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ABSTRAcr

This report analyzes the effect of the exper~mental Hous~ng Gap hous~ng

allowances on the housing consumption of recipients. Several measures of

housing consunption are examined: hous1ng expendl.tures, hous1ng services

(measured by hedonic ~nd~ces of real hous~ng), the standardness of the

dwelling unit, and other measures of phys~cal adequacy. The effects of

the allowances are measured as dev1atJ.ons from normal behavJ.or estJ.mated

us~ng Control households. Part~cular attent~on ~s p=d to the possib~l~ty

of b~as due to self-selection.
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SUMMARY

ThlS report 18 one of a serles of technlcal reports on the flnal results

of houslng programs tested 10 the Houslng Allowance Demand Experlment.

The Demand Experlment, authorlzed by Congress 10 the Hous1.ng Act of 1970 I

waS deslgned to test the concept of prOV.1.dlng dlrect cash aSSlstance to

low-lncame households to enable them to rent sUltable housing. The

experlment focused on the ways low-lucame renter households use houslng

allowances. It tested a varlety of allowance plans lnvolvlng approxl

mately 1,200 Exper~mental households (offered a hous~ng allowance payment)

and 500 Control households (offered only a token cooperat~on payment) at

two s~tes: Allegheny County, Pennsylvan~a (P~ttsburgh) and Man.copa

County, Ar~zona (Phoen~x), dur~ng 1973-1977. Each household enrolled ~n

the experlment was offered allowance payments for three years. AnalYS1S

18 based on data from the flrst two years.

The program dlscussed 1n this report 18 a Houslng Gap form of houslng allow

ance. Under a Hous~ng Gap allowance, el~g1.ble households are ass~sted in

obta~n~ng decent hous~ng by a payment des~gned to make up the gap between

the cost of modest, eXl.st~ng, standard hous~ng and the fract~on of the~r

~ncomes wh~ch households m~ght reasonably be.expected to devote tb hous~ng.

Households rece~ve allowance payments only ~f the hous~ng that they rent

meets part~cular hous~ng requ~rements. Two k~nds of hous~ng requ~rements

were tested ~n the Demand Exper~ment--Mlnlmum Standards and M~nlmum Rent.

M1n1mum Standards requ~rements spec1f~ed roan~um phys~cal qual~ty and

occupancy (slze) standards for the dwelilng un1t. Mln;tmum Rent requlred

reclp~ents to spend at least a mJ.nJ.mum amount for housJ.ng, but left the

exact type of housJ.ng up to reclplents. Two MJ.nJ.mum Rent levels were

tested (MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low and Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh). Further varlatlons among

these plans were created by vary~ng the payment schedule with~n each type

of hous1ng requ~rernent.

In addJ.tJ.on to the HousJ.ng Gap plans, there was a spec~al "Unconstralned"

plan. Households 1n thlS plan recelved allowances according to the Houslng

Gap payment formula, but were not required to meet any houslng requlrements.

The Unconstralned plan allows a dlrect comparJ.son of~the Houslng Gap plans

wlth a general lncorne transfer program. Flnally, a group of Control
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households iIl.d not receive any housJ.ng allowance payment but receJ.ved a $10

monthly cooperat~on payrrent for proviChng the same ~nformation as Exper~mental

households. These households can be used to estJ.mate normal household behav-

~or ~n the absence of a hous~ng allowance.

The analysJ.s presented J.n this report J.S focused on the effect of the allow

ance plans on several measures of recip~ents' hous1ng consumption--hous1ng ex

penditures, housing services (a measure of "real" housing der1ved US1ng hedonic

1nd1ces), measures of physical hous1ng adequacy represent1ng a range of policy

or1ented standards I and the fraction of 1ncome devoted to rent (lirent burden") .

The following maJor conclus10ns emerged from the analys1s:

1. The housJ.ng allowance offers iIl.d J.nduce households to meet the housJ.ng

requJ.rements more often than households normally would have J.O the absence

of the experiI'Clent and more often than they would have under a general in

come transfer.

The HousJ.ng Gap programs tested 1.n the Demand Exper1ment were success

ful 1n 1ncreasing the percentage of households that met each hous1ng

requirement at two years after enrollment. These were s1gn1ficantly

above the level that would normally have occurred (represented by

Control households) and above the level assocJ.ated wJ.th a general in

come transfer (represented by UnconstraJ.ned households).

Percentage of Households in Each Treatment
Group MeetJ.ng SpecJ.fied Requirement

Two Years After Enrollment

HousJ.ng Gap UnconstraJ.ned Control

PITTSBURGH
Minimum Standards

requJ.rements ............. 45% 23% 28%
MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low

requJ.rements ..........•.. 85 76 75
MJ.nJ.mum Rent HJ.gh

requirements ............. 52 48 44

PHOENIX
MJ.nimum Standards

requirements ...•......... 56 46 36
Minimum Rent Low

reqUJ.rements ............. 77 67 51
MJ.nJ.mum Rent HJ.gh
req~rements .............. 50 41 33
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- - -- - - - - - - - -----------------------------------

2.	 Increases ~n the probab~l~ty that a Hous~ng Gap household would meet the 

program's m~n~mum dwell~ng un~t standards were larger than those that 

would occur under a s~lar general ~ncome transfer program when the 

min~mum standards were explic~tly req~red by the allowance offer, but 

not when a IlUnl.1llum rent level was req~red. Even the M~nl.1llum Standards 

allowance plan showed no substant~al additional effect ~n compar~son to 

a general ~ncome transfer on the proport~on of households that met two 

alternat~ve phys~cal standards. 

The effect of the M~nl.1llum Standards req~rements was to ~nduce some 

households to pass the particular standards req~red. The est~mated 

~ncrease in the percentage of households thet met the MJ.n~mU1l\ Stand

ards was statist~cally sign~ficant only for MJ.nimum Standards house

holds. Estimates for Minimum Rent and Unconstra~ned households were 

smaller and statist~cally ~nsignificant. 

Increase ~n the Probabili ty of Meet~ng the

MJ.n1IDum Standards Requirements at Two Years After


Enrollment Beyond That of Comparable Control Households

(Percentage Points)


Treatment Group	 httsburgh Phoen~x 

M~n~mum Standards +20 +28 
MinlllltJll'l Rent Low + 4 + 4 
Min~mum Rent H~gh - I + 4 
Unconstrained + 1 + 8 

Insofar as the exper~ment's minimum hous~ng standards represent gen

eral publ~c policy concerns about hous~ng qual~ty, th~s result ~s en

couraging. Yet other measures of hous~ng consumPt~on (two alte:rnat~ve 

measures of hous~ng adequacy closely related to the M~n~mum Standards, 

and the hedon~c ~ndex measure of real hous~ng serv~ces d~scussed below), 

fa~led to indicate s~gn~ficant ~fferences ~n hous~ng ~mprovement 

between M~n~mum Standards and Unconstrained households. 

S-3 



Change ~n the Probab~l~ty (Percentage Po~nts)

of ~v~ng in Adequate Hous~ng

at TWo Years After Enrollment Beyond That
of Comparable Control Households

PITTSBURGH
M1.n~mum Standards households
Unconstra~ned households

PHOENIX
M~n~mum Standards households
Unconstra~ned households

M1.mmally
Adequate
Hous~ng

+ 4%

+ 8

+11
+10

Clearly
Inadequate
Hous~ng

- 2%
- 3

-14
-22

Hous~ng allowances can be used to ach~eve specif~c hous~ng ~mprove

ments beyond those associated w~th a general ~ncome transfer. How

ever, ~t appears that any part~cular housing goals des~red by pol~cy

makers must be expl~c~tly requ~red of part~c~pants.

3. The changes ~n hous~ng expenili tures ~nduced by the Hous~ng Gap plans were

ilifferent from those obta~ned under a general ~ncome transfer only for

allowance programs that imposed spec~f~c requ~rements on rent.

Only the M1.nimum Rent H~gh plan led to stat~stically s~gn~f~cant

~ncreases ~n rent beyond those of Unconstr~nedhouseholds. The

changes ~n hous~ng expenditures of recipients due to the allowance

program were est~mated to be:

Treatment Group

M1.n~murn Standards
M~n~mum Rent Low
M1.mmum Rent H~gh

Unconstra~ned

P~ttsburgh

4.3%

2.8
8.5
2.6

Phoen~x

16.2%
15.7
28.4
16.0

4. The effect of the hous~ng allowances on hous~ng consumpt~on beyond that

of a s~~lar general LUcerne transfer was thus closely t~ed to the housLng

req~rement used--rent 1ncreases for MlnLmum Rent households and changes

~n meeting the phys~cal standards for M~n~mum Standards households. In

terms of changes ~n a general ~ndex of hous~ng serv~ces (measured by an
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hedon1c index) , however, the effect of each allowance program on recJ.pi

ents' housing was about the same as that of the UnconstraJ.ned plan.

Real hous1ng serV1ces were measured using hedonic ind1ces. These

1ndJ.ces estJ.Inate the average market value of a household's dwellJ.ng

UIlJ.t. The increase in hous1ng services above normal (that 1S, above

the change measured for s~rru.lar Control households) for recip~ents

was est1mated to be:

Treat:rne:nt Group

M1.n~mum Standards
MJ.nimurn Rent Low
M~mmum Rent High
UnconstraJ.ned

P~ttsburgh

3.1%
0.0
0.9
3.4

Phoen1x

10.2%
11.0
18.0
12.6

Estimated effects on hous1ng services J.n P1ttsburgh were small and

statist1cally J.ns1gn1f1cant. Est1mated effects J.n Phoenix were

larger and stat~st~cally s~gmf~cant for all groups. On the other

hand, there was no s1gnificant difference between Housing Gap and

UnconstraJ.ned households in either s~te (M1.n~mum Rent High house

holds 1n Phoen1x dJ.d have a larger estimated increase in hous1ng

services than Unconstra1ned households but the dJ.fference was not

stat~st~cally s~gn~ficant) •

Response to the Housl.ng Gap allowances was consistently larger in

Phoen~x than in Pittsburgh. Th~s ~s only parhally accounted for

by d~fferences ~n pre-enrollment hous~ng con~t~ons and in the

payment levels used ~n the two s~tes. Thus ~t appears that hous~ng

changes resultl.ng from el.ther a hous1ng allowance or a general

income transfer may dl.ffer sUbstantl.ally from place to place.

5. Min1mum Standards, M1.n1.mum Rent Low ~ and Unconstrained households all

obta1.ned l.ncreases 1.n hous1ng services only sl1ghtly less than their

J.ncreases 1n hous1.ng expendJ.tures. The MJ.n1mum Rent HJ.gh plans, how

ever, apparently ~nduced households to ove:rpay for their un~ts (rela

t1ve to the average market rent for un1tS W1th s1milar character1stics).

