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ABSTRACT

This report analyzes the residential mobility of households enrolled in the
Four stages of the mobility process 

are considered—becoming dissatisfied with current housing or neighborhood, 
planning to move, searching for new housing, and then actually moving.

Housing Allowance Demand Experiment.

The effects of the demographic characteristics, housing situations, and 

attitudes of households entering the program are analyzed at each stage of 
the mobility process. The effect of the experiment on the probability of 
moving is estimated. Finally, problems encountered by households that 
searched are examined to see if program actions could have made moving 

easier for participants.
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SUMMARY

This report is one of a series of technical reports on the results of pro-
The Demand Experi-grams tested in the Housing Allowance Demand Experiment, 

ment is one of three experiments being conducted by the Department of Housing
and Urban Development as a part of the Experimental Housing Allowance Program 

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.
Demand Experiment is on how low-income renter households use allowances.
Demand Experiment was conducted in Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (Pittsburgh) 
and Maricopa County, Arizona (Phoenix).
plans involving approximately 1,200 Experimental households and 500 Control 
households at each site.
offered allowance payments for three years, 
the first two years.

(EHAP).

The focus of the
The

It tested a variety of allowance

Each household enrolled in the experiment was
Analysis is based on data from

This report concerns residential mobility during the experiment. Moving is 

a key behavior in a housing allowance program, because it can determine whether 
households participate and whether they use the allowance to obtain better 
housing or neighborhoods. If households must satisfy housing requirements 
to qualify for the allowance, then households that do not initially meet 
these requirements must move to participate (unless they can upgrade their 
current units). On the other hand, households may, of their own volition, 
use the allowance payment to move to better housing or neighborhoods. If the 
allowance offer induces households to move, then it may accelerate housing 
and neighborhood change among participants. If the allowance does not induce 
households to move, then housing and neighborhood change will occur at a 
rate set by the normal mobility of participants. Although a move may be 
necessary if households are to participate or obtain better housing and 
neighborhoods, moving does not guarantee these results. Other Demand Experi­
ment reports analyze whether households that moved were able to participate 
and whether they improved their housing and neighborhoods.

The different types of housing allowance plans tested in the Demand Experiment 
offered somewhat different incentives for households to move. Under a Housing
Gap allowance plan, eligible households received allowance payments designed

S-l



to make up the gap between the cost of modest, existing, standard housing and
household might reasonably be expected to 

received allowance payments only if their hous- 
Housing Gap households that did not

had an incentive to move

the fraction of its income that a 
devote to housing. Households 
ing met program housing requirements, 
meet the requirements when they entered the program

complied with the requirements in order to start receiving 

payments (unless they could upgrade their current unit so that it would meet
to a new unit that

requirements).

Housing Gap households that already met requirements did not have to move in
If these households desired to use the additionalorder to receive payments, 

income provided by the allowance to obtain better housing, they also had an
On the other hand, for some of these households the allow-incentive to move.

ance may have provided the money needed to allow them to remain in their 
original unit and thus have kept them from moving to a worse unit rather than 
leading them to move to a better unit.

Under a Percent of Rent formula, households received a rebate equal to a fixed 
fraction of their monthly rent.
ranged from 20 percent to 60 percent of monthly rent.

The rebates tested in the Demand Experiment
Like the Housing Gap 

households that already met requirements, Percent of Rent households received
payments immediately, 
and some kept from moving to a worse unit.

Thus some may have been led to move to a better unit

Because of the key role of mobility in housing and neighborhood improvement 
and in program participation, it is important to learn what factors, other 
than the impact of the allowance offer, influenced households in their deci- 

If some households were less likely to move than others, then 
they may have been less likely to participate or to obtain better housing or 

It is especially important to know if households did not

sion to move.

neighborhoods. move
because of difficulties that might have been alleviated by program assistance, 
such as information about the housing market, help with childcare or transpor­
tation, or equal opportunity support.

Analysis of mobility during the Demand Experiment concentrated on whether the 
allowance offer affected mobility, whether some groups of households were less 
likely to move than others, and whether any program actions might have made it

The findings are summarized below.easier for households to move.

S-2



Even without the allowance offer, it appears that most low-income 
renter households in both sites would move over the course of several 

However, a substantial minority normally would not move for 
These households might have to change their normal

1.

years.

long periods.

mobility patterns in order to make full use of a housing allowance.

In Pittsburgh, 43 percent of the households enrolled in the experi­

ment had moved at least once in the two years before the experiment 
began, 
years.

In Phoenix, 71 percent had moved at least once in those two 
On the other hand, a substantial 22 percent of households 

in Phoenix and 30 percent in Pittsburgh had been living in the 
same place for five years or more when they entered the experiment. 
Although mobility rates of Demand Experiment households in Pitts­

burgh and Phoenix were quite different, they appear to be fairly 
typical of the mobility rates of low-income renters in the North­

east and the West.

Allowance offers did lead to some increase in mobility at both sites. 
It still appears, however, that the pace at which households move to 
better housing or neighborhoods is largely determined by their normal 
mobility patterns.

2.

There was a significant overall difference of about 7 percentage 
points in the mobility rates of Experimental and Control households. 
The estimated difference was larger (10 percentage points) in 
Phoenix than in Pittsburgh (5 percentage points), but not signifi­

cantly so.

The effect of the experiment on mobility was similar for households 

in the Percent of Rent treatment group (7 percentage points for the 
combined sites) and households in the Housing Gap treatment group 
that were living in units which did not meet the program's housing 
requirements at the time they enrolled (10 percentage points). For 
households in the Housing Gap group that already met the requirements 

when they enrolled, there was no significant overall effect.

Although most households moved readily, there were some groups of house­

holds that were much less likely to move than others.

3.

In particular.

S-3



lower mobility before the experiment 

offer did not change this pattern.
older households had substantially 

began. The allowance

Age had a significant, negative relationship to the probability
Logit analysis indicates that theof moving at both sites. 

probability of moving declines by about 5 percentage points with

a decade of age.

Although no less likely to move, minority households were less likely 
to remain in the program after they moved in Pittsburgh, but not in 

Phoenix.

4.

Evidence from the Demand Experiment indicates that black households 
in Pittsburgh had been at a disadvantage in the housing market

Black households had been in theirbefore the esqperiment began, 
units longer and were more dissatisfied at enrollment than white

It appears that black households did not move at a 
lower rate than other households during the experiment in Pittsburgh, 
but that black households that moved left the program at a higher 

Thus, the population of households still active at the end 
of the experiment contained a lower proportion of black than of 
white movers.

households.

rate.

Spanish American households in Phoenix did not have a lower proba­

bility of moving during the experiment than other households, al- 
thou^i they had a history of lower mobility before the experiment 
began. The experiment had more effect for Spanish American house­

holds than for other households and it appears to have raised their 
moving rate to equal that of other participants.

5. Households in housing that was crowded or without basic facilities at the 
beginning of the experiment were more likely to move than other house­
holds.

Households living in units that lacked basic facilities or did not
have enough rooms had a significantly higher probability of moving 
than other households at both sites. Controlling for the effect of 
other factors, crowded households had a probability of moving that 
was 9 percentage points higher than that of other households in

S-4



Living in aPittsburgh and 7 percentage points higher in Phoenix, 
unit without basic facilities increased the probability of moving
8 percentage points in Pittsburgh and 5 in Phoenix.

Possibilities for intervening to increase mobility among searchers appear 
limited. The most promising possibility is the provision of information 

on availability of units to households looking for unusually large units 
and to households searching outside their own neighborhoods. Larger 
allowance offers may also have some effect.

6.

Search problems do not appear to have kept many households from 
moving. Most households that searched for new housing had moved or 
were still searching at the end of two years. Households that re­
ported search problems (such as discrimination) worked harder in

Although problems of this type did not 
keep searchers from moving, they may have delayed the process. 
Households that looked for larger units or for housing outside their 
original neighborhoods were less likely to move than other searchers.

order to find new units.

Households that reported financial problems were also less likely to 
The frequency with which searchers reported financial diffi­

culties does not appear to have been related to amount of their pay- 
However, there is some evidence that larger allowance payments 

led to high mobility rates for Percent of Rent households in Phoenix 
and for Housing Gap households that did not already meet requirements 
in Pittsburgh.

move.

ment.

(Larger payments appear to reduce mobility rates for 
Housing Gap households that already met requirements in Pittsburgh.)
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Source of Statements
indicated below.- The sources of summary statements are

1. For mobility prior to the experiment, see 
which accompanies it. For a 
renters by geographic region, see Appendix X.

- Figure 3-1 and the discussion 

discussion of mobility rates of low income
-

households active after two years, con-2. For experimental effects among 
trolling for the influence of other factors, see Figures 4-1, 4-2, and

Figure 4-5, showing the effect of the payment amount.4-3 in Chapter 4.
most strongly suggests the negative effect in Pittsburgh for Housing Gap

Table 6-1 andhouseholds that already met requirements at enrollment.
Appendix XI present results which combine the two sites, 
that control for the effect of attrition, see Tables IV-1, IV-3, and

For results

Note that when terminees are included in theIV-19 in Appendix IV. 
sample in Phoenix the experimental effect for Housing Gap households 
that met requirements at enrollment increases to 0.28 and the effect 
for households that did not meet requirements decreases to 0.03.

3. See Table 6-2 in Chapter 6, which summarizes findings on the effect of

age.

4. See Table 3-2 in Chapter 3 for results on dissatisfaction and Table 6-2 
in Chapter 6, which summarizes findings for minority households, 
dix IV gives results for minority households which control for the 
effect of attrition.

Appen-

5. See Table 6-3 in Chapter 6, which summarizes the effect of housing 
conditions.

6. See Figure 5-1 and the accompanying discussion for the conclusion that 
most searchers moved or continued to search. See Tables 5-3 and 5-4 
for the effect of search problems on whether households moved and the 
number of units that were seen by movers, 
the estimated effects of payment amounts.

See Figures 4-4 and 4-5 for
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This is one of a series of technical reports on the Housing Allowance De-
The Demand Experiment was designed to provide information

Evaluation is
mand Experiment.
on how low-income households use housing allowance payments, 
based on two years of observation at two sites; Pittsburgh (Allegheny County),

The experiment offeredPennsylvania and Phoenix (Maricopa County), Arizona, 
allowance payments to approximately 1,200 households selected at random in each

Several different allowance plans were tested involving different
In addition, a control group of 

This report dis­
cusses the residential mobility rate observed for households in the Demand 
Experiment and the impact of the experiment on whether these households 
sought and moved to new housing.^

area.
payment formulas and housing requirements, 
approximately 500 households was maintained at each site.

Mobility is an important issue in a housing allowance program because of its 
key role in housing and neighborhood change.

prove its unit by upgrading, substantial changes often involve moving, 
ther, moving is the only way for households to change their neighborhoods. 
Thus the effect of the allowance offer on mobility helps to determine whether 
households obtain better housing or better neighborhoods as a result of the

If the allowance offer can induce households to move, then it can 
induce or accelerate housing and neighborhood change.

not induce households to move, then it can have an effect only for those 
households that would move anyway.

changes occur at a pace set by normal mobility rates.

Although a household can im-
Fur-

allowance.
If the allowance does

In this case, housing and neighborhood

In addition, mobility was specifically linked to qualification for payments 
in several of the allowance plans tested in the experiment, 
households were required to live in housing meeting certain requirements

In these plans,

^This report builds on the results of a preliminary analysis of 
mobility during the first year of the experiment, as reported in Weinberg 
et al. (1977) .

1



Households living in unitsbefore they could receive an allowance payment, 
that did not meet these requirements had to meet the requirements by upgrading

unit in order to participate.their current unit or by moving to a new

Because of its role in housing and neighborhood improvement, as well as in

participation in the experiment, mobility has a potential impact on the

of the housing allowance in providing equal opportunities for all

If some groups of eligible households are less willing
success
eligible households, 
or less able to move, then these households may show less housing improve­

ment or be less likely to participate than more mobile households, 
differences in mobility are especially important if they result from dif­

ficulties or obstacles to moving that a housing allowance program might 
alleviate by such actions as supplying information about the housing market, 
assisting with childcare or transportation, or providing equal opportunity 
support.1

Such

The primary question addressed in this report is whether the Housing Allowance 
Demand Experiment had any effect on households' mobility, 
give an indication of what mobility rates would have been without the program. 
Although the various allowance plans tested offered different incentives to 
move, one might expect overall mobility to be higher for Experimental house­

holds than for Control households. Table 1-1 shows that although this was 

the case at both sites, the difference was significant only in Phoenix. 
Sixty-two percent of the Experimental households in Phoenix moved during 
the experiment, compared to 53 percent of Control households. In Pittsburgh, 
38 percent of Experimental and 35 percent of Control households moved. An

Control households

examination of the experiment's effect on mobility cannot stop with a simple 
comparison of Experimental and Control households, however. Each type of
allowance plan tested must be analyzed individually, as each provided some­

what different incentives for households to move.

Two different types of plans were tested in the Demand Experiment—Percent of
2

Rent plans and Housing Gap plans. The Percent of Rent plans gave each

The mobility of black households in Pittsburgh is addressed in a 
separate technical report. See Vidal (1978).

2
See Appendix I for a more detailed discussion of the design of the

experiment.
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Table 1-1
TWO-YEAR SEARCHING AND MOVING RATES FOR 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 
(Sample Size in Parentheses)

F
P

OVERALL
PERCENTAGE
MOVING

PERCENTAGE 
OF SEARCHERS 
MOVING

1PERCENTAGE
SEARCHING =

PITTSBURGH

Experimental households 59% 38%64%
(912) (912)(536)

Control households 57 3562
(318) (182) (318)

PHOENIX

Experimental households 71 87**
(508)

62**
(718)(718)

Control households 68 78 53
(280) (189) (280)

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households active at two years 
after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligi­
bility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline 
and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

** Chi-square test for the difference between Experimental and 
Control households significant at the 0.01 level.
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rent equal to a fixed proportion of its
for the different plans. Housing 
In these plans, the monthly 

between the cost of modest standard

participating household a rebate on 
monthly rent, varying from 20 to 60 percent

Gap plans used a different payment formula.

payment was intended to make up the gap 
housing and the fraction of a household's income that might reasonably go

Households were required to live in housing that met certain housing
1 Households’ incentives to move were

for rent.
requirements in order to receive payments, 
quite different, depending on their allowance plan and, for Housing Gap house­

holds, on whether they were living in units that met the housing requirements

when they entered the program.

For Percent of Rent households, the allowance essentially reduced the cost
Households could use the rebate toof housing by the amount of the rebate, 

help pay for their current unit or to allow them to afford a better unit. 
Housing Gap households whose units met requirements when they enrolled also

The increase in money available forbegan to receive payments immediately, 
rent may have motivated these households to move to a new unit, but the new

unit had to meet the requirements if they were to continue to receive pay­

ments. Housing Gap households that did not meet the requirements initially 
were in a very different situation. They did not become full participants 
and receive allowance payments (other than a monthly $10 payment for filling 
out reporting forms) until their housing met the requirements. Some house­

holds were able to do this by upgrading their units. However, most house-
2

holds had to move in order to take advantage of the allowance offer.

The allowance may also have induced sane households to stay rather than to 

For households in the Percent of Rent plans and households already 
meeting requirements in the Housing Gap plans, the allowance payment could 
have allowed them to remain in a unit that they could no longer have afforded

move.

Requirements were of two types, 
household live in a unit which passed a housing standard, 
quired that the household spend at least a certain amount for rent each month. 
For purposes of comparison, there was also a small group of households in an 
"Unconstrained” plan. These households received payments according to the 
Housing Gap payment formula but were not asked to meet any housing requirements.

Many households were living in units with such basic deficiencies 
that they probably could not have been upgraded to meet requirements 
Budding (19 78).

The first type required that the 
The second re-

See
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In addition, if Housing Gap households that already met 
requirements found it difficult to find other units that also met the require­
ments, the allowance may have led them to stay in their original units, 
the mobility observed among allowance recipients may reflect the net results 

of offsetting incentives to move.

without assistance.

Thus,

Many factors besides the housing allowance offer are likely to have influenced
Chapter 2 summarizesa household's decision to move during the experiment, 

the factors that other studies have found to be related to mobility and pro­

poses a model of households' mobility during the Demand Experiment.

In Chapter 3, the model of Chapter 2 is used to analyze the mobility history 

of households before they entered the Demand Experiment, as well as their 
satisfaction with their housing and plans for changing it when they entered 
the program, and their mobility during the experiment, 
that were less likely to move than others are identified.

Groups of households

Chapter 4 analyzes the effect of the allowance offer on the probability of 
moving during the experiment, using the model of Chapters 2 and 3 to control

The effect of the experiment on mobility is 
analyzed in detail for the various allowance plans and, for Housing Gap 
households, by whether they met the housing requirements of the program 
at the time they enrolled.

for nonexperimental factors.

Chapter 5 considers two stages at which the experiment may have affected 
mobility—the decision to search for new housing and the decision to move

Chapter 5 also examines the search process to 
see if some households had more difficulties in searching for a new unit 

Chapter 6 summarizes the effect of the experiment and the 
effect of other factors on mobility.

to one of the units found.

than others.
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CHAPTER 2

A MODEL OF MOBILITY IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

A model of households' mobility during the Demand E^eriment is presented 
This model separates the moving process into several 

stages, and it proposes a nunber of factors, in addition to the effect of 
the experiment, that may have influenced households' choices at each stage. 
Understanding how factors outside the experiment affected mobility is use­

ful for several reasons.

in this chapter. 1
I

Most obviously, if Experimental and Control house­
holds differ in certain demographic or other characteristics, then these
differences must be taken into account before the experiment's effect can 
be properly evaluated. Even if Experimental and Control households have 
the same general characteristics, including these characteristics in a model 
may improve the precision of estimates of the experiment's effect. Also, 
it may be informative to assess the magnitude of experimental effects rela­
tive to the effects of other factors. Finally, understanding nonexperimen- 
tal factors influencing mobility is useful in assessing possible actions or 
policies other programs might use to increase households' response by 
affecting mobility.

Residential mobility is a complex phenomenon which has been studied from 
different perspectives in a variety of disciplines. Although some factors, 
such as age, consistently have been found to be related to mobility, expla­
nations of why they are important have varied. The first section of this 
chapter summarizes the variables that have been found to recur in mobility 

^ The second section then presents a fairly eclectic model of 
mobility and discusses various reasons why the factors it includes are 
expected to influence mobility. The third section explains the strategy 
of the analysis, and the fourth discusses definition and measurement of 
variables.

studies.

^*For a review and synthesis of the literature on intra-urban 
mobility, see Quigley and Weinberg (19 77) and Appendix III of Weinberg et 
al. (1977). For a comprehensive review of literature on migration see 
Ritchey (19 76) .
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TO be related to mobilityFACTORS PREVIOUSLY FOUND2.1

found to recur in mobility studies for
These variables have

Table 2-1 summarizes those factors ^
which measures are available in the Demand Experiment.

life cycle factors, housing and neighborhood

, and other household characteristics.
been divided into four groups: 
factors, social bonds 
describes a set of variables having theoretical or empirical support.

Each category

The
i

table also indicates the usual direction of their relationship to mobility.!

The importance of life cycle stages and changes in life cycle has been
Age of household head has been 

Although marital status and number
documented repeatedly in mobility research, 
found to be negatively related to moving, 
of children have been found to relate to mobility, the direction of those

The presence of children, for example, has 

been found to increase mobility in some studies and to retard it in others. 
However, changes in either marital status or number of children consistently 
have been found to be positively related to moving.

relationships is not consistent.

Among housing and neighborhood factors, households living in poor housing 
have been found to be more likely to move than those in better housing, as 

Mobility has been found to be positively related to 
crowding and negatively related to unit and neighborhood quality.

might be expected.

Social bonds have been found to decrease mobility, 
to family or friends have been found to be less mobile than those without 

Long-term residents are also less likely to move than recent

Households with ties

such ties.

movers.

Other characteristics of a household have been found to affect mobility, but 
the relationships are not always consistent. Although the sex and race of 
the household head have been related to mobility in some studies, there is 
no clear agreement on the direction of the relationship. Prior mobility 

consistently has been found to be positively related to mobility—that is, 
households that have moved frequently in the past continue to do so.

^See Appendix II for specific references.
2
Dissatisfaction with unit 

also been found to be related to mobility, 
later as stages of the process by which households

or neighborhood and moving plans have 
These factors are discussed 

move.
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Table 2-1

FACTORS PREVIOUSLY FOUND TO BE RELATED TO MOBILITY 
FOR WHICH MEASURES ARE AVAILABLE IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT i

FACTORS RELATED TO MOBILITY 
(Usual direction of relationship) STYPE OF VARIABLE

—
iAge of head (-)

Marital status of head (?)
Changes in marital status of head (+) 
Number of children (?)
Changes in the number of children (+)

Life cycle factors

Housing and neighborhood 
factors

Crowding and household density (+) 
Unit quality (-)
Neighborhood quality (-)

Social bonds Ties to family, friends, community (-) 
Duration of residence (-)

Other household 
characteristics

Sex of head (?)
Prior mobility (+)
Race of head (?) 
Education of head (+) 
Income (+)
Occupation of head (+)

9



Indicators of socioeconomic status, such as income, education, and
related to mobility in a number of studies, with 

relatively high socioeconomic status being more mobile
occupation, have been 
households having a 
than those with a lower status.

2.2 A MOBILITY MODEL

The conceptual scheme used to analyze the mobility of households in the 
Demand Experiment is based on an early suggestion by Rossi (1955) as well 

recent work by Speare (1974) and Bach and Smith (1977).
Figure 2-1, the model distinguishes four stages in the moving process: 
dissatisfaction, plans to move, searching for new housing, and moving.

As shown inas more

Figure 2-1
MODEL OF MOBILITY

PLANDISSAT­
ISFIED

Stages in the 
moving process TO SEARCH MOVET X XMOVE

X

Factors affecting 
the process

Push
factors

Threshold
factors

Search
difficulties

In this model, a certain level of dissatisfaction is necessary before a 
household will consider a move. Once this threshold has been reached, the
household will translate its desire to move into an intention or plan leading 
to subsequent mobility. Thus, in the Demand Experiment, it is expected that 
dissatisfaction in a household would lead to plans to move, which in turn

10



This relationship 

For one thing, the threshold at
would lead the household to search and finally to move, 
is not expected to be perfect, however.
which dissatisfaction is translated into moving plans, or plans are trans-

For instance.lated into action, may vary from one household to the next, 
a household with a strong attachment to its neighborhood or a household that 
has found searching difficult in the past may put up with a level of dis­
satisfaction that would spur another household to move.1

holds move because they are forced to (because of demolition or fire, for
2

example), even if they are satisfied with their current housing.

P

i
Second, some house-

Also, a
household with no intention of moving may decide to move if it happens to 
come across an exceptional bargain.3

In addition, dissatisfaction—measured by responses to survey questions—is 
not a perfect indication of the feelings on which households base their 
decisions. A household's level of dissatisfaction with its unit or neigh­
borhood may vary from day to day (depending, for example, on how well the 
heat has been working or how many robberies have occurred in the neighborhood 
recently), so that a single survey response may not accurately reflect the 
long-term feelings on which the household is likely to base its actions.
The same argument applies to moving plans: 
to follow through on the plans they indicated when they were interviewed.

not all households will decide

How Nonexperimental Factors Might Influence Mobility

The process by which all these factors enter the proposed model of mobility 

cannot be determined from previous studies. Most investigations have not 
attempted to deal simultaneously with all these variables, and different 
studies have suggested different explanations for the effects of the same

Note that in this conceptualization of the moving process, 
household's satisfaction with its unit is defined relative to the available 
alternatives. Thus a household's financial resources and the available 
alternative housing help to determine its satisfaction.

2During the experiment, 9 percent of households in Pittsburgh and 
8 percent of those in Phoenix reported being forced to leave their homes 
because they were evicted, the unit was taken over for urban renewal or 
highway construction, the unit was condemned, or it was destroyed by fire 
or flood.

a

3For further discussion of "windfall" moves see Vidal (1978).
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household's mobility decreases 

Migration studies that use a labor-mobility

of cost.

For example, it is clear that avariable.
with the age of the household head.
or human-capital approach often explain this relationship in terms

increase with age, since an individual'ssuggesting that the costs of moving 
financial and subjective investments in a particular location increase over

this view, mobility studies that emphasize the importancetime. In contrast to
of life cycle factors suggest that age 
rather than a direct influence on mobility.

is an indication of life cycle state

Under this reasoning, households

adjust to life cycle changes, such as getting married, having children.
Elderly households are less likely to

move to
or having children leave home, 
experience these life cycle changes, so they have less reason to move.

This report considers three different ways in which the variables usually 
found to affect mobility can exert an influence (see Figure 2-1). They 
may act as push factors which create dissatisfaction; they may change the 

threshold at which a household plans to move or searches for housing; or 

they may affect the search.

Push factors lead a household to be dissatisfied with its unit or neighbor- 

in particular, crowded or unsatisfactory housing conditions, a change 
in number of children, or a change in marital status might be expected to

It is also possible 
that households that have had difficulty in the past in obtaining desirable 
housing because of disadvantage in the housing market—such as minority 
households or those with low incomes—might be more likely than others to 
be dissatisfied.

hood:

make a household dissatisfied with its current housing.

A given level of dissatisfaction will not always have the same effect.

Other factors may affect the threshold at which a household's dissatisfaction 
is translated into moving plans, or the threshold at which moving plans are

Householdstranslated into searching, by acting as deterrents to moving, 

with strong social bonds in a particular location may be relatively unlikely 
to plan to move or to search even if they are dissatisfied, 

increase the expected difficulty or the psychic or financial costs of moving 
might also make a household less likely to act on dissatisfaction.

Factors that

Age of
household head, number of children, and whether the household is headed by 
a single person or a couple might contribute to the expected difficulty of 
moving. It is possible that discrimination or limited opportunities for

12
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minority households would cause them

By this logic, households 
households, minority households, 
and households headed by a single individual 

likely to plan to move than other households at the

to be more reluctant than others to
attempt to move. with strong social ties, elderly

households with a large number of children.

would be expected to be less
same level of dis­

satisfaction, and less likely actually to move once they planned to do so. 
Previous mobility gives an indication of how a given household has trans­
lated dissatisfaction into action in the past. Recent movers, having shown 
that they are willing to move, might be expected to be more likely to act 
on dissatisfaction than households that have lived in the same place for

a long time.

Finally, nonexperimental factors may affect mobility by increasing the 
difficulty of finding a unit once a household decides to move and begins

Households that find it hard to go out and look at units or to 
find an appropriate unit might be expected to be less likely to move than 

All of the variables mentioned above as relating to the 
expected difficulty of moving—age of household head, minority status, 
number of children, and marital status of head—may also contribute to the 
actual difficulties a household encounters once it decides to search.

to search.

other searchers.

How the Housing Allowance Might Influence Mobility

In addition to the variables discussed above, the housing allowance offer 
made to households in the Demand Experiment is expected to have influenced

As was discussed in Chapter 1, thetheir mobility during the experiment, 
experiment offered two different types of incentive for households to move: 

increased income that could be spent for housing, and, for Housing Gap 
households that did not initially meet the experiment's housing require­

ments, an incentive to move to a new unit in order to qualify for payments.

The housing allowance offer may have had an effect at any point in the
First, the extra money available for rent may have causedmobility process.

households to become dissatisfied with the housing in which they were living

when they entered the experiment, since they now had the money to afford 
better units.1 Second, the experiment may have increased the probability

1In economic terms, the allowance would induce a disequilibrium for
some households.
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that households already dissatisfied or planning to move would act on their
Finally, the extra money may have made the searchdissatisfaction or plans, 

for housing easier for households, since they could afford a wider range of

housing than would have been possible without the allowance.

Analyzing the moving process stage by stage indicates at what points the

experiment influenced households* behavior; it also suggests where a similar
If almost all dis-program might find a potential for affecting mobility, 

satisfied households made plans to move and then searched for new housing.
! then not much information is gained by analyzing each of these stages 

separately? the initial momentum of its own dissatisfaction would appear to 
be all the incentive needed to carry a household through the entire process. 
On the other hand, if a number of households were dissatisfied but did not 
decide to move, or planned to move but did not search, then there is a 
possibility that some of these households might take advantage of the allow­

ance in order to move.

Similarly, if most searchers moved, then distinguishing searching and moving 
as two stages does not contribute much information, 
some households searched but did not move because of problems they encountered, 
then it is possible that same sort of program assistance during the search 
process might have led households to take greater advantage of the allowance 

This possibility will be examined further in Chapter 5.

On the other hand, if

offer.

2.3 ANALYSIS STRATEGY

The model described above is more complicated empirically than the simple

Formally, Figure 2-1 could be sum­

marized by asserting that a household moves if its dissatisfaction (D) is 
greater than threshold factors (T) and search difficulties (S)—that is,

schematic of Figure 2-1 might indicate.

(1) it. = Prob (D. > T. + S.)
l ill

where
thtk = probability that the i 

= dissatisfaction of i^1

household moves

D.
l

household

thT^ = threshold factors for the i household, and

Si = search difficulties for the i^ household.

14
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A complete theoretical development of Equation (1) requires that constructs

This is possiblebe developed to measure D^, T^, and in comparable units, 
in theory. Economics, for example, provides a formal basis for expressing
the incentive to move (the push factors leading to dissatisfaction) in dollar 
terms directly comparable to the financial costs of search and moving.^

Actual monetization of the incentive to move, however, requires prior know­
ledge of the household's demand function for housing and other goods (the way 

in which its expenditures on housing and other goods vary with its income and 
market prices) and involves its ejected length of stay in a new unit, as 
well as expectations as to future income, prices, and needs.

Moreover, many of the presumed threshold factors and search difficulties are 
not financial. Households may be attached to their neighborhood and unit 
both for more or less objectively ascertainable reasons such as the efficiency 
gained from acquaintance with transportation routes, service locations, and so 
forth, and for more subjective attachments arising from sentimental associa­
tions with particular events, the ties of friendships, and the comforts of 
familiarity. While such psychological factors can (in economic theory at
least) be monetized, in practice, no theoretical construct has been devised

n 2 to do so.

Such measurement issues are not the only problems in developing a complete 
theoretical specification based on the schematic of Figure 2-1. 
earlier, some moves are forced by fire, demolition, or eviction, 
occur not because the household sets out to find another unit but, for exam­
ple, because friends or relatives tell them of an exceptional bargain, 
thermore, the steps indicated in Figure 2-1 take time.
between, for example, crowding and subsequent mobility may be attenuated 

either because the analysis does not allow enough time for the moving re­
sponse to occur or because other variables or indeed the extent of house­
hold crowding change before a move occurs.

As commented
Some may

Fur-
Cbserved connections

The dollar value of a move in economic theory is the maximum amount 
that a household could pay for moving and still be as well off in its new 
(optimal) unit as it would be if it did not move. For a preliminary analysis 
of mobility in the Demand Experiment using this approach, see Friedman and 
Weinberg (1978), Appendix VII.

2 Thus in practice, the monetary equivalent would be inferred from the 
observed effects of psychologically related variables on mobility.
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develop and estimate a completely speci- 
Given the theoretical difficul-

Ihis is not to say that attempts to 
fied theoretical model would not be useful, 
ties involved, however, the specific objectives of this report seemed better

addressed by a more frankly empirical approach.

of this report is to determine the effect, if any, of
For this purpose,

The Central purpose 
the experimental allowance programs 
control and experimental comparisons provide direct estimates of the effect.

on household mobility.

Potential covariates were selectedand other variables act as covariates.
based on available data and the results of previous research, 
then tested, where possible, by seeing whether they had affected mobility 
prior to the experiment and therefore were likely to continue to be important

These were

during the experiment.

In addition to estimating the effect of the experimental programs, there is 
also some interest in determining whether various demographic groups, such as 
minorities or the elderly, seem to be especially unlikely to move and thus

Again, the

first approach taken is to test variables for these groups directly, rather 
than attempting to explore the way in which demographic variables relate to 
intermediate constructs such as search or moving costs.

less likely to change their housing in response to an allowance.

While this sort of admittedly ad hoc and empirical approach may yield good 
estimates of experimental effects and demographic differences (and better

estimates than a poorly developed theoretical model), it does not offer much 
insight into the process by which households come to move. It is unclear,

for example, whether elderly households move less often because they tend to 
have formed more attachments to their unit and neighborhood, find the process 
of learning a new neighborhood more difficult, find search more difficult,

or are less likely to experience changes in household size, income, or job 
location that would make a move desirable. This means that the sort of 
direct analysis described above offers relatively little insight into the 
extent to which a program could influence mobility apart from the incentives 
directly tested by the experiment.

Some attempt to develop such insights has been made by analyzing not only 
mobility but the intermediate steps of being dissatisfied, planning 
and searching.

to move.
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First to be examined are the factors related to households' dissatisfaction 
with their units and neighborhoods at the time they enrolled, 
is estimated as a function of the factors shown in Table 2-1.1

Dissatisfaction
Next,

households * moving plans at enrollment are estimated as a function of dis­
satisfaction as well as the factors in Table 2-1.
satisfaction will have a strong relationship to moving plans, but other

It is expected that dis-

I
factors are included because they may affect the threshold at which a

2household translates dissatisfaction into a plan to move. Similarly,
moving plans at enrollment are expected to show a strong relationship to 
mobility during the experiment, but other factors are also expected to affect 
the probability of a household's actually moving.
during the experiment is estimated as a function of dissatisfaction, moving 
plans, and the factors shown in Table 2-1.

The probability of moving

Estimating satisfaction, moving plans and actual mobility as three separate 
stages is useful for several reasons, 
and moving plans may have such a powerful effect on mobility that they obscure 
the effects of other variables of interest in a multivariate analysis, 
example, if all dissatisfied households move, and minority households are more 
likely than nonminority households to be dissatisfied, then including dissat­
isfaction in an equation estimating the probability of moving may obscure the

For this reason, it might be desirable to exclude 

On the other hand, in developing an equa­
tion to control for other factors in assessing experimental effects, it is

First, variables such as satisfaction 1
:

For

i

i
;

effect of minority status, 
dissatisfaction from the equation.

desirable to include variables such as dissatisfaction, that have a strong 
relationship to mobility. Estimating the probability of being dissatisfied 
and the probability of planning to move in separate analysis stages allows an 
assessment of any patterns which may be obscured by their inclusion in a final 
equation for the probability of moving.

Changes in number of children and changes in marital status are 
not included because these variables are measured over the duration of the 
experiment and are not available for households at the time they enrolled.

2 As previously mentioned, the experiment also could have affected a 
household's dissatisfaction or moving plans. However, these variables were 
measured at the Baseline Interview, before households learned about the 
allowance offer, 
housing survey.)
have occurred after the information was collected.

(Respondents were told that they were participating in a 
Any effect of the experiment on satisfaction or plans should

17



various factors affect mobility in

If almost all
It is also important to learn at what stage 

order to assess how program changes might affect mobility rates.

then there would be little reason to expect thatdissatisfied households moved
affect mobility unless they affected satisfaction levels.

of households were dissatisfied or planned
program changes would 
On the other hand, if some groups 
to move but did not actually move, then there is a possibility that some type

of program assistance in searching for or moving to units might have allowed 
these households to nove in order to take full advantage of the allowance offer.

It should be recognized at the onset, however, that the intermediate stages

Thus, for example, householdsmay not be clearly separated from each other, 
that expect to have difficulties in finding a unit may be less likely to begin

They may also, given theirsearch or to plan to move in the first place, 
perception of the lack of readily available alternatives, be more satisfied 
with their unit than they would be if they thought that searching would be

easy.

To answer the central question—-whether the e3q?eriment had an effect on mobil­

ity—the analysis coirpares the probability of moving for different groups of 
Experimental households to that of Control households, taking the influence

The stage or stages in the model at which

After testing for overall 
experimental effects on mobility, the analysis breaks mobility into two 
stages—the probability of searching for new housing and the probability of 
searchers' moving—and tests for an experimental effect at each stage.

of other factors into account, 
experimental effects occurred is also of interest.

Throughout the report, results are presented separately for Pittsburgh and 
Mobility levels were so much higher in Phoenix than in PittsburghPhoenix.

that it seemed worthwhile to examine demographic patterns separately to 
if demographic effects might account for this difference.

see

It also seemed

likely that responses to the experiment would vary because of the large dif­

ferences in normal mobility. In fact, despite the difference in overall

mobility levels, demographic and experimental effects were quite similar at 
Although site differences are sometimes suggestive, they 

are not significant; results could be pooled for Pittsburgh and Phoenix 
without significant loss of explanatory power.

the two sites.

Similarities in results for 
the two sites are pointed out in the discussions which follow, and Chapter 6 
presents the combined site results to provide a convenient summary.

10



DEFINITION AND MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES2.4

Information on all the factors shown in Table 2-1 is available for house­

holds in the Demand Experiment. Table 2-2 shows how the variables measuring 
these factors have been defined and gives summary statistics for each vari­
able.^" Almost all the information is taken from two sources:

Interview, which was conducted before eligible households were told about 
the experiment and asked if they wanted to enroll, and the Initial Household 
Report Form, which collected the information necessary to enroll households 
in the experiment a month or two after their Baseline Interviews.

I

:
the Baseline E

r
=

Life cycle factors have been defined using data on households at the time 
they entered the program, 
were collected again at the end of two years; this information can be used 
to identify households that changed in either of these respects.

Data on marital status and number of children

Among housing factors, information is available on crowding as well as on unit
quality. Crowding has been measured by the perceptions of the household

2
rather than by a quantitative measure such as persons per room, 
crowding is indicated by response to a Baseline Interview question that asked 
whether the household had enough rooms in its unit. Unit quality is based on 
an evaluation of a household's residence conducted at the time it enrolled. 
Households living in units lacking basic facilities are considered to have 
been in poor housing.3 

of Demand Experiment households is available, but preliminary analysis did not 
show that these measures had a relationship to mobility, once other factors

4
were considered, and they have not been included in the final analysis.

r

!iPerceived

Some information on the neighborhood characteristics

^More detailed definitions are given in Appendix III.
2Both were tested and perceived crowding showed a stronger relation­

ship to mobility.
3The housing quality measure used requires that a unit have complete 

plumbing and kitchen facilities, some type of heating equipment, and a roof 
and exterior structure with no sign of sagging or buckling. This housing 
measure is considerably less stringent than the physical standard some Housing 
Gap (Minimum Standards) households were required to meet in order to qualify 
for payments.

4
Analysis of neighborhood quality concentrated on the characteristics

Al-of neighborhoods as they were perceived by households that lived there, 
though several perceived quality components had a bivariate relationship to 
mobility in the expected direction, only one—positive feelings toward neigh­
bors—retained its significance when other factors were taken into account. 
The measure of positive feelings towards neighbors has been included in the 
model as a measure of social bonds to the neighborhood.
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=
Two measures are available of households* social bonds to the neighborhoods

First, an index has been developed thatthey lived in when they enrolled.
combines several questions about feelings towards neighbors; the more

the higher its rating on the index.^positive feelings a household has.
Second, the length of time a household had been living in its unit when it 
entered the program also gives an indication of attachment to the neighbor- 

Households that had been living in the same unit for a long time 
were likely to have stronger ties to the location than households that had 
recently moved.

-
hood.

2

All the other household characteristics listed in Table 2-1 have been 
included in the analysis except occupation of head of household, 
mation on occupation was not relevant to a large part of the Demand Experi­
ment sample, as many households were not working during the experiment. 
Those who were working did not vary a great deal in occupational level, and 
preliminary analysis did not indicate that this factor was important.

Infor-

In addition to the division of households into an Experimental group and a 
Control group, a number of other experimental variables are important to the 

Experimental households can be separated into those in the Percent
Housing Gap house­

holds can be further divided according to whether they met the experiment's 
housing requirements for their group when they enrolled, 
mental variables are expected to have affected mobility during the experiment.

analysis.
of Rent payment plans and those in the Housing Gap plans.

All these experi-

Information is available on each stage of the mobility process—dissatisfac­
tion, plans to move, search, and move, 
satisfaction with their units and their neighborhoods at the Baseline Inter- 

At the same time, they were asked whether they would move if they 
had $50 more to spend on rent every month.

Households were asked about their

view.
Responses to this question 

cannot be strictly interpreted as moving plans because the question was 
qualified by the mention of an increase in money available for rent.

