodaic Intexrviews were given. Households

residing at a different address at the time of any one of the interviews

lThe Baseline Interview was conducted approximately tweo months before
the enrollment offer was made. The Initial Household Report Form was com-
pleted as part of the enrolliment preocess approxaimately two months after the
Baseline Interview. The Farst, Second, and Third Periodic Interviews were
conducted approximately siX months, one yvear, and two years, respectaively,
after enrocllment,

2 .
"Active” refers to those households that continued to reside in
the program area and to fulfill reporting requirements.

3Durlng the enrollment process, twe months were allowed after com-
pletion of the Initial Household Report Form to obtain third-party verifa-
cation of participant-declared income. Because the timing of subsequent
analytic reports rested on the date at which enrollment was completed for
all households, an accelerated enrollment process was adopted in January
1274. Onder this proceduras, households were enrclled, 2f necessary, without
prior verification if their Initial Household Report Form income was less
than $500 above the eligibility limert. As a result of the verification
process, some of these households were later determined to have incomes
over the eligibilaity limits.
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were counted as having moved (regardless of thear response to interview

questions on moving).

Houscholds That Searched

If a move (as defined above) tock place during the two years of the experi-
ment, the household was automatically considered to be a searcher. Households
that dad not move, but reported that they searched for housing at any of the
Periodic Interviews, were also classified as searchers. Information about
search activity was based on household responses to First Periodic Interview
Question 58, Second Periodic Interview Question 45, and Third Periodic
Interview Question 62. The text of that gquestion in all three interviews
was:

In the past __ months, that 1s since 187 , have

you or anyone in your household locked for or tried to find
a new house or apartment?

Ir.2 CHARACTERISTICS OF SEARCH AND MOVE

Households reporting that they had searched or moved were asked a number of
questions about their search experiences, including how much effort they had
expended, what information sources they used, where they looked for housing,
and what role discraimination played in their search. AaAdditionally, movers
were asked where they had moved in relation to their origin neighborhood.

A household's search period often extended across more than one of the time
periods preceding the Periodic Interviews. For households that searched
tut did not move, information i1s taken from all Peraodic Interviews in which
the household reported searching. For households that moved only once,
information 1s taken for the gearch period leading up to the move. In the
case of houscholds that moved two or more times, information i1s taken for

the pericd of search preceding the last move.

Search Effort

Number of dwellings seen, number of ainquaries made by telephone, and length
of search are the three major indicators of search effort available from the

Periodic Interviews.
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All searchers answered questions about the number of dwellings they saw

{(First Periodic Interview Question 65, Second Periodic Interview Question 52,

Third Periodic Interview Question 69). The text of that question was:
bDuring the past months, that 1s since . 197,
altogether about how many different houses or apartments have

you {or someone from your household) actually visated? By
visited we mean actually go inside to look at,

Information about the number of inguiries made by telephone was alsc obtained
from all searchers (First Periodic Tnterview Question 66, Second Pericdic
Interview Question 33, Third Perrodic Interview Question 70). The text of
that guestion was:
During the past __ months, that 1s since 197,
altogether about how many different houses or apartments did

you {(or someone from your household) actually call or inguire
about on the telerhone?

Questions ahout search time were asked only of movers (First Periodic Inter-
view Question 94, Second Periodic Interview Question 92, Thard periodic Inter-
view Question 124). The text of that question was:

From the time you first started leocoking, how long did it take

you untal you found this place?
The number of dwellings visited and the number of telephone inguiries made
were taken from each Periodic Interview during which search was reported and
summed to get a total for the entire search period. Calendar time spent on

search was measured at the end of the search.

nfermation Sources

A record of the information scurces used by all searchers was compiled from
the three Periodic Interviews (first Periodic Interview gQuestion 62, Second
Pericdic Interview Question 49, Thard Periodic Interview Question 66). The
text of that gquesgtion was:
During the past ___ months, that 1s since , 197,
while looking for a new place to live, did you or your family

find out about avairlable houses or apartments from (READ EACH
TTEM) :

A. Newspapers
B. Real estate agencies
C. ©Neighborhood bulletin boards
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D. Vacancy signs on buildaings

E. Friaends or relatives

F. 8ocial or family service workers
G. Somewhere else (SPECIFY)

Households were considered to have used market-specific information sources

1f they responded positively to any one of items A, B, or D.

Movers were also asked to designate which source helped them to locate the
unit they moved inte (First Periodic Interview Question 93, Second Periodic
Interview Question 91, Thard Periocdic Interview Questicn 922)}. The text of

that guestion was:

Which of these ways comes c¢losest to describing how you or
other members of your household first found cut that thais
(house/apartment) was available?

A. HNewspaper

B. Real estate agency

C. WNeighborhcocod bulletin board

D. Vacancy sign on building

E. Fraend or relative

F. Social or family service worker

G. Knew people who moved out of this apartment
H. Other (SPECIFY)

T. Don't know, don't remember

Neighborhoods Searched In

All households that searched after the first six months of the experiment were
asked the number of neighborhoods they had searched in (Second Periodic Inter-
view Question €2, Third Periodic Interview Question 79). The text of that
gquestion was:

In the past months, that 1s since + 197 _, when

you looked for a place, how many different (neaghborhoods/areas)
did you look in {including the one to which you have now moved)?

They were alsc asked to name, if possible, or descrabe the location of each
of these neighborhoods (Second Periodic Interview Questions 63 and 64,

Third Pericdic Interview Questions 80 and 81). See Appendaix III for detarled
information about variables related to the neighborhoods where households

seaxrched.
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Searching Cutside Origin Neighborhood

a1l searchers were asked 1f they had looked for housing outside their origan
neighborhcods (First Periodic Interview Question 74, Second Pericdic Inter-
view Question 61, Third Pericdic Interview Question 78). If a household
responded positively to this question on any Pericdic Interview durang the
search period, 1t was considered to have searched outside 1ts origin neigh-
borhood. The text of that guestion was:
Were any of the places you looked at outside of the
(neighborhood/area) you are living in now?
This measure of perceived extent of search 1s used in Appendix IV. An
analogous measure based on information about the actual neighborhoods where
households looked, rather than household perceptions, 25 used in the text.
The derivation of this alternative measure, and the degree of correspondence

between the two measures, are described an Appendix IIT.

Percelved Discrimination

21l seaxchers were asked about their experiences with various forms of dis-
criminatron during search (Firrst Pericdic Interview Question 76, Second
Pericdic Interview Question &5, Third Periodic Interview Question 82).
Information about discraimination was taken from each of the Periodic Inter-

views on which the search was described. The text of that question was:

In looking for houses or apartments in the past menths,
that 1s since ¢ 197 , do you feel that you
experienced any discrimination from landloxds, superinten-
dents or other people who rent apartments because of youxr
or anyone in your household's (READ EACH ITEM}:

A. Age
B. Sex
C. Marital status
D. Race

E. Nationality

F. BSources of income

G. Children 1
H. Recelving a housing allowance

1
Item H was not asked of households in the Control greoup.
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There was a high degree of overlap observed between manority househeolds

reporting racial discrimination and those reporting discrimination because
of nationality.1 Therefore, the responses to these two items were combined
to yield a single measure c¢alled "raczal/ethnic discrimaination.™ A gecond,
more general, measure of discrumination was derived whaich classified house-

holds as having reported dascriminaticn if they reported any of the types

of discraimination listed above.

Expectation of Discrimination and Neighborhood Avoidance

All searchers were asked 1f they had avoided locking in certain neighborhoods
because they expected to encounter discraimination there (First Peraicdac
Interview Question 63, Second Periodic Interview Question 50, Third Periodic
Interview Question 67}, If a household answered this question in the affirma-
tive at any point in the search period, it was considered to have cortailed
1ts search because 1t expected discrimination. The text of that question
wass:

In the past months, that is since ¢, 197 , have

yvou aveirded looking in certain (neighborheoods/areas) because you
expected some sort of discrimination?

Moves OQut of Origin Neighborhood

Movers were asked where they had relocated, relative to their corigain neighbor-
hood (First Periodic Interview Question 920, Second Periodic Interview Question
86, Third Periodic Interview Question 116). The text of that guestion was:
Did you stay pretty much in the same {neighborhood/area) when
yvou moved here, or did you move to a new (neighborhood/area)?
This measure, based en hougeholds' perceived origan neighborhoods, 1s used

in Appendix IV. An analogous variable based on the neighborhoods where

lOnly 1 percent (N = 946) of the nonminority searchers at both sites
reported that they were discriminated against because of their nationality.
In contrast, 15 percent (W = 159) of the black searchers in Pittsburgh, 7
percent (N = 61} of the black searchers zn Phoenix, and 4 percent (N = 182)
of the Spanish American searchers in Phoenix did so. Of all minority house-
holds reporting this difficulty, 89 percent (N = 36) also reported racial
discrimination.
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househeolds actually searched 1s used in the text. This alternative measure,
and the correspondence between the two measures, are described in Appendix

ITT.

IT.3 HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

21l demographic information was taken from the Periodic Interview prioxr to

the beginning of the household's search period.

Age of Head of Household

Age was deraved from the date of birth of the person determined to be the

head of household according to census defainitions.

Sex of Head of Household

To determine sex of the head of household, the census convention was used.
Undexr this convention, all households that contained both a head of household
and a spouse were classifired as havaing a male head of househeld. Therefore,
unless the household had a single female head, 1t was classified as having

a male head of household.

Marital Status

Households were classified as married 1f both a household head and a spouse

were present,

Race/Ethniecity

The following categories of racial or ethnic identifacation have been used

in this report:

Pittsburgh: white, black
Phoenix: white, black, Spanish American

Major Source of Income

The single source accounting for the largest proportion of a household's
income was determined to be its major source of income. Three basic income

types were used: earned income, welfare income, and other income transfers.
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Number of Children

Number of children 1s defined as the number of children under 18 years of
age who are related te the head of the household (including stepchildren
and foster chlldrén). Young children lasted as cousins, grandchildren, ete.

are not included.