Thus the larger J.ncreases 1n expendJ.tures obtal.ned under a MJ.nimum Rent

High reqw.rement were not matched by larger 1ncreases in serV1ces.
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M~n~mum Rent households whose un~ts met the M~n~mum Rent requ~re

ments were typ~cally pay~ng rents above the market average for

hous~ng comparable to the hous~ng they obta~ned. M~n~mum Standards

households, by contrast, were not pay~ng s1gn~ficantly above the

market average. The h~gher pr~ces pa~d by M~n=um Rent households

were not ent~rely due to the hous~ng allowance offers. To some

extent they s~mply reflect the fact that households w~th high rents

typ~cally ~nclude both households ~n better than average hous~ng

and households that pay more than the average for the hous~ng they

obta~n. Thus, for example, M~nJ.mum Rent Low rec~p~ents overpa~d

relat~ve to the market average for the1r hous1.ng by the same amount

as Control and Unconstra1.ned households w1th rents h~gh enough to

meet the M1n~mum Rent Low reqmrement. On the other hand, it 1.S

clear that the M~n~mum Rent H~gh plans also altered the normal

relat1.onsh1.p between rent and hous1.ng serV1.ces, ~nduc1ng house

holds to select un1.ts that were S1.gn1.flcantly overpr1.ced relatlve

to those selected by s1.m1.1ar Control or Unconstra1.ned households.

6. On average, most of the payments under the Hous1ng Gap or Unconstra1.ned

plans were not used for 1ncreased hous1ng expend1tures. As a result,

all plans led to sharp reduct10ns 1n rent burden (tpe fract10n of

1.ncome spent on rent).

At enrollment, rec~p1ents in each s~te were spend1ng well over 30

percent and often over 40 percent of the1r 1ncome on rent. At the

end of the second year, net med1.an rent burdens of allowance rec1p

1ents were reduced by approx1mately 15 percentage p01nts, to about

25 percent of 1ncome or less (30 percent of 1ncome or less for

M1n1mum Rent H1gh households). Th1.S marked reduct1.on carne about

because households devoted much less than one-half of the allowance

payment to 1ncreased expend1ture on hous~ng, thus free1ng 1.ncome to

be used for nonhous~ng needs. The somewhat h~gher rent burden for

~n~mum Rent H~gh households reflects the fact that these house

holds started with slightly h~gher rent burdens and devoted more

of the allowance payment to ~ncreased expenili tures than did any

other group.
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7.	 The houslng requlrements focus lncreases in houslng expendltures and 

improvements .lon houslng aIOOng households that dld not already meet the 

requirements at enrollment. 

To the extent that an allowance program's hous.l.ng requ.l.rements 

adequately reflect publ1C policy obJect1ves W1th respect to ade

quate housing, there may be l.l.ttle .l.nterest 1D .l.nduc.l.ng households


that already meet reqUJ..rements to spend more on hensJ.og. In fact,


the response to the allowance offer is concentrated among house


holds that met the1r housing reqU1rements only after enrollment.


Households that already met the1r hous1ng requ1rements at ~nroll


ment automat1cally qual1f1ed for allowance payments and used only


a small portJ.on of the allowance payment for J.Dcreased hous.l.ng


expendltures and serV.l.ces. In contrast, households that only met


their reqU1rements after enrollment J.ncreased the.l.r housJ.ng


expend1tures and hous1ng serV1ces substant1ally and devoted a 

much larger port10n of the payment to 1ncreased expend1ture. 

8.	 The effect of the hous1ng requ1rements 1n focusing hous1ng change among 

households that were 1n the worst housing at enrollment (as def1ned by 

the hous1ng reqU1rements) 1S also apparent 1n demograph1c d1fferences 

in response. Though small sample s~zes preclude strong conclus~ons, 

part1c1pants from demograph1c groups 1n the worst hous1ng appear to 

have made larger ~ncreases ~n the~r hous~ng expend~tures than other 

households. 

M~nor~ty, nonelderly, and poverty households were ~n worse hous~ng


at enrollment than nonm~nor~ty, elderly, and nonpoverty households,


respect1.vely. Where sample s~zes perm.1.t compar1.son, nunor1.ty, non


elderly, and poverty households all showed larger 1ncreases 1n 

expend1.tures across all three types of hous1.ng requ1.rements, thus 

tend1.ng to equal1.ze hous1.ng cond1.t1.ons among reC1.p1ents. 

9.	 It appears that the long-run impact of a permanent allowance program 

on partic1.pant expenditures or hous1.ng serVJ..ces would not be substan

tially larger than that estimated for the two years of the e"per1ment. 
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S~nce a substantial fract~on of enrolled households chd not move

dur~ng the two years of the expenmant and others e~ther already

met the requirements at enrollment or were able to meet their

reqw.rements with only small changes ~n the~r un~ts, the hous~ng

change ~nduced by an allowance program =ght be expected to grow

over time, as recipJ.ents have more tJ.rne to move and adjust their

hous~ng. Indeed, recipients that ~d not move s~owed only small

changes J.n eJ.ther expenditures or serv~ces; astJ.mated changes for

these households were not s~gru.fJ.cantly above normal, even for

those that met theJ.r reqUl.rements only after enrollment.. The

responses of the recJ.pJ.ent rrovers were a good deal larger than

those for nonmovers.

At the same tune, estJ.mates for recJ.pJ.ent movers were not substan

tJ.ally dJ.fferent from the estJ.mates for all recJ.pients, suggestJ.ng

that the response to a long-term housJ.ng allowance program wJ.ll not

be apprec~ably larger than that observed dur~ng the two years of

the exper~ment. Tlu.s J.n part reflects the fact that the two-year

estJ.mates J.nclude the effects of addJ.tJ.onal movJ.ng ~nduced by the

exper~ment (th~s add~t~onal effect would d~sappear as the rema~n~ng

households move).

The lack of any substantial increase J.n recipients' housJ.ng consUIt1P

tion responses over tJ.me J.S further confirmed by cOIr!Parison of

estJ.roates responses for the fJ.rst year and the fJ.rst two years of

the experiment and by other evidence that indJ.cates there is no

apparent effect of experimental duration on response ..
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SOURCES OF STATEMENTS

The sources of summary statements are llsted below.

1. The data 1.n the table come from Tables 2-1, 3-1, and 3-2. The conf1.rma

tory text on household probabliltles 15 drawn from the eVldence In Tables

2-2, 3-3, and 3-4.

2. The data on the probabl11ty of meetlng the varl.QUS standards l.n"dl.cated

are summarl.zed l.n Table 8-4 and are dl.scussed l.n more detall In Sectl.ons

2.1, 3.1, and 3.2.

3. The data on expend1.tures are from Tables 5-1, 5-8, 5-10, and 5-11 and

are d1.scussed 1.n Chapter 5.

4. The data 1.n the table come from Tables 6-8 through 6-11. The compar1.son

W1.th Unconstra1.ned households 1.S based on Append1.x Tables IX-42 through

IX-44. S1.te d1.fferences are d1.scussed 1.n Chapter.5.

5. The computatl.on of the relatl.ve overpayment of Houslng Gap, Unconstral.ned,

and Control households 15 carrl.ed out and dl.scussed l.n Sectl.on 6.1.

6. Rent burdens are presented In Tables 2-7, 3-14, and 3-15 and are dl.s

cussed In the accompanylng text. The proportl0n of the allowance gOlng

to 1.ncreased expend1.tures 1.S presented 1.n Tables 5-21 through 5-23 and

Table 5-26.

7. The relat1.ve responses of households that met and d1.d not meet the

requl.rements at enrollment play a key role In the analysl.s and are dl.s

cussed throughout Chapter 5.

8. Sectl.on 5.3 dlscusses dernographlc d~fferences 1n response.

9. The role of rnob1l1ty 1n establ1sh1ng response lS d1scussed 1n Chapter 7.

The comparlson w1th f1rst-year results 15 made 1n Append1x XII. For a

d1Scuss1on of experlmental durat10n and response to the Percent of Rent

plans, see Joseph Fr1.edman and Daniel H. Weinberg, The Demand for Rental

Housing: EVJ.dence from a Percent of Rent Housing Allowance 1 Carnbrldge 1

Mass., Abt AsSOC1.ates Inc., September 1978 (revised June 1980).
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

ThlS 18 one of a serles of final technlcal reports on the Houslng Allowance

Demand Experlment. The Demand Experlment was deslgned to provlde lnforma

t10n on how low-1ncome households use housing allowance payments. The

exper1ment offered monthly allowance payments to approx1mately 1,200 low

1llcome households selected at random in each of two sites: P1ttsburgh

(Allegheny County), Pennsylvan1a and phoenix (Maricopa County), Arizona.

Several d1fferent allowance plans were tested, involv1ng d1fferent payment

formulas and housing requirements. In addition, a control group of approx

imately 500 low-income households was enrolled at each site. Households

rema1lled in the experiment and received payments for three years after they

enrolled. The calendar period covered by the experiment was roughly from

late 1973 to early 1977. Evaluation is based on the f1rst two years of

household observation.

There were four baslc treatment plans under WhlCh households were enrolled:

Houslng Gap, Unconstrained, Percent of Rent, and Control.
l

Households 10

Hous1ng Gap plans were offered payments des1gned to br1dge the gap between

the cost of mOdest, eXlstlng standard housl.ng and a reasonable fractl0n of

hollS ehold lucame. The HousJ.ng Gap allowance payment was ll.nked to partlCl.

pants· houslng by housJ.ng requJ.rernents--households recel.ved an allowance

only 1f they occup1ed a un1t meeting the program's hous1ng standards. The

Unconstra1ned plan offered households a payment based on the same formula

as 1n the Hous1ng Gap plan but without a hous1ng requ1rement. Th1s plan

resembled a general l.ucame support program, except that the payment amount

was determined by need for hous1ng expenses rather than need for all house

hold expenses.

Percent of Rent plans offered households a rent rebate 1n the form of a

cash payment equal to a f1xed fract10n of the1r monthly rent. Households

1n Percent of Rent plans had no hous1ng requ1rements to meet. The~r

1
See Append1x I for a deta~led d1Scuss10n of the des1gn.
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payment was t~ed d~rectly to the amount spent for hous~ng. F~nally, the

group of Control households d~d not rece~ve any hous~ng allowance payment

but received a $10 monthly cooperat~on payment for prov~d~ng the same

~nformat~on as Exper~rnental households. They served as a comparison

group aga~nst wh~ch to estimate the effect of different allowance plans.

Th~s report focuses ma~nly on the housing consumption of households in

the Hous~ng Gap hous~ng allowance plans. l Housing Gap allowances get

the~r name from the Hous~ng Gap payment formula, which ~s des~gned to

make up the gap between the cost of modest, exist~ng standard hous~ng

and the fraction of ~ncome that a low-~ncome household can reasonably

be expected to spend on hous~ng. The formula used was:

(1)

where

p = C - bY

P the amount of the allowance payment

C = the bas~c payment schedule, var~ed by
household Slze and Slte

b = the benefit reduct~on rate (the rate at
WhlCh the allowance 15 reduced as lncarne
lncreases), and

Y = household income.

The Hous~ng Gap allowance plans are "constra~ned" ~n the sense that pay

ments were made only ~f the household met certa~n hous~ng requ~rements,

descr~bed further below.