The interview questions used are indicated in Appendix III.
2Recent work on the Demand Experiment also has indicated that long­

term residents enjoy better "deals" on their units, that is, higher quality 
for rent paid, than recent movers. See Merrill (1977).
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I
household's predispositionHowever, responses do give some indication of a 

toward moving at the time it entered the program.

Variables that measure behavior over time—such as whether a household 
searched for a new unit or moved during the experiment present a special 

all households enrolled in the experiment remained active
The mobility of households that left 

For this reason, the major sample used

problem. Not

over its entire two-year duration, 
the program is not always known, 
for the analysis of mobility during the experiment is the sample of house­

holds that remained active for the whole period. To guard against the 
additionalpossibility that using this reduced sample introduces a bias, 

analysis has been performed for the sample of all enrolled households using

whatever information is available about the mobility of households that 
2terminated.

Households that bought their own homes and those living in sub­
sidized housing are excluded. Households that moved between administration 
of the Baseline Interview and the Initial Household Report Form are also 
excluded. Much of the analysis relates information from one of these 
sources to information from the other. For example, dissatisfaction, 
recorded at the time of the Baseline Interview, is related to dwelling unit 
quality, evaluated using the Housing Evaluation Form completed along with 
the Initial Household Report Form.
period, the two instruments refer to two different dwelling units and the 
information cannot be related.

If the household moved during this

2See Appendix IV.
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I
CHAPTER 3

ESTIMATION OF THE MOBILITY MODEL

This chapter estimates the mobility model presented in Chapter 2. 
the factors that influenced the mobility of Demand Experiment households 
are identified, other than the effect of the allowance offer, 
of the allowance, controlling for the influence of these other factors, is 
analyzed in Chapter 4.

All of

The effect

Because mobility has a key role in determining response to the experiment, 
it is important to assess whether some groups of households were less likely

If a move is necessary for a household to meet hous­
ing requirements or improve its housing in general, then households that 
are less likely to move may be less likely to participate or less likely 
to use the allowance to obtain better housing.

to move than others.

The chapter first examines the mobility of households before the experiment 
The factors that influenced mobility prior to the experiment arebegan.

likely to continue to do so unless the allowance offer changed their impact. 
Also, examining pre-experimental mobility expands the time horizon of the
analysis and may reveal the long-term influence of factors not apparent 
during the two-year duration of the experiment.

Next, each stage of the mobility model is estimated to determine the impor-
First, dissatisfaction with unit or neighbor-tant factors at each point, 

hood at enrollment is estimated as a function of the demographic and housing
Next, predisposition to move at enrollmentfactors discussed in Chapter 2. 

is estimated as a function of these same factors, controlling for the effect
Finally, the probability of moving during the experi­

ment is estimated as a function of demographic and housing factors, con­
trolling for dissatisfaction and predisposition to move.

of dissatisfaction.

Analysis of each stage of the model is useful in determining whether house­
holds did not move during the experiment because they were unwilling to

This distinction is important
in assessing whether program actions might affect mobility, 
no effective barriers to mobility, so that almost all of the households 
that are dissatisfied plan to move and carry out their plans, then there

or because they were unable to move.move,
If there are
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could influence mobility. Households 

of the allowance offer, at a rate set by their 
On the other hand, if some of the house-

this suggests the

of obstacles to mobility that a program might try to help households 
Analysis of the factors that affected mobility at each stage of 

the model can indicate which groups of households might have needed program

take full advantage of the housing allowance.

is little evidence that program changes 
will move, and take advantage

own feelings about their housing, 
holds that are dissatisfied or plan to move do not move,

presence

overcome

assistance in order to

MOBILITY HISTORY OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THE EXPERIMENT3.1

Ihe mobility history of households in the Demand Experiment before they en­

rolled is useful as an indication of "normal" mobility among low-income 
If normal mobility is low, this might limit the rate at whichrenters.

households in the experiment improve their housing or meet the requirements

Pre-experimental mobility also shows moving ratesfor receiving payments, 
over a much longer period than the two-year duration of the experiment. Thus,

households1 mobility patterns before the experiment indicate the moving rates 
that might be expected over time in the absence of a housing allowance program.

Two types of information are available on the mobility history of households

First, when they enrolled in the program, house-in the Demand Experiment, 
holds were asked how long they had been living in their house or apartment.

Second, they were asked how many times they had moved in the three years 
preceding the experiment. These two questions identify both long-term stayers 
and households that had moved several times just before the experiment.

An overview of the mobility of households for 10 years before the Demand 
Experiment can be developed from their responses to the question "How long 
have you lived here, in this house/apartment?" asked at enrollment. From
this information the number of households that had moved at least once during 
a given number of years prior to the experiment can be derived. For example,
all households that had been living in their units five years or less are

counted as having moved at least once in the five years before the experiment. 
Figure 3-1 shows the cumulative proportion of households that had moved at 
least once over the 10 years preceding the experiment. Almost all households 
at both sites had moved at least once during 10 years. Particularly striking 

in Figure 3-1 is the difference in the pre-experimental mobility of households
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Figure 3-1

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS HAVING MOVED 
AT LEAST ONCE DURING THE TEN PREVIOUS YEARS 

- DEMAND EXPERIMENT ENROLLEES AND HOUSEHOLDS IN THE 
PANEL STUDY OF INCOME DYNAMICS (PSID)
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DEMAND EXPERIMENT SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households enrolled, excluding those 
with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized 
housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial Household Report Form and Baseline Interview.

MICHIGAN PANEL STUDY OF INCOME DYNAMICS SAMPLE: Households in the 1973 sample 
living in rental housing in 1973 (weighted).

29



Forty-three percent of the households in Pitts- 
before the experiment, compared to 71 per- 
of households in Pittsburgh had moved at

in Phoenix and Pittsburgh, 
burgh had moved in the two years 
cent in Phoenix. Seventy percent 
least once in the five years prior to the experiment, compared to 88 percent

in Phoenix.

the mobility history of households enrolled inIt is interesting to compare 
the Demand Experiment with that of other renter households in the same geo-

For purposes of comparison. Figure 3-1 shows the mobility of 
households in the Michigan Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) for a period

Results are shown for renter households in

graphic area.

of ten years previous to 1973. 
the Northeast census region (containing Pittsburgh) and the West census region

A comparison of the mobility history of enrollees in the(containing Phoenix) .

Demand Experiment with that of households in the PSID sample shows that Demand 
households were not atypical of other households in their region. In Phoenix, 

In Pittsburgh,results are nearly identical for Demand and PSID households, 
results over the two most recent years are similar for both groups, but Demand

Experiment enrollees have a history of somewhat greater mobility over the 
entire ten-year period.

There are several possible reasons why Demand Experiment enrollees in Phoenix

First, thehad a history of greater mobility than enrollees in Pittsburgh, 
difference reflects the overall difference between the two regions as shown 
by the PSID sample; mobility was generally higher in the West than in the 
Northeast.
than in Pittsburgh.1

Second, rental housing may have been more plentiful in Phoenix

More generally, higher mobility among renters is associated with a greater 
turnover in rental units even if these units are never vacant. Als o, many
Phoenix residents had recently moved to the city, so the population as a

Vacancy rates in Phoenix appear to have increased at approximately 
the time that the experiment began. In 1970 the census rental unit vacancy 
rate was 6 percent in Allegheny County (Pittsburgh) and 7 percent in Maricopa 
County (Phoenix)(see Abt Associates, 1974). By 1974, rental vacancy rates 
were reported at 14.4 percent in Phoenix and 5.1 percent in Pittsburgh (U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 1976).
account for differences in mobility at the two sites.
shows that 57 percent of the households occupying rental units in Phoenix 
(Maricopa County) in 19 70 had moved into their units in the previous 
conpared to 30 percent in Pittsburgh (Allegheny County) , even though the dif­
ference in vacancy rates at the two sites in 1970 was only one percentage point.

However, differences in vacancy rates.do not
The Census of Housing

year.
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whole would be expected to be more mobile than the population of Pittsburgh.1

Differences in the normal mobility of households in Pittsburgh and Phoenix

should be kept in mind in an analysis of experimental effects.

where it was easier or more usual to move, the incentives offered by the
2experiment might be expected to have had a greater effect.

At a site

Some groups of households are expected to have been more mobile prior to the

The variables found to be important in other studies,program than others. 
as discussed in Chapter 2, are likely to have influenced households* mobility

before the experiment, 
household characteristics appear likely to have been stable enough over time

Of those variables, only life cycle factors and other

for data collected at enrollment to be meaningfully related to mobility prior 
to the experiment.^ Life cycle factors include age of household head and

4number of children. Other household characteristics include the sex and 
race of the household head and the household*s socioeconomic status, as 
indicated by income and the educational level of the head of the household. 
Based on previous studies, age would be expected to have a negative rela­
tionship to prior mobility and education and income to have a positive one. 
The expected direction of the relationships of number of children and sex 

and race of household head to mobility is not clear.

Mobility before the experiment was measured by the length of time (in months) 
that a household had been living in the same unit when it enrolled in the

According to census figures, the population of Allegheny County 
(Pittsburgh) suffered a net loss of 1 percent between 1960 and 1970. In 
that decade, the population of Maricopa County (Phoenix) showed an increase 
of 46 percent, of which 18 percent was natural increase and 28 percent was 
due to net immigration. See Abt Associates (1974).

2
A more extensive discussion of site differences in mobility is 

given in Appendix XI.
3
Although life cycle and other household characteristics were mea­

sured at enrollment, many of them would be expected to have been constant
over several years prior to the experiment or to have changed for only a 
few households. Unit and neighborhood characteristics and social bonds, in 
contrast, are not likely to have remained constant for a substantial period 
prior to the experiment.

4
Sex and marital status of household head are almost identical vari­

ables in the Demand Ejqperiment. Households headed by a couple were defined 
to have a male head, following census convention. Single heads of house­
holds were almost always female in the experiment. Sex of household head 
rather than marital status has been included in the analysis but the two 
variables are so similar that results can be interpreted as applying to 
either group.
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would be a more precise 
indication of which households

Although length of time between movesexperiment.
measure, length of tenure should give some
moved frequently prior to the experiment and which ones seldom moved.

characteristics measured at enrollment might have

Life

cycle factors and other 
changed recently for some households, but the information collected about

good indication of which population groups were least mobilethem is still a 
before the experiment.

Table 3-1 shows the results of a multiple regression relating the length of 
time a household had lived in its unit at enrollment to life cycle factors

The most important variable at bothand other household characteristics.
Length of residence had a strong positive relationship tosites was age.

age, indicating that older households were less mobile than younger ones
Black households in Pittsburgh and Spanish Americanbefore the experiment, 

households in Phoenix also were significantly less mobile than other house-

In addition, households headed by women hadholds prior to the experiment, 
lived in their units significantly longer than those headed by men in Phoenix,

but not in Pittsburgh. Number of children does not show a significant rela­

tionship to prior mobility. Surprisingly, neither does income or education, 
despite their importance in other studies.

Over a period of five years or so, moving does not in itself appear to be a 
substantial obstacle to households that wish to take advantage of a housing 
allowance program to change their housing, 
in the course of that many years.

Most households move in any case 

Some households do not, however; in

particular, it appears that older households, minority households, and 
possibly households with female heads are relatively less likely to move in 
the normal course of events. It is possible that moving might act as a 
barrier to taking full advantage of an allowance offer for these households.

3.2 SATISFACTION AMONG HOUSEHOLDS ENTERING THE PROGRAM

The mobility model in Chapter 2 suggests that a household's dissatisfaction 
with its unit or neighborhood is the first stage in 

do not provide much guidance on how different variables could be expected to
a move. Previous studies

1
The unimportance of these variables may be due to lack of variation. 

Because households were eligible to participate in the experiment only if 
they were within relatively low income limits, the range of income and educa­
tion observed is not large.

32



Table 3-1

RELATIONSHIP OF LENGTH OF TENURE AT ENROLLMENT 
(IN MONTHS) TO LIFE CYCLE FACTORS AND OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH
BETA3

PHOENIX
BETA*

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

-25.338Constant NA -13.236NA NA KA

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades) 16.156 0.416 12.67** 9.159 0.424 15.09**

Number of children 0.425 0.009 0.29 0.839 0.035 1.20

Other Household
Characteristics

Female head of household -1.489 -0.010 0.41 3.657 0.044 1.83+

Black head of household 8.154 0.047 1.89+ 5.998 0.038 1.60

Spanish American head 
of household NA NA NA 8.893 0.095 3.60**

Years of education of 
household head 1.012 0.038 1.34 -0.198 -0.018 0.63

Per capita income of 
household (in thousands) -1.007 -0.011 0.35 0.040 0.001 0.03

F Statistic for Equation 
(Significance) 43.00** 51.58**

Sample Size 1,462 1,516

Mean of Dependent Variable 
2Adjusted R

57.02 27.20

0.147 0.189

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over 
the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved 
between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial Household Report Form, Baseline Interview, and payments file, 
a. The betas shown are standardized regression coefficients, that is, the regression coefficients 

when both the dependent and independent variables are standardized to have unit variance. These standardized 
coefficients may be used to compare the relative effects of independent variables measured in different units. 

+ t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
*

I
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of factors seem likely to have an impact, 
in crowded conditions seems likely to make a 

Social ties to the community might be expected to 

likelihood of satisfaction.

influence satisfaction, but a number 
First, living in a poor unit or 
household dissatisfied, 
increase a household's

relationship between dissatisfaction and age, race, sex of household 
education has been found in other studies.

No clear
These factorshead, income, or

contribute indirectly to dissatisfaction by affecting how successful themay
household has been in obtaining satisfactory housing in the past. If house­
holds that face disadvantages in the housing market (such as black or Spanish 
American households, households headed by women, and lower-income households) 
have had trouble finding satisfactory places to live in the past then they 
could be expected to have been dissatisfied with their housing at the time

On the other hand, they may have responded tothey entered the experiment, 
their difficulties by lowering their expectations.

Prior mobility and length of residence are expected to have a complex rela-
One way to look at prior mobility is as an indica­

tion of a household's willingness to respond to dissatisfaction by moving. 
Thus households that have not moved in many years may be satisfied, or they 
may be unwilling to move even if they are not.

tionship to satisfaction.

Table 3-2 presents the results of estimating dissatisfaction at enrollment 
as a function of the variables found to affect mobility, as discussed in 

The dependent variable is a household's dissatisfaction withChapter 2.

either its unit or its neighborhood before it entered the program, 
one percent of the enrollees in Pittsburgh and 34 percent in Phoenix

Forty-

ex­

pressed some dissatisfaction with their units or their neighborhoods or 
both. Becuase of the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable (dissat­

isfied with either unit or neighborhood or satisfied with both) , the esti­
mation method used is logit analysis.^ Table 3-2 presents the coefficient

estimates for each independent variable, as well as the t-statistic 
ciated with each coefficient.

asso-

The partial derivative shown represents the
change in the probability of being dissatisfied, given a unit change in an

2independent variable.

Logit analysis is generally considered more appropriate in such a 
situation than Ordinary Least Squares, 
how to interpret logit results.

2
This derivative is evaluated at the mean of the other independent 

variables. See Appendix V.

See Appendix V for a discussion of
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Table 3-2
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF DISSATISFACTION WITH 

UNIT OR NEIGHBORHOOD AT ENROLLMENT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

0.518 1.28 -0.085 -0.23NAConstant NA

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children

-0.070 -1.68t -0.017

0.014
-0.111 —2.89** -0.02S

0.056 1.42 0.038 1.13 0.009

Other Household Characteristics
0.173 1.72+ 0.042 0.063Female head of household 

Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household

0.55 0.014

0.1220.275 2.43* 0.067 0.542 2.51*

NA NA NA -0.385 -2.90** -0.087

Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.009 0.39 0.002 0.012 0.66 0.003

-0.170 -1.94+ -0.041 -0.189 -2.53* -0.043

-0.092 -1.94+ -0.022 0.039 1.11 0.009

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
Perceived crowding 
Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

1.153 9.68** 0.279 1.057 9.40** 0.239

-0.592 -4.51** -0.143 -0.429 -3.61** -0.097

Social Bonds
Positive feelings toward 
neighbors
Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.108 -3.42** -0.026 -0.088 -3.28** -0.020

0.016 1.67+ 0.004 0.089 4.91** 0.020

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

180.14** 188.27**
1444 1480

0.412 0.345
0.092 0.099

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 
limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and 
enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial Household Report Form, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline Interview, and

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

payments file.

+
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dissatisfaction with their housing when 
similar at the two sites. Both

The factors related to households

they entered the experiment proved quite 
perceived crowding and unit quality had the expected relationship to satis­

faction. Perceived crowding had a large, positive relationship to dissatis-

faction at both sites.^ Households in units with basic facilities were less

dissatisfaction than those in units without these facili- 

Households' positive feelings toward neighbors had a positive rela-
likely to express 
ties.2

tionship to their satisfaction with their housing at both sites.

Older households were significantly more satisfied with their housing and
It is not clear why this should beneighborhoods than younger households. 

so, but this finding is consistent with the lower mobility rates observed

The elderly may be more satisfiedfor elderly households in other studies.

because they are in somewhat better housing, or they may have more social

ties in their communities because they have lived there longer, but these
4factors are controlled for by the other variables in the equation.

1The following convention has been used in discussions of the magni­
tude of the effects of the independent variables on the probability of mov­
ing. For dichotomous variables, variables with a partial derivative of 0.01 
to 0.05 are referred to as having a "small" effect, those from 0.05 to 0.15 
are referred to as having a "moderate" effect, and those greater than 0.15 
are referred to as having a "large" effect. For continuous variables, the 
problem is more complex since these variables are measured on different 
scales. For continuous variables, a range has been calculated, from plus 
two to minus two standard deviations from the mean of the variable. This 
range is then multiplied by the partial derivative (change in the probabil­
ity of moving given a change of one unit in the independent variable) to give 
an indication of the effect of the variable, across its usual range, on the 
probability of moving. (See Appendix VI for the ranges used for continuous 
variables.) Effects for continuous variables are then classified as "small," 
"moderate" or "large" in the same way as for dichotomous variables.

The finding that poor housing conditions have a strong relationship 
to dissatisfaction is particularly interesting in that it supports the valid­
ity of the facilities judged to be basic.
stringent than those that Housing Gap Minimum Standards households 
required to meet in order to receive payments; see Appendix III.

3The test level for significance used in the report is 0.10. 
significance levels are based on two-tailed tests.

4
It is possible that the elderly lowered their expectations in order 

to be satisfied with a situation they could not easily change. 
alternative explanation for many of the results on dissatisfaction—rather 
than dissatisfaction's leading households to make a change, inability to 
change led them to decide they were satisfied, 
tinguish these two hypotheses by testing; the analysis assumes that dissatis­
faction led to change, rather than vice versa.

2

These requirements were much less
were

All

This is an

It is not possible to dis-
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Most of the factors expected to have affected a household's success in find­

ing suitable housing in the past show the predicted relationship to present 
dissatisfaction. Black households were significantly less likely to be 
satisfied than white households at both sites. Households with the lowest 
per capita incomes were significantly less satisfied than others at both 
sites. Households headed by women were more likely to be dissatisfied than 
other households, but this result was significant only in Pittsburgh.'1' 

though Spanish American households in Phoenix were expected to be more dis­

satisfied because of their presumed disadvantage in the housing market, the 
opposite result was found; these households were significantly less likely 
than others to be dissatisfied. Nuirber of children and education did not 
have a significant relationship to dissatisfaction at either site.

iAl-

Length of residence had a significant positive relationship to dissatisfaction 
at both sites; long-term residents were more likely to be dissatisfied than 
households that had moved recently.
units for a long period thus do not appear to have done so because they were 
more satisfied than other households.

Households that had remained in their

The only significant relationship that was not in the same direction at the 

two sites involves the number of times a household moved in the three years 
prior to the experiment. In Pittsburgh, households that had been more 
mobile before the experiment were more likely to be satisfied than other 
households. In Phoenix, the variable has the opposite sign but is not 
significant. These findings are consistent with the interpretation suggested 
earlier that the number of times a household moved before the experiment indi­
cates its willingness to move in response to dissatisfaction. High prior 
mobility means a household is unlikely to remain in a situation with which 
it is dissatisfied; hence the negative sign in Pittsburgh. In Phoenix, 
although there are a few long-term residents, most households move readily, 

so that once length of tenure is controlled for, prior mobility bears little 
relationship to dissatisfaction.

Note that members of this group, in addition to being single house­
hold heads, were also much more likely to be receiving some form of public 
assistance than other households.
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AMONG HOUSEHOLDS ENTERING THE PROGRAMPREDISPOSITION TO MOVE3.3

The mobility model in Chapter 2 suggests that moving plans are an intervening 

step between dissatisfaction and actual mobility, 

holds will plan to move, nor 
the relationship between 

a strong one.
threshold at which dissatisfaction is translated into a plan to move.

Not all dissatisfied house- 

will all satisfied households plan to stay, but

dissatisfaction and moving plans is expected to be

Other independent variables may affect it by changing the

The information available on the moving plans of enrollees in the Demand 
Experiment is more correctly interpreted as indicating predisposition to

Because the question asked whether respondents 

would move if they had $50 more per month to spend on rent, responses give 
an indication of a household's interest in moving but cannot be strictly 
interpreted as moving plans.

move than actual plans.

There are several reasons why a household might be less predisposed to move.

First, some households 
may expect the process of searching and moving to be especially difficult. 
The elderly, for example, as well as households with a number of children, 
or those with single (female) or minority heads might find the prospect of 
moving more demanding than do other households, 

disabilities which make the process more difficult, 

face childcare problems, which are particularly acute if the household has

Also, the presence of school age children may pose the addi­

tional problem of transferring the children to another school.

Spanish American households might be reluctant to consider a move because 
they expect to encounter discrimination, or because they feel that patterns 
of residential segregation may make it difficult for them to find a satis­
factory unit.

even after dissatisfaction is taken into account.

Elderly persons may have

Households with children

a single head.

Black or

On the other hand, households may be less predisposed to move because of 
attachment to their surroundings. Households with positive feelings toward 
their neighbors and households that have been living in the same unit for
a long period might be less predisposed to move for this 
dissatisfaction is taken into account.

reason, even after

Long-term residents may feel attached 
to a location even though they are not completely satisfied with it; the

psychic costs of changing a situation which has been stable for a long 
period may be high. Also, there is evidence that households that have re­
mained in their units for a long period are receiving a discount in rent,
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that is, paying less for the same facilities, than households that have 
recently moved (Merrill, 1977) These psychic or financial costs of moving 
may make these households less likely to consider a move even if dissatisfied. 
Positive feelings toward neighbors may operate in the same way as length of 
residence, that is, they may increase the psychic costs of moving, making 
the household less predisposed to move.

Table 3-3 presents the results of a logit estimation of predisposition to 
move among enrollees, including their dissatisfaction with their units and

neighborhoods at enrollment as well as the other independent variables found 
to be related to mobility in other studies. Although dissatisfaction is the 
strongest predictor of predisposition to move, a nuirber of other variables

2were found to have an effect in addition to the effect of dissatisfaction.

Tabic 3 3 shows that many, but not all, of the independent variables had 
the expected relationship to predisposition to move. Among the factors 
which might raise the expected difficulty of moving, age of household head.

number of children and sex of household head had significant relationships 
in the expected directions at both sites. Contrary to expectation, black 

households and Spanish American households were no less predisposed to move

than other households at either site.

Households with positive feelings toward their neighbors were significantly

Length of residence in enrollment 

unit had a significant, negative relationship to predisposition to move in 
Pittsburgh, but not in Phoenix.

less predisposed to move at both sites.

Perceived crowding had a significant, positive relationship to predisposi-

Crowding appears not only to have made house­

holds more likely to be dissatisfied, but also to have made them more likely 
to consider changing their housing even after dissatisfaction is taken into 
account.

tion to move at both sites.

lrrhis discount was found to be greater in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh. 
2
The equation was also estimated without dissatisfaction, to see if 

the effects of some of the other independent variables which might have been 
acting through dissatisfaction would increase in importance. This did occur 
for some variables, notably Spanish American head of household and per capita 
income in Phoenix. See Table VII-2 in Appendix VII.
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Table 3-3

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE AT ENROLLMENT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE*
PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE*
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

5.26**2.085 NA3.52** NA1.523Constant

Li fa Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

-6.44** -0.061-0.256-0.055-5.03**-0.223
-4.16** -0.037-0.154-0.024-2.46*-0.096

Other Household Characteristics
-4.16**-0.402 -0.096-0.080-2.88**-0.327Female head of household
-0.60 -0.032-0.134-0.040-1.26-0.162Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

-0.73-0.109 -0.026NANANA

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Nisaber of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-1.68+ -0.008-0.032-0.002-0.007 -0.28

-0.057 -1.44 -0.013-0.004-0.017 -0.21

-0.44-0.012 -0.003-0.003-0.011 -0.21

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
1.026 7.06**8.27** 0.2440.997 0.244Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities -0.050.071 0.52 0.017 -0.008 -0.002

Social Bonds

Positive feelings coward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.128 -4.75** -0.031 -0.134 -3.91** -0.032

-0.024 -2.23* -0.006 -0.006 -0.33 -0.001

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 1.509 13.60** 0.369 1.439 11.48** 0.343

Likelihood Ratio vSignificance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

317.11** 305.57**

1363 1369
0.573 0.609
0.170 0.167

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 
limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and 
enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial Household Report Form, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline Interview, and

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
"evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statisnc significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed) . 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

payments file.
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It is important to distinguish predisposition to move from dissatisfaction, 
since not all dissatisfied households will be predisposed to move, 
is a possibility that program actions or policies might be important at this 
stage; some households may be reluctant to consider a move, even if they are 
dissatisfied, because they expect to encounter difficulties in moving, 
difficulties might be ones that could be alleviated by program assistance.
In the case of long-term residents and households with attachments to their

There

These

neighbors, it does not seem likely that program assistance would make these
For older households, householdshouseholds more likely to consider moving, 

with female heads and households with a number of children, there is a possi­
bility that some type of program assistance with locating a new unit and 
moving might make these households more likely to consider changing their 
housing situation if they were dissatisfied with it.

3.4 MOBILITY DURING THE EXPERIMENT

In the model discussed in Chapter 2, the actual move made by a household is 
the final stage of a process which starts with dissatisfaction, progresses 
to moving plans, and finally leads the household to move, 
analyzes the final stage of this process and identifies the factors, other 
than the allowance offer, which were related to whether a household moved 
during the two years of the Demand Experiment.^

This section

Although dissatisfaction 
and predisposition to move, measured at enrollment, are expected to have a 
strong relationship to whether a move occurred during the experiment, a 
number of other factors may have an additional effect at this final stage.

Assessing the effect of variables other than the allowance offer on mobility 
during the experiment is important because a household's willingness or 
ability to move plays a key part in whether it will be able to take advan­
tage of an allowance offer. If some groups of households are less willing 
or able to move than others, then they may be less likely to use the allow­
ance to improve their housing or neighborhoods or less likely to participate 
at all if they have to meet housing requirements in order to do so. 
on mobility prior to the experiment showed that certain population subgroups 
—notably, older and minority households—had a history of lower mobility.

Evidence

This discussion combines search and moving—two conceptually differ­
ent stages. They are analyzed separately in Chapter 5, which considers the 
role of search difficulties in success in moving.
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after satisfaction with unit 
Households in these groups repre­

evenOther groups were less predisposed to move, 
and neighborhood was taken into account, 
sent a special concern, since they may be less likely to take advantage of 
the allowance offer than other, more mobile, households.

The Effect of Attrition

Measuring mobility over the two years of the experiment introduces a new prob­

lem—not all of the households enrolled remained active over the entire two

Attrition was particularly high in Phoenix,year duration of the experiment, 
where 42 percent of the enrollees left the program before the end of two years;

Attrition and mobility werethe attrition rate in Pittsburgh was 23 percent, 
not independent phenomena; households that moved had a higher probability of 
dropping out of the experiment than households that did not move, 
of attrition over time is thus to bias mobility rates downward, since more

The effect

mobile households were more likely to leave the program.

Among households that remained active in the program throughout the two years, 
37 percent in Pittsburgh and 59 percent in Phoenix moved to new housing.
These mobility rates appear to be lower than those reported prior to the ex- 

Forty-three percent of the households enrolled in Pittsburgh and 
71 percent in Phoenix reported that they had moved at least once in the two 
years prior to the experiment (see Section 3.1). 
is due to the effect of attrition, however.

periment.

This apparent difference 
If terminees are included in the 

sample (terminees known to have moved are counted as movers) , mobility rates 
over two years are 42 percent in Pittsburgh and 69 percent in Phoenix, quite 
similar to the pre-experiment rates reported by enrollees.

Although attrition biases mobility rates downward over time, the sample of 
households that remained active has been used for the analysis of mobility
during the experiment because information is not always available about the 
mobility of households that terminated.^ However, a parallel analysis has 
been conducted on the sample of all enrollees, using whatever information is
available about whether terminees moved. This analysis is reported in 
Appendix IV and any results that differ for the two samples are noted in 
footnotes throughout the text.

An additional reason to use the sample of households that remained 
active over two years is that it is difficult to interpret experimental 
effects on mobility for households that had left the program. See Chapter 4.
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Nonexperimental Factors Affecting the Probability of Moving

Table 3-4 presents the results of estimating the probability that a household 
moved at least once during the experiment.^ 

which have already been discussed in relationship to dissatisfaction and pre­

disposition to move, two variables have been added to capture the effects of

changes in household characteristics over the two years of the experiment—
2

change in number of children and change in marital status.

tinguishing Experimental and Control households has also been included in
Although the effect of the experiment is 

not discussed until Chapter 4, it is necessary to control for experimental 
status when analyzing the influence of other factors on mobility.

In addition to the variables

A variable dis-

the equation shown in Table 3-4.

Two general conclusions can be drawn from Table 3-4 about the factors, other 
than the allowance offer, that affected mobility during the experiment. 
First, the important factors were quite similar in Pittsburgh and Phoenix. 
Although mobility rates were much higher in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh, the 
same model appears to have been appropriate for both sites, 
showed that it is possible to pool results for the two sites without a sig­

nificant loss of explanatory power, despite some small differences in demo- 
Complete results for the pooled site equation are given 

in Appendix XI, and major findings are summarized in Chapter 6.

In fact, tests

graphic effects.

The second major conclusion to be drawn from Table 3-4 is that a number of 
factors have a direct effect on the probability of moving in addition to the

In theory, variableseffects of dissatisfaction and predisposition to move.

might influence mobility directly, or indirectly, through their effects on

Variables that have only an indirect in­dissatisfaction and moving plans, 
fluence should not be significant when dissatisfaction and predisposition

Table 3-4 indicates that a number of factorsare included in the equation, 
have a significant relationship to mobility during the experiment even when

dissatisfaction and predisposition to move are taken into account, 
factors may affect dissatisfaction and predisposition to move, but this is

These

Note that households with missing values on any vairable are excluded. 
See Tables VII-14 and VII-15 in Appendix VII for the means, standard deviations 
and intercorrelations of the variables in the analysis using the reduced sample. 

2
Income or job changes also seem likely to influence mobility, but 

preliminary analysis did not indicate that they were important factors for 
Demand Experiment participants.
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Table 3-4
ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVINGLOGIT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATlSTIC

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE aPARTIAL 

DERIVATIVE *INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

COEFFICIENTCOEFFICIENT

0.690.076 NANA0.040.022Constant

! Life Cycle Factors
Age of household heed 
(in decades)
Nuaber of children
Change in number of children
Change in marital status

-6.09** -0.059-0.239-0.053

-0.008
-4.33**-0.230

-0.35-0.015 -0.004: -0.76-0.036
1.72+ 0.0730.2960.032

0.218
1.020.141

0.947 3.22** 0.1960-8003.94**

Other Household Characteristics
3.28** 0.1070.4360.069

-0.085
2.41*0.301Female head of household 

Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

1.88+ 0.1210.494-2.61**-0.369

0.020.003 0.000NANANA

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.001 0.03 0.000-0.009-1.29-0.038

1.100.102 0.0250.0291.120.126

7.89**0.409 0.1000.0S84.39**0.253

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
1.87+0.273 0.0672.55* 0.0890.386Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities -1.77+-0.07S -0.212-2.68** -0.052-0.325

Social Bonds
Positive feelings toward 
neighbors
Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in year3)

-0.01S -0.126 -4.08**-2.08* -0.031-0.065

-0.051 -0.012 -1.14-4.27** -0.029 -0.007

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.423 3.15** 0.097 0.135 0.91 0.033

Predisposition to Move
Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.1670.726 4.92** 0.604 5.34** 0.148

Program Factors
Experimental household 1.560.224 0.052 0.391 3.07** 0.096

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

209.13** 221.45**
1037 795

0.359 0.572
0.154 0.204

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households 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, and those that moved between 
the 3aselir.e Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables) .

t-stacistic significant at the 0.10 level (Two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).
--statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

-
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not the only source of their effect on mobility.'1' 
display the effects of nonexperimental factors on mobility, 
significant logit coefficients at both sites are plotted, 
simplicity, the graphs are based on simple cross-tabulations, rather than 
on the logit coefficients.

Figures 3-2 through 3-5 
Factors having 

However, for

Among life cycle factors, both age and change in marital status have large
These relationships are illustrated 

Households with older heads are less likely to move than
It is interesting to note that age has an effect 

at each stage of the mobility process—older households were more satisfied,
Households in which the

and significant effects at both sites, 
in Figure 3-2. 
those with younger heads.

less predisposed to move and less likely to move.
head experienced a change in marital status were more likely to move than

2
other households at both sites.

3
ficant, positive effect in Phoenix, but not in Pittsburgh.

Change in nuirber of children has a signi-

Other household characteristics which influenced the probability of moving 
during the experiment were sex of household head, race of household head, 
and number of moves in the three years prior to the experiment (see Figure 
3-3) . Households headed by women were significantly more likely to move at

4
both sites. This result is somewhat surprising, since these households were

This conclusion is most clearly established by a comparison of the 
effect of other factors in an equation which includes dissatisfaction and 
plans and one which does not. Results for the equation in Table 3-4 may be 
compared to results in Table VII-3, Appendix VII, for an equation which ex­
cludes dissatisfaction and predisposition to move. There is little differ­
ence in effects of the other independent variables in the two equations, in­
dicating that these variables act independently of dissatisfaction and pre­
disposition.

2 Changes in marital status were most frequently separations rather 
than marriages. Since one of the parties involved must move, by definition, 
in a household formation or a separation, it seemed possible that including 
a group of households with a probability of moving that was nearly one in 
the equation might bias the estimates of the effects of the other variables. 
However, when the equation was estimated excluding households that experi­
enced marital changes, the effects of the other independent variables did 
not change.

^Changes in number of children were predominantly decreases in
Increases in the number of childrenPittsburgh and increases in Phoenix, 

led to a greater increase in the probability of moving than did decreases 
at both sites, so it is not surprising that change in number of children 
had a significant effect in Phoenix but not in Pittsburgh.

4 When terminees are included in the estimation, the effect of sex
of head of household remains significant in Phoenix but not in Pittsburgh. 
This effect thus appears to be stronger in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh; see 
Appendix IV.
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Figure 3-2
THE PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED 
DURING THE EXPERIMENT BY AGE AND CHANGE 

IN MARITAL STATUS OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD
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SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Inter­
views, and payments file.
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Figure 3-3
THE PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED DURING THE EXPERIMENT 

BY SEX AND RACE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD AND NUMBER OF MOVES 
IN THE THREE YEARS PRIOR TO THE EXPERIMENT

§P 80- 
| 70-

PhoenixPittsburgha> 80- 
q 7o->
E g

■a 60- 60-oo jz■g S 50- (508)® 50- (399)ll
40--C 40-

& 30-
“I

g 20- 
H
S. io-

© 30. (518) (657)S’ 3
C 20-
©

©a. 10-

Female house­
hold head

Male house­
hold head

Male house­
hold head

Female house­
hold head

» 80- 
9 70-

Sex of household headSex of household head£ 80- 
| 70-

"S 60-

»>
E

■S 6Q_
oo
I 50-■5 50-M

o
40-40- <*2

(915)a3cH 
g 20- 
2
{£ 10-

a 30-i

g 20-
u

10-

(261) 22

II
White house- Black house­
hold head hold head

White house- Black house­
hold head hold head

Race of household headRace of household head
90.

» 80. 

i H
■S 60-

g 80-

I70- >>

60- oo
■gm 50- 
-C 40-

50-M

o
40-

'o
a 3o-® 3CL

S’ 2
g 20.« 20- 

I 10-
(545) u

io-
xII 1 I xX X x x

None One Two Three Four 
or more

Number of moves in the three years 
prior to the experiment

None One Two Three Four 
or more

Number of moves in the three years 
prior to the experiment

Experimental and Control households active at two years after enrollment.SAMPLE:
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in their 
own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview
and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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at enrollment than were other house- 

female household heads less willing to consider 
make them less likely to move after dissat- 
taken into account but this was not the case.1 

of household head did not have a bivariate 
It is significant only when other

significantly less predisposed to 
holds. Whatever factors made 
moving might also be expected to 
isfaction and predisposition are 
However, Figure 3-3 shows that sex 
relationship to mobility at either site, 
factors are controlled for in the logit equation.

move

PreviousThe effect of race shows puzzling differences at the two sites, 
analysis showed that black households were more likely to be dissatisfied 
at both sites but no more likely to be predisposed to move, controlling

In Pittsburgh, black households were significantlyfor dissatisfaction.
less likely to move during the experiment when dissatisfaction and predis-

2position to move are taken into account, 
finding that black households in Pittsburgh were less mobile prior to the 

In Phoenix the opposite pattern occurs; black households had 

a significantly higher probability of moving.

This is consistent with the

experiment.

One possible explanation is that this group, although less likely 
to plan to move, was more likely to follow through on its plans than other 
households. Analysis does not support this hypothesis, however: female­
headed households that were predisposed to move were no more likely to move 
than households headed by males that were predisposed to move.

It also seemed possible that some of these households found themselves in 
situations in which they had to move, although they had not intended to do 
so. Relevant interview data do not support this second hypothesis, either. 
Households that moved were asked if they had been forced to do so because 
their unit had been condemned, because of natural disasters such as fire or 
flood or because they had been evicted.
and 67 in Phoenix indicated that they had been forced to 
equation was estimated excluding these households, sex of household head 
remained a significant factor. The only major difference in the effect of 
the independent variables when forced movers were excluded was that living 
in a unit that did not have basic facilities became a much less important 
factor.

Ninety-six households in Pittsburgh 
move. When the

It seems likely that many of the households in the poorest units
were those that were forced to move. See Table VII-4 in Appendix VII for
results that exclude forced movers.

2
This effect is not significant in a bivariate relationship in 

Pittsburgh, however. Also, when the equation is estimated on all enrollees, 
including households that terminated, the negative effect for black house­
holds is not significant. This suggests that attrition was not independent 
of race in Pittsburgh, and that part of the apparent negative effect of 
on mobility in the two-year sample may be due to attrition, that is, black 
households that moved were more likely to leave the program than white 
households that moved.

race
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Number of moves in the three years prior to the experiment had a significant, 
positive relationship to the probability of moving at both sites, as shown

It is interesting to note that this variable had little effect 
on dissatisfaction or predisposition to move, but a significant effect on the

Experience with the housing market may make it easier 
for households to move; recent movers are likely to have more information on 
the types of units available and know more about how to search.

in Figure 3-3.

probability of moving.

Although Spanish American households had a history of lower mobility prior 
to the experiment, they were no less likely to move during the experiment

Neither income nor education had a significant effect

The unimportance of income and 
education in explaining mobility is surprising, given their importance in

Because the Demand Experiment sample is limited to low-income 
households, the range of income and eduation observed is relatively small, 
which may account for their lack of significance.

than other households.

on the probability of moving at either site.

other studies.

Both of the housing factors in the equation had the expected relationship

to the probability of moving—households living in units which lacked basic
facilities'^ and households that felt their unit did not have enough rooms

significantly more likely to move than other households at both sites 
2(see Figure 3-4).

ables is not just to make households more dissatisfied, but also to make house­

holds more likely to move even after dissatisfaction is taken into account.

were
It is interesting to note that the effect of these vari-

3

In order to qualify for payments, households in one of the experi­
mental groups were required to meet a physical standard more stringent than 
the criterion of basic facilities used here. This provided an added incen­
tive for households that did not meet this standard to move, and households 
that did not have basic facilities by definition did not meet the standard. 
However, households not having basic facilities were more likely to move 
than those that had such facilities, whether or not they were in the treat­
ment group which had a housing requirement. The effect of this variable 
therefore does not appear to be entirely an experimental effect.