II.4 OTHER VARIABLES

Satigfaction

2ll searchers were asked about satisfaction with their present housing
(Baselane Interview Question 2, First Periodic Interview Question 101,
Second Pericdic Interview Question 10l1) and neighborhood (Baseline Interview
Question 1, First Periodic Interview Question 106, Second Pericdac Interview
Question 103). The text of those guestions was:

In genexal, how satisfied are you with the (house/apartment)

you now live in—--would vou say very satisfied, somewhat
satisfred, somewhat dissatigfied, or very dissatisfied?

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

Househeclds in the first two categories (wery satisfied, somewhat satisfied)
were grouped together as being satisfied, and households in the last two
categories {somewhat dissatisfied, very dissatisfied) as bheing dissatisfied.
Information about hougehold satisfaction is taken from the interview prior

to the beginning of the household's search pericd.

Desire to Move Out of Oraigin Neighborhood

Movers were asked retrospectively 1f they had wanted to move out of their
origin neighborhood when they began their search for heousing (First Per:rcdic
Interview Question 75, Second Periodic Interview Question 60, Third Peraiodic
Interview Question 77). The text of that guestion was:

When vou first started looking, did you want to move to a new
{neighborhood/area)?
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Predisposirtion to Move

A1l houscholds responding to the Baseline Interview were asked what actions
they would take 1f they had $50 more to spend on rent every month (Baseline
Interview Questaion 77). The text of that guestion was:

If you had $50 more to spend on rent every month, would you

move from this (house/apartment) or have the landlord improve

this (house/apartment) for a hagher rent? (RECORD VERBATIM
AND CODE INITIAL RESPONSE)

Move from this unat
Have landlord improve this unit

Would continue to rent thais unit, no improvements
necessary

Would try to buy this unit
Other (SPECIFY)

Households responding that they would "move from this unit" were considered

to have a predisposition or willingness to move.

Heusing Information Program (HIP)

Information about attendance at each of the five HIP sessions was taken from

site attendance records,
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APPENDIX III
NEIGHBORHOODS DEFINED FOR ANALYSIS OQF SEARCH BEHAVIOR

Households in the Demand Experiment that searched for housing were asked on
the Second {first annual) and Third (second annual} Periodic Interviews to
indicate the neighborhoods in which they had searched.l A three-~stage
questioning procedure was used. Searchers first indicated whether they had
looked in any neighborhood other than the neaghborhood of residence. Those
that responded "vyes"™ were then asked how many neighborhoods they had looked in
since the last interview. Searchers that had looked in five neighborhoods or
fewer during the period covered by an interview were asked to provide a
complete list of the neighborhoods seen. When the search had been conducted
in more than five neighborhoods, a partial last of those neighborhoods was
recorded: the first neighborhood seen, the last neighborhood seen, and the
neighborhood seen most frequently. Many households included their origin
neighborhoods in these lists. In the case of movers, the destination neigh-~
borhood for a mover was always known and was included in the list of areas

Seell.

Definition of Neighborhcods

In Allegheny County {Pittsburgh) a list of commonly used neighborhcod names
was compiled from maps of the area. Houssholds were allowed to wolunteer
other neighborhood names 1f they wished. The basic list, plus additions
volunteered by respondents, included 364 neighborhood names; 86 of these were

in the central citv.

To obtain neighborheod descriptors, the initial 364 neighborhood names were
each linked to 1970 Census tracts., In some cases, several of the original
neighborheods were contained within a single Census tract. In other instances,

a well-defined neighborhood consisted of several tracts. In a few cases,

1Questions concerning the number and identity of neighborhoods searched
in were asked only con the Second and Third Pericdic Interviews, Households that
searched only during the first 6 months of the experiment (covered by the First
Pericdic Interview) are therefore excluded from the analysis sample; for other
households, only those neighborhoods seen during the 18 months prior to the
final interview {the Third Perzodic Interview) were recorded.

A=23




commonly accepted neighborhood beundaries did not correspond to tract boundaries,

so two or more small neighborhcods were collapsed inte a single, multiple-
tract neighborhood for analytic purposes. In all cases, the boundaries of the
neighborhoods used in the analysis corresponded te Census tract boundaries.
Qutside the central city, commonly accepted neighborhoced lines were relatively
easy to draw: typically neighborhoods were towns, townships, or subdivisions
lying within a single Census tract, Within the central city, neighborhood
boundaries were more difficult to define, Commonly used commercial maps and
the "Community Profiles" publications of the Department of City Planning were
used as guides; when these sources differed, local program administrators were
consulted. With the assignment of common neighborhood names to areas for which
census data are available, the original 364 neighborhoods were collapsed into
226 neighberhoods, Of these, 72 were in the central caty., It is these 226
areas that are considered nerxghborhocds in the analysis reported in the body

of this report,

Households enrolled in the Demand Experiment were all low- or moderate-income
renters, and they constituted a small percentage of such households an Allegheny
County. As a result, some neighborhocds contained no enrolled households.
Households included i1n the analysis reported herel lived or searched in 176

of the coﬁnty's 226 neighborhoods.

Since neighborhood boundaries were drawn to conform to local usage, the
neighbeorhoods defined in the analysis appear to correspond well to neighbor-
hoods perceived by households in the experiment. When two measures of house-
holds' perceptions of the boundaries of their own neighborhoods are compared
to two analogous measures derived using the neighborhood boundaries defined
for this analysis, the two sets of measures perform similarly. Household
perceptions about neighborhood were obtained on the Periodic Interviews. All
searchers were asked whether they had ever searched outside their original

neighborhood; movers were also asked whether they had moved to a new

1The analysis sample includes households that were active 2 years
after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility
limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those
whose search activity was confined to the first 6 months after enrocllment,
Active households were those that continued to fulfill all of .the reporting
requirements of the experiment.
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nelqhborhood.l These measures of whether households' searches and mowves had
crossed perceived neighborhood borders were compared with derived measures of
whether neighborhood borders were crossed. The derived measures were con-
structed by (a} checking to see whether househelds named as search locataons
any nelghborhoods outside the origin neighborhood, and (b) checking to see

whether the destination neighborhood for a mover differed from the origin

nexzghborhood. These analytic definitions of whether houscholds searched
and/or moved outside their neighborhoods of origin are the ones used in i
the body of this report, They have been compared with the responses given i
on the Periodic Interviews to get a simple indication of the correspoendence

between perceived neighborhoeds and neighborhcods defined for this analysas,

The similar:ty between neaighborhoods perceived by interview respondents

and neighborhoods defined for this analysis is shown in Table ITI-1, Eighty-
one percent ¢f the searchers that looked only in their origin neighborhood as
defined for purposes of thas analvsis also reported on the Periodic Interviews
that they saw only therr own nerghborhood during their search. Of those
households that searched outside their analysis neighborhood of origin, 97

percent reported searching outside their neighborhood on the Periodic Inter-

views, Overall, only 7 percent of households that searched were classified
differently under the two alternative measures. Furthermore, mosi of the
searchers classified differently under the two measures were houscholds that
perceived their neighborhoods to be smaller than the neighborhoods defined
for analytic purposes. Only 10 households (2 percent of all searchers) that
said they searched exclusively withain their perceived neighborhood were
categorized as deing some gearching outside their origin neighborhood

accerding to the analytic definition of neighborhoods.

among the subsample of movers, the fit between the two measures i1s somewhat
weaker, but 1s still good, Of those who moved within their analysis neigh-

borhood of origain, 92 percent reported on the Periodic Interview that they

lThe questions asked on the Periocdic Interviews were: "Were any of
the places you looked@ at outside of the (neighborhood/area} you are living in
now?" and "Did you stay pretty much in the same (neighborhood/areal) when you
moved here, or did you move to a new (neirghborhood/area)?” The former
question was asked of all searchers; the latter was asked only of movers.
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Table III-1

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN NEIGHBORHOODS AS DEFINED BY PERIODIC INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS
AND NETGHBORHOODS AS DEFINED FOR ANALYSIS

HOUSEHOLD STATUS BASED ON NEIGHBORHOODS AS DEFINED
BY PERICDIC INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS PERCENTAGE OF HQUSEHOLDS
THAT NEVER SEARCHED OUT- A THAT SEARCHED QUTSIDE

HOUSEHOLD STATUS BASED ON NEXGH- SIDE THEIR ORIGIN THEIR ORLGIN
BORHOODS AS DEFINED FOR AMNATLYSTS NEIGHBORHCOD NEIGHBORHOOD SAMPLE SIZRE
Households that neveY searched
outside their origin neighborhood 81s 1lo9% {(140)
Households that searched outside
their origin neighborhcod 3 97 {379)
Percentage of households classified identically under hoth defanitions = 93%

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS

THAT MOVED WITHIN THEIR THAT MOVED CUTSIDE THEIR

ORIGIN NEIGHBCRHOOD ORIGIN NEIGHBORHOOD SAMPLE SI1ZE
Households that moved within
therr origin neighborhood Q2% 8% (125)
Households that moved outsade
their oraigin neighborhood 18 82 {135)

Percentage of households classified identically under both definitions = 87%

SAMPLE: All Pittshurgh households that searched for new housing and were active at two years after
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, theose living in their own

homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search activity was confined to the fixst six months after

enrollment, and those whose origin neighborhood for their last move is not known.
DATA SOURCES: Pericd:ic Interviews, 1970 Census of Populataon,




had moved within the same neighborhood, Eighty-two percent ©of housecholds
leaving their analysis neighborhood of origin reported going to a new
neighborhcod when they moved. Overall, 87 percent of movers are classaified
identically using the two measures of moving to a new neighbeorhood. This
finding again strongly suggests that the neighborhcoods defined for the analysis
of search behavior conform well to the neighborhoods perceived by the sample

of households used for the anhalysis.