The Demand Exper~ment was des~gned not only to evaluate the ~mpact of a

Hous~ng Gap allowance program but also to evaluate a var~ety of poss~ble

alternat~ve plans w~thin such a program. The exper~ment ~ncluded 11

d~fferent Hous~ng Gap allowance plans, test~ng three levels for the bas~c

payment schedUles, three values for the benef~t reduct~on rate, and two

types of hous~ng requ~rements--M~n~mumStandards and M~n~mum Rent. The

three bas~c payment schedules tested were proport~onal to C*, the est~

mated cost of modest, ex~st~ng, standard hous~ng for var~ous household

1
The hous~ng response of Percent of Rent households ~s d~scussed

~n Fr~edman and We~nberg (1978).
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1
s~zes In each metropolltan area. The value of the beneflt reductl0n rate,

b, varled around 0.25 (correspondJ..ng to typlcal payment formulas in conven

t~onally subs~d~zed hous~ng). The Housing Gap plans are shown in Table 1-1.

Households under the "M1.nlmum Standards" requJ..rements had to occupy unl.ts

that met certa~n phys~cal qual~ty standards for the dwelling un~t and had a

=n=um number of physically adequate bedrooms per person in order to rece~ve

payments. Th~s sort of requ~rement has been used in existing housing programs

such as Seet~on 23 and Seet~on 8. Such physical housing requirements necessi

tate hous=g =speetions, wh~ch are costly to the government and may impose in

convenience on both tenants and landlords. As a poss~ble less costly alter

natl.ve, a 1IMinimum Rent" requl.rement was tested. MUllJlllml Rent plans reqU!.red

households to spend at least a certain minimum amount for housing in order to

recelve allowance payments. Two rnl.nl.mum rent levels were tested, O.7C* and

O.9C* (where C* was the estImated cost of standard housl.ng, descrl.bed above).

Several aspects of housl.ng consurnptl.on have been analyzed 1.0 thl.s report.

The analysl.s of expendl.tures provJ.des estllUates of the extent to ~h1Ch pay

ments under a constra1ned 1ncome ma1ntenance program w1ll be translated 1nto

J.Ilcreased spend1ng for hous1ng. Th1s detenn1nes both the effect of the

allowance payment on part1c1pant expend1ture and also the proport10n of

household 1ncome spent on rent (known as rent burden) 4

D1fferences 1n hous10g expend1tures are expected to reflect real differences

10 rec1p1ent hous1ng as wel14 However, changes 1n hous1ng expend1tures may

not always lead to real changes 1n hous1ng4 Most obv10usly, general 1nfla

t~on ~mpl~es h~gher dollar expend~tures w~thout any change ~n the hous~ng

2
serV1ces prov1ded by a dwel11ng un1t4 Even apart from 1nflat10n, changes

1n expend1tures may st1ll not be reflected 1n real changes 1n partic1pant

hous1ng. If allowance rec1p1ents are unable to act effect1vely 1n the

pr~vate hous~ng market or ~f they shop less carefully, then they m~ght end

up spend1ng more for the same hous1ng than they otherw1se would4

1
C* var1ed by household S1ze and s1te and was determ1ned by a panel

of experts.
2

The changes 1n expend1tures est~ated here account-for 1nflat10n,
so that th1S poses no problem.
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Table ,-,

HOUSING GAP ALLOWANCE PLANS

HOUSING GAP. (P = C - bY, where C IS a mult.ple of C')

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

MInimum Mmimum Rent Minimum Rent
b VALUE C LEVEL Standards Low = 0.7C· H.gh = 0.9C·

b = 0.15 C· Plan 10

1.2C· Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7

b= 0.25 C· Plan 2 Plan 5 Plan 8

O.SC· Plan 3 Plan 6 Plan 9

b =0.35 C· Plan 11

Symbols b= Household contribution rate
C*= BasIc payment level (vaned by family sIze and also by site)
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Hedonic 1nd1ces address this problem by provid1ng estimates of the normal

market value of a un1t 1n terms of 1tS physical character1stics. Compar1

son of the hedon1c value of a unit w1th the actual rent pa1d can be used

to sort out the extent to wh1ch households are paying above- or below

average rents and thus provides est1mates of the real change 1n part1c1

pant hous1ng.

S1nce the program was des1gned to ass1st households to obtain adequate

hous1ng, two other measures of hous1ng quality were used to assess the

program's effect1veness. The f1rst measure is one imp11c1t in the ex

per1mental design--the proportion of un1ts passing the M1n1mum,Standards

requirement. Wh11e all rec1p1ents 1n the M1n1mum Standards plan must

live in units meet1ng this requ1rement, it is 1mportant to know the

extent to wh1ch M1nimum Rent plans were an effect1ve proxy for the M1nimum

Standards. One problem w1th the Minimum Standards requ1rement as a meas

ure of hous1ng qua11ty 1S that it allows no room for amb1guity. Every

un1t was class1f1ed as e1ther meet1ng or not meet1ng the requirement. AS

a result, units may have failed to meet the Minimum Standards requirement

for relatively inconsequent1al reasons. Budd1ng (1978) attempted to

resolve this problem by develop1ng a measure of hous1ng adequacy uS1ng

Demand Experiment data that admits the poss1bility of amb1gu1ty. Wh11e

hous1ng classified as clearly 1nadequate uS1ng his measure st111 covers

a wide range of cond1t10ns, the measure is designed to indicate the

presence of one or more maJor defects.

Organization of the Report

The rest of Chapter 1 1S divided 1nto two parts: a prev1ew of the con

tent of the rema~nder of the report and a brlef summary of results. The

latter 1S included to provide gU1dance 1n understanding the var10US

analyses undertaken in each chapter.

The next two chapters (Chapters 2 and 3) present a descr1pt1ve overV1ew

of changes in housing expenditures, In household rent burden, and In varl

ous measures of hous1ng quality for M1nimum Standards and Min1mum Rent

households, respect1vely. These descriptive tabulat10ns use data on the

Control households to make s1mple adJustments for factors unrelated to

the experiment that may have contributed to changes 1n housing consumpt10n.
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The behavlor of control households lS taken to represent the normal behav

lor that Houslng Gap households would have exhlblted in the absence of the

Demand Experiment. Dlfferences between the houslng consumption of Housing

Gap and Control households then provlde estlmates of the effects of the

houslng allowance.

Chapter 4 dlscusses some of the theoretlcal reasoning behlnd analysls of

Houslng Gap houslng allowances and develops a more careful approach to,
estlmatlng normal behavlor that takes lnto account the effects of dlffer

ences ~n Experlrnental and Control demographic characteristlcs. The results

of thlS approach for houslng expendltures are presented in Chapter 5.

The effect of the experlment lS estlmated ln terms of the dlfferences be

tween actual and predlcted houslng expendltures as of two years after

enrollment. The estlmated effects are dlscussed flrst in terms of overall

effects for the Mlnlmum Standards groups of households and then ln terms

of the dlfferences ln effects for the Mlnimum Rent plans. Chapter 5 also

exarnlnes demographic dlfferences in response.

Chapter 6 analyzes houslng serVlces, as measured by an hedonlC index estl

matlng a unltls normal market rent, uSlng the same framework used to

analyze houslng expendltures. The change in housing serVlces is compared

to that for expenditures and the extent to WhlCh allowance reclplents paid

more or less than average for the houslng services they obtained is

assessed.

Chapter 7 repeats the analyses of Chapters 5 and 6 taklng lnto account the

movlng behavior of households. In that chapter, lt lS suggested that house

holds that moved may be llkely to reflect long-run response to the allow

ance offer. Flnally, Chapter 8 examlnes some of the policy lmpllcatlons

of the flndlngs and dlscusses several remalning lssues 1n the analysls.

Summary of Results

The detalled analysls of changes 1n the houslng consumptlon of Houslng Gap

households presented_ln thlS report 15 necessarlly long and complex. Several

types of houslng changes are examlned separately for the three types of hous

1ng requ1rements and for the Unconstra1ned group. These are further analyzed

across two s1tes and 1n terms of payment formula effects, mob1l1ty, and 1n1

t1al hous1ng cond1t1on. Nevertheless, the bas1c pattern of results, presented
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below, lS reasonably stra1ghtforward and should be kept In rnlnd as the

later chapters provlde detalled numerlcal estlmates of the effects of

Houslng Gap houslng allowances.

Compar,son with Control households shows that participants in the var,ous

Hous,ng Gap plans generally ,ncreased the,r hous,ng expenditures by more

than the changes that would normally have occurred in the absence of the

Demand Experlment. These lncreaseS were much larger in Phoenlx than in

p,ttsburgh. Th,s d,fference between the two s,tes ,s only partly

accounted for by d,fferences ,n ,n,tial hous,ng cond,t,ons, the s,ze of

the allowance payment, and by mov,ng behav,or. Th,s site d,fference

creates some problem ,n ,nterpret,ng the results ,n terms of the levels

of hous,ng change that m,ght be observed 'n a nat,onal hous,ng allowance

program. The pattern of results in the two sites ,s, however, very

slmllar.

Overall, the dlfferent Houslng Gap plans had modest effects on houslng

expend,tures. Most of the allowance payment was not used for ,ncreased

houslng expendltures. Instead, the allowance was used to cover current

expenses--,n effect reduc,ng the household's rent burden and ,ncreas,ng

the ,ncome ava,lable for spending on nonhousing goods and services.

Th,s overall result, however, reflects two qu,te d,fferent response

patterns that depend on whether or not households already met their

requ,rements at enrollment. Households that met the,r housing require

ments 'n their enrollment un,ts (and therefore were automat,cally eligible

for an allowance payment) had relatively small ,ncreases in expend,tures

above normal, devot,ng only a small fract,on of the payment to inceased

expend,tures. The group with the largest ,ncrease 'n expend,tures and

consequently the largest proportion of the allowance devoted to expend,

tures was households that met their hous,ng requ,rements after enrollment.

Even for them, though, less than half of the allowance payment went to

hous,ng, w,th the rema,nder devoted to reduc,ng rent burdens to reason

able levels.

The key factor explain,ng this
1d,fferent Hous,ng Gap plans.

pattern is household participat,on ,n the

Most of the households that met their

1
See Kennedy et al. (1977) for a theoret>cal analys>s of the

partic,pat,on dec>sion and Kennedy and MacMillan (1979) for the empirical
analysis.
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requ~rements and were rece~v~n~ allowance payments two years after enroll

ment were households that either met their requ~rements ~n~t~ally or would

have met them normally ~n the two-year experLmental per~od. These house

holds were not requlred to change the~r hous1ng consumpt~on and could treat

the allowance as add~t~onal lncome. In fact, households that met their

requlrements at enrollment showed only small ~ncreases generally consistent

w~th pr~or est~mates of the response of hous~ng expend~tures to changes ~n

~ncome.

Households that only met requ~rements after enrollment, on the other hand,

showed a larger change 1n houslng consumptl0n, because some of these

households were 1nduced to change the1r houslng consumptl0n substant~ally

1n order to meet the hous1ng requlrements and rece~ve an allowance payment

(of course, some of these households would have met the requlrements

normally).

The houslng requ1rements served to focus the houslng changes ~nduced by the

allowance offers on the part1cular changes called for by the requlrements.

The largest changes ~n rent occurred for households 1n the MlnLmum Rent

H1gh plans--the group hav1ng to meet a relatlvely hlgh rent requ1rement.

Households in the remalnlng Houslng Gap plans--Minlmum Standards, Mlnlmum

Rent Low, and even Unconstra1ned--all had about the same overall change 1n

expendJ.tures. On the other hand, only the MlnJ.mum Standards plans showed

a slgnlf1cant increase 1n the percentage of households that met the

MinllUum Standards. Ne1tber the MinJ.mum Rent requ~rements nor the Uncon

straJ.ned payment J.nduced any slgn1f1cant change 1n terms of Minlmum

Standards.