2Lack of basic facilities does not have a bivariate relationship to 
the probability of moving in Phoenix, however. See Figure 3-4.
VII-16 in Appendix VII for a presentation of mobility rates by household 
characteristics for households that did and did not have basic facilities in 
their units at enrollment.

See Table

3Note that some of the households in units lacking basic facilities
The variable is not 

See Table VII-4 in
appear to have moved because they were forced to do so. 
significant in an equation which excludes forced movers. 
Appendix VII.
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Figure 3*4
THE PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED 

DURING THE EXPERIMENT BY THE PRESENCE OF BASIC FACILITIES 
AND PERCEIVED CROWDING IN THE ENROLLMENT UNIT
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SAMPLE:
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligiblity limits, those living in their 
own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview 
and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evalua­
tion Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

Experimental and Control households active at two years after enrollment,
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As expected, social bonds act to decrease the probability of moving, 
holds with positive feelings toward their neighbors were significantly less

Length of residence in enroll­

ment unit had a significant negative effect on the probability of moving in 
Pittsburgh, but not in Phoenix.

House-

likely to move at both sites (see Figure 3-5).

It was expected that both dissatisfaction and predisposition to move at 
enrollment would show significant relationships to the probability of moving 

during the experiment. Dissatisfaction shows the expected relationship in 
Pittsburgh, but not in Phoenix.^ 

ficant relationship to the probability of moving at both sites. Households 
that indicated that they would move if they had $50 more available for rent 
each month were more likely to move than households that indicated that they 
would not move with such an increase.

Predisposition to move had a large, signi-

SUMMARY OF THE EFFECT OF NONEXPERTMENTAL FACTORS ON MOBILITY3.5

Mobility rates among households in the Demand Esqperiment before and during 

the experiment indicate that most households move fairly frequently.

40 percent of households in Pittsburgh and 70 percent in Phoenix might be 
expected to move at least once during a two-year period, if market conditions

However, some groups of households were less likely 

to move than others and these patterns were quite similar at the two sites.

About

did not change radically.

In particular, older households were a substantially less mobile group than
Older households had a history of lower mobility beforeyounger households, 

the experiment; they were more satisfied, less predisposed to move and less
This finding indicates thatlikely to actually move during the esqperiment. 

older households are a group of some concern in a housing allowance program.
since they may be less likely to take full advantage of the allowance offer 
to move to better housing or a better neighborhood, 
likely to participate if they have to move in order to meet housing require­
ments .

They may also be less

Further analysis indicates that the lack of significance of dis­
satisfaction in Phoenix is because of the large number of households at that 
site that were satisfied at enrollment but moved during the course of the 
experiment. Mobility was higher in Phoenix and dissatisfaction at enroll­
ment becomes an increasingly poor predictor over time. Findings for mobility 
during the first year of the experiment show that satisfaction at enrollment 
was an equally good predictor of moving during the first year at both sites. 
See Weinberg et al. (1977).
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Figure 3-5
THE PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED 

DURING THE EXPERIMENT BY POSITIVE 
FEELINGS TOWARD NEIGHBORS AT ENROLLMENT
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SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households active at two years after enrollment, 
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligiblity limits, those living in their 
own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Inter­
view and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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The mobility of minority households during the experiment is also of concern, 
since they were in poorer housing than nonminority households when they 
entered the experiment and had a history of lower mobility. 
it appears that black households did not move at a lower rate than other 
households during the experiment, but that black households that moved left

Thus, the population of households still active

In Pittsburgh,

the program at a higher rate, 
at the end of the experiment contained a lower proportion of black than of
white movers. This pattern is important because it means that even if black 
households move, they may not remain in the program long enough to take full 
advantage of the allowance offer. Spanish American households in Phoenix 
did not have a lower probability of moving than other households.

Although households headed by women were more reluctant to consider a move, 
they did not move at a lower rate than other households during the experi- 

Thus households with female heads do not appear to have been at a 

Similarly, households with a number of children were less 
predisposed to move, but no less likely to actually move tnan other house­
holds .

ment.

disadvantage.

It appears that households in poorer housing conditions are more likely to 
Although households might improve their housing through upgrading, amove.

higher mobility rate among households in poorer housing could contribute to

Households living in units whicha program goal of housing improvement, 
lacked basic facilities and households that felt their units were crowded

were more likely to be dissatisfied and more likely to move than other 
households.

Other factors that decreased mobility appear to have done so by acting as 
deterrents to moving rather than as obstacles to households that wanted to 

Households with attachments to their neighbors were less likely to

In Pittsburgh long-term residents

move.

move than other households at both sites.

were less likely to move than other households.

One purpose of estimating dissatisfaction, predisposition to move and moving 
as separate stages in the mobility process was to detect the effects of any 
variables which might act through dissatisfaction and predisposition to move.

^See Abt Associates Inc. (1975) .
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It seemed posisble that including dissatisfaction and predisposition in the

final equation for the probability of moving might obscure the effects of

This concern proved to bevariables that were important at earlier stages.

Most of the variables affecting mobility had a consistentunnecessary.

effect at each stage of the model, and including dissatisfaction and predis­

position to move in the equation for the probability of roving did not alter

This final equation provides a plausiblethe effects of other variables, 
set of predictors which can be used to control for nonexperimental factors 
in the analysis of experimental effects which follows.
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CHAPTER 4
THE EFFECT OF THE EXPERIMENT ON MOBILITY

It was expected that Experimental households would be significantly more 
likely to move during the Demand Experiment than Control households because 
of the housing allowance offer. In a simple bivariate comparison, this was 
the case in Phoenix, but not in Pittsburgh (see Table 1-1). During the two 
years of the experiment, 38 percent of the Experimental households that had 
remained active in Pittsburgh moved tO‘ new housing, compared to 35 percent 
of Control households. In Phoenix, 62 percent of Experimental households 
moved, compared to 53 percent of Control households. This chapter analyzes 
differences in the mobility of Experimental and Control households in more
detail, using the multivariate model developed in Chapters 2 and 3 to 
control for the influence of other factors on mobility. Results are pre­
sented separately for Pittsburgh and Phoenix throughout the chapter. How­
ever, it is possible to estimate experimental effects using a pooled sample. 
Results of joint site estimations are presented in Appendix XI and are dis­
cussed in the summary of this chapter and in Chapter 6.

The sample used in the analysis of experimental effects on mobility is the 
sample of households that remained active throughout the experiment.^ 

ever, it appears that households in the Control group that moved were more 
likely to drop out than movers in the Experimental group.

How-

Over time, Experi­
mental households thus could appear to be a more mobile group than Control
households simply because Control households that moved left the program at 
a higher raten To guard against the possibility that the experimental 
effects reported in this chapter are the result of differences in attrition
rather than differences in mobility, a parallel analysis has been conducted 
on the total enrollee sample using whatever information is available on the

This analysis is reported in Appendix IV and ismobility of terminees. 
cited in footnotes throughout the chapter.

There are two major advantages to using this sample, rather than the 
sample which includes enrollees that later terminated. First, the mobility 
of households that terminated is not always known. Second the interpretation 
of experimental effects for households that did not remain in the experiment 
is unclear.
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THE OVERALL EFFECT OF THE EXPERIMENT4.1

Figure 4-1 shows the estimated overall effect of the experiment on mobility.
These figures are based on thecontrolling for the effect of other factors, 

partial derivative of a dummy variable which distinguishes households in any

of the Experimental allowance plans from Control households in an equation 
which includes all of the independent variables analyzed in Chapter 3. (See

Table 3-4 for the complete equation.)

The experiment had a significant positive effect on mobility in Phoenix, 
partial derivative indicates an increase of 0.10 in the probability of moving 
if a household was in one of the Experimental allowance plans rather than in 

The effect of the experiment in Pittsburgh was positive

The partial derivative

The

the Control group, 
but smaller, and the coefficient is not significant, 
is 0.05.1

The partial derivatives of the experimental variables in the logit equation 
are quite similar to the estimates of experimental effects from the simple 
bivariate comparison of the mobility rates of Experimental and Control

A simple comparison yields a difference of 0.09 between Experi­
mental and Control households in Phoenix, compared to the partial derivative

2The comparable numbers in Pittsburgh are 0.03 and 0.05.

households.

of 0.10.

There was a possibility that the allowance offer might have changed the 
effect of the variables usually related to mobility, that is, the experi­
ment might have had more effect for some groups of participants than for 

others. In general, this was not the case. The factors that influenced
mobility, as discussed in Section 3.4, had approximately the same effect

3for Experimental and Control households.

"^Analysis of the entire enrollee sample including terminees indicates 
a significant experimental effect of 0.08 in Phoenix and a nonsignificant 
effect of 0.02 in Pittsburgh; see Table IV-7 in Appendix IV.

2This is not unexpected, 
limits were lower than the usual limits, households were randomly assigned 
to various Experimental and Control plans. Thus, apart from possible dif­
ferences associated with differential acceptance or attrition, the factors 
included in Table 3-4 should generally be independent of Experimental/Control 
assignments.

There were several notable

Except for a few plans in which income

The interaction of the overall effect of the experiment with other 
variables is analyzed in Appendix VIII. Although interactions between other 
factors and the effect of the experiment for each treatment group were not 
tested, demographic effects generally appear to be similar when the probability 
of moving is estimated separately for different treatment groups, 
may be found in Appendix VII.

These results
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Figure 4-1
THE EFFECT OF THE EXPERIMENT ON MOBILITY 

(PARTIAL DERIVATIVES FROM LOGIT ESTIMATIONS 
OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ALL EXPERIMENTAL AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

ALL EXPERIMENTAL AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...............
t-statistic..........

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...............
t-statistic..........

0.052 0.096
3.07**1.56

767 Experimental 
households

270 Control households

567 Experimental 
households

228 Control households

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households 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, and those 
that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial 
Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file. 

NOTE: See Table 3-4 in Chapter 3 for complete logit results, 
t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).
** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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In Pittsburgh the experiment had more effect forexceptions, however, 
households living in units that lacked basic facilities at the time they 
enrolled. It also had a greater effect for households that were predisposed

In Phoenix, the experiment had a greater effect
Spanish American

to move at enrollment.
for Spanish American households than for other households, 
households in Phoenix had a history of lower mobility before the experiment

began, but showed no difference in their probability of moving during the 
The larger experimental effect for this group appears to have 

raised their mobility rate so that it was equal to that of other households 
in Phoenix.1

experiment.

4.2 MOBILITY BY TREATMENT GROUP

Experimental households were more likely to move than Control households in 
Phoenix, but not in Pittsburgh. An examination of the effects of the 
experiment on mobility cannot stop with a simple comparison of Experimental 
and Control households, however. The amount of the subsidy offered to 
Experimental households varied widely as did the form of the subsidy and the 
requirements for receiving payments. This section and the sections that 
follow examine the effect of different allowance offers on the mobility of 
Experimental households.

The group analyzed as "Experimental households" in the previous section

combines households in a number of different allowance plans or treatment 
2

The nature of the allowance offer varied for different treatmentgroups.

groups within the experiment; not all Experimental households had an equal 
incentive to move. It is quite possible, therefore, that the experiment 
may have affected the mobility of households in some allowance plans, but
not in others.

For households in the Percent of Rent group, the major incentive to move 
was the extra money available through the allowance, which made it possible 
for them to afford better housing. These households were reimbursed

Several other factors were also found to have an interaction with 
the effect of the experiment. See Appendix VIII.

2
See Appendix I for a detailed description of the allowance plans.
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for a fixed proportion of their rent ea^ 

might be expected to take advantage of this reduction 
housing to move to a better unit than the 
entered the program.

some families whose financial circumstances had changed to remain in units 
they could not have continued to afford without the allowance, 
possible that the experiment could have induced some households to move and 
others to stay, thereby having no net effect on mobility.

The Housing Gap treatment group offered a somewhat different set of incentives 
for moving. The allowance payment for this group was calculated as the gap 
between a fixed proportion of the household’s income and the estimated cost 
of a modest standard unit for a household of that size. Housing Gap house­

holds were required to live in units that met a minimum physical standard or 
to pay a certain minimum rent before they could receive payments. Housing 
Gap households whose units met these requirements when they enrolled in 
the experiment faced a contradictory set of incentives to move, similar to 
those of Percent of Rent households. With extra money available for rent,

of them now had the option of moving to better housing. For others, the 

allowance may have made it possible to stay in units they could not have 
continued to afford otherwise. In addition, Housing Gap households that 
already met requirements may have felt that they risked losing the payment 
altogether if they moved to units that did not meet the program's standards. 
Although a household could find out if a new unit would meet requirements 
before it moved, this concern may have acted as a deterrent to moving for 

some households.

month. Households in this group
in the cost of their

one they were living in when they 
Alternatively, however, the allowance may have allowed

Thus it is

some

Households in the Housing Gap group that did not meet the housing requirements 

at enrollment are of special interest because the incentive structure of
It gave them anthe experiment worked in only one direction for them, 

incentive to move in order to receive payments, and no incentive to stay 
where they were unless they felt they could meet the requirements by upgrading

The effect of the experiment therefore should be easiest totheir units.

detect for this group.

The third major group of Experimental households is the Unconstrained group. 

The allowance payment for this group was calculated in exactly the same way 
as for the Housing Gap group, but these households were not required to
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They were therefore subject 
set of incentives as Percent of Rent households.

however, the amount of their allowance

meet any standards or rent requirements. 
to essentially the same 
Unlike the Percent of Rent group, 
payment did not change if they moved to a unit with a higher or lower rent.

The incentives to move created by the allowance offer thus depend on
treatment group, and, for Housing Gap households, on whether their units

Figure 4-2met the experiments requirements at the time they enrolled, 
shows the estimated experimental effect on mobility for each treatment group.
The statistics shown are derived from logit estimation of a series of equations

Each logitfor the probability of moving, one for each treatment group, 
analysis includes all the independent variables in the model.
Figure 4-2 shows only the results for the variable indicating experimental

However,

effect, that is, the variable showing the contrast in mobility between 
households in a particular treatment group and Control households.

These results do not indicate that the allowance offer had a very different 
effect on the mobility of different treatment groups, 
of Rent and Housing Gap households in Pittsburgh are both of the magnitude

2of approximately 0.05, although the Housing Gap result is not significant. 
Effects for these two groups in Phoenix are about 0.10, and both are 
significant.3

Effects for Percent

There was a significant experimental effect for Unconstrained 
households in Pittsburgh of 0.11, somewhat higher than effects for the other 

In Phoenix, the effect for Unconstrained households was 0.12, 
similar to effects for Housing Gap and Percent of Rent households, and it 
was not significant.

two groups.

1
Results for the other independent variables appear to be similar

Complete results are given in Tables VII-5, 
All the equations use the same set of

to those shown in Table 3-4.
VII-6, and VII-7 in Appendix VII. 
independent variables.

2
When terminees are included in the sample, experimental effects 

are not significant for any of the treatment groups in Pittsburgh. This 
suggests that attrition may contribute to the effects observed for house­
holds active after two years. See Appendix IV.

3When terminees are included in the sample in Phoenix experimental 
effects for Percent of Rent and Housing Gap households remain significant. 
The estimated effect for Percent of Rent households is 0.09; for Housing 
Gap the figure is 0.08. See Tables IV-9 and IV-10 in Appendix IV.
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Figure 4-2
THE EFFECT OF THE EXPERIMENT ON M08ILITY BY TREATMENT GROUP 

(PARTIAL DERIVATIVES FROM LOGIT ESTIMATIONS OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING)

PITTSBURGH

ALL EXPERIMENTAL AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable................. .
t-statist1c............

0.052
1.56

767 Experimental 
households

270 Control households

UNCONSTRAINED AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF RENT AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING GAP ANO 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...............
t-statistic.......... .

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...............
t-statistic............

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...............
t-statistic............

.0.111
,1.65+

0.053
1.62+

0.045
1.44

52 Experimental 
households

270 Control households

341 Experimental 
households

270 Control households

374 Experimental 
households

270 Control households

PHOENIX

ALL EXPERIMENTAL AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...............
t-statistic.............

0.096
3.07**

567 Experimental 
households

228 Control households

UNCONSTRAINED AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF RENT AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING GAP AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...............
t-statistic..........

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable................
t-statistic...........

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable.................
t-statistic............

0.1220.1010.106
2.95** 1.312.77**

33 Experimental 
households

228 Control households

237 Experimental 
households

228 Control households

297 Experimental 
households

228 Control households

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households 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, 
and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline 
and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

NOTE: See Tables VII-5, VII-6, and VI1-7 in Appendix VII for complete logit results.
+ t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).
** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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must take several other factors 

As was discussed above, there are essentially two
Analysis of mobility by treatment group

into account, however, 
ways the experiment could motivate participants to move by offering those 
households whose units did not meet requirements the incentive of payments

if they found better housing, and by offering those already receiving pay—
In the first case, a household's incentivements increased money for rent, 

to move depended on whether its unit met requirements at enrollment; in
Thethe second, incentive varied with the amount of the allowance payment, 

following section analyzes the effect of housing requirements on the mobility
Section 4.4 discusses the effect of the amountof Housing Gap households, 

of the payment.

THE EFFECT OF HOUSING REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS4.3

As has been discussed. Housing Gap households whose units did not initially 
meet requirements had a clear incentive to move during the experiment: 
unless they moved or upgraded their units to comply with the requirements, 
they could not receive allowance payments. 
requirements at the time they enrolled, the incentive to move is not clear. 
Some might prefer to remain where they were; others might choose to move to 
new units, 
requirements.

For households that met the

Any who moved ran a risk that their new units would not meet

The Effect of Meeting Requirements

To determine the effect of the experiment on the mobility of households 
that met requirements at enrollment and those that did not, it is necessary 
to compare their behavior to that of appropriate Control households, 

holds that did not meet requirements at enrollment could be expected to 
be more likely than others to move,regardless of the effect of the experi­
ment, simply because of the poor quality of their housing.1 

reason, it is necessary to divide the Control group too into those house- 
holds that met requirements and those that did not.

House-

For this

^Iso, housing quality may be correlated with other factors that
affect mobility.

2
Note that the Housing Gap treatment group contains three different 

subgroups—the Minimum Standards group, the Minimum Rent Low group, and the 
(footnote continued on next page)
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Figure 4-3 shews the effect of the experiment on the mobility of Housing 
Gap households grouped by whether they met requirements at enrollment, 
experimental effects on mobility shown in the figure are based on a logit 
analysis of the probability of moving which includes the full set of 
independent variables indicated by the model.^

Gap households meeting requirements with Control households meeting 
requirements; another contrasts Housing Gap households not meeting the 
particular requirements of their treatment group with Controls not meeting 
those requirements.

The

One logit contrasts Housing

Whether a households dwelling unit complied with requirements at enrollment 
made a difference in the effect of the experiment in Pittsburgh, but not 
in Phoenix. In Pittsburgh, households that did not meet requirements were 
significantly more likely to move than Control households, whereas there was 
no significant difference in probability of moving between Control and 
Experimental households that met requirements. This suggests that there 
was an experimental effect for households that did not meet requirements, 
but not for households that did. A t-test of the difference in the experi­
mental effect for these two groups confirms this impression? in Pittsburgh, 
the experimental effect was significantly greater for the group that did not 
meet requirements.2

(footnote continued from previous page)
Minimum Rent High group. Each of these groups was required to meet a 
different housing requirement to receive a payment. The three groups have 
been analyzed separately in Appendix IX. Results do not reveal a consistent 
pattern in the effects of the different requirements, so Housing Gap house­
holds have been analyzed as a group. To form a Control group appropriate 
for comparison to Housing Gap households as a whole, the Control group was 
randomly partitioned into three subgroups, corresponding in proportions to the 
Minimum Standards, Minimum Rent Low, and Minimum Rent High households in the 
Housing Gap group. Control households could then be divided according to 
whether they were in compliance at enrollment with the requirements of the 
subgroup to which they were randomly assigned.

^See Tables VII-8 and VII-9 in Appendix VII for full results.
2Analysis of the sample that includes terminees confirms this pattern 

in Pittsburgh. For this group, there was a significant negative experimental 
effect on mobility for households that met the requirements and a significant 
positive effect for households that did not. A t-test shows that the effect of 
the experiment was significantly different for the two groups (see Tables IV-12, 
IV-13, and IV-14 in Appendix IV).
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Figure 4-3

THE EFFECT OF COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT 
ON THE MOBILITY OF HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS

LOGIT ESTIMATIONS OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING)(PARTIAL DERIVATIVES FROM

PITTSBURGH

HOUSING GAP AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...................
t-statistic..............

374 Experimental 
households

270 Control households

0.045
1.44

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET 
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET 
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable..................
t-statistic............

241 Experimental 
households

182 Control households

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...................
t-statistic.............

131 Experimental 
households

87 Control households

0.091
1.94+

-0.036
-0.62

t-statistic for the 
difference in experi­
mental effect for 
households that met 
and did not meet 
requirements: 1.66+

PHOENIX

HOUSING GAP AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable.................
t-statistic..............

297 Experimental 
households

228 Control households

0.101
2.77**

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET 
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET 
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...................
t-statistic.......... .

80 Experimental 
households

61 Control households

Partial derivative 
of experimental 
variable...............
t-statistic..........

216 Experimental 
households

167 Control households

0.147
1.99*

0.107
2.51*t-statistic for the 

difference in experi­
mental effect for 
households that met 
and did not meet 
requirements: -0.57

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control households 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, 
and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline 
and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

NOTE: Information is missing on whether some households met requirements. See Tables VII-8 and VI1-9 
in Appendix VII for complete logit results.

+ t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).
** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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The pattern was different in Phoenix; there was a significant experimental 
effect on the mobility of households that met requirements as well as a 
significant effect on the mobility of households that did not meet the

The experimental effect was not significantly different forrequirements. 

the two groups. 1

THE EFFECT OF PAYMENT AMOUNT ON MOBILITY4.4

One more factor must be taken into account in considering the incentive to 
move offered by the allowance—the amount of the allowance payment, 
possible, for example, that the allowance offer did not affect the mobility 
of some households because they were eligible only for small benefits.
The expected impact of the amount of the payment on the mobility of

It is

Experimental households is quite different for Percent of Rent and Housing 
Gap households.^ For the Percent of Rent group, the subsidy amount was tied 
to the amount of rent households were paying, so it might either increase 
or decrease if they moved to a new unit. For Housing Gap households, the 
payment depended on whether they met the requirements of their treatment 
group at enrollment. Households that met requirements were given the full 
amount to which they were entitled as soon as they enrolled. Moving would 
not change the amount of a household's subsidy unless its new unit did not 
meet requirements. Households not meeting the requirements received a 
payment of $10 per month until their units did meet requirements, when they 
began to receive full benefits. Presumably, then, the subsidy amount that

^Patterns are somewhat similar for the sairple that includes ter- 
minees in Phoenix. Experimental effects were positive for households that 
met requirements and for those that did not. However, they were significant 
only for the group that met requirements. A t-test shows that the effect 
of the experiment on mobility was significantly greater for households that 
met requirements than for households that did not. These results seem
paradoxical; there is no apparent reason why the incentive to move offered 
by the experiment should have been greater for households that met require­
ments . At best, they suggest that meeting requirements was irrelevant to 
the mobility of Housing Gap households in Phoenix.

2Households in the Unconstrained group might be expected to differ 
somewhat from households in the Percent of Rent or Housing Gap groups. 
However, this group is too small to permit an analysis of the effect of 
subsidy amount.
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might influence these households was their potential subsidy, that is, the 
amount they would receive if they met the housing requirements.

The effect of the subsidy amount cannot logically be analyzed for all Experi­

mental households as a group, since the incentives it offered for moving are
Three major groups thus have been 

Percent of Rent households. Housing Gap households that
expected to differ for each treatment group, 

analyzed separately: 
met requirements at enrollment, and Housing Gap households that did not meet

requirements at enrollment.

For the Percent of Rent group, rents were subsidized at several different 
levels; seme households were paid for as much as 60 percent of their rent, 
while others received as little as 20 percent.^ 

household's payment depended on both the rent paid by the household and 
the proportion of that rent subsidized by the program. A payment of $50 
per month, for example, could be a 20 percent subsidy of a unit renting for 
$250 per month or a 50 percent subsidy of a $100 unit.

The amount of any one

There are two ways of looking at a given household's benefits under the 
Percent of Rent plan: in terms of dollar amount or in terms of the per­

centage of the household's rent that was subsidized. Probably the best

indication of a household's perception of its subsidy amount is the dollar

value of the checks it received. The amount of money they actually were

receiving might be expected to be more real to households and to have had

more influence on their actions than the potential indicated by the coefficient
2used in their payment formula.

Figure 4-4 shows the results of a logit analysis of the probability of

moving for Percent of Rent households, including monthly payment amount at
3

enrollment in the equation. Other independent variables are those included
in the earlier analysis of the overall probability of moving for all house­
holds .

4
measuring payment level.

Partial derivatives and t-statistics are shown only for the variable 

Results show that payment amount has a positive

See Appendix I for a more detailed discussion of payment formulas.
2
For a somewhat different analysis of incentive to move for Percent 

of Rent households see Friedman and Weinberg (1978).

Note that analysis in this section includes only Experimental 
households. Because subsidy amount is not relevant to Control households, 
they are excluded.

4
Complete results are shown in Table VII-11 in Appendix VII.
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Figure 4-4
THE EFFECT OF PAYMENT AMOUNT ON THE MOBILITY 

OF PERCENT OF RENT HOUSEHOLDS 
(PARTIAL DERIVATIVES FROM LOGIT ESTIMATIONS 

OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENT OF RENT 
HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF RENT 
HOUSEHOLDS

Partial derivative 
of payment amount.
t-statistic..........

Partial derivative 
of payment amount.
t-statistic..........

0.001 0.004
2.36*0.66

341 Experimental 
households

237 Experimental 
households

SAMPLE: Percent of Rent households 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, and those 
that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial 
Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments 
file.

NOTE: See Table VII-11 in Appendix VII for complete logit results, 
t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).
** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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relationship to the probability of moving which is significant in Phoenix, 
but not in Pittsburgh.^-

2
an incentive to move for households in the Percent of Rent group in Phoenix.

Subsidy amount thus does appear to have provided

Housing Gap households that met requirements at enrollment are the only
for which the incentive to move might have decreased with an increase

If these households felt they might lose their subsidies
group
in allowance amount, 
by moving to new units (which might not meet requirements) , they might be 
expected to be less likely to move as the amount of the subsidy increased. 
Figure 4-5 shows that in Pittsburgh the allowance amount was significantly 
and negatively related to the probability of moving for these households;

households that met requirements were less likely to move as the amount of

their subsidy increased. Payment amount had no relationship to the proba-
3bility of moving for households that met requirements in Phoenix.

The potential amount of their subsidy was expected to have a positive effect 
on the mobility of Housing Gap households that did not meet requirements at

The equation also was tested using the percentage of rent subsidized 
as a measure of benefit level. If households were randomly assigned to 
subsidy levels within the Percent of Rent group, this approach should be 
equivalent to using amount of subsidy. However, income was not randomized 
for households at two of the subsidy levels, so the alternative approach 
has been tested. Results are very similar to those reported in Figure 4-4.
The percentage of rent subsidized had a significant positive effect on the 
probability of moving for Percent of Rent households in Phoenix, but not 
in Pittsburgh. The magnitude of the effect also appears similar under the 
two approaches, if the coefficient of percentage of rent subsidized is scaled 
to a dollar value by dividing it by a typical initial rent. (See Table VII-10 
in Appendix VII for this equation.)

2Analysis of the sample that includes terminees confirms this pattern. 
Payment amount at enrollment had a significant, positive relationship to 
the probability of moving for Percent of Rent households in Phoenix, but not 
in Pittsburgh. See Table IV-15 in Appendix IV.

3Payment amount was, by definition, correlated with income in the 
experiment and it seemed possible that subsidy amount might have an effect 
in Phoenix if this correlation were removed. The equation was estimated using 
two parameters from the payment formula—C, the basic payment level, and 
"b," the rate at which the allowance decreased as income increased, 
of these factors is correlated with income.

Neither
(See Appendix I.) Neither

factor had a significant effect on mobility in Phoenix for households that 
met requirements or those that did not. In Pittsburgh, C had a significant 
negative relationship to moving for households that met requirements and "b" 
had a significant negative relationship (subsidy decreased as 
all else equal) to mobility for households that did not meet requirements.

"b" increased.
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households might be expected to exert more effort to
involved was relatively large. 
Potential payment amount had a

enrollment. Those
receive payments if the amount of money 
Figure 4-5 bears out this expectation, 
significant positive relationship to mobility for households in Pittsburgh
not meeting requirements and a positive but not significant relationship 
in Phoenix. A t-statistic for the difference in the effect of subsidy
amount for households that met requirements and those that did not confirms 
the impression that the effect was different in Pittsburgh but not in

In Pittsburgh, the amount of the subsidy had a negative effect 
for households that met requirements and a positive effect for households 

In Phoenix, subsidy amount had little effect for either

Phoenix.

that did not.
1group.

In summary, the effect of subsidy amount on mobility varied by treatment 
group. For Housing Gap households, it also differed depending on whether 
or not their units complied with requirements at enrollment. For Percent 
of Rent households, subsidy amount and percentage of rent subsidized had 
an effect only in Phoenix. For the Housing Gap group in Pittsburgh the 
hypothesis of different incentives is confirmed: Payment amount had 
opposite effects for households meeting and not meeting requirements at 
enrollment. For households in Pittsburgh that met requirements, payment 
amount shews a negative relationship to mobility. For households that 
did not meet requirements, the incentive to move increased as the amount 
of the potential payment increased.

4.5 SUMMARY OF EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTS

The preceding sections have examined the effect of the Demand Experiment 
on mobility, disaggregating by those factors in the experiment that 
likely to have influenced households' incentives to move, 

marizes the experimental effects that have been found.

are
Figure 4-6 sum-

The experiment had a greater effect on mobility in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh. 
In Phoenix, the experiment's overall effect on mobility was significant. 
Experimental households had a probability of moving that was about 0.10 
higher than Control households; this effect did not vary much across

Analysis of the sample that includes terminees confirms this 
pattern (see Tables IV-16, IV-17, and IV-18 in Appendix IV).
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treatment groups, nor, for Housing Gap households, by payment level or 

by whether they met requirements at enrollment.

In Pittsburgh, the effects of the experiment were more complex, 
no significant overall effect, though there was some effect for Percent of

Housing Gap households, the effect of the experiment

There was

Rent households. For
varied according to whether they met housing requirements and also by

The incentive to move offered by the experiment was greatersubsidy amount.
for Housing Gap households that did not meet requirements than for those

For households that did not initially meet requirements, incentive 
increased as the amount of their potential payment increased, 
holds that met requirements, the incentive to move apparently decreased

that did.
For house-

with an increase in subsidy amount.

Mobility prior to the experiment as well as the behavior of Control house­
holds suggests that households in Phoenix move more frequently as a matter

At a site where it was easierof course than households in Pittsburgh, 
or more usual to move, the same set of incentives would be expected to have

The higher general rate of mobility in Phoenix appears 
to have caused the incentives to move offered by the experiment to have a 
larger and more general effect.

a greater effect.

These apparent differences in experimental effects in the two sites are not, 
however, statistically significant. As a further test of differences in
the effect of the experiment on mobility in Pittsburgh and Phoenix, mobility 
equations for each treatment group were estimated pooling observations for 
the two sites. A chi-square test was then used to determine whether a single 
joint-site equation explains significantly less of the variation in mobility 
than two separate equations for the two sites. Interestingly, significance

tests fail to distinguish two separate equations from a pooled equation for 
any of the groups shown in Figure 4-6 (see Appendix XI) . Although experi­

mental effects differ somewhat at the two sites, it is possible to pool obser­

vations without significant loss of explanatory power.

For both sites, then, the effect of the experimental offers on mobility may 
seem relatively small. Estimated effects are always less than 11 percentage 
points in Pittsburgh and 13 percentage points in Phoenix. Given the Control

mobility rates of 35 and 53 percent, respectively, for these two sites, this 
suggests that no allowance offer induced more than 17 percent of the house-
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holds that would not have moved in Pittsburgh and 26 percent of those in

Yet Housing Gap households that did not meet requirements 
at enrollment were, on average, offered payments at enrollment of almost 70 
dollars per month in Pittsburgh and 90 dollars per month in Phoenix if they 
would move to a unit that did meet requirements (or arrange to upgrade their 

Similarly, Percent of Rent households were essentially of­

fered the opportunity to rent any unit in the two sites at from 80 to 40 
percent of its actual cost, depending on the Percent of Rent plan in which 
they were enrolled.

Phoenix to move.

current unit) .

In fact, some preliminary work by Weinberg, Friedman, and Mayo (Friedman 
and Weinberg, 1978, Appendix VII) analyzing the moving incentive for 
Percent of Rent households suggests that these incentives may be smaller 

In economic theory, the moving incentive associated with 
the Percent of Rent offers arises from the household's desire to take 
advantage of the offer to purchase more expensive housing, 
theory be quantified in terms of the maximum amount that the household 
could pay for moving and still be as well off after the move as before. 
Based on the responses of households that did move,. Weinberg et al. finds 
that the moving incentive for Percent of Rent offers had a mean value of 
about 4 dollars per month in Pittsburgh and 6 dollars per month in Phoenix. 
These are well under the values calculated for pre-existing incentives or 
the mean values of normal out-of-pocket moving costs.

than they seem.

This can in
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CHAPTER 5
UNDERSTANDING THE SEARCH PROCESS

Once a household is dissatisfied and plans to move, two stages still remain
the household must first search for new housing and 

then find an appropriate unit and decide to move, 
mobility that were explored in Chapter 3 may influence mobility at either 
or both of these points—the decision to search or the decision of searchers

in the moving process:
The factors related to

to move.

Separating these two stages of moving provides additional information on how 
the experiment affected mobility.
assessing the possibilities for affecting response to a similar program, 
the households that did not search for new housing chose this course because 
they were satisfied with their current housing and uninterested in changing 
it, then it does not seem likely (or desirable) that a housing allowance 
program could change this behavior, 
housing decided not to move because their original unit was preferable to 

others they saw, it also seems unlikely that a program could have much effect 
for these households.

This information is particularly useful in
If

If the households that searched for new

On the other hand, if searchers encountered difficulties 
that caused them to stop looking before they found a new unit, it is possible 
that some sort of program assistance during the search process might lead to 
higher moving rates, and, possibly, to greater housing improvement.

Figure 5-1 shows an overview of the search process in Pittsburgh and Phoenix. 
Search rates were somewhat higher in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh: 70 percent
of Phoenix households searched for new housing during the experiment, com­
pared to 58 percent in Pittsburgh. There was a much larger difference in 
the percentage of searchers that moved at the two sites; 85 percent of
households that searched for new housing in Phoenix moved, compared to 64 
percent in Pittsburgh.

Searchers that had not moved by the end of the experiment were asked if they 
were still actively searching or had abandoned their search, 
indicates that once households began to search, they continued to do so 
until they found units, even though this might take some time, 
holds said that they had gotten discouraged and had stopped searching, but 
their discouragement appears to have been only temporary.

The evidence

Some house-

Of households
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Figure 5-1
OVERVIEW OF THE SEARCH PROCESS

Households 
that moved 
(N = 457)

eftHouseholds 
that searched 
(N - 718) .

PITTSBURGH

A*
Households that 
did not move 
(N = 261)

All
households 
(N = 1230)

Households that 
did not search 
(N = 512)

Households that 
moved 
(N = 590)eftHouseholds 

that searched 
(N = 697) .

PHOENIX

Households that 
did not move 
{N = 107)

All
households 
{N = 998)

Households that 
did not search 
(N = 301)

SAMPLE:
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in 
their own homes or in subsidized housing.

Experimental and Control households active at two years after enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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that searched for housing during the first year of the experiment and did 
not move, 12 percent in Pittsburgh and 33 percent in Phoenix indicated that 
they had stopped searching.
Pittsburgh that said they were no longer searching at the end of the first 
year reported some searching during the second year of the experiment, 
phoenix, the proportion was even greater; 75 percent of households that said 
they had stopped at the end of a year searched during the following year.
It appears that few households, once they had started to search, abandoned 
the process for long.

However, 61 percent of the households in

In

For the most part, households that did not move were those that did not 
A large proportion of the households that searched during the 

experiment had moved or were still searching when the experiment ended.
This does not mean they encountered no problems during their search, but it 
does indicate that the problems they had did not cause a large number of 
households to abandon the search process without moving.

search.

Still, even if search problems were not insurmountable, they may have been 
important if they seriously delayed households' finding units, 
were a time limit on meeting housing requirements, for example, as there 
was in the housing allowance program conducted in the Administrative Agency 
Experiment, then households having trouble finding new units could be unable 
to move in time to participate, even if they did eventually move, 
because a household's eligibility may change over time, delays could mean 
that by the time it eventually moves it is no longer within program income 

limits.

If there

Also,

5.1 THE PROBABILITY OF SEARCHING

Table 5-1 shows that almost all the factors related to the probability of 
moving during the experiment (see Table 3-4) began by influencing the prob­
ability of searching. Patterns in Pittsburgh and Pheonix were similar. At 
both sites, Experimental households were significantly more likely to search 
for new housing than Control households. The partial derivative indicates 
that experimental effects on search were similar at the two sites, with 
Experimental households' probability of searching about 0.06 higher than 
that of Control households.
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Table 5-1

ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF SEARCHINGLOGIT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE a

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENTCOEFFICIENT

1.390.822 NANA0.460.252Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children
Change in number of children
Change in marital status

-0.289 -4.90** -0.062

0.010

-0.058-4.34**

-0.29
2.97**

-0.241

-0.016

0.4S1

0.880.049-0.004

0.109

0.183

2.02*0.324 0.070
1.340.336 0.0722.90**0.758

Other Household Characteristics
1.60

1.82+

0.220 0.0470.067Female head of household 
Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household

2.29*0.275
0.607 0.130-0.044-1.33-0.182

-0.288 -1.45 -0.062NANANA

Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.052 1.99* 0.0110.0020.330.009

0.067 0.640.013 0.0140.500.053

4.28**0.2804.79** 0.080 0.0600.330

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
0.225 1.350.2000.824 4.95** 0.048Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities -0.073 -3.10**-1.76+ -0.436 -0.094-0.300

Social Bonds
. Positive feelings toward 

neighbors
Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-3.30** -0.022 -0.108 -3.10** -0.023-0.090

-0.037-0.004-1.41 -1.54 -0.008-0.017

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.611 4.48** 0.148 0.372 2.07* 0.080

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 1.137 7.97** 0.275 0.882 5.75** 0.189

Program Factors
Experimental household 0.230 2.09* 0.056 0.281 2.25* 0.060

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

324.19** 228.66**
1037 795

0.588 0.688
0.231 0.232

Experimental, and Control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment 
over the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline 
Interview and enrollment.

D/\TA aOURCES: .mtial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables) .

* t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level 'two-tailed).
•* t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

SAMPLE: incomes
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Factors Related to the Probability of Searching

Among life cycle factors, age had a large negative relationship to the prob­
ability that a household would search.1 

had little effect; but households in which the number of children increased 
or decreased were significantly more likely to search than households in 
which the number of children did not change.

Number of children in the household

i:

6Change in marital status had 
a large, significant relationship to the probability of searching in 
Pittsburgh, but, contrary to expectations, it did not have a significant 
effect in Phoenix.

The effects of other household characteristics on the probability of search-
The clearest pattern ising are somewhat inconsistent at the two sites, 

that number of moves in the three years before the experiment had a large 
positive relationship to the probability of searching which was significant 
in both Phoenix and Pittsburgh, 
more likely to search than other households, but this difference was signi-

Although the educational level of the head of

Households headed by women were somewhat

■<ficant only in Pittsburgh, 
the household did not have an overall effect on mobility, it did have a 
significant positive effect on the probability of searching in Phoenix.
Income had no relationship to the probability of searching at either site. 
Black households in Pittsburgh and Spanish American households in Phoenix were 
not significantly less likely to search than nonminority households. ;

Housing and neighborhood factors show the expected relationship to prob­
ability of searching. Households that felt their units were crowded were 
more likely to search, although this difference was significant only in 
Pittsburgh. Households living in units that lacked basic facilities were 

significantly more likely to search at both sites. Social ties to the 
community, as measured by positive feelings toward neighbors, decreased the 
probability of searching.