Racial Characteristics of Neighborhoods

8ince the prancipal purpose of the analysis reported in the text i1s to examine
the search behavior of black households, the neighborhoods in which households
searched have been categorized according to their racial composition using
1970 census data. Neighborhoods in which 50 percent or more of the population
is black were classified as black; those with at least 15 percent but fewer
than 50 percent black population were classified as mixed, The remaining
neighborhoods, which are predominantly white, were divided into two gfbups:
those that include one or more black or mixed Census tracts and those that

do not.l

The neighborhoods used_ 1n the analysis of search behavior vary in size and in
degree of racial homogeneity. Understanding the character of these neirgh-
borhoods should not only aid interpretation of the analyses in this report but
also facilitate comparisons between the findings presented here and the
findings of other research, which frequently uses Census tracts as the geo-
graphic unit of analysis.2 The modal neaghborhood consists of one Census
tract; 40 percent of the neighborhoods ever lived in or searched in by Demand

Experiment households were single~tract neighborhoods. The mean neighborhood,

lWlthin Census tracts, population may not be evenly distributed.
Thus even a "white" Census tract, which may have up to 15 percent black
households, may have concenftrations of black families. Saimilarly, "black"
tracts may contain clusters of white households. The neighborhood descriptors
used here must therefore he interpreted as indicators of the broad character
of residential areas.

2

An extensive analysis of the racial and income characterigtics
of Census tracts lived in by enrolled houscholds at the beginning and
end of the Demand ExXperiment is presented in Atkinson, Hamilton, and Myers,
1579,
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however, includes twe or three tracts (Table III-2}, Since many nerghbor-

hoods consist of more than one Census tract, and since Census tracts tend
to be relatively homogeneous geographic units within the county, 1%t 1s to
be expected that neighborhoods contain a greater variety of residential
settings than Census tracts on average. This i=s especially true in mixed
neighborhoods and in white neighborhoods including black or mixed tracts.
These neirghberhocds are, by definition, ncnhomogenecus. In additicn, they
tend to include a larger number of Census tracts than other neighborhoods,
particularly in the suburbs. This reflects the fact that the xacially more
heterogenecus suburban neighborhoods tend to be older industrial towns that
have become suburbs of Pittshurgh, whereas 49 percent of the white suburban
neighborhoods are single-tract towns or collections of townships and sub-

divisions. (There are no black suburban neighborhoods.)l

There are at least tweo ways in which the characteristics of neighborhoods
and Census tracts may be compared., The first is to compare the percentage
of tracts and neighborhcods that fall into each of the categories of racial
composition, Census tracts are classified on the basis of the percentage of
resident households that are black. Tracts with fewer than 15 percent black
households are designated "white;® those waith at least 15 percent but

fewer than 50 percent black households are "mixed;" all others are "black.,”
The distraibution of Census tracts and neighborhoods across types of neirghbor-
hoods for all neighborhoods lived in or searched in by enrclled households
(176 neighborhoeds}, and for the entire county (226 neighborhoods) is given
in, Table ITI-4. The distribution of neighborhoods across different levels

of minority concentration 1s similar to the distribution of Census tracts.

A second way of comparing the racial composition of tracts and neighborhoods

1s to note (a) the number of tracts included in neighborhoods of a different
racial type and (b} the number of nelghborﬁoods that include at least one

tract of a different type. Thirteen percent of the Census tracts were included
in neighborhoods of a racral type different from that of the tract, and 15

percent of the neighborhocds included at least one tract different in racial

1
If all neighborhoods 1n Allegheny County are considered rather than

only those neighborhoods in which Demand Experiment households laived or
searched, the same patterns persist {Table ITI-3).
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Table ITI-2

NUMBER OF CENSUS TRACTS IN NEIGHBORHOODS LIVED IN OR SEARCHED

IN BY HOUSEHOLDS

IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT, BY RACTAL COMPOSITION
OF NEIGHBORHOOD

NUMBER OF CENSUS TRACTS
IN NEIGHBORHOOQD

RACIAT, COMPOSITION NUMBER OF

QF NEIGHBORHCOD NETGHBORHOODS MEAN MEDIAN
Central City 61 2.8 2.2
Black neighborhood 14 2.5 2.0
Mixed neighborhood 6 2.8 3.0
White neighborhood that

1includes black or mixed

Census tracts 8 5.0 2.5
White neighborhood that

does not include black or

mixed Census tracts 33 2.4 2.0
Rest of County 115 2.6 1.7
Black neighborhood c - -
Mixed neighborhood 7 5.6 5.2
White neighborhood that

ancludes black or mixed

Census tracts 7 7.4 6.2
White neighborhood thakt

does not include black or

mixed Census tracts 10l 2.1 1.5
All Neighhozrhoods 176 2.7 1.9

SAMPLE:

in by households in the Demand Experament.

DATA SOURCES:
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Table III-3

NUMBER OF CENSUS TRACTS IN ALL NEIGHBORHOCODS BY RACTAT.
- COMPOSITICN OF NEIGHBORHOOD

NUMEER OF CENSUS TRACTS
IN NEIGHBORHOOD

RACTAL, COMPOSITION NUMBER QF

QF NEIGHEORHOOD NEIGHBORHOQODS MEAN MEDIAN
Central City 72 2.6

Black neighborheod 16 2.3 1.8
Mixed neighborhood 7 2.6 -
White neighborhood that

includes black or maixed

Census tracts 8 5.0 2.5
White neighborhood that

does not include black or

mixed Census tracts 41 2.3 2,0
Regt of County 154 2.2 1.4
Black neighborhood ¢] - -
Mixed neighborhood 7 5.6 5.2
White neighborheod that

includes black or mixed

Census tracts 7 7.4 6.2
White neighborhood that

doces not include bhlack or

mixed Census tracts 140 1.8 1.0
All Neighborhoods 226 2.3 1.5

SAMPLE: Neighborhoods defined for analysis.
DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population.
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Table ITT~4

RACTIAT. COMPOSITION OF CENSUS TRACTS AND NEIGHEORHOODS

NEIGHBORHECODS LIVED IN OR SEARCHED IN BY HOUSEBHOLDS IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF CENSUS TRACTS

RACTIAL COMPOSITICN OF NEIGHBORHQODS

(¥ = 470) (N = 176)
Black Census tract 9% Black neighborxhood 8%
Mixed Census tract 11 Mixed neighborhood 7
Whate Census tract 80 White neighborhood that aincludes
black or mixed Census tracts 9
White neighborhocd that does not
anclude black or mixed Census tracts 76
Total 100 Total 100
ALL NEIGHBORHOQODS
RACIAL COMPOSITION OF CENSUS TRACTS RACIAL COMPOSITION OF NEIGHBORHOODS
(N = 527) (N = 226)
Black Census tract 2% Black neighborheood 10%
Mixed Census tract 10 Mixed neighborhocod 6
White Census tract 81 White neighborhood that includes
black or mixed Census tracts 5
White neighborhood that does not
include black or mixed Census tracts 80
Total 100 ' Total 100

SAMPLE: Census tracts and neighborhoods defined for analysis.
DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews, 1270 Censug of Population.
NOTE: Percentages may not sum to 100 percent because of rounding.




type from that of the neighborhood (Table III—S).1 The patterns are similar
when all neighborhoeds in the county, rather than only those lived or
searched in by enrolled households, are considered (Table III-&). The

more common of the discrepant characterizations is for neighborhoods to
contain tract(s) with a higher minority concentration than the neaghborhood

average.

From a purely statistical point of view increased heterogeneity of neigh-
borhoods over Census tracts may be seen as a shortcoming of using neighbor-
hoods as the geographic unit of analysis. From a behavioral poant of view,
however, there 1s an advantage to using neighborhoods that conform to
households' mental maps of the city. Househeclds presumably evaluate thezir
housing alternatives in the context of a set of perceived neighborhcod
characteristics and expectations-—-and degree of heterogeneity, especially

racial heterogeneirty, i1s an important neighborhood attribute,

lln calculating these percentages, black and mixed tracts in neigh-
borhoods characterized as “white neighborhoods including black or mixed
tracts" are considered to be 1n white neighborhoods., These numbers there-
fore provide some overestimate of the extent to which the descraiptions
provided by Census tracts and neighborhoods differ.
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Table XIT¥~-5

COMPARISON OF RACIAL COMPOSITICN OF NEIGHBORHOODS AND THE CENSUS TRACTS
THEY CONTAIN {(FOR NEIGHBORHOODS LIVED IN OR SEARCHED IN BY HOUSEHOLDS

IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT)

RACIAT, COMPCSITION OF NEIGHBORHOOD CONTAINING TRACT

WHITE NEIGH-
BORHOOD THAT

WHITE NEIGH-
BORECOD THAT
DOES NOT IN-

B NUMBER BLACK MIXED INCLUDES BLACK CLUDE BLACK
RACIAY, COMEOSITION OF CENSUS NEIGH~ NEIGH~ OR MIXED OR MIXED
OF CENSUS TRACTS TRACTS BORHOOD BORHOOQD CENSUS TRACTS CENSUS TRACTS
Black Census tracts 44 32 11 3 ¢
Mixed Census tracts 52 3 23 26 c
White Census tracts 374 ) 22 65 287
Total 470 35 56 92 287
Number of Census tracts contained in a neaghborhcocod of a different type 63 (13%)

NUMBER OF NEIGHBORHOODS THAT CONTAIN
CENSUS TRACTS THAT ARE:
NUMBER BLACK MIXED WHITE

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF NEIGH- CENSUS CENSUS CENSUS
OF NEIGHBOERHOQDS BORHOODS TRACTS TRACTS TRACTS
Black neaghborhcods 14 14 2 0
Mixed neighborheoods 13 8 13
White neighborhoods that
include black or mixed
Census tracts 15 hi 15 15
White neighborhoods that
de not include black or
mixed Census tracts 134 0 0 134
Total 176 23 30 157

Number of neighborhoceds containing Census tracts of a different type

27 (15%)

SAMPLE: Neighborhoods defined for analysis that were lived in or searched in

by households in the Demand Experiment and the Census tracts they contain.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews, 1970 Census of Populatzon.
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Table III-6

COMPARTISON OF RACIAL COMPOSITION OF NEIGHBORHCODS
AND THE CENSUS TRACIS THEY CONTAIN (ALL NEIGHBORHCODS)

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF NEIGHBORHOOD CONTAINING TRACT

WHITE NEIGH-

WEITE NEIGH- BORHOOD THAT
BORIOCD THAT DOES NOT IN-
NUMBEFR BLACK MIXED INCLUDES BLACK CTUDE BLACK

RACIAL: COMPOIITION OF CENSUS NEIGH- WEIGH=- OR MIXED OR MIXED
QF CENSUS TRACTS TRACTS BORHOOD BORHOCD CENSUS TRACTS CENSUS TRACTS
Black Census trackts 46 34 11 1 ¢
Mixed Census tracts 53 3 24 26 ¥
White Census tracts 428 0 22 65 341
Total 527 37 57 92 341