The way 1n which housing requlrements focused houslng changes was h1ghly

speclfic. Thus, for example, whl1e MJ.n1mum Standards households met the

MJ.n1mum Standards requJ.rements more often than Unconstra1ned households,

they showed no mater1al d~fference 1n the proportJ.on of households meetlng

two other posslble phys1cal standards (one much weaker and the other some

what stronger than the M1nJ.mum Standards requlrements). Llkew~se, a

general measure of real housJ.ng change based on market values wJ.thout

reference to any pol~cy standards (an hedonlc lndex of hous1ng servlces)

showed no substantJ.al dlfference between housJ.ng changes for Unconstralned

and M~nimum Standards households.
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The same sort of focus~ng was apparent for the M~n~mum Rent requirements.

M~nlmum Rent households showed no slgn1f1cant change ~n the probab1l1ty of

meet1ng Mln1mum Standards requ1rements and only marg1nal changes In the

less str1ngent of the two alternat1ve phys1cal standards. L1kew1se, analy

SlS of the market-based measure of hous1ng change (the hedon1C lndex of

hous1ng serv1ces) 1nd1cates that although the M1n1mum Rent H1gh plans can

1nduce large 1ncreases 1n expend1tures, they do not 1nduce as large

1ncreases 1n real housing--a part of the 1ncrease 1S d~sslpated 1n above

average rents for the houslng actually obtalned. Th1S does not appear to

reflect any general 1nab1l~ty to negot1ate the pr1vate hous1ng market, but

rather the speclf~c ~ncent1ves created by requlr1ng households to meet a

M1nlmum Rent requ1rement.

There lS some eV1dence that M1n1mum Standards households that met requ~re

ments after enrollment 1n Phoen1x also pa1d above-average rents for the1r

un1tS In order to meet the M1n1mum Standards requ1rements. Overall, however,

both M1n1mum Standards and Unconstra1ned households 1n both s1tes appeared

to be able to obtain their housing at close to market prices and thus to

avoid any overpayment relat1ve to the market average.

The net result of th1s market behav10r 1S that each of the allowance pro

grams in each site had about the same overall 1mpact on housing serv1ces of

partic1pants as the Unconstra1lled plan. The hous1ng allowance programs in

contrast to the Unconstrained payments may have concentrated hous1ng changes

among households that started out 1ll the worst housing. On the other hand,

it appears that a housing allowance strategy would reach substantially fewer

households than an unconstra1ned 1ncome transfer would. While partic1pation

1S analyzed 1ll more deta11 elsewhere (Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979), evidence

presented here suggests that most participants are households that would have

met the housing requ1rements in the absence of any allowance payment.

Most of the analyses in this report focus on

thh f ··tlgram on e ous1ng 0 program rec1p1en s.

the effects of alternat1ve pro

These comparisons are most

relevant to compar1sons of alternat1ve lirru.ted ent1tlement programs, where

IThe exceptlon is the mscuss10n 1n Chapter 2 of program impact on
the proport1on of households 1n hous1ng that meets var10US hous1ng standards.
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the total program size ~s set by ava~lable funds. They are emphas~zed here

for the simple reason that all current housing programs in the Un~ted States

are l~m1.ted entitlemen t programs. The results also prov~de comparisons of

l.Inpact per program dollar. It should be noted, however, that under UIl1.Ver

sal ent1.tlement programs, part1.c1.pat1.on rates and hence total impact on all

ehg~ble households, would vary considerably. Kennedy and MacMJ.llan (1979),

for example, estimate that participatJ.on under a unJ.versal Housing Gap MJ.ni

mum Standards plan hke those tested J.n the Demand Exper~ment would be less

than half that under a simJ.lar Unconstrained program. Thus, 1.£ as £ol.U1d J.n

th1.S report, the two programs have roughly the same 11't!?act on the housJ.ng

expend1.tures of recJ.p1.ents, a universal entJ.tlement UnconstraJ.ned program

would have roughly tw~ce the impact (and tWJ.ce the costs) on the housJ.ng

expenditures of el~g~ble households as a Minimum Standards Hous~ng Gap

allowance, s1.mply because J.t would have tW1ce as many recJ.p1.ents.

These results are not mater1.ally changed 1.£ the analysis 1.5 confined to

households that moved. Thus, desp1.te the d1fferences between the 51.tes,

there does appear to be a common pattern of results ~n terms of expend~

ture changes, housing standards, and changes ~n housing serv~ces for the

var~ous hous~ng allowance plans ~h compar~son to an unconstrained ~ncome

transfer program.
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CHAPTER 2

OVERVIEW OF TIlE MINIMUM STANDARDS PLANS

Th~s chapter descr~bes, mainly ~n tabular form, the changes that occurred in

housing expend~tures, in housing serv~ces, and in other hous~ng indicators

during the two years of the Demand Exper=ent. It ~s ~ntended to prov~de a

context for the analys~s of the effects of Hous~ng Gap housing allowance

plans and to summarize the major f~nd1.ngs. In ~nstances where the s~mple

tabular analysis may. be m~slead~ng, results fran the more careful analys~s

of later chapters are also indicated. 1 Although all Housing Gap plans are

d~scussed, the focus of th~s chapter ~s on households in the M~nimum Standards

plans. The M~n=um Standards plans are similar to existing leased hous~ng

programs in that they also offer payments t~ed to hous~ng by m~n=um dwell~ng

un~t standards. The Minimum Rent plans are d~$cussed ~n Chapter 3, wh~ch

also briefly summar~zes the results of both chapters.

Sect~on 2.1 focuses on the process of meeting the M~nimum Standards requ~re

roent for MinJ.Inum Standards households and also exananes a somewhat more

general measure of housing adequacy. Changes in two cont1.nuous measures of

housing consumpt1.0n--hollsing expend1.tures and hous1.ng serv1.ces--are discussed

1.n Section 2.2. In addit1.on, the sect1.on ex:am1.nes changes 1.0 rent burden

and d~scusses the proportion of the allowance payment devoted to ~ncreased

housing expend~tures. Sect~on 2.3 presents a brief summary.

2.1 MEETING THE HOUSING STANDARDS

The obJectives of federal housing pol~cy include reducing the ~ncidence of
2

substandard heusl-ng and overcrowding and allev1.ating exceSS1.ve hausl-ug costs.

The Housing Gap form of housing allowance was designed to sat~sfy these goals.

Enrolled households that met the ~ncome and household compos~t~on eligib~l~ty

requirements rece~ved payments to help meet hous~ng costs ~f the~r hous~ng

units met certain hous1.ng requJ.rements. In the Min.unum Standards plan, these

requ1.rements were def~ned in terms of the un~t's physical characterist1cs

IThe analysis of Chapters 4 through 7 corrects for poss~ble b~ases
in the s=ple tabular canparisons performed ~n th~s chapter.

2See, for example, Congress~onal Budget Office (1978).
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and persons per adequate bedroom. In Minimum Rent plans, the housing requ~re

ments were def~ned ~n terms of the un~tls rent.

The hous~ng requ~rements d~st~ngu~sh the Housing Gap allowance plans from

general income ma~ntenance schemes and tie the allowance payment to housing.

Household ~ncame and compos~t~on determine who may enroll ~n the program,

but only enrolled households that meet the housing requirements can rece~ve

allowance payments. Because the housing requ~rements determine which enrolled

households can recel-ve allowance payments, they play an important role ~n

1nfluenclng household responses to the exper~ental programo

Households that already met the hous~ng requ~rements at enrollment were not

requ1red to alter the1r hous1ng 1n any way. In particular, they were not

requ1red to spend any part of the1r allowance payment on ~provements to

the1r hous~ng. As long as they cont1nued to meet the requl.rements, they

could treat the allowance payment 11ke any other income.
l

It seems reasonable

to suppose, therefore, that such households would dlv1de the housl.ng allowance

between hous1ng and nonhous~ng expenditures J.n much the same way they would

dJ.vJ.de any other add1t10nal 1ncome. EmpJ.rical eVl.dence on the way low-

1ncome households allocate add1t10nal ~ncome to hous~ng expend1tures suggests

that J.O th1s case only a

used to 1ncrease hous1ng

small proportion of the housing allowance would be
2

consurnpt10n.

Households that d~d not meet the requ~rements at enrollment faced a very

dJ.fferent sl.tuatJ.on. These households could rece1ve the allowance payment

only after they mod~f~ed the~r hous~ng to meet the hous~ng requirements.

1Although the hous1ng requJ.rements dJ.d not requJ.re households that
already met them to consume more hous1ng, the requJ.rements stJ.ll acted as
a lower bound. Households could not reduce thelr houslng below requJ.red
levels w1thout 10sJ.ng theJ.r allowance payments. Thus, even for households
that already met the requJ.rements at enrollment, the requJ.rements may have
kept average housJ.ng expendltures above normal levels by dlscouragJ.ng
some households from reducJ.ng the~r expendJ.tures. (Program rules permitted
allowance payments to contJ.nue to a rec~pJ.ent nonmover household whose unJ.t
no longer passed the hous1ng requJ.rement at an annual J.nspectJ.on. If the
household moved, however, J.ts new unJ.t had to meet the Min1mmn Standards
requirements 1n order for the household to continue to rece1ve allowance
payments. )

2m the~r analysis of household response to Percent of Rent hous~ng
allowances, Friedman and Weinberg (1978) est~mated that a 10 percent increase
J.n 1ncorne would on average lead to an increase J.n housing expenditures of
less than 4 percent. Iloreover, such adjustments ~n housing expenditures
typically occur only when households move.
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The program d~d not d~ctate how households should mod~fy the~r hous~ng:

they could arrange w~th the~r landlords to f~ the~r enrollment units;

they could fix the1r enrollment units themselves; or they could move

to other un~ts that passed the hous~ng requ~rements. Households choosing

to move or upgrade the1r un1tS to meet the requ1rements would generally be

expected to spend a larger part of their allowance payment on 1ncreased ~

housing expend~tures than households that already met the housing requ~re-

1 2
ments at enrollment o '

Figure 2-1 presents a schemat1c representat10n of the behav10r of ~nimum

Standards and Control households over the course of the experiment. In

both s~tes only about 20 percent of the enrolled households l~ved ~n units

that met the Minimum Standards at enrollment. In both s1tes attr1t10n

of M1.n=um Standards households was larger for the group of households whose

enrollment un~ts d~d not meet the standards than for the group whose un~ts

d~d. No s=~lar pattern ~s observed for Control households.

Almost 80 percent of the households rema1ning act1ve 10 the exper~ent for

the full two years l~ved ~n hous~ng that did not meet the

at enrollment (78 percent ~n p~ttsburgh and 80 percent ~n

M1nImUIn Standards
3

Phoen~x). Nearly

all households that met the Min=um Standards requ~rements ~n their enrollment

un~ts cont~nued to do so over the course of the exper=ent (only 9 of 76

M~n=um Standards households (12 percentl in the two sites that met

~ouseholds l~v~ng in un~ts that met the M~n~mum Standards at enroll
ment spent more on average for rent than d~d households that did not. Thus,
moving from unacceptable un1ts to standard un1ts is likely to be assocJ.ated
with an J.ncrease 1n rent. There was, however, a wlde range of rents for
units that met the M~n=um Standards (see Merr~ll et al o , 1975, pp. 179 ffl o

Thus ~t was poss~ble for an ~nd~vidual household that did not meet the
MlnJ.n1.urn Standards at enrollment to move J.nto an acceptable unJ.t WJ.th no
lncrease In, or even a reductl0n In, rent.