Both dissatisfaction and predisposition to move at enrollment had a signi­
ficant relationship to the probability of searching, 
with either their units or their neighborhoods and households that indicated 
they would move if they had more money for rent were more likely to search

Households dissatisfied

1The method used to compare the magnitude of effects for continuous 
variables is discussed in Appendix VI.
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I
3 effect of moving plans was larger than the effectThethan other households.

of dissatisfaction.

observed in the experiment appears to originate in
The direction of the relation-

The variation in moving
variations in the probability of searching.
ships, as well as the significance levels of coefficients, are generally 
similar for the probability of searching and the probability of moving, 
explanatory power of the logit equations, as indicated by the coefficient of 
determination, is somewhat higher for the probability of searching than for

The

the probability of moving.

Reasons For Not Searching

Households that did not search for new housing during the e^eriment were 
asked on three occasions why they had not done so—first in the Periodic In­

terview conducted six months after the household had enrolled, again at the

The interviewend of one year, and a final time at the end of two years.

"Here is a list of possible reasons why people might not wantquestion was:

to look for another house or apartment, 
in your decision not to look for another place?"

The nuirber of interviews in which a respondent gave a par­

ticular reason should indicate the continuing importance of that reason to the 
An individual who gave the same reason three times seems likely 

to have felt more strongly than someone who gave that reason only once.

Were any of these reasons important

(Respondents could give more

than one reason.)

respondent.

The reasons nonsearchers gave for their inactivity fall into three major 
categories:
and amount of payment, 
that they did not feel they would find other units they liked as much as

Neighborhood attachment includes responses indicating 
that some feature of the neighborhood was desirable, such as proximity to

attachment to dwelling unit, attachment to the neighborhood,
Households citing attachment to their units indicated

their current ones.

schools, work, relatives or friends, or generally indicating that the respond­
ent did not want to leave the neighborhood. Payment amount applies only to 
Experimental households and indicates that the respondent felt the allowance 
payment was too small to allow him or her to get another house or apartment. ^

Respondents also could indicate other reasons for not searching, 
such as moving expenses would be too high, a lease prevented their moving, 
they didn't want to have to sign a lease, or they expected some sort of 
discrimination, 
others.

These reasons were given much less frequently than the
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Figure 5-2 shows the number of interviews in which each of these three 
reasons was cited by households that did not search at all over the two 
years of the experiment. Some households never mentioned a particular rea- 

for not searching; others mentioned it in all three interviews. Pat­

terns are very similar in Pittsburgh and Phoenix. Neighborhood attachment 
was the reason most frequently given: over one-third of respondents men­

tioned some aspect of their neighborhood they found desirable in all three
^ Only approximately 10 percent failed to name some 

form of neighborhood attachment at least once. Unit attachment also was 
frequently mentioned. Approximately half the respondents gave this reason 
in two or more interviews. Insufficient allowance payment was much less fre­

quently given as a reason for not searching. Less than half the respondents 

in both Pittsburgh and Phoenix gave this reason in any of the three interviews.

son

Periodic Interviews.

These results do not give much insight into why households that did not search 
felt attached to their units or neighborhoods, but they do suggest that non­
searchers generally were satisfied with their housing situations, 
confirms this impression:
part, satisfied with their housing situations throughout the experiment.
Among households that did not search at all during the two years of the 
experiment, 72 percent in Pittsburgh and 73 percent in Phoenix indicated at 
each of three Periodic Interviews that they were satisfied with both their 

units and their neighborhoods.
without moving, satisfaction levels were much lower.

Figure 5-3
households that did not search were, for the most

Among households that moved or that searched
Only 32 percent of 

those households in Pittsburgh and 43 percent in Phoenix said they were
satisfied with both unit and neighborhood each time they were interviewed.

5.2 THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING AMONG SEARCHERS

Most of the households that searched for new housing during the experiment 
did move, and those that did not generally were still searching at the end

However, an analysis of the probability of moving among 

searchers is useful because it identifies those factors that delayed moving
Searchers that had not found a unit by the

of the experiment.

within the experimental period, 
end of the experiment, even if they eventually moved, were not able to take 

full advantage of the allowance offer.

Note that this reason combines five items dealing with desirable 
aspects of the neighborhood, so it is not surprising that it occurs with 
higher frequency than other reasons based on a single item.
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i
Figure 5-3

NUMBER OF PERIODIC INTERVIEWS IN WHICH HOUSEHOLD WAS SATISFIED 
WITH BOTH UNIT AND NEIGHBORHOOD FOR NONSEARCHERS AND SEARCHERS

!

Pittsburgh Phoenix

73%72%

N = 510 N = 297

NONSEARCHERS

15% 13%
9% 7%3% 6%

1
None One Two Three None One Two Three 

Number of interviews in which household was satisfied with both unit and neighborhood.

N = 699 N = 673

SEARCHERS 
(including households 

that moved)

43%32%

28% 28%
21%19% 19%

10%

None One Two Three 
Number of interviews in which household was satisfied with both unit and neighborhood.

None One Two Three

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households 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: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Periodic Interviews, 
and payments file.
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explained variation in dissatisfaction, moving plans, and 
well in explaining searchers' probability of moving.

The factors that

search do not work as 
Table 5-2 shows the results of a logit equation estimating that probability.

Few variables show a strong relationship, and the explanatory power of the 
equations is smaller than it was for either the probability of searching 

or the probability of moving.

Factors Related to the Probability of Moving Among Searchers

Most variables in the model did not affect searchers' probability of moving. 

Variables that did have an effect, race and mobility history, seem likely 
to be related to households' knowledge about or access to the housing market. 
In Pittsburgh, black searchers were significantly less likely to move than 

Black searchers in Pittsburgh appear to have been less 
successful in obtaining information about housing through informal sources 
such as friends or relatives; they also may have been handicapped by dis­
crimination in their housing search.^

white searchers.

Searchers that had moved several times in the three years prior to the experi­
ment were significantly more likely to move at both sites than those that had 

Length of tenure had a further effect in Pittsburgh; long-term stayers 
that searched were less likely to move than households that had moved more

Households with recent experience in the housing market, particu­
larly if it was extensive, might be more likely to know where units in their 
price range were available and to be more knowledgeable about information

They may also have begun their search with more realistic expecta-

not.

recently.

sources.
tions.

Among the variables that might have affected households' motivation to move,

Households 
a new

Not surprisingly, this was true for 
households in which the marital status of the head changed, 
variables that might influence level of motivation, such as dissatisfaction, 
predisposition to move, crowding, unit quality, or attachment to neighbors, 
had no effect on the likelihood of searchers' moving.

change in marital status is the only one that proved significant, 
that were highly motivated might be expected to work harder to find 
unit and to be more likely to move.

However, other

^See Vidal (1978) . Although the role of discrimination in the hous­
ing search of black households is difficult to establish, it seems likely to 
have had an effect.
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Table 5-2
LOGIT ESTIMATION OP THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING AMONG SEARCHERS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE a ASYMPTOTIC

t-STATISTIC
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*COEFFICIENT COEFFICIENT

1.183 1.76t NA 1.072 1.30Constant NA

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children
Change in number of children
Change in marital status

-0.110 -1.66+ -0.026 -0.043 -0.55 -0.006
-0.032 -0.56 -0.008 -0.048 -0.73 -0.007
-0.109 -0.69 -0.026 0.054 0.22 0.008

0.1890.834 3.09** 0.199 1.351 2.70**

Other Household Characteristics
0.218 1.51 0.052 0.626Female head of household 

Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

3.27** 0.088
-0.365 -2.05* -0.087 0.346 0.89 0.048

NA NA NA 0.232 0.86 0.032

-0.058 -1.59 -0.014 -0.083 -2.08* -0.012

0.176 1.20 0.042 0.125 0.77 0.018

0.187 3.16** 0.045 0.539 4.95** 0.075

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
Perceived crowding
Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.065 0.36 0.01S 0.078 0.39 0.011

-0.220 -1.25 -0.052 0.138 0.61 0-019

Social Bonds
Positive feelings toward 
neighbors
Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.190 -0.58 -0.005 -0.089 -1.45 -0.012

-0.049 -3.32** -0.012 -0.011 -0.29 -0.002

Dissatisfaction
Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.143 1.02 0.034 -0.273 -1.46 -0.038

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.014 0.12 0.0780.003 0.45 0.011

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.170 1.08 0.041 0.538 2.78** 0.075

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

44.44** 66.88**
610 547

0.610 0.832
0.054 0.135

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

DATA SOURCES:
Interviews, and payments file.

The partial' derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic

a.

+
• •
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f
that the allowance offer would have an effect at this 

households had more money available to spend on
It seems reasonable

Experimentalstage.
rent and thus might be more likely than other households to find suitable

The experiment did have a positiveunits for rent they could afford to pay. 
effect on the mobility of searchers in phoenix, but not in Pittsburgh.

The only other variables that had an effect on searchers’ probability of 
moving were sex and years of education of household head; both were signifi— 

There, households headed by women were more likely to move 

than those headed by men, and the probability of a household's moving was 

negatively related to its head's years of education, 
either of these variables influenced the search process, 
expected relationship would be in the opposite direction.
more education would be expected to make more effective use of information 
sources and to be more, rather than less, likely to move, 
households might be more likely than households with male heads to encounter 
search difficulties, such as discrimination, particularly since they were 
also much more likely to be receiving some form of public assistance, 
ever, it appears that although female household heads were reluctant to 
consider moving and may have expected searching to be difficult, they 
actually did not encounter major problems in moving once they decided to 
search.

cant in Phoenix.

It is not clear how
In both cases, the 
Searchers with

Female-headed

How-

Reasons Given By Searchers For Not Moving

Households that searched but did not move were asked to explain their decision.
Respondents were asked first if they had found any units to which they had 
considered moving, and, if they indicated that they had considered 
units, why they had not moved.

one or more
Results are not very informative, 

shows that approximately three-quarters of the searchers that did not
Figure 5-4

move at
both sites simply indicated that they had found no units to which they had 
considered moving, 
they had found.

A small proportion said they planned to move to units 
Among those respondents that had considered moving but did 

not plan to move, the single explanation most often given was that the house­
hold had decided the unit it was considering was too expensive.1

1The "other reasons" category shown in Figure 5-4 combines a number 
of infrequently cited reasons, such as dwelling unit or neighborhood inade­
quacies, inconvenient location, or problems with moving.
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f
EFFORT AND SEARCH DIFFICULTIES5.3 SEARCH

into problems during the search process might be expected 
into their search, and it may have taken them longer 

though the majority of households that began to search 

continued to do so until they moved, factors that delayed households' finding 
new units may show a negative relationship to the probability of moving with­
in the duration of the experiment.

Households that ran
to have put more effort 
to find units. Even

Extensive information is available on the types of unit and neighborhood 
households were searching for and the problems they encountered during

However, only four factors were found to have a significant relation­
ship to the probability of moving (see Table 5-3). 
related to the type of unit for which the household was searching, 
holds indicating they were looking for houses were significantly less likely

Also, the prob-

search.
Two of these factors are

House-

to move at both sites than those looking for apartments, 
ability of moving decreased as the number of bedrooms desired by a household 
increased—larger units appear to have been harder to find.

Another important factor concerned the search strategy of the household. 
Households that searched outside their own neighborhoods were less likely 
to move than households that restricted their search to the neighborhoods in 
which they were living. It seems reasonable that searchers would find it
more difficult to find units outside the areas with which they were familiar. 
It is also possible that households searched outside their original neighbor­
hoods because they could find nothing inside, so the variable indicates 
general difficulty in finding a unit. Finally, households that reported 
financial problems were much less likely to move than households that did 
not report such problems.1

Analysis indicates that the financial problems reported by these 
households had little to do with the size of their allowance offers, 
households and Housing Gap households that did not meet housing requirements 
and thus were receiving minimum payments were slightly more likely to report 
such problems than households receiving full payments.

Control

However, the average 
allowance amount among Experimental households reporting financial problems 
was $50 in Pittsburgh and $66 in Phoenix, and the average payment amount for 
households not reporting financial problems was $49 in Pittsburgh and $66 in 
Phoenix. Thus the financial problems reported seem not to have been related 
to the allowance offer.
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Table 5-3

FACTORS AFFECTING THE PROBABILITY OF 
MOVING AMONG SEARCHERS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
MOVING

PERCENTAGE
MOVINGNUMBER NUMBER

Type of unit desired 
House 
Apartment

415 61%* 419 80%**
265 69 241 92

Number of bedrooms 
desired

111 80**Zero or one
Two
Three
Four or more

113 88**
281 65 293 92
255 60 224 78

55 56 62 74

Searched outside of 
neighborhood 

Yes 402 58** 360 80**
274 73No 300 90

Financial problems 
Yes 130 32** 96 59**

572 73 596 89No

Experimental and Control 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:
and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.10 level.
Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.05 level.
Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

SAMPLE:

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline

t
*
**
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Search Effort Among Households That Moved

Although most search difficulties did not prevent households from moving, 
those households reporting problems did work harder in order to move, 
causal direction of the relationship between number of units seen and prob-

It seems reasonable that a household experi-

The

lems experienced is not clear. 
encing problems would have to try harder and look at more units before

An alternative explanation, however, isfinding one to which it could move, 
that a household conducting an extensive search and visiting a large number
of units was more likely to encounter problems such as landlord objections 
or discrimination.

The number of units seen by a household has been used as a measure of search
effort, and it is positively related to a number of factors that would be

Table 5-4 reports the average numberexpected to make search more difficult, 
of units seen by movers, stratified by the factors that may have caused the
process of finding a unit to be more difficult.

In Pittsburgh, households looking for houses and those looking for larger 
units put more effort into their search in order to be able to move than

The relationship between effort and type of 
unit does not hold in Phoenix, probably reflecting the greater availability 
of single-family houses for rent there .
at significantly more places if they were searching for larger units.

those seeking smaller units.

Also, movers in Phoenix did not look

Households that wanted to leave their neighborhoods looked at significantly 
more units at both sites than those who wanted to stay, 
neighborhood in mind made the search process somewhat easier for movers in 
Pittsburgh, but not in Phoenix.

Having a specific

The difference in the average number of
units seen by households that searched outside their neighborhoods and those 
that did not is particularly striking at both sites. Households searching 
outside saw an average of 10.2 units in Pittsburgh and 12.1 in Phoenix.
Households that confined their search to their own neighborhoods averaged 
3.5 units in Pittsburgh and 3.9 in Phoenix.

Movers that reported problems in searching looked at more units than those 
that did not. Relatively few households reported difficulty with landlords 
objecting to program requirements. Households that reported having diffi-
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Table 5-4

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PLACES SEEN BEFORE MOVING 
BY SEARCH OBJECTIVES AND PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
NUMBER 
OF MOVERS 
IN GROUP

AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF 
PLACES SEEN

NUMBER 
OF MOVERS 
IN GROUP

AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF 
PLACES SEEN

Search Objectives

Type of unit desired 
House 
Apartment

a
Number of bedrooms desired 

Zero or one 
Two 
Three
Four or more

252 8.4** 337 6.4
183 5.3 221 6.3

69 2.9** 73 5.7
184 6.4 270 6.1
153 9.4 175 6.7

29 8.6 40 6.9

wanted to leave neighborhood

203Yes 9.2** 294 7.2*
230No 5.3 263 5.3

Had a specific neighborhood 
in mind“

111Yes 7.8 144 7.7
No 91 10.9 148 6.8

Searched outside of neighborhood

234Yes 10.2** 289 12.1**
No 199 3.5 269 3.9

Problems Encountered

Problem with landlord objection 
to program requirements

Yes 11 7.7 19 9.9+
No 424 7.1 539 6.2

Problem with discrimination

Yes 66 12.7** 33 11.2**
NO 369 6.1 525 6.0

Financial problems
Yes 42 10.9* 57 10.9**
No 393 6.7 501 5.8

Problem knowing where to look

Yes 119 8.2 98 9.7**
No 316 6.7 460 5.6

Experimental and Control households that moved to 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:

SAMPLE:

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and
payments file.

Significance level based on analysis of variance rather than on a t-statistic. 
Asked only of households that wanted to leave their neighborhood, 
t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

a.
b.
4.

**
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live because they had problems with discrimination1 

13 units and those that did not at approxi-
culty finding a place to

looked at an average of 11 to
Households reporting financial problems in finding a unit lookedmately 6.

at significantly more units on the average (10.9 in Pittsburgh and 10.9 in 
Phoenix) than households without such problems (6.7 in Pittsburgh and 5.8

Problems in knowing where to look led movers to see a signi­

ficantly larger number of units in Phoenix, but not in Pittsburgh.
in Phoenix).

Most search difficulties did not lower moving rates among households experi- 
Only households searching for houses or larger units, house­

holds searching outside their neighborhoods, and households reporting finan­
cial problems were less likely to move than other households, 
households experiencing difficulties did work harder in order to move, 
number of units a household saw before moving was positively related to 
almost all the factors that might be expected to make finding a unit more 
difficult.

encing them.

However,
The

Potential Program Assistance

These results seem to confirm that even though households may overcome search 
difficulties by exerting more effort, the problems they encounter do cause 

Thus it does seem likely that assistance from a housing 
program during search might ameliorate these difficulties and reduce the 
amount of effort and time households must spend to find a new unit, 

from another housing allowance experiment indicates that certain types of 
agency services may in fact make it easier for households to move. 

Administrative Agency Experiment, enrollees were required to find suitable 
housing within 90 days of enrollment in order to qualify for payments, 

agencies operating in tight housing markets, the provision of services which 

responded to households' needs—such as transportation, assistance in locating 
appropriate units that were reasonably priced, help in negotiations with 
landlords about lease agreements and repairs, and legal advice—made a signi­

ficant difference in whether households that attempted to move ever qualified

delays in moving.

Evidence

In the

At

This question asked specifically about discrimination problems which 
caused searchers to have trouble finding a place to live, 
asked more generally if they encountered any type of discrimination while 
searching and what type of discrimination was encountered, 
that reported encountering some type of discrimination indicated that it 
discimination against households with children, not racial discrimination.
See Vidal (1978).

Searchers were also

Most households 
was
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1 More formal services, designed to provide house­

holds with basic information about housing and the program, were not signi­

ficantly related to movers' success in becoming recipients. This is consis­

tent with findings in the Demand Experiment, where attendance at formal

Housing Information Program sessions was not found to affect searchers moved
2during the experiment.

for allowance payments.

Reasons Households Stopped Searching

Households that said they had become discouraged and stopped searching were
Although most of these households probably had 

not stopped searching permanently and resumed their search at some later 
time, the reasons they gave for stopping their search are a good indication 

of the factors they found particularly discouraging, which might have caused 
delays in moving.

asked why they had stopped.

Table 5-5 shows that of the households that said they had stopped searching, 
only 18 percent in Pittsburgh and 14 percent in Phoenix indicated that the 

difficulty of getting out and looking was an important reason for stopping. 
The most common reason given for stopping search at both sites was house­
holds' inability to find anything in their price range. This reason was
given by 76 percent of the respondents in Pittsburgh and 66 percent in 
Phoenix.3 Approximately half the respondents at both sites said that they 
had stopped searching simply because they got discouraged. These responses 
are not very informative. The most interesting result was that 43 percent
of Pittsburgh respondents said that nothing was available, compared to only 

14 percent of respondents in Phoenix, 
housing market at the two sites; rental housing was much more available in 

Phoenix.

This indicates the difference in the

^See Holshouser (19 77).
2 A variable indicating attendance at these sessions was not signi­

ficant in a logit equation estimating the probability of moving among 
searchers. This confirms the findings for the first year reported in 
Weinberg,et al. (1977).

3The frequency with which households cited this reason has little 
relationship to the amount of their allowance payment. Control households 
and Housing Gap households not meeting requirements were no more likely to 
say they had trouble finding units in their price range than other house­
holds. Average payment amounts among Experimental households that cited 
this reason were not lower than among other households.
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Table 5-5

REASONS GIVEN BY HOUSEHOLDS 
THAT HAD STOPPED SEARCHING

PHOENIX
(N = 35) a

PERCENTAGE
GIVING
REASON

PITTSBURGH
(N = 51)a

PERCENTAGE 
GIVING 
REASON

NUMBER
GIVING,
REASON*5

NUMBER
GIVING
REASON

REASON FOR 
STOPPING SEARCH

16 46%49%25Got discouraged

Couldn't find anything 
in price range 23 667639

Found it difficult to 
get out and look 5 14189

Were discriminated 
against 04 8 0

Couldn't find anything 
available 22 543 14

6 12Personal reasons 7 20

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households that said they had 
stopped searching 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: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline 
and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

a. The question was asked only of households that said they had 
stopped searching.

b. A household could give more than one reason.
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CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY

The housing allowance offered to households in the Demand Experiment did in­

crease mobility during the first two years after enrollment, but only mod- 
There was a striking difference in overall levels of mobility inerately.

Pittsburgh and Phoenix during the two years of the experiment, but the pat­

tern of experimental and demographic effects on mobility was often similar

at the two sites.

Mobility rates in Pittsburgh and Phoenix during the experiment were very

Both Experimental and Control households in Phoenix moved at a 
rate much higher than that of either group in Pittsburgh, 
difference appears to reflect regional differences between the Northeast and 

The mobility rates observed for Demand Experiment households in 
Pittsburgh and Phoenix appear to be fairly typical of the mobility rates of 
low-income renters in the two regions.

different.

However, this

the West.

In spite of the large differences in overall mobility rates between the two 

sites, the pattern of experimental effects is fairly similar. Although there 
are sometimes suggestive differences, tests showed that it was possible to 
pool results for the two sites without significant loss of explanatory power 

if a term were included for the difference in overall mobility rates between 
the sites. Table 6-1 shews the experimental effect for each of the different 
treatment groups in the experiment. The overall effect of the offer was to 
increase the probability of moving among experimental households by about 
0.05 in Pittsburgh, 0.10 in Phoenix, and 0.07 for the two sites combined.

In terms of the major experimental groups, the combined site analysis esti­

mates significant effects on the mobility of households in the Percent of 
Rent group and households in the Housing Gap group that were living in units 

which did not meet the housing requirements at the time they enrolled. In 
contrast, the estimated effect for Housing Gap households that already met 

the requirements at enrollment was smaller and insignificant.

These results are fairly consistent across sites, except for the mobility 
of Housing Gap households that already met the housing requirements, 
experimental offer had a significant positive effect for this group in 

Phoenix, but an insignificant (and negative) effect in Pittsburgh.

The
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.
The experimental effects discussed above are based on households that re­

mained active in the experiment for two years and may be biased by the 

effect of attrition.

of the program than households that did not. 
likely to drop out than Experimental households.

rates over two years may tend to underestimate overall mobility and over­

estimate the difference between Experimental and Control households, 

ever, analyses based on all enrolled households, reported in Appendix IV, 
show a pattern of experimental effects very similar to those based on house­

holds that remained active.

Households that moved were more likely to drop out

Control households were more 
Thus estimated moving

:

:
How-

Mobility among Experimental and Control households was affected by similar 
factors at both sites, 
differences in nobility, 
and consistent effect.

In general, the allowance offer did not alter these 
Age of household head had a particularly large 

Older households were likely to have been in their 
units longer at the time they enrolled in the experiment, and they were much 
less likely to move over the two years of observation (see Table 6-2).

The predominant minority group in Pittsburgh were black households; in 
Phoenix, Spanish American households. Effects for minority households were 

different at the two sites. In Pittsburgh, black households were likely to 
have been in their units longer when they enrolled in the experiment.
Among households that remained active throughout the experiment, black house­
holds were less likely than others to move. Unlike the pattern of experi­
mental effects, this estimated racial difference does appear to be in part 
due to attrition; black households do not prove to be less likely to move 
if households that left the program are included in the analysis (see Appen­
dix IV). Black households still benefited less from the allowance offer 
than others, however, since movers that left the program cannot be considered 
to have taken full advantage of it.

Spanish American households in Phoenix were less mobile prior to the experi-
However, the experiment had a 

greater effect for Spanish American households in Phoenix than for other 
households, so their mobility during the experiment did not differ signi­
ficantly from that of other households.

ment than other households (see Table 6-2).

Households living in inadequate or crowded housing when they entered the 

experiment were more likely to move than households in better housing situa-
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Households that felt their units weretions at both sites (see Table 6-3). 
crowded had a probability of moving that was 0.08 higher than that of house-

Households living in units whichholds that did not feel they were crowded, 

lacked basic facilities had a probability of moving that was higher than that

In Pittsburgh, the experiment had a greater 
effect for households living in units that lacked basic facilities than for 
households in more adequate housing.

of other households by 0.0 7.

:•
!

A number of other variables affected probability of moving during the experi-
Households with positive feelings toward their neighbors 

were less likely to move than those without such feelings.
had been more mobile than others prior to the experiment continued to have 
a higher moving rate.
than otherwise comparable households, 
household head also increased probability of moving.

ment at both sites.
i

1Households that

Households headed by women were more likely to move
A change in the marital status of the

!These factors influenced mobility in four ways. Some factors, particularly 
crowding and unit quality, seem to have made households more likely to be 
dissatisfied with their housing at the time they enrolled in the program.
Other factors, such as age and positive feelings toward neighbors, made them 
less predisposed to move, taking dissatisfaction into account, 
factors influenced the probability that a household actually would search 
for a new unit, over and above their influence on dissatisfaction or predis­
position to move.
demographic characteristics, attitudes, or plans affected its probability 
of moving.

A number of

However, once a household began to search, few of its

Although the allowance offer did have an effect on mobility, it was a moder­

ate effect, and many households did not alter their normal mobility patterns. 
If the goal of a housing allowance program is to encourage or allow households 
to use the allowance to move to improved housing, then it appears this goal 
generally will be achieved at a pace set largely by normal mobility rates. 

Moving rates prior to the experiment suggest that although some households 
moved frequently, others were stable and did not move for long periods, 
three percent of the Pittsburgh households had moved at least once in the two

Forty-

years before the experiment, but 30 percent had been in their units five years

Mobility was higher in Phoenix:or more when they enrolled. 71 percent of

households there had moved at least once in two years, and only 12 percent had 

lived in the same unit five years or more when they enrolled. The elderly are
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5

the major demographic group that had substantially lower mobility at both sites.

The Demand Experiment offers some evidence on whether mobility represented 
an obstacle to households' taking full advantage of a housing allowance, 
and whether it might be possible for a similar program to make it easier

Households that did not search for new units during 
the experiment usually indicated that they were satisfied where they were.
A program similar to the Demand Experiment seems unlikely to affect the 

mobility of many of these households.
housing had moved or were still searching at the end of the experiment.

There is no evidence of a large group of frustrated searchers who tried to 

move and failed.

:
for households to move. I

:
Most households that did search for

:.new

Several factors appear to have made it more difficult for searchers to move, 
even if they did not prevent them from moving. Such obstacles can be impor­
tant, particularly if a program has a time limit for meeting housing require- 

Even in programs without a time limit, search difficulties that delayments.
moving are likely to delay response to an allowance offer.

There is little evidence that the difficulty of going out and looking at units
Therefore, providing services such as transporta-kept searchers from moving, 

tion or child care probably would be unlikely to have much effect on mobility. 
Where difficulties did arise was in the search process itself, 
that wanted to leave their neighborhoods and those that searched outside the 
neighborhoods where they were living at enrollment had to look at more units

Households

before finding ones to which they could move than those who wanted to stay in
Households looking for large units also had to searchtheir own neighborhoods.

It is possible that if a housing allowance program could keep a file 
of available large units, or provide current information on the availability 
of units in various neighborhoods, it could make the search process easier

harder.

and faster for these households. Only a few households reported problems 
with landlords' objections to the program and discrimination. A higher level 
of search effort was reported by the searchers that did experience such prob­
lems, however.

One alternative for increasing mobility among searchers that did not move in 

the experiment would be to increase their allowance payments, 
problems often were cited by searchers, and households reporting such prob-

The lack of available

Financial

lems were less likely to move than other households, 
units in their price range was the reason most frequently given by households
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Households reporting financial diffi-that said they had stopped searching. 
culties were not receiving lower payments than other households, so it is not
certain to what extent increasing their payments would have increased their 

However, the probability of moving increased with subsidy amountmobility.
for several treatment groups, so it is possible that larger allowance payments

For example, according to the logit estimation ofcould increase mobility, 
the effect of subsidy amount for Percent of Rent households in Phoenix, an 
increase of approximately $25 per month could have increased moving rates by 
10 percentage points.^"

"State that this estimate varies 
its standard error.

over a possible range determined by
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appendix I
DESIGN OF THE DEMAND experiment

This appendix presents a brief overview of the 

data collection procedures, experimental design.
Demand Experiment 's purpose, 

and sample allocation.

purpose of toe demand experiment1.1

The Demand Experiment is one of three experiments 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
mental Housing Allowance Program.1 

to test and refine the concept of housing allowances.

established by the U.S.
as part of the Experi- 

The purpose of these experiments is

Under a housing allowance program, money is given directly to individual 
low-income households to assist them in obtaining adequate housing. The 

allowance may be linked to housing either by making the amount of the 
allowance depend on the amount of rent paid or by requiring that house­
holds meet certain housing requirements in order to receive the allowance 

payment.* The initiative in using the allowance and the burden of meeting 
housing requirements are therefore placed upon households rather than upon 
developers, landlords, or the government.

The housing allowance experiments are intended to assess the desirability, 

feasibility, and appropriate structure of a housing allowance program. 

Housing allowances could be less expensive than some other kinds of housing 
Allowances permit fuller utilization of existing sound housing 

because they are not tied to new construction, 

also be more' equitable.

programs.
Housing allowances may

Ihe amount of the allowance can be adjusted to 

changes in income without forcing the household to change units, 

holds may also, if they desire, use their own resources (either by paying

House-

higher rent or by searching carefully) to obtain better housing than is 

required to qualify for the allowance. As long as program requirements 
are met, housing allowances offer households considerable choice in

selecting housing most appropriate to their needs—for example, where 

they live (opportunity to locate near schools, near work, near friends

1The other two experiments are the Housing Allowance Supply 
Experiment and the Administrative Agency Experiment.
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break out of racial and socioeconomic segregation)or relatives, or to
of unit they live in (single-family or multifamily) . 

be less costly to administer.
Finally, 

Program requirements 
The burden of

obtaining housing that meets essential requirements is shifted from 

program administrators to participants.

or the type
housing allowances may 
need not involve every detail of participant housing.

These potential advantages have not gone unquestioned, 
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.

Critics of the

1

If housing allowances prove desirable, they could be implemented through 
a wide range of possible allowance formulas, housing requirements, non- 
financial support (such as counseling), and administrative practices.

The choice of program structure could substantially affect both the 
program's ‘costs and impact.

The Demand Experiment addresses issues of feasibility, desirability, and 
appropriate structure by measuring how individual households (as opposed 

to the housing market or administrative agencies) react to various allow­

ance formulas and housing standards requirements, 
reports are designed to answer six policy questions:

The analysis and

1. Participation

Who participates in a housing allowance program? 

the form of the allowance affect the extent of participation 
for various households?

How does

2. Housing Improvements

Do households that receive housing allowances improve the 
quality of their housing? At what cost? How do households

The issue of inflation is being addressed directly as part of 
the Housing Allowance Supply Experiment.

A-2



that receive a housing allowance seek to improve their 

housing—by moving, by rehabilitation? With what success?

Locational Choice3.

For participants who move, how does their locational choice 

compare with existing residential patterns? 

financial barriers to the effective use of a housing allowance?
Are there non-

Administrative Issues4. I
What administrative issues and costs are involved in the 
implementation of a housing allowance program? !
Form of Allowance5.

How do the different forms of housing allowance compare in 
terms of participation, housing quality achieved, locational 
choice, costs (including administrative costs), and equity?

i
i
I

Comparison with Other Programs6-.
IHow do housing allowances compare with other housing programs 

and with income maintenance in terms of participation, housing 
quality achieved, locational choice, costs *(including adminis­
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 behavior, it 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 housing conditions for a sample of households in conventional HUD- 
assisted housing programs at the two experimental sites for comparison 

with allowance recipients.

1.2 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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of racial concentration and housing costs.
chosen to provide contrasts between an

vacancy rates, degree 
Pittsburgh and Phoenix were 

older, more
relatively rapidly growing Western metropolitan area.
Pittsburgh has a substantial black minority and Phoenix a substantial

slowly growing Eastern metropolitan area and a newer,
In addition,

Spanish American minority population.

Most of the information on participating households was collected from:

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

Initial Household Report Forms and monthly Household Report 
Forms, completed by participating households during and after 
enrollment, which provided operating and analytic data on 
household size and income and on housing expenditures.

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

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

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;

Periodic 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 offer 
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 
nearly four years in total.

over

Analysis will be based on data collected 
from households during their first two years after enrollment in the
experiment. The experimental programs were continued for a third year
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in order to avoid confusion between 

experimental offers and their adjustment 
experiment. During their last year in the 
interested households were aided in

participants reactions to the 
to the phaseout of the

experiment eligible and 
entering other housing programs.

ALLOWANCE PLANS USED IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT1.3

The Demand Experiment tested a number of combinations 
and housing requirements and several variations 
combinations. These variations allow 
be tested directly.

of payment formulas 
within each of these

some possible program designs to 
More importantly, they allow estimation of key

responses such as participation rates and changes in participant housing 
in terms of basic program parameters such as the level of allowances; 
the level and type of housing requirements; the minimum fraction of

=

its own income that a household can be expected to contribute 

housing; and the way in which allowances vary with household income

These response estimates can be used to address the policy 
questions for a larger set of candidate program plans, beyond the plans 
directly tested.1

toward

and rent.

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 constitute the 

difference between a basic payment level, C, and some reasonable fraction 

of family income. The payment formula is:

P = C - bY

where P is the payment amount, C is the basic payment level, "b" is the 

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

^The basic design and analysis approach, as approved by the HUD 
Office of Policy Development and Research, is presented in Abt Associates 
Inc., Experimental Design and Analysis Plan of the Demand Experiment,
Cambridge, Mass., August 1973, and in Abt Associates Inc 
Evaluation Design, Cambridge, Mass., June 1973.

Summary
Details of the operating 

rules of the Demand Experiment are contained in Abt Associates Inc.,
Site Operating Procedures Handbook, Cambridge, Mass., April 1973.

• /
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the net family income.1 The basic payment level, C, varies with household

and is proportional to C*, the estimated cost of modest existing

Thus, payment under the Housing Gap
size,

standard housing at each site.
be interpreted as making up the difference between the cost

income that a household
formula can 
of decent housing and the amount of its own 
should be expected to pay for housing.

of Kent formula, the payment is a percentage of the 

The payment formula is:

Under the Percent

household's rent.

P = aR

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

4household had been enrolled.

Housing Requirements

The Percent of Rent payment formula is tied directly to rent: 
hold's allowance payment is proportional to the total rent.

Housing Gap formula, however, specific housing requirements are needed to

Two types of housing requirement were

a house-

Under the

tie the allowance to housing.

Minimum Standards and Minimum Rent.used:

^In addition, whatever the payment calculated by the formula-, 
the actual payment cannot exceed the rent paid.

2
The 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 Inc., Working Paper on Early Findings, Cambridge, Mass., 
January 1975, Appendix II.

3 As long 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. This is in contrast to other housing programs, 
such as Section 8 (Existing).

4
Five values of "a” were used in the Demand Experiment, 

family had been assigned its "a’' value, the value generally stayed 
constant in order to aid experimental analysis.
of Rent program, "a" would probably vary with income and/or rent, 
in the experiment, if a family's income rose beyond a certain point, the 
value of "a" dropped rapidly to zero.
Percent of Rent could not exceed C* (the maximum payment under the modal 
Housing Gap plan), which effectively limited the rents subsidized to 
less than C*/a.

Once a

In a national Percent 
Even

Similarly, the payment under
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received theMinimum Standards requirement, participantsUnder the
payment only if they occupied dwellings that met certain

Participants occupying units that
allowance
physical and occupancy standards. 
did not meet these standards either had to move or arrange to improve

Participants already livingtheir current units to meet the standards, 
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 quality is broadly defined to include all residential services, 
and if 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 minimum amount on

Minimum Rent was considered as an alternative to Minimum Standards 
in the Demand Experiment, in order to observe differences in

rent.

response
and cost and to assess the relative merits of the two types of require- 

A1 though the design of the experiment used a fixed minimumments.

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 re quire- 

ins te ad of receiving a zero allowance if their rent is less than 
the Minimum Rent, households might be paid a fraction of their allowance 
depending on the fraction of Minimum Rent paid.

ment.

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, 
plans were tested.

A total of 17 allowance

TheThe twelve Housing Gap allowance plans are shown in Table 1-1. 
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

the allowance is reducedThe value of "b"~the rate at which(0.9C*)) .
as income increases—is 0.25 for each of these plans. The next two
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level of C (C*) and use the Minimum Standards Housing
In the tenth plan the 

Finally, the

twelfth plan is unconstrained, that is, it 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 
They received full payments whenever they met the 

requirements during the three years of the experiment. 
meeting the housing requirements, such households received a cooperation 

payment of $10 per month as long as they completed all reporting and 

interview requirements.

plans have the same
different values of ”b".Requirement, but use 

value of "b" is 0.15, and in the eleventh plan, 0.35.

able to enroll.
Even before

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/income schedule (changes in ,rb") can be estimated for 

the basic combination of the Minimum Standards housing requirement and 
payments level of C*.

The Percent of Rent allowance plans consist of five variations in "a"
(the proportion of rent paid to the household) , as shown in Table I-l.1 

A demand function for housing is estimated primarily from the Percent of

Demand functions describe the way in which the amount 

people will spend on housing is related to their income, the relative 

price of housing and other goods, and various 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.

Rent observations.

"^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 
analysis.

purposes or
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Table 1-1
ALLOWANCE PLANS TESTED

HOUSING GAP: (P ■ C - bY, where C Is a multiple of C*)

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

Minimum
Standards

Minimum Rent 
Low - 0.7 C*

Minimum Rent 
High - 0.9C*

No
C LEVELb VALUE Requirement

•*.

Plan 10C*b - 0.15

Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 71.2C*

Plan 2 Plan 5 Plan 8C* Plan 12b ■ 0.25

Plan 3 Plan 90.8C* Plan 6

C* Plan 11b-0.35

b = Rate at which the allowance decreases as the income increases. 
C* = Basic payment level (varied by family size and also by site).

Symbols:

PERCENT OF RENT (P = aR) : 
a = 0.6 a = 0.4 a = 0.2a = 0.5 a = 0.3

Plans 17-19 Plans 20 * 22 Plan 23Plans 14-16Plan 13

Without Housing 
Information

With Housing 
Information

CONTROLS:

Plan 25Plan 24
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Control Groups

In addition to the various allowance plans, control groups were necessary 
in order to establish a reference level for responses, since a number 
of uncontrolled factors could also induce changes in family behavior

Control households received a 

They reported the same information
during the course of the experiment, 
cooperation payment of $10 per month, 
as families that received allowance payments, including household

composition and income; they permitted housing evaluations; and they 
completed the Baseline Interview and the three Periodic Interviews. 

(Control families were paid an additional $25 fee for each Periodic 

Interview.)

Two control groups were used in the Demand Experiment, 

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 also offered to households enrolled in the experimental 
allowance plans but they were not paid for their attendance.) 
control group (Plan 25) was not offered the Housing Information Program.

Members of one

The other

All the households in the various allowance plans had to meet a basic
This limit was approximately the income 

level at which the household would receive no payment under the Housing 
Gap formula:

income eligibility requirement.

C*Income Eligibility Limit = 0.25

In addition, households in plans 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 in 
the lower third of the eligible population were eligible for enrollment 
in Plan 13, and only those in the upper two-thirds were eligible for 
Plan 23.