Number of Census tracts contained in a neighborhood of a different type = 63 (12%)

NUMBER OF NEIGHRORHOODS THAT CONTAIN
CENSUS TRACTS THAT ARE:

NUMBER BLACK MIXED WHITE
RACTAL, COMPOSITION OF NEIGH- CENSUS CENSUS CENSUS
OF NEIGHBCRHOODS BORHOODS TRACTS TRACTS TRACTS
Black neighborhoods 1e 16 2
Mixed neighborhocds 14 8 14
White neighborhocds that
include black or mixed
Census tracts 15 1 15 15
White neighborhoods that
do not include black or
mixed Census tracts 181 0 0] isl
Total 226 25 31 204

Mumber of neighborhoods containing Census tracts of a different type = 27 (12%)

SAMPLE: Census tracts and neighborhocds defined for analysis
DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Perxiodic Interviews, 1970 Census of Population.
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APPENDIX IV
PERCEIVED DISCRIMINATION

This appendix analyzes the perceived discrimination reported by households
that searched for new housing during the Demand Experiment. Results from
both experimental sites, Pittsburgh and Phoenix, are included in the analysis,
The search behavior of minoraity households in Phoenix has not been discussed
1n the main text of the report because the level of detail of neighborhcod
data ain Pheoenix was not sufficient to permit an analysis of the search
pattern of minority housecholds comparable to that performed for Pittsburgh.
However, data on perceived discrimination are egually available for both

sites and both Phoenix and Pittsburgh have been included i1n the analysis in

this appendix.

A major potential advantage of a housing allowance program over public
housing and other govermment housing programs 1s that it would give house-
holds greater latitude in choosing a place to laive. To the extent that
discrimination (either experienced or anticipated) limits the ability of all
households to locate better housing or the abality of minoraty households to
move to areas of lower minority concentration, this advantage 1s subverted.
Thus, i1t 1is important as a matter of policy to observe the type and degree

of discrimination encountered by households during the experiment.

Information concerning discrimination was obtained primarily from the three
Periodic Interviews. All households that searched for rental uniis during
the experiment were asked whether they had encountered various forms of
discrimination during theirr search. 2all forms are generally referred to as
"discrimination" in this appendix. Because of their particular policy
relevance, however, findings concerned specifically with discrimination

agalinst minority households are discussed at some length.

1The perceived discrimination guestion included in the Periodic Inter-
views asked households about their experiences with several forms of discrimi-
nation, including racial discrimination and discrimination on the basis of
naticnality. Only 1 percent (N = 946) of the nonminority searchers at both
sites reported that they were discriminated against because of their national-
ity. In contract, 13 percent (N = 159) of the black searchers in Pittsburgh,
7 percent (N = 61) of the black searchers in Phoenix, and 4 percent (N = 182)
of the Spanish American searchers in Phoenix did so. Of all minority house-
holds reporting thas difficulty, 89 percent (N = 36) also reported racial dise-
cramination. Because of this high degree of overlap, racial discraimination
and discrimination because of nationality were combined to form the racial/
ethnic discrimination variable used in thas appendix.
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Household characteristics and the nature of the search process are expected
to affect whether a household encounters digerimination. Conversely, dig-
crimination (or expected discrimination} may affect the household's search.
Thus, household characterastics, search patterns, and the supply of available
units combine to influence whether a household will encounter discramination
and, furthermore, whether discrimination will function as a barrier to the

household's mobility.

The analysis that follows considers only enrcolled households that were stall
active 1n the Demand Experiment at the end of two years. Section IV.1 reports
the overall incadence of wvarious types of discrimination at both sites.
Particular attention is paid to the relationships between household character-—
i1stics and reporting of specific problems. Section IV.2 examines the pattern
of discrimination separately for each racial/ethnic group. Section IV.3
considers the relationships between varions aspects of the search process

and reported discrimination.

It 1s umportant to note that using household perceptions as a measure of
discrimination introduces two types of measurement error. The majory problem
from a policy standpoint is that certain types of discrimination may go un-
noticed or unreported, resulting in an underestimation of the magnitude of
the problem.l On the cother hand, households mey mistakenly report discrimina-
tion where none has occurred. This situation is particularly likely if house—
holds expect (and are therefore predisposed to perceiwve) discrimination.

There is no way to determine the extent to which these types of error are

present in the Demand Experiment data.

Iv.l REPORTED INCIDENCE OF DISCRIMINATION

Three striking features emerge from the pattern of discrimination reported
during the experiment., First, while & large percentage of housecholds

at both sites reported experiencing at least one type of discrimination,

lIt is possible, however, to see whether housing market outcomes are
consistent with the hypothes:is that some households were discraiminated against
xn their seavrch for housing. This type of analysis has been done by numercus
reseaxchers investigating the relationship between race and housing consumption.
{see, for example, Kain and Quigley, 1975.} In the context of the Demand
Experiment, Merrill (1977} found evidence of small price mark-ups in Pittsburgh's
ghetto market. However, she found that both white and black households paid a
premium for ghetto housang.
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the reported ancidence was signifaicantly higher in Pittsburgh (54 percent,
versus 33 percent in Phoenix}. Each of the specific types of discrimination
based on household characteristics was also reported by a greater percentage

of households in Pittsburgh (Table IV-1},

These drfferences 1n the reported incidence of discrimination may be at least
partly attributable to differences ain sample composition at the two sites.
The percentage of households that were black, welfare-dependent, female-
heéded, or headed by a single parent with children was greater in Pitisburgh
than Phoenix (Abt Associates Inc., 1975, p. 9). Households with these character-
1stics were most likely to report relevant forms of dlscrlmlnatlgn at both
sites {(Figure IV=-1}. Note, however, that sample composition cannot explain
site differences between groups having the same household characteristics,
For example, 1t does not explain why black searchers reported more racial
discrimination, or why welfare-dependent households were more likely to
report discrimination because of their source of income in Paittsburgh than in
Phoenix. One possible explanation is that the tighter housing market an
Pittsburgh enabled landlords to be more selective in screening prospective

tenants.l

The second striking feature of the pattern of reported discrimination is
the hagh percentage of households reportin& discrimination because of
children. This form of discrimination was the most commonly reported form
of discrimination for all racial/ethnic grcoups at both sites. TForty—-five
percent of the households in Pittsburgh and 24 percent of the households in
Phoenix sald that they had encountered this problem. The marked difference
in reported incidence of discrimination because of children between the two
sites may be attributable to another aspect of the housing markets; the
percentage of available single—family units, which are presumably better

. . . 2
able to accommodate families with children, is higher in Phoenzx. The

lThe relative tightness of the Pittsburgh housing market is suggestea
by the fact that it took movers an average of 100 days to £ind housing in
Pittshurgh, as compared to only 3% days in Phoenix.

2Slngle—family units comprise 48 percent of all renter-occupied units
in Phoenix, but only 33 percent of renter-cccupied units in Pittsburgh (U,S.
Bureay of the Census, 1970). Similarly, of the households initially enrolled
in the experiment, 18 percent in Pittshurgh and 46 percent in Phoenix lived in
single-family detached houses:; 34 and 48 percent, respectively, lived in a
single-family dwelling.
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Table IV-l

TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION REPORTED

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE OF
HOUSEHOLDS THAT
REPORTED DISCRIMI~
RATICH OF THIS TYPE

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE OF
HOUSEHOLDS THAT
REPORTED DISCRIMI-
NATION OF THIS TYPE

TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION (W = 697) (N = 651)
Any type of discrimination 54% 33%
Age 15 12
Sex 8 2
Marital status 20 [
. a
Race/ethnicity 7 4
Source of income 30 8
Chaildren . 45 24
b
Recearpt of a housing allowance 1 k3

SAMPLE: BAll households that searched for new housing and were active
at two years after enrcllment, excluding those with enroliment incomes over
the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized

housing.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews.

NOTE: Percentages may add to more than 100 because of multiple

responses.

2. This was asked of all households; see Figure IV-1 for responsesg

by racial/ethnic group.

b. This questiocn was asked only of Experimental households. The
number of valid cases for this type of discrimination is 603 in Pittsburgh

and 529 in Phoenix.
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Pittsburgh

Percentage
encountenng
discrimination

Phoenix

Percentage
encountenng
discnmipation

Figure 1V-{
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT REPORTED DISCRIMINATION
IN LOOKING FOR A PLACE TO LIVE BY TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION

{Sample s1ze in parentheses)
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SAMPLE, All households that searched for new housing and were active at two years after
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility hmits and those
hving in their own homes or i subsidized housing

DATA SCURCES. Basetine and Pericdic Interviews, Instial Household Report Form.
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difference may also reflect a difference in state legislation. Discrimina-
tion because of children 1s expressly prohibited by law in Arizona, but is

not i1llegal in Pennsylvania.

The relative importance of other types of discrimination varzed slightly
between the two sites, but source of income, age, and marital status wexre

the next most commonly reported reasons for discrimination at both (Table IV-1}.
Diserimination asscelated with Demand Experiment program requirements appeared
to be negligible.1 Racial/ethnic discrimination was experienced by relatively
few households overall. This finding xs not particularly surprising, since
white households, which constitute a large part of the sample at both sites,

generally do not encounter this problem.

The third striking feature of the data becomes apparent when the reported
incidence of racial discrimanation i1s stratified by race. As shown in

Figure IV=-1, the reported incidence still remains lower than might be expected
given the extent of racial segregation in housing at the two sites (see
Atkinson, Hamilton, and Myers, forthcoming). OFf black searchers, 21 percent
in Pittsburgh and 15 percent in Phoenix reported racial/ethnic discrimination,.
Only 8 percent of Spanish American searchers in Phoenix said they had ex—

perienced this problem.