2
Households that chose to forego the allowance payment by cont~nu~ng

to I1ve ln unacceptable hous~ng were nonpart~clpants and their houslng response
~s not analyzed ln thJ.s report. An analys1s of the particlpatlon declsl0n is
presented ~n Kennedy and MacM~llan (1979 l .

3Households are considered to meet Mln~um standards ln a unlt at
any t~e perl0d J.f they ever met the requlrements in that unit o ThlS rnlrrors
the provls1on of a full allowance payment to households that met requJ.rements
at any t=e ~n a un~t (see Append~ III for more deta~lsl.
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Flgure 2-1
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Flgure 2-1 (contlnued)

PHOENIX
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households actlve at two years after enrollment. excludlng those wlth enrollment lncomes ov€r the ellglbTllty
11mlts and those llvlng ln thelr own homes or 1n SUbsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES In1tlal and monthly Household Report Forms and payments flle
NOTE. Households that remalned 1n unlts that met requlrements at any cross sectlon were consldered to

have met requlrements at two years after enrollment
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requ1rements at enrollment moved to a un1t that d1d not meet the M~n~um

1
Standards at two years).

One 1ndicator of program Lmpact is the percentage of households that did not

meet the M1n~um Standards at enrollment but met them at two years after

enrollment. F1gure 2-1 shows that 32 percent of such (act1ve) M1nilnum

Standards households 1n P1ttsburgh and 49 percent of the households 1n

Phoen1x ~proved the1r hous1ng over the two years to meet the requ1rements.

Not all of the 1ncrease 1n the number of households that met the housing

requ1rements may be attr1buted to the 1ncent1ve provided by the allowance

offer, however. EXaIn1.nat~on of Control households' experience in meeting

the M1n1ffiUffi Standards 1nd1cates that meeting the requ1rements is a normal

phenomenon that would occur even w1thout a program, although w~th d1fferent
2

~ntens1ty.

The proport10n of act1ve households that met the M1n1mum Standards 1S shown

1n the top port1on of Table 2-1. The percentage of M1nLmum Standards house

holds that met the standards more than doubled 1n P1ttsburgh (a 107 percent

1ncrease) and almost tr1pled 1n Phoenlx (a 181 percent 1ncrease) between

enrollment and two years after enrollment. Dur1ng the same perlod the

percentage of Control households that met the standards 1ncreased by 35
3

percent 1n P1ttsburgh and 94 percent 1n Phoen1x.

1
Compar1son of the rates at whlch Mlnlmum Standards and Control

households that met requlrements at enrollment cont1nued to meet them at
two years suggests that about 95 percent of the Exper1mental households
would have cont1nued to meet the requ1rements even 1n the absence of the
exper1ment. Under the program rules, all households that met Mln1mum
Standards 1n the1r enrollment un1tS and stayed 1n those un1tS were auto
mat1cally consldered to meet the M1n1mum Standards at two years. Even
among such households that moved, however, a large fract10n met the
requ1rements 10 the1r two-year unlt as well (60 percent 1n P1ttsburgh,
71 percent 1n Phoen1x; see Append1x Table IV-I).

2
It should be emphas1zed that Control households were,not told

about the hous1ng requ1rements and, of course, were not requ1red to meet
any. Control households rece1ved $10 a month, plus occas1onal other
modest payments, for prov1d1ng the same 1nforrnatlon as Exper1mental house
holds. Data on Control households g1ve lnforrnatlon on how the hous1ng of
nonrec1p1ents changed dur1ng the exper1ment 1n response to such nonexper1
mental factors as 1nflat1on, other changes 1n local econom1C cond1t1ons,
and normal changes 10 hous1ng.

3
Part of the 1ncrease over tilne = the proportion of households that

met reqUlrements, reflected 1n the flgures for Control households, is due
simply to accumulat1on--households that did not move from un1ts that met the
Min1mum standards are counted as cont1nmng to meet the requirements even if
the1r un1ts no longer actually met the funLmum Standards.
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Table 2-1

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT AND AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE THAT MET PERCENTAGE THAT MET
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS

At At Two SAMPLE At At Two SAMPLE
TREATMENT TYPE Enrollment Years SIZE Enrollment Years SIZE

HOUSEHOLDS ACTIVE AT
TWO YEARS

Minimum Standards households 21.6% 44.7% (199) 19.8% 55.7% (167)

Unconstra~ned households 13.1 23.0 (61) 23.1 46.2 (39)
I-' Control households 20.5 27.7 (303) 18.7 36.2 (268)'"

HOUSEHOLDS ACTIVE AT TWO YEARS
AND THOSE THAT VOLUNTARILY
DROPPED OUT

M~nimum Standards householdsa 18.5 37.4 (243) 20.2 41.2 (228)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards, Unconstrained, and Control households act~ve at two years after
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the el~gib~l~ty l~mits and those living ~n

their own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. This ~s a special sample that includes Minimum Standards households that dropped out of the

program for voluntary reasons. It ~s assumed here that these households mainta~ned their enrollment
housing requ~rement status.



There lS reason to bel1eve that these f1gures may overstate the program's

lmpact, however. ThlS would occur 1£ attritlon from the Control sample

was unrelated to meeting the Minimum Standards, but attr~t~on from the

Exper=ental sample was mostly by households that d~d not meet the M~n=um

Standards at enrollment (th~s pattern ~s suggested by F~gure 2-1). The

housing requirements status at two years for households that left the program

i;s unknown. However, a lower bound estJ.mate of program impact can be obtained

by mak~ng the extreme assumpt~on that all M~n=um Standards households that

left the program voluntarily maintained thelr enrollment hous~ng requ~rements

1
status. That ~s, all of the households that d~d not meet the M~n=um

Standards at enrollment are assumed to not have met the standards two years

later. As shown ~n the last row of Table 2-1, the 1ncreases still remain

sizeable: a 102 percent increase in P1ttsburgh and a 104 percent 1ncrease

ln Phoenix. These flgures indlcate that increases ln the percentage meeting

requirements are J.ndeed larger for the Exper:unental households than for

Control households even under extreme assumptJ.ons about d~fferent~al

2
attr1tlon for Exper~ental households.

A second way of est:unatlng the :unpact of the program J.S to examlne J.ts

effect on the probab~llty of an J.ndlvidual household meetlng the requ~re

ments rather than by an examlnatl0n of the overall rates of meet~ng. The

change ~n the probab~l~ty of meet~ng the Min=um Standards at two years for

households not meet~ng them at enrollment was estimated us~ng a logit funct~on

which relates the probab~l~ty of meet~ng to household character~st~cs and

program var~ables. Th~s funct~on, presented ~n Append~x Tables VII-l and

2, was used to canpute the probab~l~ty of meeting the Minimum Standards for

both a Control and an Exper=ental household (hold~ng the household

1Households left the program for many reasons. Reasons class~fled

as voluntary were: cannot locate; perJ.odJ.c lntervlew refused; housing
evaluatJ.on refused; mJ.ssing household report form; new household member
refuses to comply wlth requlrements; doesn't 11ke program; personal reason;
and reverJ.flcatlon refused. Reasons classlfied as J.nvoluntary were: move
out of COWlty; inel~gible household compos~tl..on; residJ.ng m lllstitution;
household deceased; J.nelJ.gible SpIlt; fraud; received lnellglble relocatJ.on
benefJ.ts; conflict of lnterest; moved lnto own home or SubsldJ.zed hous~ng;

and unknown.
2

Kennedy and MacM~llan (1979) indicate that,the effects of attrition
on response are l~mited.
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character~st~cs constant at the sample means). As above, two d~fferent

samples were used to compute the probab~l~t~es--the sample of act~ve house

holds, and the sample of act~ve households plus households voluntar~ly

dropp~ng out of the program (the latter g~v~ng a lower bound on the

effect) •

The compar~sons of the probab~l~t~es based on the act~ve sample for a

typ~cal household suggest that the program d~d have a s~zeable effect on

the probab~l~ty of meet~ng the M~n~mum Standards (see Table 2-2). The

probab~l~ty of meet~ng requ~rements for M~n~mum Standards households ~s 20

percentage po~nts h~gher ~n P~ctsburgh and 28 percentage po~nts h~gher ~n

Phoen~x than the probab~l~ty for comparable COntrol households. The prob

ab~l~t~es based on the expanded sample also ~nd~cate that M~n~mum Standards

households have a larger probab~l~ty of meet~ng requ~rements, although aga~n

the s~ze of the effect lS reduced when an extreme assumpt10n about attr~t~on

lS made.

The exper~ence of households 1n the Unconstra1ned plan lllustrates the effect

of the allowance payment alone, w1thout the 1mpos1t10n of hous1ng requ1re-
1

ments. Ex~nat~on of Table 2-2 ~nd~cates that the est~mated probab~l~ty

of meet1ng Mlnlmum Standards for the Unconstralned households was essent1ally

the same as that of Control households ~n P~ttsburgh but somewhat h~gher ~n

Phoenlx. However, th1S dlfference 18 not stat1stlcally slgnlflcant (the

log~t coeff1c1ents for Unconstra1ned households were 1ns1gn1flcant 1n both

s~tes). In any case, the probab~l~ty of meet~ng M~n~mum Standards for Un

constralned households was below even the lower bound est1mate for the

M~n~mum Standards households.

The M1n1mum Standards measure dlscussed above 1S but one measure of hous1ng

quallty and a flawed one at best. Because the measure 1S d~chotomous, no

dlstlnct10n 1S made between a dllap1dated and deter10rat~ng unlt and one

barely fa~l~ng the standard, or between a un~t Just pass~ng the standard

1
As explalned 1n Chapter 1, these households rece1ved allowance

payments computed by the payments formula used ~n the Hous~ng Gap plans,
but they d~d not have to meet any hous~ng requ~rements. Thus, th~s plan
lS Slm1lar to lncome transfer plans cons1dered In the varlOUS lncorne rnaln
tenance experlrnents. Unconstralned households, llke the Control households,
were not told about the houslng requlrements and, of course, were not
requlred to meet any.
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Table 2-2

PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET AT ENROLLMENT

TREATMENT TYPE

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

Computed us~ng act~ve

sample only

Computed us~ng act~ve

sample plus voluntary
dropouts a

PITTSBURGH

PROBABILITY

0.096

0.106

0.229
b

PHOENIX

PROBABILITy

0.241

0.325

SAMPLE: M~n~mum standards, Unconstra~ned, and Control households
act~ve at two years after enrollment that d~d not meet req~rements at
enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment 1ncomes over the el~g~b~l~ty

l~~ts and those l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: Appenfux Tables VII-l and VII-2.
NOTE: These probab~l~t~es are evaluated at the means of the lnde

pendent variables for the act1ve sample uS1ng the approprlate coefflC1ents
from Appenfux VII.

a. ThlS 18 a speclal sample that l.ncludes funl.mmn Standards house
holds that dropped out of the program for voluntary reasons. It ~s assumed
that these households malntalned thel.r enrollment housl.ng requl.rernent status.

b. Log~t coeff~c~ent s~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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and one of h~gh qual~ty. BUdd~ng (1978) has created another measure of

hous~ng adequacy ~n an attempt to resolve th~s problem, one also derlved

from the lndlvldual houslng evaluatlons performed for each dweillng unlt.