1.4 FINAL SAMPLE

Final analysis of the impact of the housing allowance will be based on 
the first two years of experimental data. Thus, the key sample size
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for this report and the other reports in this series is the number of 
households in the experiment at the end of the first two years. The 

two-year sample size is shown in Table 1-2, and comprises households 
that were still active, in the sense that they were continuing to 

fulfill reporting requirements. The sample size for a particular 

analysis may be smaller. For example, analysis of the mobility of 
searchers is based on the sample of households that either searched 
for housing or moved during their participation 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 1-2
SAMPLE SIZE AFTER TWO YEARS

HOUSING GAP: (P - C - bY, where C is a multipie of C*)

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

Minimum Rent 
High - 0.9C*

NoMinimum Rent 
Low ■ 0.7 C*

Minimum
Standards RequirementC LEVELb VALUE

Plan 10 
PIT = 45 
PHX = 36

C*b ■ 0.15

Plan 7 
PIT = 30 
PHX = 30

Plan 4 
PIT = 34 
PHX = 24

Plan 1 
PIT = 33 
PHX =30

1.2C*

Plan 5 
PIT = 50 
PHX =39

Plan 8 
PIT = 44 
PHX = 44

Plan 12 
PIT = 63 
PHX = 40

Plan 2 
PIT = 42 
PHX = 35

C*b * 0.25

Plan 6 
PIT = 44 
PHX =35

Plan 9 
PIT = 43 
PHX = 35

Plan 3 
PIT = 43 
PHX = 39

0.8C*

Plan 11 
PIT = 41 
PHX = 34

C#b *0.35

Total Housing Gap: 512 households in Pittsburgh, 421 households in Phoenix.

b = Rate at which the allowance decreases as the income increases. 
C* = Basic payment level (varied by family size and also by site).

Symbols:

PERCENT OF RENT (P = aR) :

a = 0.4a = 0.5 a = 0.33 = 0.6 a = 0.2

Plan 13 
PIT = 28 
PHX = 21

Plans 14-16 
PIT = 109 
PHX = 81

Plan 23 
PIT = 65 
PHX = 46

Plans 17-19 
PIT- 113 
PHX = 66

Plans 20 - 22 
PIT = 92 
PHX = 84

Total Percent of Rent: 407 households in Pittsburgh, 298 households in Phoenix.

CONTROLS: With Housing 
Information

Without Housing 
Information

Plan 24 
PIT = 159 
PHX = 137

Plan 25 
PIT - 162 
PHX = 145

Total Controls: 321 households in Pittsburgh, 282 households in Phoenix.
NOTE: This sample includes households that were active, although not necessarily receiving payments, after two 
years of enrollment: households whose enrollment income was above the eligibility limits or that moved into sub­
sidized housing or their own homes are excluded. While data on the excluded households may be useful for special 
analyses, particular analyses may also require the use of a still more restricted sample than the one shown here.
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APPENDIX II

LITERATURE REFERENCES FOR VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT

The variables analyzed in this report have been found to be of recurring 
importance in other studies of mobility, 
cites a number of studies which have included variables of the four types 
analyzed—life cycle factors, housing and neighborhood factors, social bonds, 
and other household characteristics.

The discussion in this appendix

;

Life Cycle Factors

The importance of life cycle stages and changes in the life cycle has been 
found repeatedly in mobility research ranging from Thomas' Research Memorandum 
on Migration Differentials published in 1938, to time series data collected in

Bogue (1969) calculated the median age of 
mobile persons as 22.9 years during 1964-1965, but noted that the median can 
be misleading; mobility rates were high during the entire young adult years

Speare et al. (1974) point out that age does not explain mobility 
since it merely denotes a physiological process.

the Current Population Survey.

of 18 to 34.
Rather, the relationship 

between age and mobility must be understood through its connection with other 
social characteristics and processes.

Marital formation or dissolution and the presence or absence of children are 
key variables in the relationship of life cycle and mobility. Studies by
Simmons (1968), Lansing and Kish (1957), Speare (1970), Chevan (1971), and
Long (1972) all demonstrate the importance of life cycle factors for mobility. 
Several of these factors, however, appear to exert contradictory pressures 
on mobility.
retard mobility both within and between counties (Long, 1972). 
hand, Chevan (1971) found that, controlling for marital duration, the birth 
of children was associated with higher rates of moving.

For example, the number and ages of children have been found to
On the other

The most extensive recent application of the life cycle approach is that of
Using data gathered from retrospective residenceSpeare et al. (1974).

histories obtained from interviews with residents in Rhode Island during 
1967 and 1968, this study examined the influence of life cycle factors along 

with five other categories of variables, 
explained was modest.

The overall percentage of variance
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Housing and Neighborhood Factors

A number of housing and neighborhood factors have been demonstrated to influ- 
Rossi (1955) found that complaints about space considerationsence mobility.

in the housing unit were prominently mentioned and played an important part

He points out that subjective perceptions of crowding 

better predictors of mobility intentions than objective measures such as
in mobility intentions.

are
persons-per-room (1955, pp. 77-80). 
hold density, measured by persons-per-room, was significantly related to

Comparing couples that had moved during a three-year period 
with couples that did not move during that period, he found that movers "had 
higher initial densities, would have had substantially higher densities had

However, Chevan (1971) found that house-

moving behavior.

they not moved, but had terminal (after move) densities" similar to those 

of nonmovers (1971, p. 451).

Just as crowding in an individual household influences mobility, density of 
population in a neighborhood has been related to mobility (Moore, 1971;

Lansing and Hendricks examined how neighbor­

hood density interacts with perceived crowding and found consistent relation­

ships which could act as stimuli to mobility.

Lansing and Hendricks, 1967).

In addition to density, loca­

tional characteristics such as access to work, shopping facilities, schools, 
and suburban locations have been studied in relation to mobility (Rossi, 1955; 
Lansing and Mueller, 1964; Speare et al 1974; DeJong, 1977).• t

Social Bonds

Social bonds refer to those ties with family, friends, and community which 
influence the decision to move. Ritchey (1976, p. 389) states that "the

presence of relatives and friends is a valued aspect of life that constrains 
migration." As noted earlier, Long (1972) has demonstrated that the presence 
of school age children acts to deter mobility. Similarly, duration of 
residence (Morrison, 1967; Land, 1969; Speare, 1970; Bach and Smith, 1977). 
social and locality participation (Sabagh et al 

community and residential satisfaction (Bach and Smith, 1977; Speare, 1974)

1969; Firey, 1947), and• t

have been tied to mobility, 

the household is integrated into the local community.
Most of these factors express the degree to which

As Lansing and Mueller 
(1967, p. 150) state, "preferences about location are strongly influenced by 
family ties and ties to friends."
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nt-.her Household Characteristics

Other household characteristics provide information on the background and 
socialization of the household members,

sex, race or ethnicity, and socioeconomic status.
Prominent among these characteristics 

Differentials inare age,
mobility by these characteristics have been noted from the earliest studies 
(Ravenstein, 1885; 1889) to the present day (Lee, 1966; Bogue, 1969; Ritchey, 

Bogue (1969) reports differences in both migration and residential1976).
mobility by race, a finding supported by the Current Population Survey (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census, 1967) and studies by Biggar (1971) and Deskins (1972). 
Differentials by various socioeconomic factors—education, occupation, 
income—are also well established (Suval and Hamilton, 1965; Lee, 1966; 
Lansing and Mueller, 1967; Bogue, 1968; Long, 1973).

!
One additional factor which should be considered is prior mobility experience, 
or what Speare et al. (1974) term "mobility potential." This follows from 
several studies which indicate that much mobility is accounted for by the 

behavior of repeat movers (Goldstein, 1964; Bogue, 1969; Van Arsdol et al 
1968). Exactly how this prior experience operates is unclear. Van Arsdol 
et al. (1968) suggest that repeat movers are more familiar with factors which 
aid or hinder mobility and are thus more likely to move. Another possibility 

is that frequent movers are not as tightly integrated into their communities. 
Regardless of the process through which prior mobility experience operates, 
empirical work consistently finds a significant effect of prior moves.

• t
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APPENDIX III

VARIABLE DEFINITIONS AND SAMPLE DESCRIPTION

This appendix focuses on definitions of the variables and the two major samples 
used in the analysis. Six categories of variables are discussed: dependent 

variables (dissatisfaction, predisposition to move, search, and move), life 
cycle factors, other household characteristics, housing and neighborhood 
factors, social bonds and program factors.

!

DEPENDENT VARIABLESIII.l

Four different dependent variables are used at each of the four stages of

dissatisfaction, predisposition to move, search, andthe mobility model:

move.

Dissatisfaction

In the Baseline Interview (questions 1 and 2), households were asked about 
satisfaction with their present unit and neighborhood, 
a four point scale:

Both are measured on

Very Satisfied

Somewhat Satisfied

Somewhat Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied.

Households in the first two categories were grouped together as being satisfied, 
and households in the last two categories as being dissatisfied, 
were further categorized by whether they were dissatisfied with either their 
unit or their neighborhood at enrollment or satisfied with both, 
categorization maximizes the size of the dissatisfied group, 
because satisfaction levels were high and an inclusive definition was necessary 
if the dissatisfied group was to be large enough for analysis.

Households

This latter

It was chosen
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Predisposition to Move

Households responding to the Baseline Interview were asked which of five 
actions they would take if they had $50 more to spend on rent every month:

Move from this unit

Have landlord improve this unit

Would continue to rent this unit, no improvements necessary

Would try to buy this unit

Other.

Households giving the first response were categorized as "predisposed to 
Households giving the second and third responses were categorized 

Other households were not categorized on this
move."
as "predisposed to stay."

(Very few households indicated that they would want to buy thevariable.
The most common "other" response was that the household would consider 

none of the above alternatives.)
unit.

Move

Determination of 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 Periodic Interviews were given.'1' Households residing 
at a different address at any one of the interviews were counted as having
moved (regardless of their response to interview questions on moving).

Search

To determine the search activity of a particular household over the whole two 
years, information from the First, Second and Third Periodic Interviews was 

If a move (as defined above) took place during the two years of 
the experiment or if the household reported that it searched for alternative 
housing in either the First, Second or Third Periodic Interviews, then the

combined.

^The First, Second and Third Periodic Interviews were conducted after 
approximately six months, one year and two years, respectively, of program 
participation. The Initial Household Report Form was completed as part of 
the enrollment process.
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:
household was classified as a searcher; if it did not move or report that 
it searched, then the household was considered not to have searched.

Households were asked if they had searched for new housing at each of the 

three Periodic Interviews. Households reporting that they had searched were 
asked about the problems they experienced during their search as well as the 

number of units they had actually visited. Because a household might have 

moved more than once during the experiment, and might have searched during 
the periods preceding several of the Periodic Interviews, a decision was 
necessary as to which search information was to be included in the analysis. 
Descriptions of problems reported during search were obtained from the Periodic
Interview following the households last completed move (if the household was 
classified as a mover) or from the last Interview when the household reported 
searching (if it was classified as having searched but not moved). The number 
of units searchers reported having seen at each Periodic Interview when they 
said they had searched have been added together to obtain the total number of 
units seen during the households entire search effort, 
did not move, information from all Periodic Interviews when search was reported 

has been included in the total.

For households that
i

For households that moved only once, information 
from all interviews preceding the move as well as from the interview at which
the move was reported has been included. For households that completed two 
or more moves, the number of units seen refers to search that occurred before
the last move but after any earlier moves.

Because information on the search process itself was available only for 
households reporting that they had searched, there was no information on 

characteristics of the search process for those households that moved between 
interviews but did not say that they had searched or otherwise did not answer 
Periodic Interview questions about search behavior.

III.2 LIFE CYCLE FACTORS

Age of Head of Household

Age at the time of enrollment is derived from the date of birth of the person 

determined to be the head of household according to census definitions.
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Number of Children

Number of children is defined as the number of children under 18 years of

related to the head of the household (including stepchildren and 
Young children listed as cousins, grandchildren, etc.

age who are 
foster children).

are not included.

Change in Number of Children

This variable was derived by comparing the number of children of the head

of household reported at enrollment with the number reported at the end of

One indicates the presence of aThe variable has two values.two years.
change, whether it was positive or negative; the other indicates no change.

Change in Marital Status

Households were classified as married if both a household head and a spouse 
The variable was derived by comparing marital status at 

enrollment with marital status at the end of two years, 
the same (married at both times or unmarried at both times) the household was 
included in one category.

way at both times were included in the other category.

were present.

If the status was

All households that were not classified the same

III.3 OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Sex of Head of Household

To determine sex of the head of household, the census convention is used, 
this convention, all households that contain both a head of household and a 
spouse are classified as having a male head of household.

Under

Therefore, unless
the household has a single female head, it is classified as having a male
head of household.

Race/Ethnicity

The following categories of racial or ethnic identification have been used in 
this report:

Pittsburgh: white, black

Phoenix: white, black, Spanish American
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determination is based on interviewer observations of Baseline Interview 

There were relatively few American Indians, Orientals, and other 
Households were designated as Spanish American in 

Phoenix based on their surname according to census conventions.

Race
respondents. 
nonwhites in the sample.

;

Years of Education of Household Head

This variable is measured as the number of years of school completed by the 
census head of household.

Per Capita Income

The income variable used in this report is an analytic definition of household

The definition of income, referred 
to as "Net Income for Analysis," is an estimate of the annual income received 

by all household members 18 years of age or older, 
income and other income, net of taxes and alimony paid.

how this definition of income compares with the definition used in determining 
eligibility in the experiment and the definition used by the census, 
capita income is computed as Net Income for Analysis divided by the size of 
the household (the household size definition used simulates that of the census).

income, which measures disposable incccie.

It is the sum of earned

Table III-l shows

Per

Number of Moves in Three Years Prior to the Experiment

The variable is equal to the number of moves a household reported making in 
the three years before the Baseline Interview (Question 83)•

III.4 HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS

Perceived Crowding

The variable is based on Question 66 of the Baseline Interview: 
(house/apartment) have enough rooms to meet your household's needs?" 
holds reporting that their unit did not have enough rooms were classified as 
perceiving their unit to be crowded.

"Does this

House-
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Table III-l
COMPONENTS INCLUDED IN THE DEFINITION OF NET INCOME FOR ANALYSIS 

AND COMPARISON WITH CENSUS AND PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY DEFINITIONS

NET INCOME 
FOR ANALYSIS

.'1ST INCOME FOR CENSUS
(GROSS INCOMJE)ELIGIBILITYCOMPONENTS

I. GROSS INCOME
A. Earned Income

XX X1. Wages and Salaries
2. Net Business Income XX X

3. Income-Conditioned Transfers
XX1. Aid for Dependent Children

2. General Assistancw

X
XX X
XX3. Other Welfare

4. Food Stamps Subsidy 
C. Other Transfers

X
X*

1. Supplemental Security Income (Old Age 
Assistance, Aid to the Blind, Aid to 
the Disabled}

2. Social Security
3. Unemployment Compensation

4. Workmen’s Compensation
5. Government Pensions

6. Private Pensions
7. Veterans Pensions

X X X
XX X

X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X

D. Other Income

1. Education Grants

2. Regular Cash Payments 
2. Other Regular Income
4. Alimony Received

5. Asset Income

X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X
X* X* X*

6. Income from Roomers and Boarders

II. GROSS EXPENSES

A. Taxes

1- Federal Tax Withheld X* X*
2. State Tax Withheld X* X*
3. FICA Tax Withheld X* X*

B. Work-Conditioned Expenses

1. Child Care Expenses

2. Care of Sick at Home
3. Work Related Expenses 

C. Other Expenses

X

X

X*

1. Alimony Paid Out

2. Ma^or Medical Expenses
X X
X

•The amounts of these income and expense items are derived using data reported by the household.
other amounts are included in the income variables exactly as reported by the household.

All
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Basic Facilities of Unit

This variable is based on the Housing Evaluation Form completed for each
In order to be considered as having basic facilities,household at enrollment, 

a unit must have the following characteristics:

COMPLETE PLUMBING1.

Private toilet facilities, a shower or tub with hot and cold running 
water, and a washbasin with hot and cold running water must be present 
and in working condition.

COMPLETE KITCHEN FACILITIES2.

A cooking stove or range, refrigerator, and kitchen sink with hot and 
cold running water must be present and in working condition.

LIVING ROOM, BATHROOM, KITCHEN PRESENCE3.

A living room, bathroom, and kitchen must be present. (This 
represents the dwelling unit "core,” which corresponds to an 
efficiency unit.)

4 HEATING EQUIPMENT

The unit must have acceptable heating equipment. Units with unvented 
room heaters which burn gas, oil, or kerosene; or which are heated 
mainly with portable electric room heaters are not considered to 
have acceptable heating equipment.

5. ROOF STRUCTURE

The roof structure must be firm.

6. EXTERIOR WALLS

The exterior wall structure or exterior wall surface must not need 
replacement. (For structure this would include such conditions as 
severe leaning, buckling or sagging and for surface it would include 
conditions such as excessive cracks or holes.)

III.5 SOCIAL BONDS

Positive Feelings Towards Neighbors

This variable is an index which combines responses to the following six 

questions asked at the Baseline Interview:
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f
of your neighbors do you know well enough to stop andHow many

talk with—none, some, most, or all of them? (Question 70A)

In general, how friendly do you find most of the people in this 
neighborhood—would you say they are friendly, neither friendly 
nor unfriendly, or are they unfriendly? (Question 70B)

How important is it to you to live in the same neighborhood as your 
relatives—is it very important, fairly important, or not important? 
(Question 71A)

How many of your relatives now live in this neighborhood—would you 
say none, some, or many? (Question 71B)

How important is it to you to have neighbors of the same general 
background as yourself—is it very important, fairly important, or 
not important? (Question 72)

How many of your neighbors have the same general background as 
yourself—would you say none, some, or many? (Question 73).

Standardized scores were computed for four questions (70A, 70B, 71B and 73) 
by subtracting each score from the mean response and dividing by the standard 

Answers to questions 71B and 73 were weighted by the importance 
of the issue to the household, as indicated by responses to questions 7lA 

Standardized scores on the four questions were summed for each 
household and the total scores were categorized from one to six in such 
that the population was relatively evenly distributed across categories.^ 

Values for the variable range from one (least positive feelings about neigh­

bors) to six (most positive feelings about neighbors).

deviation.

and 72.

a way

Length of Residence in Enrollment Unit

This variable reflects the responses given to Question 85 asked at the Baseline 
Interview: "How long have you lived here, in this (house/apartment) ? Response 
was measured in months but has been converted to years for some of the analysis.

1
For a more detailed explanation of the creation of the index 

Phipps and Napior (forthcoming) .
see

A-26



I

:PROGRAM FACTORSIII.6

Payment Amount

Payment amount is calculated from data collected at enrollment, according to 

the payment formula for the treatment group to which a household was assigned. 
This variable represents the payment to which an eligible household was 
entitled if all program requirements were met.
that had not met requirements, it provides a measure of the full amount of 
the payment the household could receive once the requirements were met.

For Housing Gap households

Minimum Standards Requirement

The Minimum Standards requirement for Housing Gap households has two separate 
components—a series of physical requirements for the dwelling unit and an 
occupancy standard. Physical requirements were developed from elements of 
the American Public Health Association/Public Health Service, Recommended 
Housing Maintenance and Occupancy Ordinance (revised 1971). The requirements, 
listed below, were grouped into 15 components made up of related items.

1. COMPLETE PLUMBING

Private toilet facilities, a shcwer or tub with hot and cold running 
water, and a washbasin with hot and cold running water must be 
present and in working condition.

2. COMPLETE KITCHEN FACILITIES

A cooking stove or range, refrigerator, and kitchen sink with hot 
and cold running water must be present and in working condition.

3. LIVING ROOM, BATHROOM, KITCHEN PRESENCE

A living room, bathroom, and kitchen must be present, 
represents the dwelling unit "core," which corresponds to an 
efficiency unit.)

(This

4. LIGHT FIXTURES

A ceiling or wall-type fixture must be present and working in the 
bathroom and kitchen.

5. ELECTRICAL

At least one electric outlet must be present and operable in both 
the living room and kitchen. A working wall switch, pull-chain
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additional electrical outlet must be present inlight switch, or 
the living room.1

HEATING EQUIPMENT

Units with no heating equipment; with unvented room heaters which 
burn gas, oil, or kerosene; or which are heated mainly with 
portable electric room heaters will be unacceptable.

6.

ADEQUATE EXITS7.

There must be at least two exits from the dwelling unit leading to 
safe and open space at ground level (for multifamily building only). 
Effective November, 1973 (retroactive to program inception) this 
requirement was modified to permit override on case-by-case basis 
where it appears that fire safety is met despite lack of a second 
exit.

8. ROOM STRUCTURE

Ceiling structure or wall structure for all rooms must not be in 
condition requiring replacement (such as severe buckling or leaning).

9. ROOM SURFACE

Ceiling surface or wall surface for all rooms must not be in 
condition requiring replacement (such as surface material that 
is loose, containing large holes, or severely damaged).

10 CEILING HEIGHT

Living room, bathroom, and kitchen ceilings must be 7 feet (or 
higher) in at least one-half of the room area.1

11. FLOOR STRUCTURE

Floor structure for all rooms must not be in condition requiring 
replacement (such as severe buckling or noticeable movement under 
walking stress).

12 FLOOR SURFACE

Floor surface for all rooms must not be in condition requiring 
replacement (such as large holes or missing parts).

13. ROOF STRUCTURE

The roof structure must be firm.

1This housing standard is applied to bedrooms in determining the 
number of adequate bedrooms for the program occupancy standard.
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EXTERIOR WALLS14.

The exterior wall structure or exterior wall surface must not need 
replacement. (For structure, this would include such conditions as 
severe leaning, buckling or sagging and, for surface, conditions such 
as excessive cracks or holes.)

LIGHT/VENTILATION15.

The unit must have a 10 percent ratio of window area to floor area 
and at least one openable window in the living room, bathroom, 
and kitchen or the equivalent in the case of properly vented 
kitchens and/or bathrooms.

The occupancy requirement sets a maximum of two persons for every adequate
An adequate bedroom is a room that can bebedroom, regardless of age.

completely closed off from other rooms and meets the program housing standards 
of ceiling height, light/ventilation, and electrical service. In addition,
the room must meet the housing standards for the condition of room structure,
room surface, floor structure, and floor surface. If the dwelling unit 
contains four or more adequate bedrooms, it is judged to meet occupancy 

A studio or efficiency apartment is counted as a bedroom.standards.

Roomers and boarders are added to household size when determining whether a 

household meets occupancy standards, as all the rooms in the dwelling unit 
are taken into account.

III.7 SAMPLES USED IN ANALYSIS

The two major samples used in this report—one of enrollees and one of 
households active at the end of two years—are discussed below.

The Enrollee Sample

The enrollee sample is used in the analysis of prior mobility, dissatisfaction, 
predisposition to move and attrition. The sample includes all households 
enrolled in the experiment with the exception of households living in their 

own homes or in subsidized housing (at enrollment), and those with enrollment

^This housing standard is applied to bedrooms in determining the 
number of adequate bedrooms for the program occupancy standard.
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incomes over the eligibility limits, 
dissatisfaction and predisposition to move, households that moved between 
the Baseline Interview and enrollment are also excluded, because it is not

of these households to information

These sample

For the analysis of prior mobility,

possible to match the survey responses 
on the characteristics of their dwelling units at enrollment.

sizes are shown in Table III-2.

Households Active After Two Years
2

Analysis of mobility uses the sample of households active at the end of two 
years, excluding households living in their own homes or in subsidized 
housing, households with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and 
households that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment. For

specific analyses, information is missing for some independent variables.

The numbers presented in Tableso sample sizes will not always be equal. 
III-2 give upper bounds on the sample sizes.

"^During the enrollment process , two months were allowed after com­
pletion of the Initial Household Report Form to obtain third-party veri­
fication 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 1974. 
Under this process, households were enrolled, if necessary, without prior 
verification if their Initial Household Report Form income was less than 
$500 above the eligibility limit. Some of the households enrolled were later 
determined to have incomes over the eligibility limits upon completion of 
verification.

2,1 Active"
the program area and to fulfill reporting requirements. Note that the 
sample of "active" Experimental households includes Housing Gap households 
that were not in compliance with housing requirements and were therefore not 
receiving full payments, but continued to fulfill reporting requirements and 
receive $10 per month.

Note that households that were composed of a single, nonelderly 
person at enrollment have been excluded from all logit analysis of households 
active after two years, and from the analysis of search effort and search 
problems in Chapter 5. Such households ordinarily were not eligible for the 
program, but an exception was made for handicapped persons. Among households 
active in the experiment at the end of two years, there were two such house­
holds in Pittsburgh and two in Phoenix.

refers to those households that continued to reside in
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APPENDIX IV
ATTRITION AND MOBILITY

Not all of the households that enrolled in the Demand Experiment remained 
active throughout the two years of the experiment, 
proportion of households enrolled in the experiment that were inactive at 
the end of the first year, and the proportion that were inactive at the 
end of the second year.'*'

Table IV-1 shows the

Two major patterns are apparent in Table IV-1. 
higher in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh.
holds that were once active in Phoenix had become inactive by the end of 
one year, while only 13 percent had done so in Pittsburgh, 
the second year, 42 percent had become inactive in Phoenix, and 23 percent 
in Pittsburgh.

First, attrition was much 
Twenty-eight percent of the house-

By the end of

Table IV-1 also shows that attrition was somewhat higher for Control house­
holds than for Experimental households at both sites. In Pittsburgh 15
percent of the Control households were inactive by the end of the first
year, compared to 13 percent of the Experimental households.
31 percent of the Control households were inactive at one year, compared 
to 27 percent of the Experimental households, 
year, the pattern is more pronounced.
Control households and 22 percent of Experimental households were inactive. 
In Phoenix, 46 percent of the Control households and 41 percent of the 
Experimental households were inactive.

In Phoenix,

By the end of the second 
In Pittsburgh, 26 percent of the

That attrition would be higher for Control households than for Experimental 
households seems quite reasonable. Control households received only a $10 
monthly payment for fulfilling reporting requirements, with no possibility 
of receiving a larger payment. Differences in attrition for Experimental 
and Control households might have been expected to be even larger than

The sample of enrolled households used in this appendix excludes 
households living in their own homes or in subsidized housing and those 
over the income limits (see Appendix III). Households that had become in­
active could become active again if they returned to the program area and 
once again began to fulfill reporting requirements. This, however, was not 
a common occurrence.

A-33



I

X £
9a CNPCN 0)o o a x

£h Cd

(NCOCDvO(N 
• in

£cn P

5-i
05CJ g S
cn
aj
ga O

< C/5 O

3 CX ddz Hx
CN

05oa o cn
§ XX

w W 
X C/5 

X U D
X O 
X X

PX PcoCNg c
05

5
iH

w o
Pc
0)

C/5 05X
a p P<*>J •HO CNX

CN£o 'T ? • PIfCNO3 X cn 05oCNa r* 91 C 91 
01 -H 4J 91 
O cn C T3 
£ p o H 
P 0

< 05 cn cnPi—ID TJ 3O
XM x 12 O 0

> cn
M X x xa/ca 05cn o?B 5 ■o a cn cn

0 3•H 05 
T3 N T3 O 
3 -H C X3 

rH T3 <B
O *H
X cn cn o 0) X

3< > O O05Z x xQO sao o
X X 
E" Wz cn

g cnX
X

X OCN oCNcnD 9 B 3- cn O C 
Ou O

p ucncn>4 Q 
O Z 
X <

P P
cc8 3l O 0% coaB u u uXIX P P P

p o a to 5 o)0) cn x p

8 T3T3O05 0 P C cXP fT3ITJ8% a
pH P< X 

Eh Q
XEh O 05 (0 'O fC3 rO cd 'O 

P 05oa 91 E T) P 9) P 9)
T3 OP C iH C H C H
H 4 0 05 P 05 P 0) P

c0 B
P P P

dPJX §Cd Za a CNocnO CN X
CN

X CN
X

X Xa r-g o x e <o E
X G 95H pH
05 ? cn p i P I p i
III O 3 91 O 91 O 05 O3 o a 5 ia 5 a s
opxxpkp*p x p a ~ a a

05 >,
H 4 H prH p P P P
0 P £ O 0) o 9) O 9)

p p > CM > P >

Oaa rHc/3

B x x a d x o >: x

z -
ftJ &H 
X Eha <
O M

X ax

px
p c c
G P o cn P 91 H 91 H 

E C

05 05 05Q
dPa

p C Co or-i cnO cn
O O O in O H

G T3 P P P O P O 
TJ -H C P 
C>cOPOPOPO 
id P O Q Q

H H ad) a 9) & 05
co o x o x: o x;

(O0J-HPPPPPP
p cn p a 
c o -h 
CUXJCGcdCcdCcfl 
E p H -H

CN U Xa x X

i a lO cn
• p • px

X iH■H
o
X

a cu
05 P P P
Ecn 8 •H ■H

'O P
HADo x x:
x P P

p p p■H
T3 0) T3 05 <4-1 

0) X O
0) G 05 C 05 C
O CO O (0 O <0

O C O G O
•H 05 -H 05 -H

p 44 p 94
05 *H

P 'O 
05 G ••a <o x g 

a 05
u p p 

p X 05 *H 
•H g «w G p G

X -H

X05cn pcn cn
0) P TJ 

O *0 >i
P X X

0) H O tJ 
id c 
X 0)

o 22 2 Xcn p >, 
3 <0 X
2 Si

X 25 a cn
o Po o 0)

pX X cn c cX cn c
2s 05 p 

> A 
•H 05 
P >h

<0 O

05 0)
cn

P P 
c0 cfl

05 P P
cn <0 <0

05 P 0) P 
CO > 10 

•H 05

05 P 05 
cfl X 

P X P 
0 P 2s
05 cn x 
X 'O cn 
10 p 05 P 
P 0 > <0 
C X -H 0) 
0) 0) p >1
o cn o
P 3 (0 0 
0) O G 5a x -h p

a 5 P X p X p X 
•H "H H *H -H 

Q 91 Q 111 Q in
cn

33 05 05 P X 
0 P p >.

3 P 0)o c a p
£ 2s Eh 
< P <
X -H Q +■

0 05 2s O 0) ><O a
X 3 X 3 0 0 oX o05 <35 cn (0 05

xo c c
<0 P *H 0
p 0
C X 05 P

05 «
p p 3
OOP

PPG
OOO

X p 
(0 (0

55p * «
O T3 P

05 CO C0 P •H
P P C 05 05 P 

05 > § 0o -h 53
P P O 'O 
05 0 05 G
a (0 x o)

p pp X
05 P 
X 0 
£ p 
3 C 
Z 05

05 P O 
X P 
E P ’O 
3 P Cz cn 05

05 p o
i

•H T3 
P G 

z cn o)

05 05 §0 •H

1 o cn
P 3 O T3
05 O 05 C
a x x 05

X

p
05

A-34



Likewise, it is not surprising that Phoenix, with its muchthose observed.
higher mobility rates, appears to be more volatile with respect to attrition

as well.

Two types of information are available about mobility among households that 
First, many of the households that later terminated moved 

while they were still active in the program, 
quently associated with a move, 
they moved out of the program area, moved into subsidized housing or simply 
because they failed to re-establish contact after a move.

For households that did not move while 
they were active in the program and terminated for reasons not associated

became inactive.

Second, termination was fre- 
Some households left the program because

It is therefore
known that these households moved.

with moving (such as refusal to cooperate with interviews), subsequent 
mobility behavior is unknown. Most of the analysis that follows classifies 
these households as nonmovers since they had not moved during the observa­

tion period.

The relationship of attrition, mobility, and the effect of the experiment 
is a troublesome issue. It seems unlikely that the three phenomena are 

independent in all cases, although they may not be related for some house­
holds."^ The way in which mobility and attrition are related and the impli­

cations of their relationship for the estimation of experimental effects is 
not certain. At one extreme, attrition and mobility may be related, but 
the relationship may have nothing to do with the experiment. For example, 
if a household leaves the program because of a decision to move and take a 
job in another area, the decision may not be affected by receipt of the 
allowance. On the other hand, the relationship between mobility and attri­

tion may be quite different for Experimental and Control households. Control 
households may leave the experiment because of a move to subsidized housing, 
for example, while Experimental households need not make such a move because 
of the allowance. If the relationship between mobility and attrition is the 
same for Experimental and Control households, then failure to take attrition 
into account should not bias estimates of experimental effects. And, similar­

ly, if households that move and leave the program have not been affected by 

the allowance offer, then there is no reason to include them in a calculation

More precisely, if mobility among some households that leave the 
program is homogeneous with respect to variables relevant in the experiment, 
these cases do not bias the analysis.
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If, on the other hand, attrition and mobility haveof experimental effects, 
a different relationship for Experimental and Control households, then anal­

ysis of experimental effects on mobility must adjust for the effects of

attrition.

Information on the mobility of households that became inactive may be used 
to separate all enrollees into movers and nonmovers, 
then be calculated separately for movers and nonmovers in order to examine 
the relationship between mobility and attrition.

Attrition rates may

Table IV-2 shows the attrition rates for households known to have moved

during the experiment and the rates for households assumed not to have

As expected, attrition is much higher among households that moved

Thirty-two percent of the households

of the experiment, 
In Phoenix, 52 percent

moved.

than among those that did not move, 
that moved in Pittsburgh had become inactive by the end

compared to 17 percent of those that did not move, 
of the households that moved had become inactive, compared to 24 percent of 
those that did not move.

Attrition rates for Control households were higher than those of Experimen­

tal households but the difference is significant only for households that 
moved. In Pittsburgh, Control movers had an attrition rate of 37 percent 
while Experimental movers had a rate of 30 percent. Experimental nonmovers 
had a rate of 16 percent while Control nonmovers had a rate of 18 percent. 

In Phoenix, the attrition rate for Control movers was 58 percent and for

Experimental movers, 50 percent. The attrition rate for Experimental non-
2movers was 24 percent and 25 percent for Control nonmovers.

These figures suggest that attrition may introduce two types of bias into 
an analyis of mobility among households that remained active. First, it may

bias mobility rates downward over time, since the more mobile households left
the experiment at a higher rate. Second, any downward bias is greater for

Note that the nonmover category includes those terminees not known 
to have moved. This assumption is discussed further below.

2
Some of the households classified as nonmovers that terminated may

However, since attrition rates for nonmovers are quite similarhave moved.
for Experimental and Control households, this error is not likely to affect 
comparisons, though it could still bias the calculation of overall mobility 
rates.
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Control movers had aControl households than for Experimental households, 
higher attrition rate than Experimental movers,

in attrition for Control and Experimental nonmovers.

while there was little differ- 
Over time, Controlence

households might appear to be less mobile, compared to Experimental households,
These two types of potentialonly because of the effect of these differences, 

bias are examined in more detail in the following sections.

Mobility Including Terminees

One way to correct for the bias that attrition may introduce in the analysis 
of mobility is to include terminees in the sample of households analyzed. 
Although mobility information is less complete and reliable for these house­

holds than for households that remained active (and mobility that is linked 
to attrition may not be relevant in calculating program effects) , including 
terminees in the sample should help to correct for any possible bias caused 
by attrition.

Table IV-3 shows two calculations of mobility rates during the first year of 
the experiment and mobility rates over two years.

on the sample of households that were active throughout the period, 
second uses the sample of all enrollees, including those that had become 

Terminees known to have moved are counted as movers, 
known to have moved are considered nonmovers.^

The first rate is based

The

inactive. Those not

As expected, including terminees in the sample increases mobility rates. 

For households in Pittsburgh, including terminees increases the two-year 
mobility rate from 37 to 42 percent, 
holds is increased from 59 to 69 percent.

In Phoenix, the rate for all house-

Moving rates over two years that include terminees are quite similar to the 
mobility rates observed for households before the experiment began. 
Pittsburgh, 43 percent of the enrollees had moved at least once in the two 
years prior to the experiment (see Figure 3-1).

In

Table IV-3 shows that 42
percent of these households moved at least once during the two years of the 
experiment. In Phoenix, 71 percent of enrollees had moved in the two 
prior to the experiment and 69 percent moved during the experiment.

years

See Table IV-8 for an analysis which does not make this assumption.
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also indicates that attrition may inflate differences in theTable IV-3
mobility of Experimental and Control households, and that the effect

At the end of the first year,increases over time, as would be expected, 
the difference between Experimental and Control mobility for all enrollees 
is 2 percentage points in Pittsburgh and 1 percentage point in Phoenix

Using the sample of households active at one year, the(see Table IV-4).
differences increase to 3 percentage points in Pittsburgh and 2 in Phoenix. 
By the end of the second year, there is no difference between the mobility 
of Experimental and Control households using all enrollees in Pittsburgh.

In Phoenix, there is a difference of 4 percentage points for all enrollees. 
Using the sample of households active after two years increases these 
differences to 3 percentage points in Pittsburgh and 9 in Phoenix.

The increase in experimental effects between the end of the first and the 
end of the second year for all enrollees in Phoenix suggests that the 
experiment must have had an effect during the second year for households 
that did not move during the first year. Table IV-5 confirms this impres­

sion. Mobility rates were nearly equal in Phoenix for all enrollees during 
the first year. In the second year, Experimental households that had not 
moved during the first year had a higher probability of moving than Control 
households that had not moved during the first year (13 percent of the 
Experimental households moved in the second year but not the first, compared 
to 10 percent of the Control households) . This difference in mobility during 
the second year raises the two-year difference between Experimental and 
Control households to 4 percentage points—70 versus 66 percent. In 

Pittsburgh, however, the opposite effect occurs. There is a small differ­

ence during the first year, but Control households that had not moved in 
the first year had a higher moving rate than Experimental households in the 

second year, so that the overall two-year rate is identical for Experimental 
and Control households.

It is difficult to know how to interpret this difference in behavior during 
the second year, 
allowance offer in Phoenix.

the allowance was going to continue for some time, 
holds were going to respond they did so right away.

There appears to have been some delayed response to the 
Perhaps households waited to make sure that

In Pittsburgh, if house-

Using the full enrollee sample reduces the apparent effect of the experiment 
There is still a difference in the mobility of Control andat both sites.
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Table IV-4

DIFFERENCE IN MOBILITY RATES OF EXPERIMENTAL 
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS OVER TWO YEARS 

(Based on Table IV-3)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

DIFFERENCE IN MOBILITY 
RATES OF EXPERIMENTAL 
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

DIFFERENCE IN MOBILITY 
RATES OF EXPERIMENTAL 
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

Mobility in the First Year

Households active at the 
end of one year 0.03 0.02

All enrollees 0.02 0.01

Mobility Over Two Years

Households active at the 
end of two years

0.03 0.09**

All enrollees 0.00 0.04

DATA SOURCE: Table IV-3
Difference in proportions for Experimental and Control house­
holds significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
Difference in proportions for Experimental and Control house­
holds significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** Difference in proportions for Experimental and Control house­
holds significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

t
*
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Experimental households in Phoenix but it is not significant in a bivariate 
It is not clear, however, that it is appropriate to include terminees

A move which took a
test.
in an estimate of experimental effects on mobility, 
household out of the program area, for example, cannot really be considered 
a response to the experiment, 
terminees to the sample is to include a group of households whose moves are

It is possible that the only effect of adding

irrelevant to an analysis of experimental effects, 
terminated had no response to the experiment, then even if there was an 

experimental effect for households that remained active, adding terminees 
to the sample will "dilute" that effect by reducing its magnitude.

If households that

If the proportion of enrolled Experimental households that remain active is 
p, and if terminees behave like Control households, the estimated effect for 
all enrollees, 8, is:

E(B) = p8e + (1-p)-(6t) = P8E ,

where 8„ is the true effect, under the extreme assumption that 8 equals E t
zero, that is, the experiment had no effect for terminees.

Thus, a case can be made, that for each experimental group for which an 
effect is estimated, the true effect can be computed as:

N.
rr-^— 8. 
NAi 1

8 =

where
th= the estimated effect for the i 

group using all enrollees
experimental6i

= the total number of enrolled households in the 
ifc^ experimental group

N.
l

= the total number of active households (at the 
end of two years) in the ifc^ experimental group.

N . 
Ai

This gives an idea of how much of the loss of effect using all enrollees 
instead of all actives could be due to dilution.

If the differences in mobility rates for Experimental and Control households 
shown in Table IV-4 are adjusted for the possible effects of dilution, the 
possible experimental effect in Phoenix increases to 0.07, as shown in 

This begins to approach the estimated effect of 0.09 based 
only on households that remained active, 
being no experimental effect on the mobility of households that terminated.