The relative freguency with which different types of discrimination were
reported during the experiment are similar to the relative frequencies re-
ported by enrolled households for the three-year period immediately preced-
ing the Baseline Interview (see Abt Associates Inc., 1975, pp. 218-222).
However, the reported incidence of discrimination was considerably greater
during the experiment., This suggests four possibilities. First, 1t is

likely that respondents had better recall when asked about their experiences

1The pattern of responses in Tabkle IV-1 1s similar to the pattern
observed in Jacksonville, Florada, during the Administrative Agency Experi-—
ment (ARE), wath one exception. Twenty-four percent of the Jacksonvalle
searchexs reported discrimination associated with enrollment in the experiment.
This was probably due to the fact that the housing requirements enforced were
quite stringent given the availability of suitable units in Jacksonville,
This was particularly true for black hounseholds confined to certain areas
of -the city (see Wolfe et al., 1976). Note by way of contrast- that many of
the households in the Demand Experiment had no housing reguirements to meet.
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during a six-month or twelve-month period rather than during a three-vyear
perlod.l Second, simply being asked about discriminaticn an the Baseline
Interview may have sensitized households to discrimination in later search
experiences. Third, enrollment in the experiment may have contributed to the
increase in reported discrimination. For example, households had access to
the Housing Information Program, an coptional five-sessicn information service.
The third session was devoted entirely to dascramination-related issues. How-
ever, neither general attendance nor attendance at the discrimination session
appeared to have had a consistent effect on the reported incidence of dis-
crimrnaticn (see Table IV-2)., ALl households were told that they would have
an anti-discrimination lawyer at their disposal free of charge during the
experiment, Although few househelds actually took advantage of thais service,3
awareness that the service was available ray have increased sensitivaity to

discrimination.

Finally, it i1s peossible that households searched in neirghborhoods they had
avoided in the past, and that this change in search behavior led them to
encounter discrimination more often. Unfortunately, a direct answer to
this question cannot be given zince information concerning where households

had searched prior to the experiment was not collected.

1The First and Second Periodic Interviews were conducted at approxi-
mately six-month intervals during the first year of the experiment; the Third
Periodig¢ Interview was conducted at the end of the second year. Each inter-
view asked questions ahoul household experiences during the time interval
immediately preceding it,

2The Housing Information Program was offered to all Experimental
households and to one of the two Control groups.

3Dur1ng the periocd from the beginning of the Demand Experiment in
mid-1973 to the end of the calendar year 1975, the equal opportunity lawyer
in Pittsburgh received calls from only seven households abhout possible
instances of discramination; the attorney in Phoenix received calls from
only fave households during this same period. Each household complained
of only a single alleged instance of discrimination., Of the households
discussed in this appendix, the heads of only three households in Pittsburgh
and of only one househcld an Phoenix said they had reported an instance of
discrimination to the anti-discrimination lawyer. In ne case was enough
evidence of discrimination available to enable the lawyer to proceed to the
filing of a formal complaint.
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Table IV=-2

PERCENTAGE QF HOUSEHCOLDS THAT REPORTED SOME FORM OF DISCRIMIMATION, BY
HOUSING INFORMATION PROCGRAM (HIP) ATTENDANCE AND RACE/ETHNICITY

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE THAT PERCENTAGE THAT
EXTENT OF ATTENDAMNCE REPORTED SOME REPORTED SOME
AT HOUSING INFORMATION FORM OF DISCRI- SAMPLE FORM OF DISCRI- SAMPLE
PROGRAM SESSIONS MINATTON SIZE MINATION SIZE
White Households 5l% {469) 32% (352)
Attended session 3 58+ (155) 20% (91)
Attended at least one session,
but not session 3 50 (52) 38 (40)
Did not attend any session 47 {262} 36 (221}
Black Households 6l {142) 31 (51)
Attended session 3 55 {62} [17] (12
Attended at least one sessaion,
but not session 3 65 (20) [33] {6}
Did not attend any session 65 {(60) 36 (33)
Spanish American Households Na NA 40 (156)
Attended seggion 3 45 {20}
Attended at least one session,
but not session 3 [311 {13)
Did not attend any session 40 (123)

SAMPLE: All households that searched for new housing, were invited to attend
the Housing Information Program, and were active at two vears after enrollment, excluding
those with enrcllment incomes over the eligibality limits and those livaing in their own
homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews, site attendance records for the
Housaing Information Program,

NOTE: Brackets indicate percentages that are hased on 15 or fewer observations.

a. Session 3 focused on discrimination-related issues.

T Chi-square test of the difference in reporting discrimination by extent
of attendance at HIP sessions significant at the 0.310 level wath two degrees of freedcom.

*  Chi-square test of the difference in reporting diserimination by extent
of attendance at HIP sessicns signaficant at the 0.05 level wath two degrees of freedom.
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Iv,2 -~ PATTERNS OF DISCRIMINATION REPORTED BY DIFFERENT RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUPS

Bxamining the patterns of discrimination stratified by race provides some
insight inte the differences between the search experiences of minority and
nonminority households. As shown in Table IV-3, black searchers in Pittsburgh
and Spanish American searchers 1n Phoenix were more lakely to report
experiencling at least one type of discrimination than were white searchers.
This difference may simply indicate that minoraity households possess more of
the characteristics {other than race/ethnicity) that precipitate discriminatory
behav1or-l- Alternatively, this finding taken in gonjunction with the un~
expectedly low incidence of racial/ethnic discraimination reported by minority
households may indicate that landlords and realtors used other types of
discrimination to mask discrimination on the basis of race/ethn1c1ty.2 The

following analysis tests these hypoctheses.

In general, white searchers were at least as likely as black and Spanash
American searchers to report types of discrimination not related to race

or ethnicity. The single excepticon 1s that black households in Pittsburgh,
and to some extent in Phoenix, were more likely to report discrimination
because of gource ¢f income. The hypothesis that minority households are
more likely to report discrimination because they are more likely to have
characteristics associated with discrimination {(e.g., being welfare-dependent)
suggests that the likelihood of reporting discrimination because of source

of income should be the same for whites and nonwhites when controlling for

lA substantial proportion of households had several demographic and
income characteristics that may have made them susceptible to discramination.
As a result, many of the households reporting discrimination (63 percent 1in
Pitisburgh and 48 percent in Phoenix} reported encountering more than one
type of discrimination.

2There 1s a substantial body of evidence suggesting that the
discraiminatory practices of landlords, real estate brokers, lending instatu-
tions and others have often restricted the quantity and qualaty of fairly-
priced housing avallable to minorities (see Denton, 1970; Kain and Quaigley,
1975; XKing and Mieszkowski, 1973; Yinger, 1975). While many of these practices
are explicaitly prohibited by federal law, it 15 generally assumed that more
subtle forces operate to maintain segregated housing patterns. Evidence from
a recent study conducted by the National Committee Against Discrimination in
Housing (NCDH) lends support to this belief. Black testers attempted to rent
dwellings from rental agencies in 40 metropolitan areas. The testers
themselves rarely felt they were being discriminated against. However,
preliminary findings based on comparison of their treatment with that afforded
to matched white testers showed that the black testers had a 75 percent
chance of encountering racial discrimination at least once 1f they visited
four rental agents. Approximately 29 percent of all rental agents surveyed
employed discriminatory practices (Housing Affairs Letter, Apral 21, 1978}.
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Table IV-3
TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION REPORTED, BY RACE/ETHNICITY

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHCLDS
THAT REPORTED DISCRIMI- THAT REPORTED DISCRIMI-
NATION OF THIS TYPE NATION OF THIS TYPE
WHITE BLACK SPANISH
WHITE BLACK HOUSE- HOUSE- AMERICAN
HBOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOLDS EBEOLDS HCOUSEHOLDS
TYPE OF DISCRIMINATICN (N=538) {N=159) (N=408) (N=61) (N=182)}
Any type of dxscraimination 53% 60%+ 31% 28% 39%t
Age is5 16 14 8 9
Sex 7 11 2 2 1
Marital status 20 18 7 5 3
Race/ethnicity 3 21%% 1 15%% gx*
Source of income 27 42%% 7 15 8
Chaldren - 44 48 24 11%* 30
Receipt of a housing
allowance® 1 1 1 0 2

SAMPLE: All houscholds that searched for new housing and were actave at two
years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibalaity
Iimits and those living in their own homes or 1n subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews.

NOTE: Perxcentages may add to more than 100 because of multiple responses.

&. This question was asked only of Experimental households. The number of
valid cases for this type of discrimination 1s 603 in Pittsburgh and 529 in Phoenix.

T Chi-square test of the difference between white and black or Spanish
EZmerican households significant at the 0.10 level with one degree of freedom.

* Chi-sguare test of the difference between white and black or Spanish
American households sagnaficant at the 0.05 level with cne degree of freedomn.

*% (Chi-sguare test of the difference between white and black or Spanish
American households significant at the 0.01 level with one degree of freedom.



income source. On the other hand, the masking hypothesais predlcté that

black households on welfare would be more likely than white households on -
welfare to report discramination due to source of income when households
reporting racial/ethnic discrimination are excluded from the sample. Results
provided in Table IV-4 show that when only welfare-dependent households are
considered the black-white drfference disappears in Pittsburgh, although
there 1s still some tendency for blacks to report discrimination due to
source of income at a higher rate in Phoenix. In general, there 1s little
evidence to suggest that any particular form of discrimination was con-

1
sistently used to mask discraimination on the basis of race/ethnicity.

Iv.32 SEARCH PATTERNS AND REPORTED DISCRIMINATION

Minority hauseholds enrolled in the experiment may have adopted search
patterns that enabled them to aveid encountering racial/ethnic discrimina—
tion. If households successfully avoirded this difficulty, the reported

incirdence of racial/ethnic discrimination understates 1ts aimportance.

Evidence from the Demand Experiment suggests that many black households
altered what would otherwise have been their search pattern hecause they
expected discrimination. Among households that searched, minority house-
holds were at least as likely as white households to say they had searched
cutside the neighborhoed they lived i1n at the time they made their search
{see Table IV-5). However, black searchers were more likely than.white
searchers to say they avoided certain neighborhoods because they expected
discramination, regardless of the perceived extent of their search (see
Table IV—S).2 This finding is consistent with the results of a Harris poll
{cited in Pelttigrew, 1973) which showed that 67 psrcent of the black respondents
expected to encounter discramination on the part of whites when locking for
new housing. In contrast, Spanish American households were less likely to

avoid nexghborhoods than either white or black households i1n Phoenix.