ThlS measure classlfles unltS luto one of three categorles:

If there was clear eVldence that a dweillng unlt contalned
one or more SerlQUS houslng deflclencles, the unlt was
classlfled as clearly lnadequate.

If the unlt passed everyone of the lndlcators lntended to
measure serlOUS houslng deflclencles and recelved an overall
evaluator ratlng conslstent wlth such a clasSlflcatlon, the
unlt was classlfled as at least mlnlmally adequate.

Otherwlse, the unlt was classlfled as amblgUOUS.

Buddlng's measure was deslgned to reflect general pOllCy concerns. It lS

lntended to classlfy unltS as clearly lnadequate lf they have one or more

serlOUS deflclencles. An amblguous category accounts for cases where elther

the exact nature or the lmpo~ance of the deflclency are not clear. The

dlchotomles mlnlmally adequate/not mlnlmally adequate and clearly l~adequate/

not clearly lnadequate thus provlde a range of posslble program standards.

Because of the amblguous category, Buddlng's measure wlll tend to understate

to Some unknown degree both the number of households ~n clearly ~nadequate

hous~ng and the number of households ~n at least m~nimally adequate housing.
l

The adequacy measure lS related to the Mlnlmum Standards In that few ltems

used ln the adequacy measure were not lncluded ln the Mlnlmum Standards

measure.

Table 2-3 shows the changes ~n hous~ng adequacy over the two years of the

experlment for Mlnlmum Standards, Control, and Unconstralned households.

As can be seen from the table, Mlnlmum Standards falls ln the upper end of

1
Further, the lIclearly lnadequate" category encompasses houslng

that ranges from dweillng unlts wlth multlple deflclencles to UllltS wlth
a slngle maJor defect. The lI a t least mlnlmally adequate II cat~gory 1S
subJect to the l~~tat~ons of the data base, and ~t seems l~kely that
some of these unltS have serlous houslng problems that went unmeasured ln
the Demand Exper1ment. Flnally, the "amb1gUOUSIl category undoubtedly con
talns both unltS that are properly classlfled as clearly lnadequate and
un1ts that are properly conSldered at least mlnlmally adequate. The
amblgUOUS category eX1sts because there was not sufflclent 1nformatlon to
make elther classlflcatlon.
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Table 2-3

CHANGES IN HOUSING ADEQUACY FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS, UNCONSTRAINED, AND CONTROL HOUSEnOWS

PERCENTAGE IN MINIMALLY PERCENTAGE IN CLCl\RLY
ADEQUATE HOUSING INADEQUATE HOUSING

At At Two At At Two SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years CUANGEa Enrollment Years CHANGEa SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Minlmum Standards households 25\ 27. >2 45\ 36. -9 (l98)
Control households 29 25 -4 38 35 -3 (305)
Unconstralned households 18 31 +13 48 34 -14 (61)

DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Minlmum Standards households 9 21 +12 57 43 -14 (155)
Control households 14 18 +4 47 40 -7 (243)
Unconstralned households 13 23 +10 55 40 -15 (53)

MET MINIMUM STANDAIIDS REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

tv Minlmum Standards households 81 49 -32 2 12 +10 (43)... Control households 84 55 -29 2 15 +13 (62)
Unconstralned households [50] {881 [+3B] {O] {O] (01 (8)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Minlmum Standards households 34 45 +11 48 32 -16 (166)
Control households 34 37 +3 46 41 -5 (26B)

Unconstra~ned households 26 44 +18 56 31 -25 (39)

DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Standards households 23 40 +17 59 39 -20 (133)
Control households 20 30 +10 56 50 -6 (218)
Unconstra~ned households 7 37 +20 73 37 -36 (30)

MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

M~nimum Standards households 79 67 -12 3 3 0 (33)
Control households 94 68 -26 2 4 >2 (50)
Unconstralned households {89] (67] (-22] [0] [11) {+ll) (9)

SAMPLE M~nlmum Standards, Unconstra1ned, and Control hOUSeholds actlve at two year~ after enrollment, exclud~ng those wlth enroll-
ment l.ncornes over the ell.g1b1l1ty 1J.m~ts and those ll.v~ng 10 thelr own homes or 10 Sub~ldized houslng

DATA SOURCES In~tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms, HOUS10g Fvaluatlon Forms, and payments fl.lc
NOTE Brackets 1.lldJ.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1ons
a Percentage POl.tlts



the range of standards 1mpl1C1.t 1n Budd1ng's measure. Because some of the

1nd1cators used 1.n M1n1mum Standards were cons1dered to be amb1gUOUS w1.th

respect to the presence of ser10US hous1ng problems, the clearly 1nadequate

category, des1gned to be a conservatl.ve measure of l.nadequacy, "falls ll only

a fract~on (55 percent) of all enrollment un~ts that fa~led M~n~mum Stand
I

ards at enrollment. On the other hand, most unltS that passed Mln1mum
2

Standards at enrollment, 85 percent, were deflned as IDlnlmally adequate.

The houslng adequacy of M1nlmum Standards households' un1ts lmproved over

the two-year experlmental perlod relatlve to Control households (measured

elther as an lncrease In the percentage m1nl.mally adequate or as a decrease

1n the percentage clearly 1nadequate). Compar1son w1.th Unconstra1ned house

holds ~s d~ff~cult because of sample s~ze problems, but they appear to

lmprove thelr houslng even more than do M1.nlmum Standards households. The

1.mprovement 1.n housing adequacy for M1nl.mum Standards households relat1.ve

to Control households 1.S concentrated among households that dld not meet

thelr requlrements at enrollment.

In compar1.ng the relat1.ve success of the M1.n1.mum Standards and Unconstralned

plans ~n ~ncreas~ng the proport~on of households l~v~ng ~n at least ~n~mally

adequate hous1ng or decreas~ng the proportlo~ of households l1.V1ng 1n clearly

lnadequate honslng, It 1S 1.mportant to real1ze that all Unconstralned house-

holds rece1.ved an allowance payment

holds that met the requ~rements d~d

wh~le

3
so.

only the M1n1mum Standards house

Therefore, the fact that Uncon-

stra~ned households as a group do as well or better than the group of all

actlve Mlnlmum Standards households (some of whl.ch dld not rece1ve any pay

ment), 1.S not eVldence of l.neffect1veness of the hons1ng requl.rement for

part1clpants. Fewer households partlclpate under a housl.ng allowance

I The M1nlmum Standards measure also falls un1ts cons1dered over-
crowded (more than two persons per adequate bedroom), an lndlcator not
lncluded 1n Buddlng's physl.cal adequacy measure. Th1S percentage (and
the one 1.n the next sentence) refer to all enrollment unltS.

2
In addltlon, 1 percent of all unltS passlng Mlnl.mum Standards at

enrollment were class1.fled as clearly lnadequate, due to the lnformatl.on
on the presence of rats, poor wlndow condltlon, and the overall dweillng
unlt ratl.ng by the evaluator.

3Appendl.x Table VI-IO presents a comparlson of Mlnlmum Standards
and Unconstral.ned households that met at two years. Th1S comparl.son 1.S
blased toward Mlnlmum Standards households because of the close correla
t10n between meetlng the M1.nlmum Standards and the adequacy measures.
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program than under an unconstraJ.ned offer. Thus the approximately equal

effects on housing adequacy found for all actJ.ve households for the two types

of programs reflect a larger effect on MJ.nJ.mum standards participants than

for UnconstraJ.ned partJ.cJ.pants offset by the lower partJ.cJ.patJ.on rate among

MJ.nJ.mum standards households.

ThJ.s J.S confirmed by logit estJ.mates of the probability of lJ.ving in

mJ.nJ.mally adequate housJ.ng and the probability of lJ.vJ.ng in clearly J.nade

quate housJ.ng, taking account of other possJ.ble effects on J.mprovements

in housJ.ng adequacy. AppendJ.x Tables VII-9 and VII-13 present logit

funct~ons for the probab~l~tles of a household Ilvlng 1n mlnlmally adequate

or 1n clearly lnadequate houslng at two years. Table 2-4 presents the

change 1n probabl11tles due to the houslng allowances. Mlnlmum Standards

households that met thelr requlrernent at enrollment were Just as 11kely as

Control households that met Mlnlmum Standards at enrollment to be 11vlng 1n

ID1nlmally adequate or 1n clearly lnadequate houslng two years after enroll

ment. On the other hand, Phoenlx Mlnlmurn Standards households that dld not

meet requlrements at enrollment were slgnlflcantly more l1kely than slml1ar

Control households to be 11vlng 1n ID1nlmally adequate houslng at two years

(at the 0.05 level) and were sJ.gnJ.fJ.cantly less lJ.kely than sJ.mJ.lar Control

households to be lJ.vJ.ng J.n clearly J.nadequate housJ.ng (at the 0.01 level).

No dlfference was found for these households In Plttsburgh.

Part of thlS effect was due slmply to the allowance payment--Unconstralned

households In Phoenlx were slgnlflcantly less 11kely than Control households

to be llvlng In clearly lnadequate houslng at two years as well and were

somewhat more llkely than Control households In both sltes to be llvlng In

m1nlmally adequate houslng.

Overall, the estlmated effects for Unconstralned households appear to be

about the same In both sltes and for both categorles of houslng adequacy

as the effects for Mlnlmum Standards households that dld not meet requlre

ments at enrollment. ThlS suggests that the effect of the Mlnlmum Standards

requlrements was very speclflc. In comparlson wlth Unconstra1ned households,

lmposlng M1nlmum Standards requlrements only substantlally lncreased the

probabll1ty of meetlng the expllcltly lmposed requlrements; there 1S no

slgnlf1cant dlfference even for the closely related alternatlves deflned

by Buddlng's categorles.
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Table 2-4

EFFECT OF ALLOWANCE OFFER ON HOUSING ADEQUACY
FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS AND UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENTAGE POINT CHANGE IN
PROBABILITY OF LIVING IN:

HOUSEHOLD GROUP
M~n~mally Adequate Clearly Inadequate
Hous~ng at Two Years Hous~ng at Two Years

PITTSBURGH

ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS +0.04 -0.02

Dld not meet MlnlmUIn
Standards at enrollment +0.06 -0.004

Met Mlnlmum Standards
at enrollment +0.01 -0.13

ALL UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS +0.08 -0.03

PHOENIX

ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS +0.11* -0.14**

Dld not meet MlnJ.mum
Standards at enrollment +0.13* -0.18**

Met Mlnlmum Standards
at enrollment -0.02 -0.01

ALL UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS +0.10 -0.22**

SAMPLE: Mlnlmurn Standards and Unconstralned households actJ.ve at
two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over the
ellg1bl11ty 11mlts and those 11vlng 10 thelr own homes or 10 SubSldlzed
houslng ..