Table IV-6.
Thus, in the extreme case of there
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Table IV-6
EFFECT OF THE EXPERIMENT FOR ALL ENROLLEES, 

ADJUSTING FOR THE POSSIBLE EFFECT OF DILUTION

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

Households Active at the End
of Two Years

Difference in mobility rates 
over two years for Experimental 
and Control households 0.03 0.09

All Enrollees

Differences in mobility rates 
over two years for Experimental 
and Control households 0.00 0.04

Adjustment factor for effect 
of dilution

Total number of Experimental 
households enrolled 1,172 1,213= 1.28 = 1.69Total number of Experimental 

households active after two 
years

919 719

Difference in mobility rates 
adjusted for the possible effect 
of dilution 0.00 0.07

DATA SOURCES: Tables IV-1 and IV-4.
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the estimated experimental effect could be reduced from 0.07 to 0.04 by

Because it is not possible to determine
;

including terminees in the sample, 
to what extent the mobility of households that terminated was affected by

;

!
the allowance offer, the analysis that follows will show both the adjusted 
and unadjusted experimental effects for the sample of all enrollees.

Experimental Effects When Terminees Are Included

It is possible to test the effect of the experiment on mobility for the 
sample that includes terminees in the same way as the effect was tested for 
the sample including active households. A logit equation has been estimated 
for the probability of moving, including the same set of independent variables 
that were included in the analysis of active households, as well as a

dummy variable contrasting Experimental and Control households (see Chapter 
The sample includes all terminees, as well as households that remained 

The dependent variable is the probability of moving, where 

terminees known to have moved are counted as movers, and those not known to 
have moved are considered nonmovers.

3).

active.

Table IV-7 shows the results of this logit estimation. In general, results 
are similar to the results using the sample of households active at the end

of the experiment. The partial derivative of the experimental variable 

shows an insignificant experimental effect of 0.023 in Pittsburgh and a 
significant effect of 0.078 in Phoenix.'1'

Demographic effects on the probability of moving are similar for all enroll­

ees and households active after two years, with several notable exceptions. 
First, the variables indicating black and female household heads become 
insignificant in Pittsburgh when terminees are added to the sample, 
perceived crowding has less effect with the larger sample.

Also,

In the case of black households and crowded households in Pittsburgh, this 
change in effect appears to result from the interaction of the variables.

The attrition rate of black movers in Pittsburghattrition and mobility.

Note that the partial derivatives have been adjusted for the 
effects of dilution (see previous discussion). The unadjusted partial 
derivatives are also shown inJTable IV-7. in terms of statistical testing, 
there is no change since, if is inflated, its error of estimate must 
be inflated by the same number. The available test is the test for the 
significance of 3^.
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Table IV-7
ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY Or MOVING INCLUDING TERHINEESLOGIT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE * PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE*
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

1.101 2.S3*0.215 0.2411.92+0.389Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

-0.274

-0.072

-6.57**

-1.68+

-0.067-6.32** -0.060

-0.016

-0.277

-0.045 -0.011-1.11

Other Household Characteristics
0.195 1.85+0.0421.49 0.043

0.128

Female head of household 
Black head of household

0.172
0.587 2.63**-0.002-0.06-0.007

Spanish American head 
of household

0.034 0.24NA 0.008NANA

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Nimber of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.014 0.73-0.009-1.61-0.039 0.003

0.013 0.160.0180.760.073 0.003

0.383 7.53**0.0554.43**0.228 0.084

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
0.214 1.570.172 1.45 0.042 0.047Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities -2.74** -0.075 -0.239 -2.S9**-0.308 -0.052

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-2.81** -0.017 -0.089-0.069 -2.86** -0.019

-0.C48 -4.04** -0.012 -0.062 -2.77** -0.014

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.289 2.64** 0.070 0.322 2.42* 0.071

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.754 6.53** 0.183 0.470 4.28** 0.103

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.076 0.71 0.018
(adjusted) 0.023

0.215 2.30* 0.047 
(adjusted) 0.078

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

257.56** 339.48**
1357 1366

0.413 0.676
0.140 0.197

SAMPLE: experimental and Control households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 
limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and 
enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable (evaluated 
at the mean of all independent variables).

--statistic significant at the 3.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the '.OS level (two-tailed).
--statistic significant at the 3.Cl level (two-tailed).
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was 0.42, compared to 0.28 for white movers.

rates were 0.18 for white nonmovers and 0.15 for black nonmovers, 
black households appear to have a lower probability of moving than white 

households when the sample of active households is used because so many 
of the black households that moved left the program.

For nonmovers, the attrition

Thus

A similar pattern occurs in Pittsburgh for households that perceived their 
Crowded households that moved left the program at a lower 

rate than uncrowded households that moved, while there was not much differ­

ence in attrition rates for crowded and uncrowded households that did not

unit as crowded.

Use of the sample of active households therefore inflates the apparent 
effect of crowding on mobility in Pittsburgh.
move.

However, the change in the effect 
of sex of household head when terminees are added to the sample in Pittsburgh

does not appear to result from interactions between attrition and mobility.

In Phoenix, length of residence in the enrollment unit increases in effect 
for the sample including all enrollees, and dissatisfaction at enrollment 
becomes a more important variable.

from interactions between the variables, mobility and attrition.

These changes do not appear to result

It is possible that terminees not known to have moved were movers, rather 

Table IV-8 shows the results of a logit estimation of the 
probability of moving under this alternative assumption, 
whether estimates of experimental and demographic effects are sensitive to 

the assumptions made about the mobility of terminees not known to have 
moved.

than nonmovers.

Results indicate

Results for experimental effects under this assumption are not very different
Several of the demographic variables shift somewhat. 

In Pittsburgh, the effect of being a black head of household becomes larger, 
although it is still not significant, and in Phoenix, dissatisfaction with 
unit or neighborhood becomes insignificant.

from those in Table IV-7.

These results indicate that although some demographic effects are sensitive 
to the assumptions made about the behavior of terminees, the estimates of

In the remaining analyses, estimates of 
experimental effects by treatment group for the sample including terminees 
have been made under the assumption that terminees not known to have moved 
were nonmovers.

experimental effects are not.
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Table IV-8

ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING TE RHINE ES—ALL TERHINEES 
ASSUMED TO HAVE MOVED

LOGIT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE*
PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE*
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

1.992 4.28**0.1941.79+ 0.3730.777Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

-0.306 -7.07**-0.043-4.24** -0.057-0.173

-0.039 -0.028-0.010 -0.66-1.06 -0.005

Other Household Characteristics
-0.0870.006

-0.041

-0.810.290.026 -0.016Female head of household 
Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

0.288 1.21-1.41-0.163 0.054

-0.302 -2.04*NANANA -0.057

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-0.004 -0.009-0.78 -0.42-0.018 -0.002

0.1601.27 0.026 1.98*0.103 0.030

0.3693.99** 0.049 6.28**0.194 0.069

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding 
Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.1432.16* 0.0610.244 1.15 0.027

-0.087 -0.380-0.349 -2.76** -2.96** -0.071

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.046 -2.25* -0.011 -0.084 -2.80** -0.016

-4.39** -0.010-0.039 -0.050 -2.39* -0.010

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.236 2.07* 0.059 0.068 0.45 0.013

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.580 5.66** 0.145 0.461 3.35** 0.086

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.092 0.88 0.023
(adjusted) 0.030

0.225 2.05* 0.042 
(adjusted) 0.070

Likelihood Ratio (Significnace) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

170.02** 283.43**
1357 1366

0.509 0.750
0.090 0.185

experimental and Control households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 
limits, those living in their own nomes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and 
enrollment.

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:
Interviews, and payments file.

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic

a.

-
**
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Experimental Effects by Treatment Group

To insure that the experimental effects presented in this report for house­
holds active at the end of the experiment do not result from attrition alone, 
the logit equations that contrast various treatment groups with Control house­
holds have also been estimated for the sample of all enrollees, including 
households that later terminated.

Tables IV-9, IV-10, and IV-11 show the results of three logit equations which 
contrast Percent of Rent, Housing Gap, and Unconstrained households with 
Control households at each site. In Pittsburgh none of the experimental 
effects are significant for the sample including all enrollees. The analysis
of households that remained active indicated experimental effects significant
at the 0.10 level for Percent of Rent and Unconstrained households. 
Phoenix, the results (when all enrollees are included) indicate that the 
experiment had a significant effect on mobility for Percent of Rent and 
Housing Gap households, but not for Unconstrained households, 
parallel those for households active after two years.

In

These results

Experimental Effects by Compliance with Requirements at Enrollment for Housing
Gap Households

Tables IV-12 and IV-13 contrast the mobility of Housing Gap and Control house­
holds, controlling for whether or not they met the housing requirements of

Table IV-12 contrasts Experimental andtheir treatment group at enrollment.
Control households that met the requirements? Table IV-13 presents results 
for households that did not meet requirements. Table IV-14 presents t-tests 
for the difference in the experimental effect for households that met require­

ments and those that did not.

In Pittsburgh, the experiment had a significant, negative effect on the mobil­
ity of households that met requirements and a significant, positive effect on

The t-test indicates that the difference in the two
These findings are similar to results for the sample

those that did not. 
effects is significant, 
of active households; the only difference is that when using active households 
the negative effect of the experiment on households that met requirements was 

smaller and not significant.

In Phoenix, results for all enrollees differ somewhat from results for active 
Table IV-12 and IV-13 show that the experiment had a significant 

effect for households in Phoenix that met requirements, but the effect for
households.
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Table IV-9

IOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING TEBMINEES—PERCENT 
OF RENT AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL 

DERIVATIVE aASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE aINDEPENDENT

VARIABLE

1.365 2. 35*0.185 0.3011.240.761Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children

-0.270 -4.64**-0.066

-0.015

-0.060-4.70-0.271
-0.105 -2.02* -0.023-1.06-0.063

Other Household Characteristics
0.340

0.408

2.17*

1.40

0.034

-0.017
0.0751.090.139Female head of household 

Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household

-0.45 0.090-0.071

-0.250 -1.26 -0.055NANANA

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Nisaber of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.014-0.012 0.55-1.52 0.003-0.050

-0.072 -1.29-0.13 -0.004 -0.016-0.016

0.359 5.17**0.1045.55** 0.0790.428

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.055 0.245 1.441.380.226 0.054

-0.062 -0.330 -1.78+-0.253 -1.59 -0.073

Social Bonds
Positive feelings toward 
neighbors
Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.065-0.031 -0.89 -0.008 -1.95+ -0.014

-0.027 -1.52 -0.006 -0.093 -2.84** -0.020

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.271 1.80+ 0.066 0.410 2.34* 0.090

Predisposition to Move
Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.666 4.01** 0.162 0.512 3.20** 0.113

Program Factors
Experimental household 
'Percent of Rent) 0.100 0.87 0.024 

(adjusted) 0.029
0.260 2.30* 0.057 

(adjusted) 0.089

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

162.32** 195.53**
786 794

0.417 0.671
0.152 0.194

SAMPLE: Percent of Rent and Control households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 
those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview andlimits, 

enrollment.
DATA SOURCES: 

Interviews, and payments file.
Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 9.10 level 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level 
t-statistic significant at the 9.01 level

a.

r (two-tailed). 
(two-tailed). 
(two-tailed).*•
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Table IV-10

PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING TERMINEES—HOUSING GAP AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

1.620.935 0.226 0.848 1.60 0.188Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

-0.287 -5.17** -0.069 -0.264

-0.086

-5.23** -0.058
-1.37-0.066 -0.016 -1.67t -0.019

Other Household Characteristics
0.163 1.42 0.039 0.146 1.19 0.032Female head of household 

Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.038 0.24 0.009 1.208 4.15** 0.267

NA NA NA 0.173 1.01 0.038

-0.014 -0.44 -0.003 0.026 1.14 0.006

0.008 0.06 0.002 -0.017 -0.17 -0.004

0.192 3.15** 0.046 0.379 6.66** 0.084

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.068 0.47 0.016 0.263 1.48 0.058

-0.205 -1.29 -0.050 -0.117 -1.05 -0.026

Social Bonds

positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.091 -2.45* -0.022 -0.072 -1.75+ -0.016

-0.052 -3.53** -0.013 -0.086 -3.10** -0.019

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.216 1.48 0.052 0.244 1.54 0.054

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.715 4.97** 0.173 0.555 4.36** 0.123

Program Factors

Experimental household 
(Housing Gap) 0.010 

(adjusted) 0.014
0.042 0.38 0.219 2.18* 0.048 

(adjusted) 0.083

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

163.31** 251.77**
876 937

0.412 0.669
0.138 0.212

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, 
those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Inter­
views, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable (evaluated 
at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at tne 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

T
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Table IV-11
ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING TERMINESS- 

ON CONSTRAINED AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDSLOGIT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE 4 ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE *INDEPENDENT

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

0.945 1.190.174 0.2110.800.712Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

-0.213

-0.121

-2.90**-0.069-3.54** -0.048-0.282
-1.63-0.030 -0.027-1.38-0.124

Other Household Characteristics
0.283 1.510.0471.24

0.37
0.0630.191

0.081
Female head of household 
Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household

1.104 2.90**0.020 0.247

-0.435 -1.69+ -0.097NANANA

Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.023 0.630.0030.23 0.0050.012

-0.042-0.091 -0.35-1.88+-0.371 -0.009

0.4175.25** 0.130 4.58**0.529 0.093

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
-0.023 0.393 1.S0-0.38Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

-0.093 0.088

0.017 -0.4360.068 -1.87+0.38 -0.098

Social Bonds
Positive feelings toward 
neighbors
Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.019 -0.106-0.077 -1.42 -2.27* -0.024

-0.011 -0.109-0.44 -0.003 -2.70** -0.024

Dissatisfaction
Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.217 1.04 0.053 0.228 0.99 0.051

Predisposition to Move
Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.536 2.43* 0.131 0.971 4.58** 0.217

Program Factors

Experimental household 
(Uncons trained) 0.197 0.75 0.048 

(adjusted) 0.058
0.128 0.45 0.029 

(adjusted) 0.050

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

109.95** 141.16**
431 479

0.429 0.662
0.187 0.230

Unconstrained and Control households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 
limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and 
enrollment.

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES: 
Interviews, and payments file.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independnet variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level

a.

(two-tailed). 
(two-tailed). 
(two-tailed).

***
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Table IV-12
LOGIT ESTIMATION OP THE PROBABILITY OP MOVING INCLUDING TERMINEES—HOUSING GAP 

AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL 

DERIVATIVE *
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

2.028 1.85t 0.491 -1.614 -1.16 -0.353Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children

-0.282 -2.94** -0.068 -0.334
-0.140

-3.25**
-1.07

-0.073
-0.238 -2.02* -0.058 -0.031

Other Household Characteristics
-0.024 -0.10

1.01

-0.006 0.556 1.73t 0.122Female head of household 
Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household
Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.324 0.078

NA NA NA -0.365 -0.80 -0.080

0.014 0.27 0.003 0.152 2.49* 0.033

-0.123 -0.77 -0.030 0.100 0.62 0.022

0.162 1.28 0.039 0.452 3.16** 0.099

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

-0.242 -0.72 -0.059 0.783 2.25* 0.171

-0.757 -1.50 -0.183 0.S25 1.14 0.115

Social Bonds

positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.097 -1.82t -0.023 -0.150 -1.52 -0.033

-0.037 -1.27 -0.009 -0.288 -2.37* -0.063

Dissatisfaction
Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.137 0.59 0.033 0.744 2.05* 0.163

Predisposition to Move
Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.843 3.39** 0.204 0.887 2.91** 0.194

Program Factors

Experimental household 
(Housing Gap) -0.439 -2.04* -0.106 

(adjusted) -0.134
0.704 2.56* 0.154 

(adjusted) 0.283

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

61.42** 111.64**
296 266

0.412 0.677
0.153 0.333

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control households enrolled that met requirements at enrollment, excluding those with enrollment 
incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated) at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

t*
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Table XV-13

IOG1T ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING TERMINEES—HOUSING GAP AND 
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*INDEPENDENT

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

1.122 1.83+0.223 0.2491.240.918Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household heed 
(in decedes)

Number of children

-0.248 -4.00**-0.072 -0.055-4.38**

-0.29

-0.298

-0.018 -0.066 -1.20-0.004 -0.014

Other Household Characteristics
0.092 0.620.076

-0.031

0.0202.28*0.315Femsle heed of household 
Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Yeaxs of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

1.000 3.00** 0.222-0.64-0.129

0.145 0.76 0.032NANANA

0.007 0.28-0.012 0.002-1.14-0.048

-0.0170.012 -0.150.28 -0.0040.050

0.047 0.359 5.66**2.58** 0.0800.194

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
0.1441.17 0.052 0.920.213 0.032Perceived crowding 

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities -1.18 -0.040 -0.022 -0.18-0.164 -0.005

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-2.05* -0.022 -0.056 -1.19-0.089 -0.012

-0.067 -3.57** -0.016 -0.082 -2.82** -0.018

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 1.76+0.278 0.068 0.150 0.85 0.033

Predisposition to Move

Mould move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.669 0.1623.60** 0.464 3.12** 0.103

Program Factors

Experimental household 
(Housing Gap) 0.304 1.32+ 0.074 

(adjusted) 0.105
0.086 0.66 0.019 

(adjusted) 0.032

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

115.34** 159.51**
577 670

0.414 0.667
0.147 0.187

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control households enrolled chat did not meet requirements at enrollment, excluding those with 
enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved 
setween the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean cf all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed) .

a.
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Table IV-14
t-TESTS FOR DIFFERENCE IN EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT FOR 

HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS BY WHETHER THEY MET 
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

Difference between logit coefficient 
of experimental variable for house­
holds that met requirements at 
enrollment and those that did not 0.742 -0.618

t-test for the significance of the 
difference 2.73** -2.03*

Tables IV-12 and IV-13 
t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level

DATA SOURCES:
(two-tailed). 
(two-tailed). 
(two-tailed).

t
★
**
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did not meet requirements was not significant.
in effect for the two groups is significant, that

greater for households that met requirements.

would be

The t-testhouseholds that
shows that the difference

is, the experimental effect
This finding is counterintuitive, since the incentive to move 
expected to be greater for households that did not meet the requirements.

was

For active households, there was no significant difference in the experimen­

tal effect for households that met requirements and those that did not.

Effect of Payment Amount

Tables IV-15, IV-16, and IV-17 show the effect of payment amount for Experi­

mental households, using the sample including all enrollees. 
households. Housing Gap households that met requirements, and Housing Gap 
households that did not meet requirements are analyzed separately.

Percent of Rent

Table IV-15 shows that, for Percent of Rent households, the payment amount 
had a significant, positive relationship to the probability of moving in

This is the same result obtained from thePhoenix, but not in Pittsburgh, 
sample using active households.

For Housing Gap households in Pittsburgh, the effect of the subsidy was 
different, depending on whether or not the household met requirements at

For households that met requirements, the subsidy had a signi- 
For households that did not meet requirements, the

The t-test shown in

enrollment.

ficant, negative effect.

effect of the subsidy was significant and positive.

Table IV-18 confirms that the effect of the subsidy was significantly differ­

ent for the two groups, 
households.

This is the same pattern that was found for active

In Phoenix, the subsidy amount did not have a significant effect on Housing 
Gap households, whether or not they met requirements, 
found when the sample of active households is used.

The same result is

In summary, the role of attrition, while altering the magnitude of estimated 

effects somewhat, does not change the basic pattern of effects reported for 
households that remained active in the experiment.

estimated experimental effects for all enrollees and for households that 
remained active.

Table IV-19 shows the

In Pittsburgh, the major differences are for Percent of 
Rent and Unconstrained households; the experimental effect is significant 
for active households but not for all enrollees.
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Table IV-15

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING TERMINEES—THE EFFECT 
OF PAYMENT AMOUNT FOR PERCENT OF RENT HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL 

DERIVATIVE * ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

1.1S0 1.38 0.278 1.516 1.75+ 0.325Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(In decades)

Number of children

-0.258

0.014
-3.23** -0.062 -0.330 -4.39** -0.071
0.18 0.003 -0.116 -1.50 -0.025

Other Household Characteristics
0.184 0.94 0.044 0.267 1.18Female head of household 

Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.057
-0.225 -1.00 -0.054 -0.216 -0.53 -0.046

NA NA NA -0.194 -0.66 -0.042

-0.106 -2.42* -0.026 -0.026 -0.64 -0.005

0.196 1.35 0.048 0.023 0.20 0.005

0.318 3.44** 0.077 0.363 3.56** 0.078

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.460 2.02* 0.111 0.176 0.70 0.038

-0.482 -2.04* -0.117 -0.578 -2.42* -0.124

Social Bonds
Positive feelings toward 
neighbors
Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

0.011 0.24 0.003 -0.067 -1.34 -0.014

-0.051 -3.07** -0.012 -0.012 -0.23 -0.003

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.483 2.48* 0.117 0.640 2.34* 0.137

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 3.83**0.904 0.219 0.124 0.50 0.027

Program Factors

Calculated payment amount 
at enrollment -0.007 -1.30 -0.002 0.018 3.11** 0.004

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

90.48** 90.98**
417 372

0.410 0.688
0.1970.160

SAMPLE: Percent of Rent households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, those 
living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, give a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

t
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Table IV-16
PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING TERKINEES—THE EFFECT OF 

HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE 

PAYMENT AMOUNT FOR

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL 

DERIVATIVE aPARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE aASYMPTOTIC

t-STATISTICINDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

-2.694 -1.340.507 -0.5671.502.190Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children

-0.361 -2.60**-0.059 -0.076-1.84+-0.256

0.022 0.12-0.052 0.005-1.38-0.225

Other Household Characteristics
1.200.4920.030 0.1040.51

0.58

0.164Female head of household 
Black head of household 7.628 2.55* 1.6060.0600.259

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Nifflber of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.860.569 0.120NANA NA

0.201 2.10*0.002 0.0420.110.007

0.473 1.39 0.100-0.022-0.42-0.095

0.388 1.99*-0.051-1.24 0.082-0.220

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding 
Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.831 1.79+-0.074-0.63 0.175-0.322

-0.119 0.886 1.15-0.512 -1.05 0.186

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neignbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.027 -0.142-0.115 -1.42 -1.25 -0.030

-0.102 -0.251-2.32* -0.024 -1.78+ -0.053

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment -0.145 -0.43 -0.033 0.186 0.37 0.039

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent. 1.380 3.82** 0.319 0.576 1.26 0.121

Program Factors

Calculated payment amount 
at enrollment -0.011 -1.68+ -0.002 0.610.003 0.001

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

38.02** 60.00**
165 146

0.364 0.699
0.176 0.336

^SAMPLE: Housing Gap households enrolled that met requirements at enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the 
eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview 
and enrollment.

LATA SOURCES: 
and payments file.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews,

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable (evaluateda.
at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.C5 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).* +
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Table IV-17

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING TERMINEES—THE EFFECT OF 
PAYMENT AMOUNT FOR HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT !

!PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
;ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE®
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE* *

:0.148 0.15 0.036 0.998 1.12 0.220Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children

-0.298 -3.08** -0.073 -0.262 -3.12**
-0.61

-0.058
0.020 0.29 0.005 -0.043 -0.009

Other Household Characteristics
0.203 0.87 0.050 -0.147Female head of household 

Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household
Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Nisnber of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-0.63

1.93+

-0.032

0.191-0.168 -0.70 -0.041 0.867

NA NA NA 0.571 1.96* 0.126

-0.029 -0.56 -0.007 0.015 0.44 0.003

0.559 2.20* 0.137 0.052 0.26 0.012

-0.034 -0.35 -0.008 0.368 4.26** 0.081

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
Perceived crowding 
Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

1.78+0.465 0.114 0.025 0.12 0.006

-0.421 -2.37* -0.103 -0.025 -0.13 -0.006

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.113 -1.98* -0.028 -0.105 -1.74+ -0.023

-0.091 -3.51** -0.022 -0.046 -1.35 -0.010

Dissatisfaction
Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.480 2.10* 0.117 0.273 1.30 0.060

Predisposition to Move
Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.1540.631 2.56* 0.241 1.03 0.053

Program Factors
Calculated payment amount 
at enrollment 0.012 0.003 0.0022.60** 0.0010.62

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

74.66** 90.08**
340 367

0.424 0.673
0.1940.161

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control households enrolled that did not meet requirements at enrollment, excluding those 
with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those 
chat moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

+ t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
* t-statistic significant at the 0.0S level (two-tailed).
*• t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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Table IV-18

t-TESTS FOR DIFFERENCE IN THE EFFECT OF PAYMENT AMOUNT 
FOR HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS BY WHETHER THEY 

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

Difference between logit coefficient 
of calculated payment amount at 
enrollment for households that met 
requirements at enrollment and those 
that did not 0.022 0.001

t-test for the significance of the 
difference 2.88** 0.14

Tables IV-16 and IV-17.DATA SOURCES:
t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level

t (two-tailed). 
(two-tailed). 
(two-tailed).

*
**
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In Phoenix, the major difference between experimental effects for all 
enrollees and for households that remained active occurs in the Housing Gap 

The experimental effect is greater for households that met require­
ments and smaller for those that did not meet them if the sample of all 
enrollees is used.

group.
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APPENDIX V
COMPARISON OF MOBILITY IN THE DEMAND 
AND ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY EXPERIMENTS

Participants in the Demand Experiment were selected at random and then 
approached with an offer of participation, 
more conventional programs must make an effort to apply, and it seems prob­
able that they would be more interested in changing their housing situation 
than those approached in the Demand Experiment.

In contrast, participants in

,!
'
:

The extent to which enrollees in the Demand Experiment were atypical of 
enrol lees in a more conventional program may be tested by conparing their 

mobility to that of enrollees in the Administrative Agency Experiment (AAE). 
Ihe AAE was designed to test different ways of administering a housing al­
lowance program and was similar in many respects to the Demand Experiment. 
One of the ways in which it differed, however, was the way in which house­
holds were enrolled. The AAE used outreach strategies more typical of 
other housing programs, such as radio, newspaper and television announce­
ments and contacts with local social service agencies. Households applied 
for the AAE in much the same way that they would apply for a conventional 
housing program. It seems possible that mobility among AAE enrollees might 
be different from those among enrollees in the Demand Experiment because of 
self selection during the application process. It may be that only those 

households that were interested in moving bothered to apply.

In addition, the AAE differed from the Demand Experiment in the time limits
Enrollees in the AAE were requiredimposed for meeting housing requirements, 

to find units that met the requirements of the program within three months 
In the Demand Experiment, enrollees most comparable to 

enrollees in the Administrative Agency E3q)eriment are Housing Gap households
after enrollment.

that were required to meet a Minimum Standard or a Minimum Rent requirement
Unlike the AAE, the Demandbefore they could receive an allowance payment.

Experiment placed no time limit on compliance with the requirements and 

households could begin to receive payments at any time, 
thus be expected to have a higher mobility rate than Housing Gap enrollees 
during the first few months after enrollment because of their effort to meet 
the housing requirements within the time limit.

AAE enrollees would
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Table V-l shows the mobility rates observed in the AAE among households that 
the housing requirements and became recipients during the three-month

No information is available about the mobility of AAE enrollees 
Among AAE households that met requirements 

and became recipients, 45 percent moved to new units during the three months
The percentage of recipients that moved ranged from

In the Demand Experiment, 
Housing Gap households are the group that are most comparable to AAE enrol- 

Among Housing Gap households that had met requirements and were re­
ceiving allowance payments six months after enrollment, 24 percent in Pitts­
burgh and 52 percent in Phoenix had moved to new units, 
are within the range of those observed in the AAE.

met
time limit, 
that did not become recipients.

following enrollment.
24 to 61 percent across the eight AAE sites.

lees.

These percentages

These limited comparisons suggest that the mobility of enrollees in the Demand 
Experiment did not differ substantially from that of households recruited 
through more usual means in the AAE. They also indicate that, while moving 
was a primary means of satisfying housing requirements in both the Demand
Experiment and the AAE, the finite action period in the AAE may not have

This reinforces the finding in the main 
body of this report that the housing allowance altered normal mobility pat­
terns only slightly.

greatly accelerated moving rates.

A-66



Table V-l
MOBILITY RATES OF RECIPIENTS IN THE 

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY AND DEMAND EXPERIMENTS

NUMBER OF 
ALLOWANCE 
RECIPEINTS 
AT THREE 
MONTHS AFTER 
ENROLLMENT

PERCENTAGE 
THAT MOVED 
IN THE 
THREE MONTHS 
FOLLOWING 
ENROLLMENTADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY EXPERIMENT

t

5,756Total 45%

By site:

Salem

Springfield

Peoria

San Bernardino

948 53

851 45

935 40

822 46

Bismarck 430 24

Jacksonville 339 61

Durham 516 47

Tulsa 915 44

NUMBER OF 
HOUSING GAP 
ALLOWANCE RECI­
PIENTS AT SIX 
MONTHS AFTER 
ENROLLMENT

PERCENTAGE 
THAT MOVED 
IN THE 
SIX MONTHS 
FOLLOWING 
ENROLLMENTDEMAND EXPERIMENT

Pittsburgh 233 24%

Phoenix 247 52

Housing allowance recipients. 
Abt Associates Inc

AAE SAMPLE :
AAE DATA SOURCE: Third Annual Report of the Ad- 

April 1976,
• t

ministrative Agency Experiment Evaluation, Cambridge, Mass 
p. 149.

• /

DEMAND EXPERIMENT SAMPLE: Housing Gap households receiving full 
payments six months after enrollment.

DEMAND EXPERIMENT DATA SOURCE: Initial and monthly Household Report 
Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.
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APPENDIX VI
INTERPRETATION OF LOGIT RESULTS1

2The logistic model is of the form

= [1 + exp(-x' 3) ] 1tt(x)(1)

where
tt(x) = the probability that the dependent variable 

equals one, given x

x = a vector of independent variables

3 = a vector of unknown coefficients.

Empirical estimation produces estimates of 3, as well as estimates of the 
variance-covariance matrix of the estimators. The estimates of 3 are asympto­
tically normally distributed, so that the significance of the individual co­

in addition,
the significance of the coefficients as a whole may be tested in terms of 

twice the change in log-likelihood, which has a chi-square distribution.

efficients may be tested in terms of the usual t-statistic.

The relative importance of the estimated logistic coefficients is not always 
immediately apparent. The coefficients themselves do not directly state the 
impact of the variable on the probability being investigated. What is of 
interest is the change in probability, but the change in probability implied 

by a given coefficient varies with the initial probability level. Thus a 
coefficient of 1.0 implies a 6 percentage point increase in probability at 
a base probability of 0.9 and a 23 percentage point increase at a base probability 
of 0.5. In this report, the change in probability implied by the logistic

^Adapted from Kennedy et al. (1977).
2This model may seem complicated to readers not familiar with it. 

fact, its intuitive basis is not dissimilar from that of regression, although 
the interpretation of results requires some additional manipulations, as 
indicated.

In

3The log of the square of the ratio of the likelihood achieved under 
the estimated model to the likelihood achieved under the constraint that some 
or all parameters are zero is asymptotically x with (k—1) degrees of freedom, 
where k is the number of coefficients (McFadden, 1974).
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evaluated at the mean probability for the population. Thuscoefficient is
values indicate the impact of a unit increase in the relevant independent

1
variable from the mean.

In addition, the impact on probability is not evaluated exactly, but approxi­

mated in terms of the first derivative

a, |E = p(l - p) 6.. 
Ax. 3x. 1

1 1
(2)

Table VI-1 shows the value of the actual change in probability and the first 
derivative approximation for various values of p and various levels of $ .

The first row shows the actual change in probability for a unit increase in

The second row shows the actual change in

from half a unit below the mean to half 
The third row shows the first derivative approxima- 

As the table shows, the approximation to a unit increase is good for 
logit coefficients of one or less, while the approximation to a unit change 
around the mean is reasonably good for all values in the table.

x. above the mean value of x.. 
l i

probability for a unit increase in x^
2a unit above the mean.

tion.

An additional problem in interpreting the partial derivatives involves com­
parison of the magnitude of the effects of continuous variables, 
variables are measured on different scales, so that it is not possible to say 
which variable has a larger effect on the dependent variable without con­
sidering the usual range of the variable.

These

The approach to the problem taken
in this report has been to calculate a range for each continuous independent 
variable (equal to four times the standard deviation) and multiply it by the 
partial derivative in order to form an impression of the magnitude of the 
variable's effect across its usual range. All discussions of magnitude of 
effect for continuous variables in the text of this report are based on
calculations of this nature. Table VI-2 gives the ranges used for these 

All variables for which the product of the partial derivative 
and the usual range was 0.15 or larger are discussed as having a "large"

Those from 0.05 to 0.15 are discussed as having a "moderate" effect

calculations.

effect.
and those from 0.00 to 0.05 are discussed as having a "small" effect.

It should be noted that this is not the same thing as evaluating at 
the constant term.

2
This is especially appropriate for dummy variables with a mean of

.5, for example.

A-70



Table VI-1

COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND FIRST DERIVATIVE APPROXIMATION 
TO THE CHANGE IN PROBABILITY FOR A UNIT CHANGE IN AN 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE UNDER VARIOUS VALUES OF THE 
LOGISTIC COEFFICIENT

VALUE OF PROBABILITY
0.1 0.25

-1.10
0.50P = 

x'B =
0.75
1.10

0.90
2.20-2.20 06i 0

.02AP (increase) 
AP (deviation) 

.3P/3x

.05 .06 .04 .02
.02 .05 .06 .05.25 .02
.02 .05 .06 .05 .02

AP (increase) 
AP (deviation) 

_3P/3x

.05 .10 .12 .08 .04

.05 .09 .12.50 .09 .05

.05 .09 .13 .09 .05

AP (increase) 
AP (deviation) 
3P/3x

.09 .16 .18 .11 .05

.07 .14 .19.75 .14 .07

.07 .14 .19 .14 .07

*AP (increase) 
AP (deviation) 
3P/3x

.13 .23 .23 .14 .06

.09 .19 .241.0 .19 .09

.09 .19 .25 .19 .09

AP (increase) 
AP (deviation) 

_ 3P/3x

.23 .35 .32 .18 .08
1.5 .14 .28 .36 .28 .14

.14 .28 .38 .28 .14

^AP (increase) 
AP (deviation) 
3P/3x

.35 .46 .38 .21 .09

.19 .37 .462.0 .37 .19

.18 .38 .50 .18.38

AP (increase) = P(xQ + 1) - P(xQ) 

AP (deviation) = P(xrt + .5) - P(x

NOTE :

.5)0 0
-1p(x) = [1 + exp(-x'3)1
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Table VII-1

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED BY TREATMENT GROUP,
LIFE CYCLE FACTORS, OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS, HOUSING AND 

NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS, SOCIAL BONDS, DISSATISFACTION, AND PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

OF PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
SEARCHED

PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
SEARCHED

OF PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

NUMBER 
IN GROUP

SEARCHERS 
THAT MOVED

NUMBER 
IN GROUP

SEARCHERS 
THAT MOVED

37%63% 64458% 68%869 86%Experimental households

Control households 
Percent of Rent households 
Bousing Gap households 
til con strained households

Bousing Gap households that 
it requirements

Bousing Gap households that did 
not meet requirements

59%
3661 26358 67307 77 52
36 2686456 69377 84 58
3761 33960 68432 87 59
42 377158 6560 88 57

32 9154 60152 67 89 59

63 40 246277 64 68 87 59

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
25 or yoixiger 
26-35 
36-45 
46-55 
56-65 
66-75

76 or older

153 86 70 60 167 95 87 83
65312 71 46 217 78 88 69

172 55 60 13933 78 80 63
156 62 57 35 118 65 81 53
120 52 56 29 71 42 70 30
189 34 5B 20 120 40 77 31
73 21 60 12 75 31 87 27

Humber of children

413 39 61none 24 340 52 83 43
306 68 69 47 210 75 87 65

tmo 194 69 55 38 144 79 85 67
three 126 71 61 43 90 77 83 63
four or 136>re 70 62 43 121 80 77 62

Number of children changed 
Mimber of children did not change 
Marital status changed 
Marital status did not change

250 71 63 45 223 83 86 71
925 55 62 34 682 63 83 52
91 78 76 59 94 84 94 77

1084 57 61 35 813 66 82 54
Other Bousehold Characteristics

Female head of bousehold 
Male head of household 
Black head of household 
Monblack head of bousehold 
Spanish American head of household

Nan-Spanish American head 
of household

Tears of education of 5x3 use hold head 
8 or less 
9-11

657 59 63 37 399 64 86 55
518 58 61 36 508 71 82 SB
261 60 57 34 69 80 82 65
915 58 64 37 838 67 84 56
NA NA NA NA 251 67 85 57

NA NA NA NA 656 68 83 57

301 44 63 28 333 58 83 48
376 65 66 43 205 72 83 6012 378 62 58 36 224 75 85 64more than 12 97 64 61 39 131 75 85 63

Per capita income of household 
$1,000 or less

1.001 - 1,500

1.501 - 2,000

2.001 - 2,500

2.501 - 3,000

3.001 or more

233 67 60 40 206 76 82 62
410 66 63 41 190 73 83 61
212 54 65 35 194 68 83 57
137 45 67 30 128 61 86 52

76 45 50 22 79 65 88 57
72 40 62 25 102 54 80 43
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Table VII—1 (continued)

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
SEARCHED

OP PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
SEARCHED

OP PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
SEARCHED

SEARCHERS 
THAT MOVED

NUMBER 
IN GROUP

NUMBER 
IN GROUP

SEARCHERS 
THAT MOVED

Number of moves in three years 
prior to the experiment

None 545 47 50 24 261 48 68 13
341 60 67 40 259 65 82 53One

71168 68 49 144 79 82 65Two
77 7664 58 101 77 90 69Three

56 93 81 75 140 93 98 91pour or more

Boiling and Neighborhood Factors 
Household felt their unit was crowded 
Household did not feel their unit 
was crowded

Unit had basic facilities

init did not have basic facilities

265 82 64 52 282 81 85 68

910 52 62 32 622 62 83 51
56931 62 35 609 67 84 56

236 66 63 42 284 69 81 56

Social Bonds

peelings toward neighbors 
Least positive 155 74 66 49 183 76 82 62

160 69 67 46 149 78 91 71
59162 68 40 181 70 84 59
54209 54 29 142 68 82 56

229 55 62 34 131 56 77 44
261 49 60 121Most positive 

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit

Less than one year 
One year 
two years

Three to five years 
More than five years

30 51 81 41

6896 72 49 170 79 93 73
282 71 74 52 325 79 88 69

63183 65 41 99 67 88 59
59294 53 31 172 58 67 39
41318 51 21 134 42 71 30

Dissatisfaction
Dissatisfied with unit or neighbor­
hood at enrollment
Satisfied with both unit and 
neighborhood at enrollment

476 74 62 46 335 80 82 65

697 48 63 30 570 61 85 52

Predisposition to Move
Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent
Would not move with an increase 
in money available for rent

613 76 63 47 486 80 83 67

495 39 60 24 358 53 84 44

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment. 

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and pay-
nts file.
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Table VII-2
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF PREDISPOSITION 

TO MOVE AT ENROLLMENT—EXCLUDING DISSATISFACTION

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE?