The relationship between perceived extent of search and the likelihcod of

encountering discrimination is examined in Table IVv-7. Both white and

1The analysis 1in Table IV-4 was repeated with each type of discrimina-
tien, contrelling for the appropriate characteristics, with similar results.

2The effect ¢f this aveoidance of some neighborhoods on what black
searchers actually saw during search is unclear. As reported in Chapter 2 of
this report, Pattsburgh households that reported avoiding some neighborhoods
because they expected discrimination and households that did not report such
avordance were equally likely to see neighborhoods of low minority concentration.
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Table IV-4

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS WHOSE MAJOR SOURCE OF INCOME WAS WELFARE
THAT REPORTED DISCRIMINATION BECAUSE OF SOURCE OF INCOME, BY

RACE/ETHNICITY

HOUSEHOLD GROUPS

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE OF
HOUSEHOLDS THAT
FEEPORTED DIS-
CRIMINATIOCHN

EBECAUSE OF SAMPLE
SOURCE OF INCOME SIZE

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE OF
HOUSEHOLDS THAT
REPORTED DIS-
CRIMINATION

BECAUSE OF SAMPLE
SOURCE OF INCOME SIZE

All Households Whose
Major Source of Income

Was Welfare 43% (278} les (97}
White households 43 (208} 15 (33)
Black households 43 {70) 25 (20)
Spanish American
households NA ) 14 (44)

SAMPLE: All households whose major source of income was welfare that

searched for new housing and were active at two years after enrollment, ex-
cluding those with enrollment i1ncomes over the eligibilaity limits, those
living 1n their own homes or 1n subsidized housing, and those reporting
racial/ethnic discrimination.

DATA SOURCES:
Repoxt Form.
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Table IV~5

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT REPORTED SEARCHING
OUTSIDE THEIR ORIGIN NEIGHBORHOOD, BY RACE/ETHNICITY

PITTEBURGH

PERCERTAGE OF
HOUSEHOLDS THAT
REPORTED SEARCH-
ING OUTSIDE

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE CF
HOUSEHOLDS THAT
REFPORTEP SEARCH-
ING CUTSIDE

THEIR ORIGIN SAMPLE THEIR ORIGIN SAMPLE

RACE/ETHNICITY NEIGHBORHOOD SIZE NEIGHBORHOOD SIZE

All Households 74% (686) 74% {645)

white households 73 (530) 75 {405)

Black households 77 {156) 75 (60)
Spanish American

houszholds NA 73 (180}

SAMPLE: 21l households that searched for new heousing and were active
at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over
the eligibilaty laimats, and these living in their own homes or in subsidized

housing.
DATA SOURCES:

Baseline and Pericdic Interviews.
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Table IV-6

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT AVOIDED SEARCHING IN SOME NEIGHBORHOQDS
BECAUSE THEY EXPECTED DISCRIMINATION, BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND EXTENT OF SEARCH

SEARCHED QUTSIDE NEIGH- DID NOT SEARCH QUTSIDE
BOREQOD OF RESIDENCE NEIGHBORHOOD OF RESI-
AT ENROLLMENT DENCE AT ENRCLLMENT TOTAL
Parcentage Avoiding Sample Percentage Avoiding Sample Percentage Aveiding Sample
RACE/ETHNICITY gSome Neighborhoods Size Some Neighborhoods Size Some Neaghborhoods Size
PITTSBURGH
Total i8% (506) 10% {179} 16% (685)
Whate households 16 (386) 6 {143) 13 (529)
Black households 237 (120} 25%% (36) 24%*% {156}
PHOENIX
Total 10% (475} 5% {(167) 9% (642)
White households 12 (302} 4 (101) 10 (403)
Black households 13 (45) [7] (14) 12 (59}
Spanish American ‘
households Bk% (128) 8 (52) 6 {180)

SAMPLE: All households that searched for new housing and were active at two years after enrolliment, excludang
those with enrcllment incomes over the eligibality limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing,

DATA SOURCES: Bagelaine and Periodic Interviews.

NOTE: Brackets indicate percentages that are based on 15 or fewer observations.

¥ Chi-~square test of the difference between white and black or Spanish Bmerican househelds significant at
the 0.10 level with one degree of freedom.

¥%  Cha-square test of the difference between white and black or Spanish American households significant at

the 0.0l level with one degree of freedom,




Table IV-7

PERCENTAGE COF HOUSEHOLDS THAT REPORTED SOME FORM OF DISCRIMINATION,
BY EXTENT OF SEARCH AND RACE/ETHNICITY

FPITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE QOF PERCENTAGE OPF
HOUSEHOLDS THAT HOUSEHOLDS THAT
REPORTED SOME FORM SAaMPLE REPORTED SOME FORM SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GRQUFP OF DISCRIMINATION SIZE OF DISCRIMINATION SIZE
A1l Households that Searched
Only 1n Origin Neighborhood 30% (179} 22% (170}
White households 28 (143) 17 (103}
Black households 36 (36) ol (15}
Spanish American households NA 37+ (52)
All Households that Searched - B,
OQutside Origin Neighborhood 63% (567) 36% (474)
White households 61 {387) 35 (301)
Black households 68 {120) 36 (43)
Spanish American housecholds NA 40 (128}

SAMPLE: All households that searched for new housing and were active at two
years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility
limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Perrodic Interviews.

NOTE: Brackets indicate percentages that are based on 15 or fewer observations.

* Chi-square test of the difference between white and black or Spanish
American househeolds significant at the 0.05 level with one degree of freedom.,
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black households that locked ocutside their origin neighborhoods were more
likely %o report having encountered discrimination than households that
confined their search to their own neighborhoods. However, Spanish American
households in Phoenix reported discrimination difficulties with the same
frequency regardless of whether they searched inside or outside their
neighborhoods. The incidence of reported discrimination for Spanish American
households that said they searched only in thexrr origin neighborhoods is
quite high relative to white and black households in this category. Thas
finding may reflect the heterogenecus nature of the crigin neighborhoods cof

Spanish American households (see Atkinson, Hamilton, and Myers, 1279},

It has already been shown that searching outside the origin nerghborhood
greatly increased the probabality that a household encountered discrimination
of some kind. Table IV-8 examines the relationship between reported dis-
cramination and a number of other indicators of search effort. In generzal,
movers that reported drscramination searched longer, saw more rental units,
and made more telephone inguiries. However, the exact nature of the relation-~
ship 1s not apparent from this data. That 1s, 2t is not cleaxr whether
increasing one's search effort increased the likelihood of encountering
discrimination, or whether encountering discrimination was an obstacle which

led searchers to increase their search effort.

If discrimination 1s really an obstacle for searchers, then households reportinpg

discrimination should fare less well 1n terms of outcomes of the search
process than those not reporting discrimination. Table IV-9 examines moving
rates for searchers at both sites, In Pittsburgh, households that reported
discrimination were less likely to have moved overall than those that did
not report discraimination (60 percent versus 66 percent, respectively).

It 1s interesting to note, however, that this finding holds only for white

1
searchers. In general, reported discrimination was not related to the

lThe difference in moving rates between white and black searchers
reporting discrimination in Pittsburgh was small. But notice that among
searchers not reporting discrimination, black households were less likely to
move than white ones. Saince there 1s liattle reason to believe that black
searchers are less likely than white searchers to report any nonracial foxms
of discrimination, this difference in moving rates may indicate that racial
digscriminaticn went unnoticed or unreported by black households in Pittsburgh.
If thais was the case, discrimination may have generally operated as a barrier
to mobility for both racial groups in Pittsburgh's housing market. Alterna-
tively, this finding may simply be an artifact of the racial differences in
rate of attritaion at that site (MacMillan, 1978).
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Table IV-8

INDICATORSE OF SEAFCH EFFORT ToR HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED BY INCIDENCE OF REPORTED

DISCRIMINATION aND RACE/ETHNICITY
i
SEARRCH TIME NUMBER OF ; NUMBER OF TELEFHONE
DWEL: JIE M

INCIDENCE OF {DAY3) LINGS VISITED , INQUIRTES MADE
REPORTED ETANDARD SAMPLE STANDARD SAMPLE : STANDARD SAMPLE
JISCRIMIMNATICON MEAN DEVIATICN SIZE MEAN DEVIATION S81ZE ! HMEAN DEVIATION SYZE
311 White Households PITTSBURGH
That “owved 293.71 131.37 (332) 7.08 11.91 (341) 16.35 26.19 {341}
Households that )

reported some type

of daiscriminaticn 125.0% 156.82 {166) 11.58 15.46 {157} 27.52 31.65 (167}
Households that dad -

not Teport any type

of discrimination B2.32n* 89.71 {166) 2,73%* 3.31 (174} 5.54%* 12.28 (174)
311 Black Households
That Moved 125.46 133.¢68 87 7.31 9.60 (20} 13.48 19.27 {30]
Househaolds that

reported some =yoe

of discrimination 164.42 148,12 {53) 16,04 11,24 (55} 18.82 22,587 (55)
dcuseholds that did

not report any type

of discrimination 64.74%* 75.86 {34) 3.03** 3.13 (3%) S5.09%* 6.67 (35)
all Hovsenolds
Phat Moved 100, 30 132.32 (419) ¥.11 11.46 (431} 15.75 24,91 {431)

PHOENIZ

All Whate douseholds
That Yoved 34.32 78.7% (333} 6.%2 10.15 {339} 11.50 13.78 {339)
Eouseholds that

reported some type

of discramination 46 .76 95.82 {100} 11.53 13.59 {102} 21.74 28.72 {102}
Houszhelds that dad

Aot EepOrT any Lvre

of diserimination 28.987 67.92 {233) 4,93%* 7.44 (237) T.l0** 11.93 (237}
311 Black Households

That Moved 52.49 87.77 (49} 5.90 14.02 (51) 4.76 8.66 {51)
Jousenclds that

reported some type

of discrimination [93.91] 91,80 {11] 19,541 5.9l (13} (8.0} 2.73 (13}
Househeolds that 4:4

ot report any ¥re

of dasczimipation 40.30% 34.02 {389} 6.00 15.38 {38) 3.63 8.10 (38)
all Spamisn American

Jouseholds That woved 35.92 97.18 (153) 4,77 5.51 {153) 6.94 11.38 (153)
Housenolds tnat ]

reported some tyze I

of diserimipation 57.16 116.51 (81} 5.97 .74 (61} 11.18 14.37 {el}
Househelcs that dug

2ot report any type

of discrimination 38.38 81.36 {9l) 3.98% 7.37 (92) , 4.13%* 7.76 {92}
All Housenolds '

That “toved 39,29 85.30 {s34) i 5,31 9 76 {543) . 9.39 17.14 (543}

SAUPLE

1t o - N “ -
All nousenolas tnat moved ang sere active at two years after enrollment, axcluding those with

anrollment incomes over she eligiaality limits and those livillg iR their own romes or in subsidized housing.
Zaseline and Periodic Interviews

DATR SOURCES
WOTE.