DATA SOURCES: Append~x Tables VII-9 and VII-13.
NOTES: Slgnlflcance lndlcated 15 of loglt coefflClent of contrast

wlth Slmllar Control households ..
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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-.----------------------------------------------- - -

2.2 CONTINUOUS MEASURES OF HOUSING CONSUMPTION

Th~s sect~on dlscusses changes 1n houslng expendltures and 10 houslng

servlces, the latter measured as the estlmated market value of the dwell
1

lng unlt uSlng an hedonlC lndex.

Houslng Expendltures

Sectlon 2.1 lndlcated that about 95 percent of the households that met Mlnl

mum Standards at enrollment would normally have contlnued to meet them over

the two years of the experlment. They dld not have to alter thelr normal

houslng consumptlon pattern and could treat the allowance payment essentlally

11ke any other addltl0nal lucame.

The dlstlnctlon between households that would normally meet the requlrements

and those lnduced to meet the requlrements has lmportant lmpllcatlons for the

magnltude of the program-lnduced change 1n houslng. It appears that, In

addltlon to the households that already met the standards at enrollment, at

least one-thlrd of the households that only met the standards after enroll-
2

ment would also have done so normally. These households were In effect

unconstralned by the allowance offer and would be llkely to change thelr

expendltures solely In response to the addltlonal lncome they recelved from

the allowance, whlle those lnduced to meet may have had to lncrease thelr

houslng expendltures more.

The allowance payment was on average a 20 percent lncrease ln lncome for

Mlnlmum Standards households that met the Mlnlmum Standards requlrement In

thelr enrollment and two-year units. USlng the lncome elastlclty estlmated

(for movers) by Frledman and Welnberg (1978) of 0.36, thls suggests that the

houslng expendltures of these households would normally lncrease about 7

1
Throughout thlS report, houslng expendltures are deflned as the

monthly rent pald for a unlt, unfurnlshed, lncludlng utllltles other than
telephone. See Appendlx III for more detalls.

2
USlng the probabllltles of Table 2-2, between 32 and 42 percent

of the Mlnlmum Standards households In P~ttsburgh and between 46 and 65
percent of the Mlnlmum Standards households In Phoenlx that met after
enrollment would normally have done so. (These percentages are obtalned
by dlvldlng the Control estlmate by the Mlnlmum Standards estlmate.)
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1
percent when they move. (To the extent that not all households move, the

overall average lncrease would be smaller.)

Houslng Gap households that dld not already meet the houslng requlrements

at enrollment may be classlfled lUtO two groups, accordlng to the way they

responded to the allowance offer. One ~s the group of households that

never met the houslng requlrements. Households In thlS group dld not

recelve any allowance payment and In that sense were not program partlcl

pants. The other group ~s households that l~ved ~n un~ts that met the

houslng requlrements by two years after enrollment. ThlS group would be

expected to exhlblt the largest change 1n hous1ng expendlture. ~However,

as dlscussed 1n Sectl0n 2.1, a substantlal proportlon of households not

meetlng the M1n1mum Standards at enrollment would have met the houslng

requlrements by two years even wlthout the allowance offer. Thus, th1S

group contalns households whose behaVl0r should be sl~lar to that of

Hous1ng Gap households that already met the requlrements at enrollment

(respond~ng only to the add~t~onal allowance-prov~ded~ncome) along w~th

households that were 1nduced by the allowance offer to meet the requlre

ments. The response of those households lnduced to meet requ1rements lS

l~kely to be larger than that ~mpl~ed by ~ncreased ~ncome alone, s~mply

because they had to lncrease

have occurred slmply to meet

thelr expendltures
2

the requlrements.

by more than would normally

The observed changes In houslng expend1tures between enrollment and two

years after enrollment for Mln1mum Standards and Control households are
3

summarlzed ln Table 2-5. The percentage changes 1n rent for Control house-

holds that already met the hous1ng requlrements at enrollment and contlnued

to meet them durlng the exper1ment suggest that ln Plttsburgh normal, non

experlmental rent lncreases amounted to 14 percent, whlle 1n Phoenlx they

1
The lncorne elastlclty of houslng expendltures lS the percentage

change In expend1tures due to a I percent 1ncrease In lncorne. The est1
mates reported ~n Fr~edman and We~nberg (1978) are based on Control and
Percent of Rent movers. Thelr est1mate of the lncome elastlclty for all
households ~s only sl~ghtly smaller than 0.36.

2
As lndlcated earller, the Mlnlrnum Standards could be met wlthout

lncreaslng expendltures, though th1S was not as llkely on average.
3

The dlScusslon of Unconstralned households 18 deferred to Chapter
5 due to small sample Slzes. For thelr houslng change and the changes of
Houslng Gap nonrec1plents, see Appendlx V.
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Table 2-5

MCAN nOUSING CXPf.:NDITUnrs AT CNROLr..MCNT AND TWO YEARS AFTCR ENROLI,Mr.NT
BY nOUSING REQUIREMI-:NT STATUS Eo'OR MINIMUM STANDARDS' ANn CONTROL UQUSEHOLDb

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

MEAN HOUSING
At
Enrollment

EKPENDIWRES
At Two
Years

PITTSBURGH

CH1'INGE IN !lOUSING EXPENDITURCS
Percentage PC'I( C'lltage

Amount (Mean of Ratio? (Rat1.o of Means)
SAMPLE
SrZE

ALL 1I0USEIIOLDS THAT MET MJNIMUM STlI.NOARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Mim.mum Standards households $119 $142 $23 '" ,.. (fl7)

Control households 132 154 22 17 17 (133)

DID NOT MeET REQUIREMENTS 1\'r ENROLLMCNT

MJ.nl.mum Standards households 114 142 '8 31 " (49)

Control households 127 155 27 23 21 (;>9 )

M"" REQUIREMENTS AT CNROLLMENT

M.l.n1.rnllm ~tandards households 125 140 16 16 1J (38)

Control households 135 154 19 J4 14 (')4)

w
0

PHOENIX

ALL HousrUOLDS THAT ME'l' MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YE1\RS

M.l.n1.mum Standard~ households 135 ]70 34 35 25 (91)

Control households J 44 168 24 23 17 (89)

DID NOT MEET REQUlREttENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M.l.n1.mum standardz households 128 170 42 44 33 (64)

Control households 140 173 33 33 24 (SO)

M"" REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

MJ.nimum Standard~ households 150 166 16 13 11 (27)

Control household~ 150 163 13 12 9 (39)

SAMPLC M1n1.mUm Standards and Control households act1.ve and meetJ.ng requ1remcnts at two years after enrollm~nt, excludJ..ng those

wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ..gJ.bJ.lJ.ty ll.m1.ts and those lJ.vJ.ng in theJ.r own homes or ~n subs1.d1.zed houS1ng.
DATA SOURCES InJ.t1al and monthly Household Report Form~ and payments f~le.



amounted to 12 percent. These changes are not very dlfferent from the estl

mated two-year rates of inflatlon: 15 and 10 percent 10 Plttsburgh and

Phoenlx, respectlvely (see Merrlll, 1977, p. 140). The percentage rent 10

creases for Houslng Gap households 1n the same category was only rnarglnally

hlgher--16 percent In Plttsburgh and 13 percent In Phoenlx. The tabular

comparlson thus suggests that the experlment lnduced households that already

met the requlrements at

about 1 to 2 percentage

enrollment to lncrease thelr houslng expendltures by
1

pOlnts. The analysls of later chapters shows Slml-

larly small (and statlstlcally lnslgnlflcant) effects of the exper~ent on

the expendltures of households already meetlng the Mlnlmum Standards at

enrollment. These rather small lncreases In expend1ture for households that

met requ1rements at enrollment 1mply that most of the allowance payment was

used to 1ncrease nonhous1ng consumptlon and to reduce h1gh rent burdens for

thls group.

The experlmentally lnduced change 1n rent for M1n~um Standards households

that met the houslng requ1rements only after enrollment cannot be estlmated

dlrectly from the Control and Experlmental changes shown In Table 2-5. USlng

those data dlrectly would glve an underestLmate of the 1nduced change. As

dlscussed above, the group of Houslng Gap households that only met the

requlrements after enrollment cons1sts of two dlfferent subsets of house

holds--one lS the group of households that would have met the requlrements

even wlthout a program; the other 1S the group of households that were lnduced

by the allowance offer to meet the requ1rementsa Normal rent changes for

households that would normally have met the requlrements may be lnferred from

Control households that only met requlrements after enrollment. Normal rent

changes for households that were lnduced to meet the requ1rements may be

lnferred from those households that would normally not have met the requ1re

ments (l.e., Control households that d1d not meet the requlrements durlng the

exper1mental perlod). Normal rent changes for M1nLmum Standards households

that met only after enrollment can then be computed as the we1ghted average

of the changes for the two Control groups (those meetlng after enrollment and

1
Th1S 1S less than the pred1cted 7 percent 1ncrease based on the

estLmated response of expend1tures to changes 1n lncome. The dlfference
between the predlcted lncrease 1f all these households moved and the actual
lncrease may be attrlbuted to the fact that not all of these households dld
In fact move (only 23 percent of these households In Plttsburgh and 52 percent
In Phoenlx moved). See Chapter 7 for an eXaIDlnatlon of the role of moblilty
In household response.

31



those never meet1ng the standards), uS1ng the proport10n of households that

normally met and the proport10n of households that were 1nduced to meet as
1

the we1.ghts.

The computed normal rent changes for MJ.n~um Standards households meet1ng

after enrollment are 20 percent l.n P1.ttsburgh and 23 percent l.n Phoen1.x.

The Lmp11ed exper1mentally 1nduced change J.n rent 1S therefore 9 percent

J.n P1ttsburgh and 17 percent 1n PhoenJ.x, as shown 1n Table 2-6. These

fJ.gures, wh1ch are based on stra1ghtforward comparJ.son of means, are fa1rly

close to the more carefully computed est1mates of Chapter 5. The estLmates

presented there are based on a more comp11cated stat1st1cal procedure that

takes lnto account many nonexperlmental dlfferences between Experimental

and Control households (descr1.bed 1.n Chapter 4). These est1.ffiates for the

program-J.nduced lncreases J.n hous1ng expendJ.tures are 7.5 percent (wJ.th a

standard error of 3.9) above two-year mrmal rent

percent (wJ.th a standard error of 5.4) 10 Phoenlx

l.n P1.ttsburgh and 23.6
2

(from Table 5-1).