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

2.526 6.69** 0.6015 25**2.167 0.530Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

-0.265 -6.92**-0.052 -0.063-5.01**-0.214
-0.134 -3.33**-0.016 -0.032-1.48-0.064

Other Household Characteristics
-0.348 -3.63**-0.052 -0.083-1.98*-0.213Fenale head of household

0.26-0.012 0.058 0.014-0.040-0.050Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household -0.193 -1.34 -0.046NANA NA

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita incoae of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-0.024 -1.24-0.001 -0.006-0.002 -0.10

-1.54-0.74 -0.016 -0.108-0.065 -0.026

0.02-0.033 -0.74 -0.008 0.001 0.0001

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

9.33** 0.312Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

1.277 1.241 9.75** 0.30

-0.145 -1.11 -0.035 -0.122 -0.82 -0.029

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.154 -4.94** -0.038 -0.150 -5.44** -0.036

-0.016 -1.96t -0.004 0.020 1.09 0.005

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 182.83** 201.40**

Sample Size 1365 1371

Mean of Dependent Variable 0.573 0.610

Coefficient of Determination 0.098 0.110

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households enrolled, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 
limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and 
enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial Household Report Form, initial Housing Evaluation Porm, Baseline Interview, and payments file. 
The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 

(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).
a.

t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level

(two-tailed). 
(two-tailed). 
(two-tailed).• ft
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Table VII-3
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING—EXCLUDING 

DISSATISFACTION AND PREDISPOSITION TO HOVE

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ASYMPTOTIC
t-3TATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE4

independent
variable

ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL m 
DERIVATIVECOEFFICIENT COEFFICIENT

0.837 1.66+ 0.192 0.843 1.66t 0.207Constant

r.if» Cycle Factors 
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children

in number of children 
in marital status

-0.252 -5.13** -0.058 -0.264 -5.14** -0.065
-0.005 -1.12 -0.011 -0.034 -0.61 -0.008
0.134 0.95 0.031 0.335 1.95+ 0.082Change 

Change

Other Household characteristics
Female head of household 
Blade head of household
Spanish American head 
of household
Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.908 3.87** 0.209 0.923 3.94** 0.227

0.313 2.58** 0.072 0.404 2.88** 0.099
-0.330 -2.45* -0.076 0.408 1.59 0.100

NANA NA -0.079 -0.51 -0.020

-0.038 -1.35 -0.009 0.008 0.34 0.002

0.096 1.06 0.022 0.022 0.24 0.006

0.264 4.71** 0.061 0.384 7.12** 0.094

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
0.705 4.94** 0.162 0.469Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

3.22** 0.115

-0.338 -3.11** -0.078 -0.249 -1.59 -0.061

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.095 -2.84** -0.022 -0.159 -4.78** -0.039

-0.037 -3.02** -0.008 -0.033 -1.42 -0.008

Program Factors

0.172 1.26Experimental household 0.040 0.341 2.65** 0.084

176.24**Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variede 
Coefficient of Determination

232.26**
1103 856

0.358 0.566
0.122 0.198

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households 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, and those that moved between 
the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

* t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).
** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

A-79



Table VII-4
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING-EXCLUDING 

HOUSEHOLDS FORCED TO MOVE

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE4

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE4

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

COEFFICIENTCOEFFICIENT

0.056 0.10-0.050-0.40 0.014-0.241Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children
Change in number of children
Change in marital status

-0.263-0.054

-0.016

0.032

0.176

-4.66**-4.44** -0.065-0.260

-0.077

0.155

-0.040

0.236

-0.71-1.35

0.97

-0.010
1.29 0.059

0.746 3.05** 0.1863.04**0.849

Other Household Characteristics
0.445 3.18**0.051 0.1111.84+0.247Female head of household 

Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household

0.569 2.08*-0.069 0.142-2.17*-0.333

0.057 0.30NA 0.014NANA

Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.11-0.007 0.003 0.001-1.06-0.034

1.250.1220.0351.43 0.0300.170

0.413 6.72**0.050 0.1033.99**0.242

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
0.319 1.68+0.109 0.0793.07**0.524Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities -0.019 -0.229 -1.29 -0.057-0.56-0.094

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.131-0.075 -0.016 -3.98**-2.22* -0.033

-0.057 -0.012 -0.030 -1.10-5.30** -0.007

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.321 2.13* 0.066 0.120 0.78 0.030

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.694 4.19** 0.144 0.594 4.67** 0.148

Program Factors
Experimental household 0.217 1.42 0.045 0.344 0.0862.74**

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

174.41** 206.25**
941 728

0.293 0.533
0.153 0.205

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those forced to move, those 
with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that 
moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables) .

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

+
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Table VII-5

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OP MOVING—PERCENT 
OF RENT AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS (FIGURE 4-2)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL 

DERIVATIVE a ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE aINDEPENDENT

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

-0.016 -0.02 -0.004Constant 0.753 0.99 0.186

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

:-0.216 -3.12** -0.050 -0.317 -4.25** -0.078
-0.086 -1.21 -0.020Number of children

in number of children
-0.013 -0.20 -0.003

-0.237

1.215

-1.35 -0.054 0.285

0.773
1.21 0.070Change 

Change in marital status 3.81** 0.278 2.55* 0.191

other Household Characteristics
Female head of household 
Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household
Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.229 1.58 0.053 0.646 3.57** 0.160
-0.612 -3.19** -0.140 0.358 1.14 0.089

NA NA NA -0.351 -1.55 -0.087

-0.046 -1.17 -0.011 -0.007 -0.20 -0.002

0.007 0.05 0.002 0.049 0.40 0.012

0.458 5.30** 0.105 0.326 3.54** 0.080

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
0.627 3.08**Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.144 0.218 1.02 0.054

-0.236 -1.13 -0.054 -0.330 -1.44 -0.082

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

0.002 0.06 0.001 -0.101 -2.63** -0.025

-0.038 -2.03* -0.089 -0.054 -1.30 -0.013

Dissatis faction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.337 1.80+ 0.077 0.187 0.94 0.046

Predisposition to Move
Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.555 2.91** 0.127 0.596 3.03** 0.147

Program Factors
Experimental household 
(Percent of Rent) 1.62+0.231 0.053 0.427 2.95** 0.106

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

131.41** 131.69**
611 465

0.355 0.553
0.165 0.206

Percent of Rent and Control households 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, and those that moved between 
the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES:
Interviews, and payments file.

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables) .

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) . 
t-statistic significant at teh 0.01 level (two-tailed).

SAMPLE:

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic

a.

+
**
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Table VII-6
ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING--HOUSING GAP 

HOUSEHOLDS (FIGURE 4-2)LOGIT
AND CONTROL

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVEa

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE4

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTICINDEPENDENT

VARIABLE
COEFFICIENTCOEFFICIENT

-0.690 -1.000.023 -0.1700.140.100Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

Change in number of children

Change in marital status

-0.172 -2.62**-0.060 -0.042

-0.000

-3.85**

-0.84

2.37*

-0.263

-0.054

0.421

-0.000 -0.00-0.012
0.315 1.460.096 0.078
1.276 4.56**0.103 0.3141.530.452

Other Household Characteristics
0.390 2.36*0.0521.63 0.096Female head of household 

Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household
Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.229

-0.177 1.229 3.54**-0.040-0.95 0.303

0.158 0.80NA 0.039NANA

0.008 0.25-0.68 -0.006 0.002-0.025

0.1090.022 0.940.630.097 0.027

0.4773.30** 0.053 6.48**0.233 0.117

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
Perceived crowding
Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

1.67+ 0.077 0.336 1.76+0.336 0.083

-0.79 -0.037 -0.0480.161 -0.36 -0.012

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-1.96* -0.109-0.090 -0.020 -2.48* -0.027

-0.054 -3.74** -0.012 -0.055 -1.66 -0.013

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.383 2.22* 0.088 -0.038 -0.18 -0.009

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.721 3.88** 0.165 0.786 4.53** 0.194

Program Factors
Experimental household 
(Housing Gap) 0.195 1.44 0.4100.045 2.77** 0.101

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

135.26** 170.81**
644 525

0.354 0.562
0.162 0.237

SAMPLE: Housing Gao and Control households 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, and those that moved between the 3aseline 
Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Inter­
views, and payments file.

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
'evaluated at the mean of all independent variables) .

t-statistic significant at the 9.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

*• t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

a.
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Table VII-7

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING-UNCONSTRAINED 
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS (FIGURE 4-2)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL 

DERIVATIVE * ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVEa

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

0.130 0.12 0.030 -0.710 -0.64 -0.177Constant

r.lfe Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

in number of children

-2.17*-0.212 -0.049 -0.168 -1.76t -0.042
-0.127 -1.26 -0.029 0.062 0.69 0.016
0.383 1.S3 0.088 0.379

1.806

1.32 0.094Change

Change in marital status 0.127 0.31 0.029 3.88** 0.450

Household CharacteristicsOther
0.338 1.49 0.078Female head of household 

BlacJc head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.552 2.10* 0.138
-0.330 -1.08 -0.076 1.223 2.72** 0.305

NA NA NA -0.416 -1.34 -0.104

-0.025 -0.41 -0.006 -0.010 -0.20 -0.002

-0.448 -1.93+ -0.103 0.180 1.06 0.045

0.560 4.75** 0.129 0.549 4.15** 0.137

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
0.800.239 0.055 0.266Perceived crowding 

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.95 0.066

0.235 0.94 0.054 -0.326 -1.03 -0.081

Social Bonds
Positive feelings toward 
neighbors
Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.059 -0.82 -0.013 -0.136 -1.83+ -0.034

-0.018 -0.64 -0.004 -0.037 -0.79 -0.009

Dissatisfaction
Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 1.67+0.402 0.092 -0.149 -0.54 -0.037

Predisposition to Move
Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 1.96+ 0.1170.508 1.059 4.16** 0.264

Program Factors
Experimental household 
(Unconstrained) 1.65+ 0.1110.481 1.310.489 0.122

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

82.04** 93.98**
322 261

0.357 0.525
0.195 0.260

SAMPLE: Unconstrained and Control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment 
incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in their own homesor in subsidized housing, and those that moved between 
the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable (evaluated 
at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed) . 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) .

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, 3aseline and Periodic:

*
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Table VXI-8

LOG XT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING—HOUSING GAP 
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET HOUSING REQUIREMENTS AT 

ENROLLMENT (FIGURE 4-3)

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE a PARTIAL

DERIVATIVE*
ASYMPTOTIC
t-5TATISTICINDEPENDENT

VARIABLE
COEFFICIENTCOEFFICIENT

-1.247 -0.63-0.225 NA-0.81-1.042Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children 
Change in number of children 
Change in

0.254 -2.08*-0.030-1.12 -0.063-0.139

-0.452

0.511

0.949

-0.181 -0.86-0.098

0.110

0.205

-2.57* -0.045
1.94+

1.50

0.8831.56 0.218
1.1151.54 0.278•ital status

Other Household Characteristics
0.929 2.37*0.1001.61

-0.76

0.2300.463Female head of household 
Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household
Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-0.071-0.330

-0.175 -0.33NA -0.043NANA

0.104 1.180.0251.590.114 0.026

-0.008-0.10 -0.004 -0.03-0.021 -0.002

0.389 2.34*1.05 0.0330.154 0.096

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
1.447 2.33*0.51 0.0420.196Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities"

0.358

0.152-0.657 -1.86+ -0.142 0.16 0.038

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.213-0.078 -0.017 -1.65+-0.95 -0.053

-0.083-0.055 -1.41 -0.012 -0.75 -0.021

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment -1.145-0.10 -2.18*-0.030 -0.006 -0.283

Predisposition to Hove

Would
money available for rent

>ve with an increase in
1.355 4.21** 1.0350.293 3.10** 0.256

Program Factors

Experimental household 
(Housing Gap) -0.165 -0.62 0.593-0.036 1.99* 0.147

Likelihood Ratio. (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

48.04** 53.35**
218 141

0.316 0.553
0.2750.176

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control households that met housing requirements at enrollment 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables) .

b. For this sasple, this variable is relevant only for Minimum Rent households. There was a small group of Minimum 
Bent households living in units without basic facilities even though they had satisfied the Minimum Rent requirement, 

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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Table VII-9

IX3GIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING—HOUSING GAP AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 
THAT DID NOT MEET HOUSING REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT (FIGURE 4-3)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE *ASYMPTOTIC

t-STATISTIC
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE®COEFTICIENT COEFFICIENT

0.769 -0.1270.85Constant 0.180 -0.64-0.518

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

Change in number of children

Change in marital status

-0.303 -3.44** -0.043

0.006

-0.071 -0.174 -2.11*
-0.016 -0.22 -0.004 0.024 0.36
0.414 1.86+ 0.097 0.0390.158 0.68
0.226 0.66 0.053 1.194 0.2933.68**

Other Household Characteristics

Female head of household 
Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.079 0.49 0.019 0.259 1.30 0.064
-0.152 -0.71 -0.036 1.012 2.74** 0.248

NA NA NA 0.184 0.0450.82

-0.065 -1.34 -0.015 -0.007 -0.19 -0.002

-0.007 -0.03 -0.002 0.164 1.05 0.040

0.272 3.10** 0.064 0.487 5.59** 0.120

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
0.432 1.78+ 0.101 0.114Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities^

0.57 0.028

0.020 0.09 0.005 -0.022 -0.12 -0.005

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.095 -1.54 -0.022 -0.113 1.98* -0.028

-0.065 -3.06** -0.015 -0.059 -1.69+ -0.014

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.650 3.63** 0.152 0.259 1.22 0.064

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.346 1.54 0.081 0.670 2.82** 0.164

Program Factors

Experimental household 
(Housing Gap) 0.388 1.94+ 0.091 0.436 2.51* 0.107

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

107.81** 125.45**

423 383
0.376 0.566
0.192 0.239

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control households that diu not meet housing requirements at enrollment 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluatea at the mean of all independent variables) .

b. Even though these households did not meet the Minimum Standards or the Minimum Rent requirement, they may have 
been living in a unit with basic facilities. The basic facilities measure is less stringent than the physical standard 
which Minimum Standards households were required to meet.

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

+
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Table VII-10

OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING THE EFFECT OF PAYMENT AMOUNT—LOGIT ESTIMATION
PERCENT OF RENT HOUSEHOLDS, USING PERCENT OF RENT SUBSIDIZED AS A MEASURE OF SUBSIDY

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE *INDEPENDENT

VARIABLE
COEFFICIENTCOEFFICIENT

1.071-0.001 0.93-0.00 0.259-0.005Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children
Change in number of children

Change in marital status

-0.398-0.059 -3.95**-2.62**-0.2S7 -0.096

-0.010

0.062

-0.041

0.254
-0.50-0.009-0.45-0.040

-0.167 0.80-2.47*-0.724
-0.1950.526 -0.454.97**2.282 -0.047

Other Household Characteristics
0.478

-0.575

1.80t0.0581.250.250

-0.823

0.116

-0.139

Female head of household 
Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

-0.190 -1.29-2.70**

-0.448 -1.35NANANA -0.108

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-0.018 -0.003-1.45 -0.07-0.080 -0.001

0.1091.51 0.0590.256 0.68 0.026

0.317 2.74** 0.073 0.295 2.29* 0.071

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

0.883 3.03** 0.204 0.288 1.19Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.070

-2.03* -0.138-0.600 -0.587 -1.66+ -0.142

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

0.051 0.72 0.012 -0.130 -2.88** -0.631

-0.054 -1.94+ -0.012 0.022 0.35 0.005

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.538 2.20* 0.124 0.542 1.65+ 0.131

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.606 2.77** 0.140 0.171 0.55 0.041

Program Factors

Percentage of rent subsidized 1.126 1.27 0.260 2.353 2.34* 0.569

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

88.39** 65.98**
341 237

0.361 0.S91
0.198 0.206

SAMPLE: ?ercent ot households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes w
the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline 
Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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Table VII-11

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING THE
AMOUNT—PERCENT 0F RENT HOUSEHOLDS (FIGURE 4-4)

EFFECT OP PAYMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTICCOEFFICIENT COEFFICIENT

0.364 0.36Constant 0.084 0.3791.568 1.49

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

Change in number of children

Change in marital status

-0.2S2 -2.54* -0.0S8 -0.416 -4.20** -0.101
-0.048 -0.46 -0.011 -0.084 -0.88 -0.020
-0.732 -2.54* -0.169 0.239 0.77 0.058

2.248 4.94** 0.518 -0.154 -0.36 -0.037

Other Household Characteristics

Female head of household 
Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.264 1.35 0.061 0.525 1.97* 0.127
-0.845 -3.12** -0.195 -0.492 -1.107 -0.119

NA NA NA -0.442 -1.39 -0.107

-0.081 -1.45 -0.019 -0.020 -0.40 -0.005

0.231 1.27 0.053 0.102 0.53 0.025

0.320 2.71** 0.074 0.281 2.30* 0.068

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.858 2.91** 0.198 0.303 1.25 0.073

-0.624 -2.18* -0.144 -0.718 -2.52* -0.174

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

0.053 0.75 0.012 -0.106 -1.67+ -0.026

-0.052 -1.88+ -0.012 0.028 0.48 0.007

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.519 2.14* 0.120 0.580 1.81+ 0.140

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.651 3.52** 0.150 0.176 0.56 0.042

Program Factors

Calculated payment amount 
at enrollment 0.003 0.001 0.0150.66 2.36* 0.004

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

87.54** 66.26**
341 237

0.361 0.591
0.196 0.207

SAMPLE: Percent of Rent households 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, and those that moved between the Baseline 
Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Feriodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

~ t-statistic significant at the 9.10 level (two-tailed).
• t-statistic significant at the 9.05 level (two-tailed).
** t-statistic significant at the 9.01 level (two-tailed).
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Table VII-12

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING THE EFFECT OF PAYMENT AMOUNT- 
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET HOUSING REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT (FIGURE4-5)

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE *

PARTIAL 
DERIVATIVE aINDEPENDENT

VARIABLE
COEFFICIENTCOEFFICIENT

-4.481 -1.560.333 -1.0860.851.616Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(In decades)

Number of children

Change in number of children

Change in marital status

-1.48-0.239-0.098

-0.115

0.046

0.274

-0.058-2.41**-0.474

-0.560

0.222

0.102 0.35 0.025-2.00

-0.023 -0.03 -0.0060.44

1.402 1.27 0.3401.391.330

Other Household Characteristics
1.172 1.98*0.268

0.095

2.38* 0.2841.304Female head of household 
Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

9.761 2.71** 2.3660.830.460

0.214 0.27NA 0.052NANA

1.560.2290.0100.46 0.0550.049

0.437 0.940.11 0.0070.034 0.106

-0.038 0.513 2.13*-0.87-0.184 0.124

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities^

0.07 1.563 1.79+0.0090.043 0.379

1.018-2.56** -0.266 1.00-1.291 0.237

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.136 -1.98** -0.028 -0.238 -1.61 -0.058

-1.09 -0.012-0.056 -0.209 -1.18 -0.051

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.025 0.06 0.005 -0.448 -0.58 -0.108

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 2.239 4.16** 0.461 0.772 1.30 0.187

Program Factors

Calculated payment amount 
at enrollment -0.016 -0.003-1.82+ 0.003 0.0010.27

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sasgjle Sire

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

49.83** 42.33**
131 80

0.290 0.588
0.316 0.390

SAMPLE: Housing Gap households that met housing requirements at enrollment 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and 
Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

b. Por this sample, this variable is relevant only for Minimum tent households.
Minimum tent households living in units without basic facilities

t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 

t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

There was a small group of 
even though they had satisfied the Minimum tent requirement.
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Table VII-13
IXDGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING INCLUDING 

THE EFFECT OF PAYMENT AMOUNT—HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS 
THAT DID NOT MEET HOUSING REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT (FIGURE 4-5)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX 
ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE3

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE3 COEFFICIENT

-0.157-0.626 -0.52 -0.150 -0.57Constant -0.658

Life Cycle Pactors

Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children

Change in number of children

Change in marital status

-0.250 -2.15* -0.031-0.060 -1.24-0.131
0.074 -0.0120.86 0.018 -0.58-0.052

0.669 2.19* 0.0670.161 0.281 0.81
0.610 1.34 0.1570.146 0.659 1.44

Other Household Characteristics
-0.052Female head of household 

Black head of household

-0.19 -0.012 -0.035 -0.008-0.15
-0.142 -0.46 -0.034 0.607 0.1451.06

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

0.593 1.63 0.141NA NA NA

-0.041 -0.63 -0.010 0.008 0.18 0.002

0.772 2.40* 0.185 0.244 1.00 0.058

-0.005 -0.04 -0.001 0.433 4.08** 0.103

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding 
Living in a unit with 
basic facilities15

0.644 1.96* 0.154 0.204 0.76 0.049

-0.324 -1.07 -0.078 0.110 0.35 0.026

Social Bonds

positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.142 -1.77+ -0.034 -0.163 -2.86** -0.039

f-0.104 -2.96** -0.025 -0.028 -0.73 -0.007

Dissatisfaction :
Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.886 3.15** 0.213 0.204 0.64 0.049

Predisposition to Hove

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.261 1.12 0.063 0.455 1.64 0.108

Program Factors
Calculated payment amount 
at enrollment 0.015 2.69** 0.004 0.006 1.22 0.001

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

68.46** 58.26**

240 216

0.400 0.606
0.212 0.201

SAMPLE: Housing Gap households that did not meet housing requirements at enrollment 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, qiven a unit change in the independent variable (evaluated 
at the mean of all independent variables).

b. Even though these households did not meet the Minimum Standards or the Minimum Rent requirement, they may have 
been living in a unit with basic facilities. The basic facilities measure is less stringent than the physical standard 
which Minimum Standards households were required to meet.

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

+*
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Taisia VII-14

AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE 
ANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING (TABLE 3-4)

MEANS
LOGIT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
STANDARD
DEVIATION

STANDARD
MEAN DEVIATION MEAN

Moved during the two /ears 
of the experiment 0.57 0.500.480.36

Life Cycle Factors
4.37 1.911.824.48Age of household head (in decades) 

Number of children 
Change in number of children 
Change in marital status

1.56 1.761.601.49
0.41 0.25 0.430.21

0.10 0.310.260.07

Other Household Characteristics
0.50 0.500.56 0.44Female head of household 

3lack head of household 0.08 • 0.270.22 0.42

Spanish American head 
of household 0.28 0.45NANA

Years of education of 
household head 2.65 9.66 3.5910.15

Per capita income of 
household (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

1.771.62 0.80 0.98

0.95 1.20 1.72 1.79

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.23 0.42 0.32 0.47

0.79 0.41 0.68 0.47

Social 3onds

Positive feelings toward neighbors
Length of residence in 
enrollment 'unit (in years)

3.85 1.72 3.26 1.68

4.97 6.53 2.75 3.68

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.43 0.50 0.38 0.48

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.56 0.50 0.57 0.49

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.74 0.44 0.71 0.45

Number of cases 1,037 795

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households active at two years after 
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, 
those .living m their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved 
between the 3aseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES:
Housing Evaluation Form, 3aseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial
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I

Table VTI-16

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT HERE OR WERE NOT 
LIVING IN UNITS WITH BASIC FACILITIES BY TREATMENT GROUP,

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS, OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS, HOUSING AND 
NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS, SOCIAL BONDS, DISSATISFACTION, AND PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
HOUSEHOLDS LIVING 
IN UNITS WITHOUT 
BASIC FACILITIES

HOUSEHOLDS LIVING 
IN UNITS WITH BASIC 
FACILITIES

HOUSEHOLDS LIVING 
IN UNITS WITH BASIC 
FACILITIES

HOUSEHOLDS LIVING 
IN UNITS WITHOUT 
BASIC FACILITIES

PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

NUMBERNUMBER PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

NUMBER PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

NUMBER
ININ IN IN
GROUPGROUP GROUP GROUP

60%196689Experimental households 
control households 
Peraent of Rent households 
Housing Gap households 
Unconstrained households

35% 175 58%44% 440

48242 8835 5261 16934

63305 7333 72 46 56192

57107341 35 5988 42 227

6243 37 1615 7 21 52

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
25 or younger 
26-35 
36-45

37 73116 57 126 8536 69

258 47 50 60 7040 152 67

59134 29 47 77 5938 64

62113 31 41 71 46 474446-55

56-65

66-75

76 or older 
Number of children

25 3294 28 36 43 28 28

35 29156 20 18 83 3033

60 10 17 57 23 18 3912

22 253 42 85 46332 79 30none
157 67 56256 45 50 60 48

149 45 97 68 45 6434 42two
57 6993 40 31 48 54 32three

72 57101 47 48 6933 30four or more

7755 137 83 61200 42 47Number of children changed 
Nixnber of children did not change 
Marital status changed 
Marital status did not change

472 199 54731 33 188 38 50

59 s 21 57 60 32 6969 83

252 54862 214 40 549 5333

Other Household Characteristics
122 58131 271 53519 34 45penale head of household 

Male head of household 
Black head of household 
Ncnblack head of household 
Spanish American head of household

Ncxi-Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education of household head 
8 or leas 
9-11

162 5459412 35 104 38 338
31 616835 36180 33 78

253 5545 573 55751 35 158
137 55no 58NA NA

147 5756499NANA :
171 494515827 81 30220 :64 625753 13685288 40

36 756118754 43321 3412
10 70118 624485 38 9more than 12

Per capita income of household 
$1,000 or less

1.001 - 1,500

1.501 - 2,000

2.001 - 2,500

2.501 - 3,000

3.001 or more

115 5985 6467 42164 38

79 58109 6250316 38 90

SI59 4931 14235 35175

50 26 5442 9819118 28

5710 74 4 5025 106S

95 43 710 30 4362 24
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Table VTI-16 (continued)

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH

HOUSEHOLDS LIVING 
IN UNITS WITH BASIC 
FACILITIES

HOUSEHOLDS LIVING 
IN UNITS WITHOUT 
BASIC FACILITIES

HOUSEHOLDS LIVING 
IN UNITS WITHOUT 
BASIC FACILITIES

HOUSEHOLDS LIVING 
IN UNITS WITH BASIC 
FACILITIES

PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

NUMBER PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

NUMBERNUMBERPERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

PERCENT­
AGE THAT 
MOVED

NUMBER
IN INININ
GROUP GROUPGROUPGROUP

N\mber of moves in three years 
prior to the experiment

Mona 149 2825 10911323428 38

45 173 5164 8338273 57One
10063 6435 4145133 66Two
7967 639 215654 90Throe

10787 9215 297141 86Four or pore

Bousing and Neighborhood Factors
14943 7276 12455187Household felt their unit was crowded 62

Household did not feel their 
unit was crowded 45941 51159 158744 30 51

Social Bonds

Feelings toward neighbors 
Least positive 12147 27 59 61128 59 63

62 92 72124 41 34 54 69
52 136 60131 37 29 45 58

88 58160 27 46 33 52 52
97187 41 34 4033 32 50
75Most positiw 201 29 59 29 40 42 38

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit

Less than one year 
Oie year 
Two years

Three to five years 
More than five years

83 48 13 54 128 73 40 72
217 50 6062 232 68 85 68
148 36 5934 63 54 35 66
236 30 56 36 113 36 58 43
245 21 70 20 69 20 63 38

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfied with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment

Satisfied with both unit and 
neighborhood at enrollment

348 44 123 49 191 67 136 61

581 29 112 33 417 51 147 52
Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent

Would not move with an increase 
in money available for rent

477 46 132 52 301 68 172 63

394 22 96 28 259 43 98 47

, . ExP«fiael1tal “d control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes
enrollment*' lijait“' th°S* liva“9 ^ thelr hcoes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

over the

DATA SOURCES:
payments file.
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APPENDIX VIII
INTERACTIONS OF EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTS AND 

OTHER VARIABLES

l

One reason for specifying factors which are related to normal mobility is to
determine if the effect of the experiment may have been different for groups 
having different mobility patterns. Households entered the Demand Experiment
with different mobility histories, satisfaction levels and moving plans. 
Those factors would have led to certain "normal” mobility patterns for these 
households in the absence of the experiment, 
have changed these normal mobility patterns.

The experiment, however, may 
For example, it may have 

accelerated moving among households that were dissatisfied with their housing
and wanted to change it, while having little effect on households that were 
not initially interested in moving. Alternatively, the experiment may have 
decreased mobility among sane households. Households that had previously 

moved out of necessity rather than choice—because they could not keep up 
their rent payments, for example—may have taken advantage of the experiment 
to remain in one place for a longer period of time.

This appendix describes the interaction of the effect of the experiment with 
the effects of other independent variables. It is not an extensive analysis, 
but it does indicate that the experiment had a greater effect for some groups 
of households than for others.

Interactions of the effect of the experiment with the effects of other
First, two separate equations 

were estimated for the probability of moving among Experimental households 
and the probability of moving among Control households, including all of 
the independent variables used in Chapter 3.
significance of differences in the effect of each independent variable for 
Experimental and Control households, 
that was significant at at least the 0.20 level, an interaction term was 
computed equal to the value of the variable multiplied by the dummy variable

variables were tested by a two-stage process.

t-tests were performed for the

For variables that showed a difference

which indicates whether a household was in the Control or the Experimental 
^ These interaction terms were included in a logit, using the fullgroup.

^The 0.20 level was used rather than a more usual 0.05 level to compensate 
for the conservative nature of the procedure. Separate t-tests are less likely 
to find an interaction effect significant than t-tests in a logit equation. 
Including all interactions significant at a 0.20 level insures that no inter­
action terms likely to be significant in the logit equation have been omitted.
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independent variables, which was estimated on Experimental and Control 

households as a combined group.
set of

1

In Pittsburgh, this procedure identified six independent variables for which 
experimental effect interaction terms were included in the logit:

in three years prior to the experiment, change in marital status, 
whether a unit has basic facilities, predisposition to move, length of resi-

Results of the logit equation

number of

moves

dence in enrollment unit and per capita income, 
testing the significance of the interaction of these variables with the 

experimental effect are shown in Table VIII—1.

In Phoenix, only four variables were identified as having a possible inter­
action with the effect of the experiment; race and ethnicity of the head of 
household, predisposition to move, and length of residence in the enrollment 
unit. Table VIII-2 shows the results of a logit including interaction terms 

for these variables in Phoenix.

In Pittsburgh, all of the interaction terms tested were significant except 
the term for the interaction of the experimental effect and length of residence

In Phoenix, all of the interactions tested were 
significant with the exception of the interaction involving predisposition to 
move.

in the enrollment unit.

The significant interactions shown in Tables VIII-1 and VIII-2 can be seen
more clearly from graphs that contrast the effect of the variable for Experi-

2mental and Control households. The graph in Figure VIII-1 shows the effect 
of number of moves prior to the experiment for Pittsburgh Experimental and

The sign of the interaction term in Table VIII-1 is 
negative, indicating that the effect of the experiment decreased as number
Control households.

This procedure is conceptually (but not computationally) similar to 
estimating the logit with an experimental effect interaction term for each of 
the other independent variables. However, with a limited sample size and a 
large number of independent variables (many of which are dichotomous), individual 
cell sizes may become very small and results may be misleading, 
only interaction terms for the selected variables have been included in the 
logit equations.

Therefore,

2The graphs are based on simple cross-tabulations of the variable 
with mobility for Experimental and Control households, 
nature of the interaction found to be significant in the logit, however.

They indicate the
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Table VIII-1

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING IN PITTSBURGH—INCLUDING TERMS FOR THE INTERACTION 
OF THE EFFECT OF THE EXPERIMENT WITH SELECTED VARIABLES

PITTSBURGH
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

ASYMPTOTIC 
t—STATISTICCOEFFICIENT

Constant -0.227 NA-1.16

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(In decades)

Number of children

Change in number of children

Change in marital status

-0.253 -0.058-5.82**
-0.032 -0.007

0.033

-0.73
0.143 0.99

0.153 0.0350.60

Other Household Characteristics

Female head of household 0.348 2.66** 0.080
Black head of household 
Spanish American head 
of household

-0.342 -.2.40* -0.079

NA NA NA

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-0.041 -1.9S+ -0.009

-0.217 -1.79+ -0.050

0.705 5.78** 0.162

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding
Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.386 2.77** 0.089

0.376 1.3S 0.086

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.058 -1.77+ -0.013

-0.007 -0.21 -0.002

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.418 3.89** 0.096

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.310 3.01** 0.071

program Factors

Experimental household 0.625 2.27* 0.144

Interaction Terms

Experimental effect and number 
of moves in three years prior 
to the experiment

Experimental effect and 
change in marital status

Experimental effect and living 
in a unit with basic facilities

Experimental effect and pre­
disposition to move

Experimental effect and length of 
residence in enrollment unit 
Experimental effect and per 
capita income

-0.591 —4.20** -0.136

1.136 3.67«* 0.261

-0.936 -2.98** -0.215

0.534 4.38** 0.123

;-0.004 -1.44 -0.001 ••
0.460 3.50** 0.106 i

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

234.72»* 
1037 I

■0.359

0.173

Experimental and Control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incasesSAMPLE!
over the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline 
Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Inter­
views, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-3tatistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

*• t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

+
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Table VII1-2

Tnr.T— ESTIMATION Of THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING IN PHOENIX
LOoI. ESTIMATE Uf ^ QF raE EXPERIMUn" WITH SELECTED VARIABLES

INCLUDING TERMS FOR THE INTERACTION

OF THE

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*INDEPENDENT

VARIABLE
COEFFICIENT

0.44 NA0.265Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children
Change in number of children
Change in marital status

-4.87** -0.061-0.250
-0.43 -0.005-0.019

1.66+ 0.0640.263
0.769 3.31** 0.188

Other Household Characteristics
2.92** 0.1030.421Female head of household
3.32** 0.3601.472Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household -1.58 -0.090-0.369

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-0.06 -0.000-0.001

1.07 0.0260.107

6.62** 0.0980.400

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
2.03* 0.0760.310Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities -1.24 -0.055-0.225

Social Bonds
Positive feelings t«*ard 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-4.78**-0.136 -0.033

-2.37* -0.030-0.123

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.170 0.99 0.042

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.909 3.16** 0.223

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.335 1.08 0.082

Interaction Terns
Experimental effect and black 
head of household
Experimental effect and Spanish 
American head of household
Experimental effect and pre­
disposition to move
Experimental effect and length of 
residence in enrollment unit

-1.364 -2.68** -0.333

0.495 1.96+ 0.121

-0.477 -1.44 -0.117

0.010 2.13* 0.002

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

232.14**
795

0.572
0.214

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment income 
over the eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline 
Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: 
and payemnts file.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Intervi.

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable (evaluata.
at the mean of all independent variables).

+ t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).*•
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Figure VI11-1
PERCENTAGE OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 
THAT MOVED, BY NUMBER OF MOVES IN THE THREE YEARS PRIOR 

TO THE EXPERIMENT — PITTSBURGH

■

!

_ Experimental 
households

Control
— households

70 _

60 _

Ol

» 50os
*3
o

40_■S
3o
X
'o 30_a>
Ol

3
go 20-

10_

I T T
Zero One Two or more

Number of moves in the three 
years prior to the experiment

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Pittsburgh 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, and those that moved between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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Figure VIII-1 shows that the experiment had twoof prior moves increased, 
opposite effects, depending on how many times the household had moved in the

Experimental households that had not moved during theprior three years.
three years prior to the experiment were more likely to move than comparable

Experimental households that had moved two times or more 

prior to the experiment were less likely to move than similar Control house- 
It is interesting to note that the number of moves in the three years 

prior to the experiment retains its significant positive overall effect on 
mobility in Pittsburgh (see Table VIII-1) , even after the interaction term

Control households.

holds.

is included.

Figure VIII-2 shows that in Pittsburgh the effect of the experiment was 
greater for households that experienced a change in marital status than for

Alternatively, change in marital status had more 

effect on the mobility of Experimental households than on the mobility of 
Control households.

households that did not.

The experiment had a greater effect for households in Pittsburgh living in 
units that lacked basic facilities than for households living in better units, 
as illustrated in Figure VIII-3. Among households in units having these 
facilities. Control and Experimental households moved at the same rate.
Among households in units which lacked facilities. Experimental households 

were more likely to move than were Control households. Once the interaction 
is included in the logit equation, the variable that indicates the overall 
effect for households in units lacking facilities is no longer significant.
The major effect of this variable appears to be for Experimental households.1

Households that were predisposed to move at enrollment were more likely to 
move whether they were Experimental or Control households. Figure VIII-4
shows, however, that predisposition to move had more effect for Experimental
households.
the probability of moving among households indicating that they would

It seems reasonable that the allowance offer would have increased

move

Separate logit estimations of the probability of moving for Experi­
mental and Control households confirm this observation.
facilities had a significant effect for Percent of Rent households, which 
indicates that the interaction is not entirely a result of Housing Gap 
minimum requirements.

Lack of basic
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Figure VI11-2
PERCENTAGE OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 

THAT MOVED, BY CHANGE IN MARITAL STATUS------PITTSBURGH

___m Experimental
households

__ . Control
households

70-

60.
o>

>o
E 50_
CO

o
■s
% 40-o
j= (803)
0)
O) (281)30_
5o

20.

10-

I 1
No change 
in marital 

status

Change in 
marital 
status

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Pittsburgh 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, and those that moved between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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Figure VI11-3
PERCENTAGE OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 
THAT MOVED, BY WHETHER HOUSEHOLD LIVED IN A UNIT WITH 

BASIC FACILITIES AT ENROLLMENT-----PITTSBURGH

Experimental 
• households

___ # Control
households

70-

60-
c>o
E 50-

o
■5

40-o•c

O) 30-
So
£

20-

10-

T I
Lived in a 
unit without 
basic facilities 
at enrollment

Lived in a 
unit with 
basic facilities 
at enrollment

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Pittsburgh 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, and those that moved between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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Figure VIII-4
PERCENTAGE OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 
THAT MOVED, BY PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE AT ENROLLMENT

--PITTSBURGH

Experimental
households

^ Control 
households

70-

60_
o»

»o
50-E (440)

o
■S ^ (173)40 _ /o
JZ s'

o>o> 30-
3
£ (120)o
0)

20 _ (375)

10_

Would move with 
a $50 increase in 
money available 
for rent

Would not move 
with a $50 increase 
in money available 
for rent

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Pittsburgh 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, and those that moved between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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if they had more money available for rent, while not having much effect 
on households that were not interested in moving.

The term indicating the interaction of per capita income and the effect of 
the experiment has a positive coefficient (see Table VIII—1)• 
shows that the experimental effect increases as per capita income increases. 
Among households in the lowest per capita income category. Experimental 
households were less likely to move than Control households, 
per capita income categories. Experimental households were more likely to

In general, income had a negative effect on the probability of moving. 
The variable indicating the main effect of per capita income is negative, 
and becomes significant after the interaction term is included in the equation.

Figure VIII-5

In the higher

move.

In Phoenix, three variables were found to have a significant interaction 
with the effect of the experiment: race and ethnicity of head of the house­
hold, and length of residence in the enrollment unit (see Table VIII-2).

Figure VIII-6 illustrates the difference in the experimental effect for black
For white households, the effect of the 

experiment was positive; Experimental households had a higher probability
For black households, the opposite pattern 

holds; Control households were more likely to move than Experimental house- 
Because black households were a small group in Phoenix, the overall 

effect of the experiment is positive.

and white households in Phoenix.

of moving than Control households.

holds.

Among Control households, those with Spanish American household heads were 
somewhat less likely to move than other households, as shown in Figure VIII-7.
This relationship is reversed for Experimental households; those headed by 
Spanish Americans were slightly more likely to move. The experiment appears 
to have had a greater effect for Spanish American households in Phoenix than
for other households.

Table VIII-2 shows that the interaction of length of residence in the enrollment 
unit and the effect of the experiment was positive in Phoenix, that is, the 

experiment had more effect for long-term residents than for recent movers.
Figure VIII-8 illustrates this pattern. The experiment had a particularly 
large effect for households that had been living in their units more than
five years at the time they became enrollees in the experiment.
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Figure VI11-5
PERCENTAGE OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 

THAT MOVED, BY PER CAPITA INCOME-----PITTSBURGH

____# Experimental
households

__Control
households

70.

60.

c 50-
>o
E
2 40- 
o

■S
W

O
■C 30_

as
05
3
£ 20.
o

^0)

10.

X
$ 2,001 - 
$ 2,500

$1,000 
or less

$1,001-
$1,500

$ 1,501 - 
$ 2,000

Per capita income

$3,001 - 
or more

$ 2,501 - 
$3,000

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Pittsburgh 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, and those that moved between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Periodic Interviews, 
and payments file.
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Figure VII1-6
PERCENTAGE OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 

THAT MOVED, BY RACE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD-----PHOENIX

___ Experimental
households

__ 9 Control
households

70 —

60 —
o>
>o 50 _E

o
■S 40 _

w
O) 30-3su

^OJ

20 _

10_

II
White head 
of household

Black head 
of household

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Phoenix 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, and those that moved between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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Figure VII1-7
PERCENTAGE OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 
THAT MOVED, BY ETHNICITY OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD - - PHOENIX

Experimental
households

__ # Control
households

70 __

60 _
o>
>o 50 __Eg
o

■g 40 _M

o
•C

‘S
®o> 30 _
3
c
8
£ 20_

10 _

I1
Spanish American 
head of household

Other head 
of household

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Phoenix 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, and those that moved between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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Figure VI11-8
PERCENTAGE OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 

THAT MOVED, BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN ENROLLMENT UNIT
--PHOENIX

Experimental
households

70-
Control
households(38)

60 _ \\
c \(61) \> \o \E 50- \\\
O \

\ (54)N.m 40 _ \o.e (118) \
©
OJ 30 _3so
£ 20 _

10 -

11 1 1 1
Two yearsLess than 

one year
Three to 
five years

One year More than 
five years

Length of residence in enrollment unit

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Phoenix 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, and those that moved between the 
Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.
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APPENDIX IX

THE EFFECT OF THE MINIMUM STANDARDS, MINIMUM RENT 
LOW AND MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

Requirements for Housing Gap households were of two forms—Minimum Standards 

Minimum Standards households were required to live in 
units which passed physical and occupancy standards in order to receive an

The physical standards included such characteristics 
of the unit as plumbing, window condition and condition of interior and 
exterior surfaces.

and Minimum Rent.

allowance payment.