- Two-talled t-test of she difference between housenolds that reported
and nouseholds that dad not report any type of discriminatioh Significant at the
*  Two-tarled t-test of the cifference between nousenclds tnat reocorted
and households that did not report any type of discrimination signifacant at the

Ll

Two-tarlied b-test of the difference between nouseholds that reported

and nocuseholds that did a0t report any type of discramirat:cn signifacant at the
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Table IV-9

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED BY INCIDENCE
OF REPORTED DISCRIMINATION AND RACE/ETHNICITY

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

INCIDENCE OF PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE~ SAMPLE PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE-~ SAMPLE
REPORTED DISCRIMINATION HOLDS THAT MOVED S1ZE HOLDS THAT MOVED S1ZE
all Households 63% (697} 84% {651}

Households that reported

some type of dascrimination 60 {379) 84 (213)

Households that did not

report any type of

discrimination 66t (318) 84 (438)
A1l White Households 64 (538) 84 (408)
Households that reported

scme type of discrimination 60 (283) 82 (125}
Households that did not

report any type of

discrimanation 69* (255) 84 (283)
all Black Hougseholds 57 (159} 84 (6l)

Households that reported

some type of discrimination 57 {(36) 76 {(17)
Bouseholds that did not

report any type of

discrimination 57 {63} 86 (44}
All Spanish American
Households NA 85 (182)
Households that reported

some type of discramination 87 (71}
Househeolds that did not

report any type of

discrimination 84 {111)

SAMPLE: All hougeholds that searched for new housing and were active at two
yvears after enroliment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility
limits, and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews.

+ Chi~square test of the difference between households that reported some type
of discrimination and households that did not report any type of discrimination signifi-
cant at the 0.10 level with one degree of freedom.

*#  Chi-square test of the difference between households that reported some type
of dascrimination and households that did not report any type of discrimination signifi-
cant at the 0.05 level with one degree of freedom.

a-54



likelihood of moving in Phoenix. Black searchers that reported discrimination
were somewhat less likely to have moved than black searchers that did not.
However, sample sizes are toe small to warrant a meaningful interpretation

of this result.

Reported discraimination might further be expected to be associated with the
destination of households that moved., Table IV-10 examines the success of
households that expressed a desire to move out of their nexrghborhoods zin
realizing this ambition. Both white and black movers that reported dis-
crimination in Pittsburgh were less likely to say that they had moved out
of thear nelghborhoods.l There was no evaidence of a relationship between
reported discrimination and the abilaity to move ocut of the perceived neigh-

borhood of crigin in Phoenix.

.4 CONCLUSIONS

More than half the households that searched for rental units in Pittsburgh and
a third of those in Phoenix reported encountering at least one form of
discrimination during their search. Not only were the overall rates of
reported discrimination higher an Pittsburgh, but each specific type of
discrimination was reported with greater frequency. There 1s also some
evidence that being discriminated against had greater impact on the outcomes
of the search process for households in Pittsburgh. Searchers thait reported
discrimination at that site were somewhat less likely to have moved than
those that did not. Furthermore, movers that initially expressed a desire
to move out of their neighborhcods were less likely to have done so if they
said they had experzenced discrimination, The relatively greater incidence
and impact of discraimination in Pittsburgh may be a function of the tighter
housing market there. This situation affords landlords and rental agents
greater choice of tenants while curtailing the options of searchers,

especially those with characteristics viewed as undesirable by many landlords,

1Although discrimination generzally may restrict the mobility of disg-
advantaged households, racial discrimination does not appear to have directly
restricted the mcbility of black searchers in Pattsburgh. Black houscholds
reporting racial discrimination were no less likely than other black searchers
to see neighborhoods of low minority concentration or to move to such neighbor-
hoods 1f they searched in them. See the discussion of racial discrimination
in Chapter 2 of this report.
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Table IV-10

PERCENTAGE OF HCUSFHOLDS THAT EXPRESSED A DESIRE TO MOVE OUT COF
THEIR CORIGIN NEIGHBORHOODS THAT DID MOVE CUT, BY REPORTED DIS-
CRIMINATION AND RACE/ETHNICITY

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE- PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE=-
HOLDS THAT MOVED COUT HOLDS THAT MOVED OUT
OF THEIR ORIGIN SAMPTLE OF THEIE ORIGIN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP NEIGHBORHOOD SIZE NEIGHBORHOOD SIZE
All Households 77% (180} 80% (253)
Households that reported
some type of discrimination 72 (113) .1 81 {96)
Households that did not
report any type of
discyimination 85+ (67) 80 {(157)
All wWhite Housecholds 78 {138) 82 {154)
Households that reported
some type of discrimination 75 {83) 83 (58)
Households that did not
report any type of
discrimination 84 {55) 82 {96}
all Black Households 71 (42) 76 {25}
Households that reported
some type of discrimination 63 (30) [88} {8)
Households that diad not
report any type of
discrimination fez21 (12} 71 {17
All Spanish American
Households NA 77 {74)

Households that reported
some type of discraimaination 77 (30)

Households that did not
report any type of
discrimination 77 (44)

SAMPLE: All households that moved, that expressed a desire to move out of thear
origin neighborheod, that said they searched outside their origain neighborhood, and that
were active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over
the elagibil:ity limits, those living in theair own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Pericdic Interviews.

ROTE: Brackets indicate percentages that are based on 15 or fewer cbhservations.

T Chi-square test of the difference between households that reported some type
of diserimination and households that 4id not report any type of discrimination signa-
ficant at the 0,10 level with one degree of freedom.
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Discrimination because of the presence of children emerged as the most commonly
reported problem for all three racial/ethnic groups. The reported incidence of
racial/ethnic discraimination was actually lower than mrght have beén expected,
given the extent of residential segregation in the two ecities. This suggests
that households' perceptions of racial/ethnic discrimination may not be a good
indacator of the problem. However, black searchers in Pittsburgh and Spanish
American searchers in Phoenix did report experiencing some form of dis-
crimination more often than nonminority households. While it 15 possable

that at least some of this difference may be attributed toc landlords' use

of excuses for not renting to minority households, there is ne evidence from

Demand Experiment data to indicate that this occurred.

There 1s reason to believe that one of the reascons that reported incidence
of racial discrimination was relatively low is that some households avoided
neighborhoods because they expected discrimination. Black households were
more likely than white households to say they had avoided certain neighbor-
hoods because of such expectataions. This difference was most pronounced
for households locking outside the boundaries of their original, familiar

neighborhoods

A numbker of services were made available to households enrolled in the Demand
Experiment. All households at each site had access o an equal opportunity
lawyer whose assistance was offered free of charge. However, only a handful
of households contacted the lawyers with complaints about racial/ethnaic
discrimination. The Housing Information Program which was open to almost

all enrolled households discussed strategles for dealing waith discriminaticn.
But minority households that attended were neither more likely to report
e¥periencing discrimination nor more likely to contact the lawyers about

such encounters. These facts indicate that the availability of complaint-
response support services alone is likely to be an insufficient remedy for

the problem of racial discrimination.
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APPENDIX V
TYPICAL AND WINDFALL SEARCHERS

The most common model of household searching and moving behavicr agsumes that
a family looks at alternatave dwellings after making a decision that it would
like to move. The decision to search for new housing and the subsequent deci~
s1on to move may be made for any of a wide variety of reasons: . changes 1in
household size, income, ox workplace location; shifts in neighborhood compo-
sition; rent 1ncreases; eviction or nonrenewal of lease, etc. Most empirical
research on this topic divides households into two groups: mwovers and non-
movers. Little attention has been paid to the possibility that some house-
holds may decide to look for alternative housing but may not actually move
during a given pericd of cbservation. Equally little attention has been
given to the possibility that some households may inadvertently fand out
about desirable new housing withcout making a conscious choice to conduct a

housing search.

This latter group was first described by peter Rogsi in his early study Why

Families Move (1953). Rossi termed these households “windfall" movers. He

discovered their existence through responses to home interview surveys;
almost one-third of the households interviewed said they had moved because
they had simply come across a place they liked better than thear previous
dwelling. For the present study, the "windfall” category has been broadened
from that used by Ross:Ll to include households that did not move as well as
movers; a household that inadvertently heard about a housing opportunity may

or may not have decided to take the new dwelling once they had seen it.

There is evidence to suggest that windfall searchers as well as more typical
searchers are present 1in the Demand Experiment sample. There was a group of
households i1n the sample that locked at only a few units, relied exclusively
on friends or relatives for their housing information, and had a very hagh
mebility rate compared to other searchers. - It i1s hypothesized that many of
the househclds in this group are windfall searchers, that is, that they

looked at an alternative dwelling only because they happened to hear about

lRoss:.‘s sample included only movers.
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1
a particularly attractive housing copportunity. Naturally, the moving rate

of househelds in this group would be haigh.

Identaifying households in the windfall group in the Demand Experiment is
dafficult because Periodic Interview questions were not designed to distin-
guish these househclds from more typical searchers. A major problem 15
distinguishaing wandfall searchers, who found out about an alternative dwell-
rng through chance, from searchers that planned tc move and were prepared

to carry out an extensive housing search but changed their minds after seeing

only a few units orxr were unusually lucky or efficient in finding a unat.