Minimum Rent households were required to spend at least a certain amount per 
month for housing before they could receive a payment, 
terms of the estimated cost of modest, existing standard housing for a

Two Minimum Rent levels were tested—Minimum Rent 
Low (set at 70 percent of the estimated cost of a modest standard unit) and 
Minimum Rent High (set at 90 percent of the estimated cost of a modest 
standard unit).

The amount was set in

household of that size.

In Pittsburgh the effect of the experiment was different for Housing Gap 
households depending on whether or not they met requirements at enrollment.

As expected, the experiment motivated households that did not meet require­

ments to move, while it had, if anything, a negative effect on households that 

already met the requirements, 
mobility was not significantly different for households that met requirements 

and those that did not.

In Phoenix, the effect of the experiment on

Experimental effects for each of the three different requirement groups may 
follow the same pattern as the overall results for Housing Gap households, 
or different requirements may have had different effects, 
little reason to expect experimental effects to differ by type of requirement 
among households that met requirements at enrollment.

did not meet requirements at enrollment, the expectation would be that more 

stringent requirements would be less effective in motivating households to

There seems to be

For households that

^See Appendix III for a detailed description.
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If a household perceives that a requirement will be difficult to meet, 
then it is expected to be less motivated to attempt to meet it by moving.
move.

Among the three requirements tested, Minimum Rent High is clearly a more 
stringent requirement than the Minimum Rent Low requirement, 
the Minimum Standards requirement is more stringent than a similar Minimum

A Minimum Rent requirement allows the household to choose

In general.

Rent requirement.

the details of its housing while a Minimum Standards requirement specifies
that certain features must be present in the dwelling unit. Participation 
rates in the first year were found to decrease as the stringency of require­
ments increased for Housing Gap households. Participation was lower for 
Minimum Rent High households than for Minimum Rent Low households, and was 
lower under a Minimum Standards requirement than under a Minimum Rent 
requirement that required the same level of housing expenditures."*"

A Minimum Rent requirement may also have been easier for households to
All that a household needed to do to comply with the require-

In contrast, to comply with
understand.

2ment was to spend a certain amount each month, 
the Minimum Standards requirement, the household had to live in a unit which
met a number of detailed physical requirements, 
meeting requirements might be more likely to have grasped what was being 
asked of them and more likely to feel that they knew what to look for in a 
new unit.

Minimum Rent households not

In general, failure to meet the Minimum Rent requirement would be expected 
to provide a greater incentive to move than failure to meet the Minimum 
Standards requirement, because Minimum Rent was a less stringent require­
ment and more easily understood, 
meet the requirements would be expected to have more incentive to move than 
Minimum Rent High households.

Minimum Rent Low households that did not

Table IX-1 summarizes differences in the effect of the experiment by type 
of requirement for households that met requirements and for those that did

^See Kennedy, et al. (1977).
2However, compliance with the Minimum Rent requirement was based. not

on out-of-pocket expenditures on rent, but on a figure which was adjusted to 
exclude utilities and furnishings. This adjustment may not have been com­
pletely understood by participants.
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Tables IX-2 through IX-7 present the logit estimations on which Table 
For households that did not meet the requirements, the 

experimental effect was greatest, as expected, for Minimum Rent Low at both
Results are not consistent at the two sites for Minimum Rent High and 

Among households not meeting requirements in Pittsburgh, 
the experiment had less effect for Minimum Rent High than for Minimum

In Phoenix, the expected ranking occurs.

not.
IX—1 is based.

sites.
Minimum Standards.

Standards households.

The experiment did not have a significant effect for households that met 
requirements in any of the three requirement groups in Pittsburgh, but the 
direction of the effect for all three groups is negative, 
experimental effect was positive and significant for Minimum Rent High house-

The direction of the relationship is positive

In Phoenix, the

holds that met the requirements, 
for the other two groups, but it is not significant.

Table IX-1 also shews whether the experiment had a significantly different 
effect on the mobility of households that met each of the requirements and

In Pittsburgh, the effect of the experiment was signi­
ficantly different for Minimum Rent Low households, depending on whether or 
not they met requirements at enrollment.
Rent High households in Pittsburgh, the effect of the experiment was not 
significantly different for households that met and those that did not meet 

In Phoenix, there was no significant overall difference in 
the experimental effect for Housing Gap households that met the requirements 
and those that did not in any of the three requirement groups.

those that did not.

For Minimum Standards and Minimum

requirements.
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Table IX-2

UX5IT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING—MINIMUM STANDARDS AND CONTROL 
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENT AT ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL a 
DERIVATIVE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

ASYWTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*COEFFICIENT COEFFICIENT

-0.0560.145Constant 0.16 -0.230.034 -0.226

Life Cycle Pactors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

Change In number of children

Change in marital status

-0.300 -0.057-3.25** -0.071 -0.230 -2.45*

-0.29 -0.39 -0.004-0.007 -0.19

1.18

-0.016
0.204 0.83 0.0710.048 0.284

-0.210 -0.52 -0.050 0.3641.464 3.70**

Other Household Characteristics
0.191Female head of household 

Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of housi 
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

1.07 0.045 0.525 2.18* 0.130
0.154 0.64 0.037 1.812 3.89** 0.450

NA NA NA 0.092 0.33 0.023

-0.058 -1.10 -0.014 0.016 0.43 0.004

-0.086 -0.38 -0.020 0.169 1.01 0.042

0.321 3.40** 0.076 0.429 4.80** 0.106

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

0.428 1.69tPerceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.102 0.286 1.05 0.071

0.414 1.59 0.099 -0.098 -0.52 -0.024

Social Bonds

positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

0.004 0.07 0.001 -0.194 -2.49* -0.048

-0.049 -2.16* -0.012 -0.062 -1.56 -0.016

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.485 2.06* 0.115 -0.002 -0.01 -0.001

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.441 1.89t 0.105 0.854 3.50** 0.212

Program Factors

Experimental Household 
(Minimum Standards) 0.408 1.99* 0.097 0.226 1.07 0.056

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

79.41** 102.65**

354 294
0.390

0.168

0.S41

0.253

Minimum Standards and Control households that did not meet the Mini requirement at enrollment and
were active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incvmee over the eligibility limits, those living in 
their own hosMs or in subsidized housing, end those that moved between the Ma*«lli*e Interview anJ mnroILment.

DATA SOURCES?

SAMPLE:

Initial and inthly Household Report Fvm . initial Mousing evaluation kms, haeelrne and Periodic
Interviews, and payments file.

The partial derivative represents the change III ptfCbafeiltty. given a unit change in the Independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables),

t-iitatintic; significant, at the 0,10 level (lvi»^t*iled>, 
t-statistio significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistlo significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed),

a.

t

• •
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Table IX-3
logit estimation of the probability of moving—minimum rent low and control
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENT AT ENROLLMENT

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

0.607 0.470.324 0.1500.751.431Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children
Change in number of children
Change in marital status

-2.36*-0.127 -0.314 -0.078-3.26**-0.561

0.330.034-0.013 0.008

0.010

-0.056 -0.39
0.039 0.120.0290.300.129
1.498 2.51*0.140 0.3690.890.616

Other Household Characteristics
2.22*0.7650.0340.49 0.1890.149Female head of household

1.305 2.85**-0.033-0.145 -0.38 0.322Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

NANA -0.139NA -0.40 -0.034

-0.092-0.040 -1.42-0.177 -1.68t -0.022

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands) 0.1060.082 0.440.360 1.10 0.026

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment 0.717 2.87** 0.162 0.509 3.31** 0.126

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

1.12 0.1370.478 0.108 0.44Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.034

0.087 0.21 0.020 -0.017 -0.06 -0.004

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.068 -0.65 -0.016 -0.048 -0.89 -0.012

-0.025 -0.46 -0.006 -0.060 -1.07 -0.015

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.282 0.72 0.064 0.276 1.12 0.068

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.924 1.93+ 0.209 0.671 2.05* 0.165

Program Factors

Experimental household 
(Minimum Rent Low) 0.947 2.28* 0.215 0.805 2.29* 0.198

Likelihood Ratio (Significance 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

57.34** 64.67**
150 172

0.347 0.558
0.296 0.274

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent lew and Control households that did not meet the Minimum Rent Low requirement at enrollment 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: 
and payments file.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Perioidic Interviews

at the Ch“9' “ pr“babilit>'- O1"" “ ““ <*“*• <*• »t variable (evaluated
t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

t
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Table IX-4
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING—MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL 
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENT AT ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

partial
DERIVATIVE

ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVECOEFFICIENT COEFFICIENT

-0.3722.685 1.92+Constant 0.591 -1.31-1.510

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children

Change in number of children

Change in marital status

-0.331 -2.72** -0.027-0.073 -0.108 -1.00
-0.176 -1.67+ 0.030

0.076

-0.039 0.124 1.38
-0.532 1.83+ 0.117 0.309 1.07

3.55**0.486 1.15 0.107 0.4341.761

Other Household Characteristics

Female head of household 
Black head of household

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-0.141 -0.48 -0.031 0.104 0.0260.38
1.104 -3.27** -0.243 0.781 1.72+ 0.192

NA NA NA -0.210 -0.62 -0.052

-0.099 -1.30 -0.022 -0.005 -0.09 -0.001

-0.844 -2.23* -0.0186 0.240 1.34 0.059

0.468 3.27** 0.103 0.664 6.07** 0.164

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding 
Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.458 1.42 0.101 -0.156 -0.56 -0.038

-0.062 -0.20 -0.014 -0.442 -0.19 -0.011

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.162 -2.38* -0.036 0.030 0.38 0.007

-0.046 -0.98 -0.010 -0.113 -2.09* -0.028

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.466 1.61 0.102 0.045 0.15 0.011

Predisposition to Hove

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.644 1.88+ 0.142 1.022 3.37** 0.252

Program Factors
Experimental household 
(Minimum Rent High) 0.062 0.21 0.014 0.612 2.32* 0.151

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

86.59** 107.24**
263 248

0.327

0.260
0.560

0.315

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High and Control households that did not meet the Minimum Rent High requirement at enrollment 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic 
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

•• t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

+
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Table IX-5
ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING—MINIMUM STANDARDS AND CONTROL 

THAT MET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENT AT ENROLLMENT
LOGIT

HOUSEHOLDS

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

COEFFICIENTCOEFFICIENT

-0.304 -0.18-0.176 -0.075-0.66-0.963Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)

Number of children
Change in number of children

Change in marital status

-0.298 -1.100.023 -0.0740.470.126

-1.174 -0.001 -0.003-0.215 -0.0003-2.50*

0.334 0.390.127 0.0820.950.695
1.1710.440 1.112.16* 0.2892.404

Other Household Characteristics
1.197 1.57-0.032-0.24 0.296-0.176Female head of household 

Black head of household 1.513 1.310.1761.060.962 0.374

Spanish American head 
of household

Years of education 
of household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

NA -1.006 -0.88NA -0.249NA

0.2460.042 1.571.89+0.232 0.061

-0.507-0.185 -1.02-1.60-1.012 -0.125

-0.027 0.114 0.43-0.39-0.150 0.028

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
2.0900.362 0.33 0.066 1.92+Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.517

0.12 0.033 -0.0940.182 -0.05 -0.023

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

0.019 0.10 0.003 -0.300 -1.24 -0.074

-0.523 -2.83** -0.096 -0.408 -2.01* -0.101

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment -0.115 -0.15 -0.021 -1.289 -1.30 -0.319

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 1.799 2.68** 0.329 0.571 0.71 0.141

Program Factors

Experimental household 
(Minimum Standards) -0.069 -0.11 -0.013 0.657 0.88 0.162

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

31.09* 38.89*
87 67

0.241 0.448
0.323 0.422

Minimum Standards and Control households that met the Minimum standards requirement at enrollment and 
at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in their 
or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic

SAMPLE: were active 
own hemes

DATA SOURCES: 
and payments file. Interviews

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable (evaluateda.
at the mean of all independent variables).

+ t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

*
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Table IX-6
LOGIT ESTIMATION OP THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING—MINIMUM RENT LOW AMD CONTROL 

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET THE MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENT AT ENROLLMENT

PHOENIX
asymptotic
t-STATISTlC

PITTSBURGH
PARTIAL

DERIVATIVEINDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE COEFFICIENT

-0.794-1.71+-0.793 -0.63 -0.180 -3.193Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children
Change in number of children
Change in marital status

-0.050

-0.017

0.187

-1.48-0.174 -1.48 -0.039

-0.056

-0.202
-0.38-0.248 -1.77+

0.70

-0.070

0.752 1.580.223 0.050

0.4082.60**1.6420.122 0.23 0.028

Other Household Characteristics
0.268Female head of household 

Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household
Years of education 
of household head
Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

2.72**1.0781.79+

-0.97

0.1220.540

-0.400 -0.090

-0.157-1.35-0.633NA NANA

0.0170.067 0.800.97 0.0150.066

1.66+ 0.0960.388-0.68 -0.040-0.178

0.2103.76**0.8443.53** 0.1140.504

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
1.366 2.25* 0.340-0.17 -0.015-0.06SPerceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.0970.910.387-1.03 -0.101-0.446

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.067-2.03*-0.270-0.46 -0.009-0.039

0.0100.360.0400.33 0.0030.014

Dissatisfaction
Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment -0.227-1.97*0.012 -0.9150.190.054

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.2811.129 2.62**0.787 2.84** 0.178

Program Factors
Experimental household 
(Minimum Rent Low) -0.216 -0.79 -0.049 0.650 1.S1 0.162

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

39.80** 52.50**
225 132

0.347
0.137

0.S38
0.288

Minimum Rent Low and Control households that met the Minimum Rent Low requirement at enrollment and were active 
at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment inccmes over the eligibility limits, those living in their own 
homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:
Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed.).

t
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Table IX-7
- - ----------1 PROBABILITY OF MOVING—MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET THE MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENT AT ENROLLMENT

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE

PHOENIXPITTSBURGH
ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

ASY»»TOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

-1.34-3.181 -0.79S0.1390.250.578Constant

Life Cycle Factors
Age of household head 
(in decades)
Number of children
Change in number of children
Change in marital status

-0.91

-1.51

1.01

-0.207

-0.674

0.738

0.576

-0.052-0.106-2.23*-0.438
-0.169-0.056

0.288

-0.162

-1.01-0.234
0.1842.02*1.196

0.43 0.144-0.59-0.673

Other Household Characteristics
2.78**2.000 0.5000.0930.990.388Female head of household 

Black head of household
Spanish American head 
of household
Years of education 
of household head

0.3211.381.332

-0.473 -0.43 -0.118NANANA

0.278 2.34*0.002 0.0700.090.009

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)
Number of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-0.76-0.328-0.58 -0.023 -0.082-0.096

1.94+0.5612.10* 0.144 0.1400.599

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
1.752 1.75+0.418 0.66 0.101 0.438Perceived crowding 

Living m a unit with 
basic facilities 0.01 0.0040.019

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.073 -0.54 -0.018 -0.274 -1.29 -0.068

0.720.040 0.010 0.037 0.2S 0.009

Dissatisfaction
Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.660 1.22 0.159 -1.534 -1.49 -0.384

Predisposition to Move
Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.326 0.65 0.079 1.092 1.69+ 0.273

Program Factors
Experimental household 
(Minimum Rent High) -0.697 -1.26 -0.168 1.127 1.72+ 0.282

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

35.58** 25.76*
101 67

0.406 0.507
0.261 0.277

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High and Control households that met the Minimum Rent High requirement at enrollment 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Inter­
views, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable 
(evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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APPENDIX X

MOBILITY RATES FOR A NATIONAL SAMPLE 
—THE MICHIGAN PANEL STUDY OF INCOME DYNAMICS

It is useful to analyze the mobility of households in the Demand Experiment 
in the context of national mobility rates to 

Demand households were typical of other, similar, households, 

data base chosen for this comparison is the Michigan Panel Study of Income 
The sample for the PSID provides data designed to allow 

analysis of the behavior of low income households on a national level.

assess the extent to which

The national

Dynamics (PSID) .

This appendix contains four tables based on mobility data from the PSID. 

Table X-l shows mobility rates over one year and mobility rates over five 

years for the entire PSID sample, divided into homeowners and renters, 
most striking result in the first table is the difference in the mobility

In 1968-1969, homeowners had a mobility rate of 6

The

of owners and renters, 

percent, compared to 28 percent for renters.

Table X-2 shows mobility rates for 1968-1969 for homeowners and renters by 

a number of demographic characteristics. Results are shown for two groups: 
households that were below poverty level in 1968 and households that were

below twice poverty level in 1968 (note that the second group includes house-

In general, the mobility of the two groups appears 

In 1968-1969, 24 percent of the renters below poverty level

The

holds in the first group) . 

fairly similar.

moved, compared to 27 percent of the renters below twice poverty level, 

variation in mobility by census region is particularly interesting, 
households in the Western region had a much higher mobility rate than house­

holds in other parts of the country, 
below the poverty level in the Northeast and West census regions are quite 

similar to those observed for Demand Experiment households in Pittsburgh and 

Phoenix during the first year of the experiment, 
of the renter households below poverty moved, compared to 26 percent of Demand 

Experiment households in Pittsburgh, 
households below poverty moved, compared to 48 percent of Demand households in 

Demand Experiment households thus appear fairly typical of other 

low-income renter households in their geographic area.

Renter

Mobility rates of renter households

In the Northeast, 22 percent

In the West, 42 percent of the renter

Phoenix.
i
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Table X-l
THE PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED 

BETWEEN 1968 AND 1969 AND BETWEEN 1968 AND 1973, BY TENURE

1968-1969

HOMEOWNERS 
IN 1968

RENTERS 
IN 1968

ALL
HOUSEHOLDS

Number of households in 
group in 1968 2,352 2,9205,272

Number of households that 
moved between 1968 and 1969 667 184851

Percentage of households that 
moved between 1968 and 1969 28% 6%16%

Households in which the household head in 1968 or the spouse 
of the household head in 1968 remained in the household in 1969.

The Michigan panel Study of Income Dynamics.

SAMPLE:

SOURCE:

1968-1973

ALL RENTERS 
IN 1968

HOMEOWNERS 
IN 1968HOUSEHOLDS

Number of households in 
group in 1968 4,249 1,933 2,316

Number of households that 
moved between 1968 and 1973 1,979 1,377 602

Percentage of households 
that moved between 1968 and 
1973 47% 71% 26%

Households in which the household head in 1968 or the spouse 
of the household head in 1968 remained in the household in 1973.

The Michigan panel Study of Income Dynamics.

SAMPLE:

SOURCE:
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Table X-3 is similar to Table X-2, but shows mobility rates over five years

Again mobility rates are fairly similar forrather them over one year.
households below poverty level and those below twice poverty level, 
year mobility rates for renters are also higher in the Western census region

Five-

than in other regions.

Table X-4 estimates the stability of tenure and poverty level classifications 
For example, it shows the percentage of households classified as 

renters below poverty level in 1968 that remained in that category in 19 73. 

Only about one-third to one-half of the households in the poverty level/tenure 

groups in 1968 remained in the same group in 1973. 
changes in income, which put the household above poverty level, were much more 

common than changes in tenure.

over time.

The table also shows that

Using the PSID sample to analyze mobility over time raises several issues 
concerning sauple selection, weighting and the classification of households

The remainder of this appendix describes inby demographic characteristics, 
detail how these issues have been resolved in the tables presented.

The Sample

For an analysis of moving behavior over time, it is desirable to exclude 
households that were formed during the period under study, since these house­

holds will not have a complete, independent moving history for the period. 

Therefore, the PSID sample used includes only those households in which 
either the head or the spouse of the head in 1968 remained present in the 
household.^ Households in which neither the original head nor the original 

head's spouse was present in the household in 1969 have been excluded from 
the analysis of moving rates between 1968 and 1969. 

neither the original head nor the original head's spouse was present in 1973 
have been excluded from the analysis of moving rates between 1968 and 1973.

Households in which

^The PSID results presented in Figure 3-1 in the text use the entire 
1973 sample rather than the restricted sample used in this appendix.
3-1 shows the mobility history of a representative cross-section of households 
in 1973 so that it was not necessary to exclude newly formed households.

Figure
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Household Weights

The results presented in the tables are unweighted; that is, each household 
in the sample has been counted only once. The weighting factors derived by 
the Michigan Survey Research Center are designed to produce a sample that is 
representative of the U.S. population in a given year. It is not clear, how­

ever, that these weights are appropriate for use in the analysis of behavior 
over time, where households formed during the observation period are excluded

Results have therefore been left unweighted.^from the analysis.

Poverty Level and the Effect of Inflation

Poverty level has been defined using the "Orshansky Ratio" derived by the

This me as ure is the ratio of total family income to 

the annual family need standard (poverty line) developed by Orshansky, which 
varies by household size and by age and sex of family members, with an addi­

tional adjustment for diseconomies of small households and an adjustment for 

The 1968 standard was used by the Survey Research Center in all 

subsequent waves of the PSID, without an adjustment for the effects of infla- 

No additional adjustment has been made in the figures presented in 

Table X-4, so that the figures would be expected to underestimate the number 

of households below the poverty level by 1973 because of the effect of in­

flation on family income.

Survey Research Center.

farmers.

tion.

Household Demographic Characteristics

All household demographic characteristics are based on data from the 1968 
Note that in the life cycle categories, "young” refers to those

The income measure used is total

survey.

households in which the head is under 35. 
family money income, including transfer income other than ADC and ADCU. 

burden is calculated as the ratio of annual rent paid to annual income.

Rent

^Household weights are used in Figure 3-1, which portray results at 
a cross section rather than changes over time.

|
E
:A-131



•:

A-132

‘



appendix XIMOBILITY
dhtebences in

PITTSBURGH AND PHOENIX

One of the most striking facts 
Experiment was the difference

about the 
between

households that were active in the

mobility of households 
mobility rates 

experiment at the

in the Demand 
Amongat the two sites, 

end of two years, 49

conpared to 69
percent of those in Pittsburgh had 
percent of those in Phoenix.

moved during that period.

Hie availability of rental housing, at least as reflected in
rates, does not appear to explain site differences.

rental vacancy 
In 19 70, the vacancy rates 

percent in Pitts- 
However, the Census of Housing shows that in 1970 

57 percent of households occupying rental units in Phoenix had moved into their

in Phoenix (Maricopa County) was 7 percent, compared with 6
burgh (Allegheny County).

units in the previous year, compared with 30 percent in Pittsburgh, 
difference in vacancy rates cannot account for this large difference in mobility.

The small

Differences in the characteristics of households in the experiment in Pittsburgh

and Phoenix may have contributed to mobility differences at the two sites, 
most striking difference in the two populations is their mobility history when

Howeholds in Pittsburgh, on aver-

The

they entered the experiment (see Table 2-2) .

, had been living in the sane unit for a longer period that had householdsage
in Phoenix and had made fewer moves during the three years prior to the experi-

possible that if households in Pittsburgh had been more similar 

in Phoenix when they entered the experiment, their mobility during
It seemsroent.

to those

the experiment would have been higher.

Table XI-1 shows the results of a rough test of this hypothesis. The logit

for the probability of moving shown in Table 3-4 may be used to cal-equation
culate a predicted probability of moving for an "average" household at each

site, that is, the mean values for each independent variable may be multiplied 

by the coefficient of the variable and these products may be summed and in­

serted in the logit equation.

^This analysis was developed by staff members of the Division of 
Housing Research at the Deparment of Housing and Urban Development as part of 
their initial review of this report.
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Table XI-1

PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF MOVING IN PITTSBURGH AND PHOENIX

BASED ON LOGIT 
COEFFICIENTS FOR 
PHOENIX

BASED ON LOGIT 
COEFFICIENTS FOR 
PITTSBURGH

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 
(means of independent 
variables)

Pittsburgh 
"average household" .49.32

.
Phoenix
"average household" .60.44i

i::: Table 3-4, Table VII-14.
Experimental and Control households active at two years 

after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibil­
ity limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and 
those that moved between the baseline interview and enrollment.

SOURCE: 
SAMPLE:

'
!
;

1.3m;!
"i

Table XI-1 shows that the predicted probability of moving when all independ­

ent variables are entered at their mean values was .32 in Pittsburgh and .60 
in Phoenix. ^

■ ;

To test the role of household characteristics and mobility history in explain­

ing differences in mobility at the two sites, two additional predicted pro­

babilities are shown in Table XI-1. One shows the probability of moving for 

a household having the "average" characteristics and history of Pittsburgh 

households but translating those characteristics into action in the same way 

as Phoenix households. (This figure is derived using the mean values for all 

independent variables in Pittsburgh, but the logit coefficients estimated for 

those variables in Phoenix.) The predicted probability of moving for the 

"average" household in Pittsburgh increases from .32 to .49 if they are assuned 

to translate their characteristics into action in the same way as households 

in Phoenix. Similarly, if the "average" Phoenix household is assumed to turn 

its characteristics into mobility in the same way as Pittsburgh households, 
its predicted probability of moving drops from .60 to .44.

These figures are based on the logit coefficients from Table 3-4 
and the means for the reduced sauple used in the logit analysis as shown in 
Table VII-14.
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These results indicate that although differences in household chaxacteris tics 

and mobility history of households entering the experiment contribute to the 

mobility difference observed during the experiment, they do not explein it 
completely.

higher mobility rate in Phoenix.

There is something over and above these factors that leads to a

An additional test of the nature of the difference between mobility in Pitts­

burgh and Phoenix is possible using logit analysis, 

probability of moving may be estimated for the two sites contained and results 
compared to those obtained from two separate estimations.

The equation for the

Table XI-2 shows

two different logit estimations of the probability of moving that combine ob­

servations from Pittsburgh and Phoenix in the same equation, 

not include a dummy variable to differentiate the two sites; the second in­

cludes such a variable.

The first does

These results may be compared to those in Table 3-4 
which presents separate estimations for the two sites. In general, the effects

observed for independent variables at the two sites were similar, and these 
patterns appear in the joint site equations. The second equation in Table XI-2 
shows, as would be expected, that mobility was significantly higher in Phoenix 
than in Pittsburgh.

It is possible to test the appropriateness of pooling the two sites in a logit 

That is, the explanatory power of the two separate equations may 

be compared to that of the joint site equations, both with and without a dummy 
variable for site.

estimation.

Table XI-3 shows the results of such a test. First, the

explanatory power of the two separate equations for Pittsburgh and Phoenix is 
compared to the pooled site equation without a dummy variable for site."*" 

show that there is a significant difference between the two approaches;

Results

the two

separate equations have significantly greater explanatory power than one equation 

which does not differentiate the two sites. However, if a dummy variable for site 

is included in the pooled equation, the difference between the joint site equation 

and two separate equations is not significant.

significant difference in mobility at the two sites, but that the same model 

is appropriate for both sites.

between the independent variables in the model and site difference.

This indicates that there is a

That is, there is no significant interaction

^The test used is a likelihood ratio (chi-square) test.
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Table XI-2

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING (SITES COMBINED)

INCLUDING A DUMMY VARIABLE FOR SITENOT INCLUDING A DUMMY VARIABLE FOR SITE

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE*

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENTCOEFFICIENT

-0.72-0.269 NANA-0.39-0.145Constant

Life Cycle Factors

Age of household head 
(in decades)

Niafcer of children

Change in nisbtr of children

Change in marital status

-6.17** 
-0.81

-0.233-0.051 -0.058-5.75**-0.208

-0.029 -0.007-0.005-0.56-0.019
2.04*0.2130.051 0.0531.97*0.207

5.12**0.8690.220 0.2155.43**0.889

Other Household Characteristics
0.340 3.66**0.076 0.0843.46**0.309Female head of household

-0.155 -1.27-0.050-1.70t -0.038-0.204Blade head of household 
Spanish American head 
of household -0.131 -0.891.90t 0.067 -0.0320.269

Years of education of 
household head

Per capita income of house­
hold (in thousands)

Nirnher of moves in three 
years prior to the experiment

-1.00-0.019-0.88 -0.004 -0.005-0.017

0.119 1.702.71** 0.0450.183 0.029

9.56** 0.091 0.331 8.97**0.368 0.082

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

3.15** 0.096 0.3380.386 2.89**Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with 
basic facilities

0.084

-3.71** -0.267-0.320 -0.079 -2.84** -0.066

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward 
neighbors

Length of residence in 
enrollment unit (in years)

-0.107 -5.09** -0.027 -0.087 -4.37** -0.021

0.049 -3.79** -0.012 0.043 -3.23** 0.0U

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
tighborhood at enrollment 0.303 3.15** 0.075 0.328 3.33** 0.081

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in 
money available for rent 0.636 7.78** 0.158 0.658 8.11** 0.163

Program Factors

; Experimental household 0.264 2.81** 0.065 0.297 3.27** 0.073

Site

Phoenix 0.649 8.47** 0.161

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Saxple Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

474.16** 499.39**

1832 1832

0.451 0.451

0.188 0.198

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment inccmes over the 
eligibility limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and 
enrollment.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in the independent variable (evaluated at the 
■an of all independent variables).

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

•* t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

DATA SOURCES:
payments file.

t
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Table XI-3

LIKELIHOOD RATIO (CHI-SQUARE) TEST OF SEPARATE AND 
POOLED LOGIT EQUATIONS FOR PITTSBURGH AND PHOENIX

e-

fc
S-

CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC r

Separate equations compared to a pooled equation 
not including a dummy variable for site

Separate equations corrpared to a pooled equation 
including a dummy variable for site

39.71** 
(18 d.f.)

14.48 
(17 d.f.)

Experimental and Control households active at two years afterSAMPLE:
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, 
those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved 
between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial 
Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file, 

t Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.10 level.
* Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.05 level.
** Chi-square statistic significant at the 0.01 level.

The possibility of pooling observations for the two sites was also tested for

the different treatment groups and, for Housing Gap households, by whether they 
met housing requirements at. enrollment, 

logit results pooling sites for each group.

Tables XI-4 through XI-8 present the 
Table XI-9 shows the chi-square 

tests to determine whether the pooled equation for each group has significantly

less explanatory power than two separate equations, 

arate equations were not found to explain significantly more of the variation 

in the probability of moving than a single joint-site equation.

In all cases , the two sep-

Using the

pooled equations, experimental effects were found to be significant for all

treatment groups except Housing Gap- households that met housing requirements at 
enrollment.

Differences in the mobility of Demand Experiment households in Pittsburgh and

Phoenix do not appear to result completely from differences in the characteristics 

of mobility history of households when they entered the program and the same 

factors appear to have been associated with a higher probability of moving at

Differences in the two sites appear to reflect regional differences 

Analysis of a broad sample of low income renter households shews

both sites, 

in mobility.

that the mobility rates observed for households in the experiment at the two 

sites were fairly typical of similar households in their geographical region
Among renter households below poverty level in the Michigan(see Appendix X) .
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Table XI-4

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING 
(SITES COMBINED)—PERCENT OF RENT AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

§

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE3

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE! COEFFICIENT

NA-0.19-0.097Constant

Life Cycle Factors
-0.061-4.95**-0.248Age of household head (in decades) 

Humber of children 
Change in number of children 
Change in marital status

-0.010-0.86-0.041
0.0000.010.001
0.2394.67**0.970

'if
Other Household Characteristics

3.21** 0.0930.377Female head of household 
Black head of household 
Spanish American head of household 
Years of education of household head

Per capita income of household 
(in thousands)

Number of moves in three years 
prior to the experiment

-0.083-2.14*-0.338
-0.089-1.77*-0.361
-0.006-0.88-0.023

0.0080.340.033

0.0986.57**0.396

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
2.66** 0.0980.396Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with basic facilities -0.073-1.77*-0.295

Social 3onds

-1.85* -0.011Positive feelings toward neighbors

Length of residence in enrollment 
unit (in years)

-0.043

-2.28* -0.011-0.043

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 2.50*0.301 0.074

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in money 
available for rent 0.601 4.56** 0.148

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.289 2.93** 0.071

Site

Phoenix 0.651 5.59** 0.160

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

288.86**

1076

0.441

0.196

SAMPLE:
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in their 
homes or in subsidized housing, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and 
enrollment.

Percent of Rent and Control households active at two years after enrollment,
own

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation 
Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in 
the independent variable (evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

- t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).
** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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Table XI-S
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING 

(SITES COMBINED)—HOUSING GAP AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

partial a 
derivative

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTICCOEFFICIENT

Constant NA-0.514 -5.92**

Life Cycle Factors 1
Age of household head (in decades) 
Number of children 
Change in number of children 
Change in marital status

-0.054

-0.009
-0.217 -6.26**
-0.037 -1.01 s0.0920.372 2.92**

I0.763 0.1893.66**

Other Household Characteristics
Female head of household 0.284 2.50* 0.070

Black head of household 0.152 0.0380.98
Spanish American head of household 
Years of education of household head

Per capita income of household 
(in thousands)

Number of moves in three years 
prior to the experiment

-0.040 -0.24 -0.010
-0.011 -0.60 -0.003

0.101 1.14 0.025

0.355 8.81** 0.088

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding

laving in a unit with basic facilities
0.327 2.59** 0.081
0.095 -0.81 -0.023

Social Bonds
Positive feelings toward neighbors

Length of residence in enrollment 
unit (in years)

-0.098 -3.84** -0.024

-0.055 -3.34?* -0.014

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.227 1.72 t 0.056

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in money 
available for rent 0.718 6.49** 0.178

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.282 3.33** 0.070

Site

Phoenix 0.661 6.93** 0.164

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

339.86**

1169

0.447

0.211

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control households 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, and those that moved between the Baseline interview and 
enrollment.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation 
Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in 
the independent variable (evaluated at the mean of all independent variables) . 

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

DATA SOURCES:

a.

+*
**
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Table XI-6
------ THE PRC®ABILITY OF MOVING (SITES COMBINED) —

AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF 

HOUSING GAP

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE3

ASYMPTOTIC 
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT

-0.96 NA-0.961Constant

Life Cycle Factors
-2.38* -0.0470.193Age of household head (in decades) 

Number of children 
Change in number of children 
Change in marital status

-2.96** -0.082-0.337

2.68** 0.1660.687

2.53* 0.2511.040

Other Household Characteristics
2.35* 0.1290.534Female head of household 

Black head of household 
Spanish American head of household 
Years of education of household head

Per capita income of household 
(in thousands)

Number of moves in three years 
prior to the experiment

0.50 0.0440.180

-0.01 -0.001-0.005

1.34 0.0160.068

0.04 0.0010.005

0.307 3.00** 0.074

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

2.37*0.711 0.172Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with basic facilities -0.488 -1.32 -0.118

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward neighbors

Length of residence in enrollment 
unit (in years)

-0.097 -1.49 -0.023

-0.038 -1.05 -0.001

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment -0.391 -1.55 -0.095

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in money 
available for rent 0.114 5.12** 0.278

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.120 0.55 0.029

Site

Phoenix 0.619 2.71** 0.150

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

106.80**

359

0.409

0.220

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control households that met housing requirements at enrollment 
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, and those that moved 
between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation 
Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in 
the independent variable (evaluated at the mean of all independent variables) . 

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

a.

+*
**

A-140



Table XI-7
LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING (SITES COMBINED)—HOUSING GAP 
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET HOUSING REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

partial
derivative

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

asymptotic 
t-STATISTICCOEFFICIENT

NAConstant -0.46-0.267

Life Cycle Factors

-0.057

0.002

0.063

Age of household head (in decades) 
Number of children 
Change in number of children 
Change in marital status

-3.84**-0.229

0.210.-09

0.255 1.67+
0.1702.95**0.683

Other Household Characteristics

Female head of household 
Black head of household 
Spanish American head of household 
Years of education of household head

Per capita income of household 
(in thousand)

Number of moves in three years 
prior to the experiment

0.0450.182 1.59
0.177 0.0441.00

-0.081 -0.020-0.40
-0.028 -0.007-1.02

'
0.115 0.96 0.029

0.379 5.64** 0.094

Housing and Neighborhood Factors

Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with basic facilities
0.247 1.46 0.061
0.016 0.11 0.004

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward neighbors
Length of residence in enrollment 
unit (in years)

-0.110 -3.37** -0.028

-0.064 -2.89** -0.016

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.486 3.79** 0.121

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in money 
available for rent 0.481 4.22** 0.120

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.404 3.12** 0.101

Site

Phoenix 0.618 4.63** 0.154

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

251.02**

806

0.467

0.225

SAMPLE; Housing Gap and Control households that did not meet housing requirements at 
enrollment and were active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment 
incomes over the eligibility limits, those living in their own hemes or in subsidized housing, 
and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation 
Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

a. The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in 
the independent variable (evaluated at the mean of all independent variables).

+ t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
*
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Table XI-8

LOGIT ESTIMATION OF THE PROBABILITY OF MOVING 
(SITES COMBINED)—UNCONSTRAINED AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

a
COEFFICIENT

NA-0.68-0.502Constant

Life Cycle Factors
-0.048-2.80**-0.196Age of household head (in decades) 

Number of children 
Change in number of children 
Change in marital status

-0.010-0.60-0.040

0.0992.17*0.404

2.82** 0.1940.793

Other Household Characteristics
! 2.85** 0.1060.433Female head of householdi

0.26 0.014-0.058i Black head of household
-2.14* -0.139: -0.566Spanish American head of household 

Years of education of household head

Per capita incane of household 
(in thousands)

Number of moves in three years 
prior to the experiment

-0.73 -0.006-0.026

I -0.69 -0.023-0.095

6.33** 0.1320.537

Housing and Neighborhood Factors
1.390.287 0.070Perceived crowding

Living in a unit with basic facilities -0.004 -0.001-0.03

Social Bonds

Positive feelings toward neighbors

Length of residence in enrollment 
unit (in years)

-0.086 -1.56 -0.021

0.030 -1.06 -0.001

Dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction with unit or 
neighborhood at enrollment 0.141 0.77 0.035

Predisposition to Move

Would move with an increase in money 
available for rent 0.761 3.90** 0.187

Program Factors

Experimental household 0.451 2.03* 0.111

Site

Phoenix 0.680 4.47** 0.167

Likelihood Ratio (Significance) 
Sample Size

Mean of Dependent Variable 
Coefficient of Determination

175.73

583

0.432

0.220

Unconstrained and Control households 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, and those that moved between the Baseline Interview and 
enrollment.

SAMPLE:

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial Housing Evaluation 
Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

The partial derivative represents the change in probability, given a unit change in 
the independent variable (evaluated at the mean of all independent variables). 

t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed), 
t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

DATA SOURCES:

a.

t*
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Table XI-9
LIKELIHOOD RATIO (CHI-SQUARE) TEST OF 

SEPARATE AND POOLED LOGIT EQUATIONS FOR 
PITTSBURGH AND PHOENIX BY TREATMENT GROUP

CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC

Separate equations compared to a pooled 
equation including a dummy variable 
for site;

Percent of Rent and 
Control Households

16.17
(17-d.f.)

Housing Gap and 
Control Households

17.00 
(17 d.f.)

Housing Gap and Control 
Households That Met 
Requirements at Enrollment

14.41 
(17 d.f.)

Housing Gap and Control 
Households That Did Not 
Meet Requirements at Enrollment

i
11.77 
(17 d.f.)

!

Unconstrained and 
Control Households

16.86 
(17 d.f.)

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households active at two years 
after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibil­
ity limits, those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing, and 
those that moved between the Baseline Interview and enrollment.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, initial 
Housing Evaluation Form, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments 
file.

!
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Stucfy of Income Dynamics, mobility rates in 1973 were 22 percent in the North-
Thus there appears to be regional differ-east and 42 percent in the west, 

ences in normal mobility for low income renters, which, are consistent with.
the differences observed for Demand Experiment households in Pittsburgh and

Phoenix.

<

i
\
!

!

j

i

:
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