Three different definitions of windfall and typical searchers have been tested
using data from the Demand Experament. These definiticons are shown in Téble
V-1. For all three defainitions, classification 1s based on responses to
Periodic Interview questions about housing search. Each of these definitions
1s likely to improperly classify some households as either typical or wandfall
searchers. 1In the analysis presented in Chapter 3, the most restrictive
definition of windfall searchers (Definition 1) has been used. This defina-~
tion classifies the smallest number of households as windfall searchers. It
therefore minimizes the possibility that any typical searchers have been cate-

gorized in the windfall group.

Results using each of the three definations may be compared to test the sensi-
tivity of observations made about differences hetween the two groups to the

way 1n which the groups are defined. Searchers have been classified as wind-
fall or typical on the basis of the housing information sources used during
search, the number of dwellings wvisated, and the number of telephone ingquaries
made. The hypothesis is that because windfall searchers are not actively seek-
ing new housing they will have obtained information only from friends and rela-
tives or perhaps from such sources as vacancy signs or notices on pulletain
boards which might ke encountered by chance, Typical searchers, on the other
hand, are liakely to have cobtained information from more formal sources such

as newspapers or real estate agents as part of their housing search. Likewise,

lHouseholds that encountered a windfall opportunity but did not report
conducting a search on the Periodic Interviews because they dad not pursue that
opportunity (by going to look at the available dwelling, for example) are not
counted as searchers.
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Table V-1

ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS OF TYPICAIL AND WINDFALL SEARCHERS

COMPONENTS
OF DEFINITICN

DEFINITICNS OF WINDFALL SEARCHERS

Definition L1

Definition 2

Definition 3

DEFINITIONS OF TYPICAL SEARCHERS

Defanition 1

Definition 2

Definition 3

Housing information
sources used

Number of dwellings
visited during
search

Number of telephone
inguiries made
durang search

Used only
friends and
relatives

and

Visrted no
more than
one dwelling

and

Made no more
than two
telephone
inguirles

Used only
friends and
relatives

D1d not use
newspapers

or real
estate agents

and

visited no
moxe than
one dwellang

and

Made no more
than two
telephone
inguirzes

Used one or
more socurces
other than
fraiends and
relatives

or,
Visited two
or more
dwellings

or

Made three
or more
telephone
inguiries

Used one oxr
more sSouUYrces
other than
friends and
relatives

[ p—

Used news-
papers or
real estate
agents

or

Visited two
or more
dwellings

or

Made three
oY more
telephone
inguiries




windfall searchers seem likely to have seen only a few dwellings or made
only a few telephone calls in response to chance encounters with housing
opportunities, while typical searchers, unless they have just begun to
search or were unusually lucky or efficient in fainding a unit, are likely

te have locked at several dwellings or made several telephone inquaries.

Certain attitudes, such as dissatisfaction with current dwelling or inter-
est 1n movang, are expected to be associated with households in the typical
searcher group.l Windfall searchers maght not have these attitudes, however.
Windfall households may have been satisfied with their housing but have
decaded that 1t was worthwhile to investigate a particularly attractive
alternative that they happened to hear about. Table V-2 shows that, as
expected, typical searchers were more likely than wandfall searchers to

have been dissatisfied wath their oraginal housing and more likely to have
expressed an interest in moving on the Baseline Interview. This 1s the case
for all three definitions of typical and windfall searchers, although the
statistacal significance of the differences between the two groups varies

according te which definition 1s used.

A distinguishing characteraistic of windfall searchers compared with typical
searchers under all three definitions 1s thear significantly higher probabilaty
of moving (Table V-2)., This is consistent wath the expectation for windfall
households, If these households had not planned to move and only looked at

a new dwelling because 1t seemed too good an opportunity to pass up, then it
seéems reasonable that they wouild have a higher moving rate than households
that began to search because they wanted to move but had no specific unit in

mind.

Another way to measure the difference between typical and windfall searchers
1s to compare the cumulative percentage of households that moved after visit-
ing an increasing number of alternative dwellings (Figure V-1). For all three
definitions of typical searchers, the curves andicating the cumulative percent-

age of households that moved look very similax.

1See MacMillan (1978) for an analysis of the importance of these
attitudes in predicting search and moving behavior.
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Takle V-2

ATTITUDES TOWARD MOVING PRIOR TO SEARCH AND MOVING RATES AMONG TYPICAL
AND WINDFALL SEARCHERS UNDER ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS

DEFINITION 1% DEFINITION 2° DEFINITION 3°

Typical Windfall Typical Windfall Typical Wandfall
CHARACTERISTIC Searchexrs Searchers Searchers Searchers Searchers Seaxchers
Percentage that were dissatisfied 305%% 18% 4Qn** 18% 4On %% 18%
with original housing {449) (38) (41) {68) (431) {56}
Percentage that were dissatisfied 29 16 29 13 29 20
with oraginal neighborhood (241) (38) (418) (68) {431) (55)
Percentage that were interested
in moving :1f they had an
additional $50 per month to 70 b 63 70 b 68 b 70 b 63 .
spend for rent {355) (27) {330) (50) {339) (43)
Percentage that 52%% 74 51%% 72 1% 70
moved {453) {38) (421) (68) {435) {56)

SAMPLE: All Pattsburgh households that searched for new housing and were active at two years after
enroliment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility lamats, those living in their own
homes or i1n subsidized housing, those whose search activity was confined to the first six months after enrollment,
and those whose origin neighborhood for therr last move is not known.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline and Periodic Interviews.

a, For alternative definitions see Table V-1,

b. Households for whach the origin of the last move differed from the residence at the time of the
Baseline Interview have been excluded from the sample,

* Chi-sgquare test of the difference between typical and w1ndfall searchers significant at the 0.05 level
with one degree of freedom.

*¥*  chi-gquare test of the difference between typical and windfall searchers significant at the 0.01 level

with one degree of freedom.
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Figure V-1
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS THAT MOVED
BY NUMBER OF DWELLINGS VISITED DURING SEARCH FOR TYPICAL SEARCHERS
(THREE DEFINITIONS3) AND WINDFALL SEARCHERS

HTypmal searchers, definiion?
HTyprcal searchers, definition 2
a——e Typicel searchers, defimtion 3

Windtall searchers, definition 2
Ha n ers

For alternative defimitions see Table V-1

[ | ! i | I | i | | | l I

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 11 12 13
Qr more
Numbear of dwelitngs visited ditring search

SAMPLE All Pittsburgh households that searched for new housing and were active at two
years after enrofiment, excluding those with enroliment incomes over the eligibility hmits,
those hiving in their own homes or 1 subsidized housing, thase whose search activity was
confined to the first six months after enrollment, and those whose ongin neighborhood for
their last move 1s not known.

DATA SOURCES Baseline and Periodic Interviews
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A compariscn of the cumulative percentage curves for windfall and typical
gsearchers under Defainztion 2l shows that the difference in the two groups
arises with the first dwelling visited. The dafference between the percent-
age of windfall searchers that moved after seeing only one dwelling and the
parcentage of typical searchers that moved after seelng one dwelling is
approximately 35 percentage pecints. After the first dwelling, the 1ncrease
in the percentage of households that moved after seeing an additional dwell-
ing unit 1s roughly equal and the initial difference between the two groups

18 mazntained.

The conclusicns reached in Chapter 3 of this report about differences in the
role of information sources for black and white searchers hold under all
three definitions of typaical and windfall searchers. The cumnlative per-
centage of households that moved at different levels of search effort among
typical searchers under the three defan:itions are displayed in Figures V-2,
v—3,2 and v-4. Typical black and white gearchers are similar in all three

caseas.

lUs;ng Definition 1 or Definaition 3, windfall searchers are defined
as those households that looked at only one unit, so a curve cannot be plotted
for these households. Under Definition 2, windfall searchers are defined as
those households that used only friends and relatives as information sources,
but looked at any number of units. In fact, however, as Figure V-1 shows,
almost all of the windfall searchers by this definition locked at only one
unit.

2
Figure V-2 15 i1dentical to Faigure 3-3 ain Chapter 3:
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Cumulative percentage of searchers that moved

Figure V-2
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS THAT MOVED
BY NUMBER OF DWELLINGS VISITED DURING SEARCH,
FOR WHITE AND BLACK TYPICAL SEARGCHERS (DEFINITION 13)

ao
75 4

70 -

65 -
60
55 - {68)
50 4
45
40

35 4

30

...... @ Whate searchers

®——¢ Black searchers

4 For alternative definrtions see Table V-1

] | ! 1 [ ] ! J !

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
or morg

Number of dwellings visited durng search

SAMPLE All Pittsburgh households that were typical searchers by definition 1 and were
active at twa years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes aver the eli-
gibility fimits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search

activity was confined to the first six manths after enroliment, and those whose origin neigh-
borhood for their {ast move 15 not known.

DATA SOURCES. Baseline and Periodic Interviews
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Cumulative percentage of searchers that moved
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Figure V-3
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS THAT MOVED
BY NUVMBER OF DWELLINGS VISITED DURING SEARCH,
FOR WHITE AND BLACK TYPICAL SEARCHERS (DEFINITION 22

------ -# White searchers

&— ¢ Black searchers

2 For alternative definitions see Table V-1

11 | [ I

i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

or more
Number of dwellings visited during search

SAMPLE Al Pittsburgh households that were typical searchers by definiton 2 and were
active at two vears after enroliment, excluding those with enrollment 1ncomes over the eli-
gubthity limits, those {ving in their own homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search
activity was confined to the first six months after enroliment, and those whose arigin neigh-
borhood for their last move s not known

DATA SOURCES Baseline and Periodic Interviews
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Cumulative percentage of searchers that moved

Figure V-4
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF SEARCHERS THAT MCVED
BY NUMBER OF DWELLINGS VISITED DURING SEARCH,
FOR WHITE AND BLACK TYPICAL SEARCHERS (DEFINITION 328)
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Number of dwellings visited during search

SAMPLE All Pittsburgh households that were typical searchers by definitian 3 and were
active at two years after enroliment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eli-
gthility limits, those Iiving in thetr own homes or in subsidized housing, those whose search
activity was canfined to the first six months after enrollment, and those whose origin newgh-
borhood for their last move 1s not known

CATA SCURCES Baseline and Penodic interviews
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