In summary, the data l.n Table 2-5 suggest that households that already met

the hous1ng requJ.rements at enrollment dJ.d 1n fact behave much as they

would have wJ.thout the requ1rements and that therefore the allowance had

only a small lmpact on theJ.r housJ.ng expend1tures. On the other hand, J.n

both sJ.tes, the data ln Table 2-6 show that the change 1n expendJ.tures of

households that only met the requJ.rements after enrollment was much larger

than the change for Control households. Thus, the responses of the two

groups of households do, J.n fact, appear to be very d1fferent. Indeed,

the change for the subset of households l.nduced to meet may be much larger

than the overall average for the group of households that met requ1rements

after enrollment. Sect1.on 2.1 suggested that about 32 percent of house

holds that met after enrollment J.n P1ttsburgh and 46 percent 1n Phoen1X

would have met the requlrements normally. If these households had the

same 2 percent average 1ncrease 1n rent above normal as households that

already met requ1rements at enrollment, then households that were 1nduced

to meet requ1rements after enrollment had an lncrease J.n rent above normal

lsee Table 2-6 for the computation formula.
2

Standard errors for the est~ates of Chapter 5 are J.ncluded for
1nformat10n only. 51nce the observatlons used for the est1mates 1n Tables
2-6 and 5-1 are the same, d1fferences J.n the est~ates arJ.se from the models
used and not from sampllng var1atl0n.
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Table 2-6

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PERCENTAGE CHANGE NET
IN EXPENDITURES INDUCED SAMPLE

Actual Normal EFFECT
a

SIZE

P~ttsburgh 31% 20% 9% (49)

PhoenJ.x 44 23 17 (64)

SAMPLE: M1nimum Standards hOllseholds actJ.ve and meetJ.ng requJ.re
ments at two years after enrollment that dJ.d not meet reqUl.rements at
enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ.gl.bJ.ll.ty
IJ.ml.ts and those ll.vl.ng 1n thel.r own homes or 1n subsl.dJ.zed hOUSlllg.

DATA SOURCES: In~Ual and monthly Household Report Forms and pay-
ments £11e.

NOTE: The formula used for computl.ng the normal rent change 15:

Pc~ + ~e - pc)~
P

e

where P
c

P
e

= the proportl.on of Control households that dl.d not meet requl.re
ments at enrollment that met requl.rements at two years

the proportl.on of Mllll.mum Standards households that dl.d not
meet requJ.rements at enrollment that met requl.rements at two
years

the percentage rent change for Control households that met
requ~rements only after enrollment

the percentage rent change for Control households that d~d not
meet requ~rements at enrollment or at two years after enrollment.

The proport~on (Pc/Pe ) ~s ~nterpreted as the normal probab~l~ty of Hous~ng

Gap households that ~d not meet requ~rements at enrollment meet~ng them at
two years after enrollment. From Tables 2-2 1 2-5 1 and V-I, the follow~ng

values are used:
P~ttsburgh PhoenJ.x

Pc .•.....•.•. 0.096 0.241

Pe ••••.•••••. 0.298 0.523

fi~ •••••..•••• 23% 33%

fi~. • • . • . . . • • • 18% 14%

a. Per-cent above normal expenfutures, computed as the rat~o of actual
expen<htures at two years, RA1 over enrollment expend~tures, Ro (the f~rst

column plus one) to normal expenfutures at two years, RN, over enrollment
expend~tures (the second column plus one) 1 m~nus one: (RA/Ra)

(Rw'Ro) - 1 •
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(USlng the flgures In Table 2-6), of approxlmately 15 percent In Plttsburgh
1

and 37 percent l.n Phoen1x.

Th1S d1fferent1al response 18 an 1mportant part of the Hous1ng Gap des1gn

because po11cy obJect1ves are qUlte dlfferent for households that meet the

hous1ng requ1rernents when they enroll as opposed to those that do not.

There may be no spec1al 1nterest 1n havlng households already 1n adequate

hous1ng spend more to buy even better hous1ng. Poor hous1ng qua11ty 15

not the only aspect of hous1ng deprlvat10n, however. Households may occupy

decent houslng but only at an exorbltant cost 1n terms of the1r avallable

resources. The rat10 of rent to l.ncome I referred to as "rent burden," 15

another measure of houslng deprl.Vatlon, especl.ally for low-lnceme house

holds. LOW-lncome households that spend more than 25 percent of thelr

lncorne on houslng are often consldered to be deprlved wlth respect to

houslng ln the sense that thelr resldual lncome lS not sufflclent to bUy
2

nonheuslng goods and serVlces to ach1eve a modest standard of 11vlng.

The P011CY obJectlves of an allowance program may lnclude reductlon of

houslng deprlvatlon both In terms of lmprovlng houslng quallty for partlcl

pants 1n poor quallty houslng and of reduclng hlgh rent burdens. To the

extent that the program's houslng requlrements adequately reflect the

government's POI1CY obJectlves ln houslng quallty, the requlrements serve

to channel the allowance payment flrst lutO the houslng expendltures neces

sary to obtaln modest, eXlstlng, standard houslng and then lnto reductlons

ln rent burden.

As Table 2-7 lndlcates, every subpopulatlon of enrolled households was

clearly deprlved 10 terms of hlgh rent burden, wlth Houslng Gap households

that met the houslng requlrements

rent burden of over 40 percent at

at enrollment
3both sltes.

havlng a medlan preprogram

The allowance payment made

1
ThlS lS close to the percentage d1fference ln mean rents between

Mlnlmum Standards households that dld and dld not meet requlrements at
enrollment (19 percent In Plttsburgh and 34 percent In Phoenlx). (See
Appendlx Table V-l.)

2
For a hlstorlcal perspectlve, see Lane (1977).

3
ThlS flgure refers to net lucomei but because the deflu1tlon of

lUCome used here lncludes ltems not normally lncluded 1n census gross
lucome flgures, such as the value of Food Stamps, the rent burden ln terms
of census gross lncome would be approxlmately the same. Equlvalence for
subgroups or for other lncorne def1nltlons lS by no means assured.
(contlnued)
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Table 2-7

MEDIAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS
AFTER ENBOLL.'iENT BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR

:1INlMUM STANDARDS t UNCONSTPAnlED, AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Payment... as. Rent Reduct:L.on)

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

MED:IAN RENT' BUFDEN
At At Two
Enroll.menta Yearsb

ME:DIAN
REDUCTION IN
RENT BURDEN

c
SAMPLE
SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOIDS THAT :.1ET )olINnmM STANDARDS
REQUIREMEN'l:S AT TWO YEARS

Ml.n.1mUm Standards households-

Control households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLIHENT

37\

34-

lB.

30

-17

-5

(B5)

(7B)

'Ununum Standards nouseholds

Control households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLI.."!ENT

lli.nJ.ID.UIn Standards households

Control households

ALL UN<XlNSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

36 1B -17 (47)

32 30 -3 (2B)

40 17 -17 (38)

35 30 -6 (50)

35 23 -13 (49)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT ~T MmIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT T"N'O YEARS

'ilnJ.ID.um Standards households

Control households

DID Nor MEET REQUIRfMENTS AT
ENROLL.'tENT

360

34

19'

30

-16

-4

(90)

(B9)

'b.nJ.ID.um Standards nouseholds

Control ~ouseholds

~T REQUIRE.."lENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Ml....'1J.ID.Uln Standards households

Control nousenolds

ALL UNCONSTRAD1m HOUSEHOLDS

34- 17 -lB (63)

33 30 -3 (50)

39 22 -12 (27)

34 29 -4 (39)

35 24 -14 (26)

SAMPLE. MJ.nunum Standards, UnconstraJ.Iled, and Control households actJ.ve and meetJ.ng requJ.rements at
two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ.gJ.bJ.lJ.ty l~ts and those
IJ.vJ.ng 2n the2r own homes or J.n subsJ.dJ.zed nouSJ.ng

DATA SOURCES: InJ.nal and monthly Household Report Forms and payments fJ.le.
a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R = enrollment rent and Y = enrollment J.ncome.
b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, where R = rent at two years after enrollment,

P payment 1n the two-year unJ.t, and Y = J.ncome at two years after enrollment.
c. Percentage poJ.nts.
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to Exper1mental households reduced th1s by almost 15 percentage p01nts by
1

the end of the second year. Rec~p~ents not 11vlng 10 acceptable houslng

at enrollment were also spendlng a hlgh proportlon of lucame on rent.

Thelr medlan rent burden was about 35 percent at enrollment; thlS group
2

also experlenced almost a 15 percentage pOlot decl1ne 10 rent burden.

ThlS marked reductl0n 10 rent burden thus occurred both for households

that already met houslng requlrements at enrollment and for those that

only met the requlrements after enrollment. Glven the small lmpact of

the allowance payment on houslng expendltures for households that met the

(footnote contlnued from prevlous page)

It should be noted that the large reductl0n 1n rent burdens shown 10 Table
2-7 15 partly a matter of deflnltlon. Rent burden was computed as

(1)

where

R - P
Rent Burden = --

y

(11)

R monthly rent
P monthly allowance payment
Y monthly lncome (average over 12 months) ..

ThlS deflnltlon ObVlously reflects the perspect1ve of houslng POI1CY and
houslng-motlvated transfers. All of the payment lS regarded as reduclng
the rent that the household pays from ltS own resources.

From the perspectlve of pure lncome transfers I a more approprlate calcula
t10n of postpayment rent burden would be

R
Rent Burden =

y + P

that lSI the payment would slmply be consldered addltlonal 1ncome to be
spread over all sorts of purchases.

For the Demand Experlment l the deflnltlon of rent burden In Equatlon (1)
seems more approprlate than the deflnltlon 1n Equatlon (11). For example I

a household recelvlng a houslng allowance of $30 a month that had to
lncrease ltS rent by $30 a month to meet the houslng requlrements could
not reasonably be thought ofl ln pollcy-relevant terms l as havlng a hlgher
rent burden I as would be the case lf ltS new rent burden was computed by
the lncome transfer deflnltlon glven ln Equat10n (11). The lmportant pOlnt
1S to use conslstent deflnltlons In comparlng houslng allowances and general
lncome transfers. However I eXlstlng transfer lncorne lS slmply treated as
lncorne ln calculatlng rent burdens at enrollment.

lThe reduction in rent burden for Unconstrained households was about
the same as the reduction for Min1mum Standards households. Nevertheless,
rent burdens computed conslderlng the payment as income (11) are presented
in Appendix Tables VI-25 and VI-26 for Minimum Standards households.

2Append1x Table VI-l repeats Table 2-7 using mean rent burden data.
Appendix Table VI-5 presents the actual percentage d1stribution of rent
burden.
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hous~ng requ~rements at enrollment, ~t appears that most of the allowance

payment was used by these households to reduce the~r rent burden, or ~n

other words, to free ~ncome for other needs. Households that only met the

requ~rements after enrollment, on the other hand, appear to have both
1

~ncreased the~r expend~tures and reduced the~r rent burden.

Of course, such reduct~ons ~n rent burden are not part~cularly a feature

of a hous1ng allowance. Any 1ncome transfer program could meet the same

end w~thout the add~t~onal a~n~strat~ve paraphernal~a that surrounds

hous~ng requ~rements. However, a hous~ng allowance and an unrestr~cted

~ncome transfer have an ~mportant potent~al d~fference: depend~ng on the

sever~ty of the requ~rements, hous~ng allowances may be more select~ve ~n

the allocat~on of payments between ~mproved hous~ng and reduced rent

burden.

Table 2-8 presents the proport10n of the allowance payment used for 1n

creased hous~ng expend~tures. As m~ght be expected, these f~gures reflect

the f~nd~ngs on the effects of the program on hous~ng expend~tures and

rent burden. Households that met the M~n~mum standards ~n the~r enroll-

ment un~ts devoted very l~ttle of the~r payment to ~ncreased expend~tures.

Households that d~d not meet the M~n~mum Standards ~n the~r enrollment

unlts devoted conslderably more, though st~ll less than one-th~rd, of

.the~r payment to above-normal ~ncreases ~n rent. USlng the proportlons

reported above, 1f 32 percent of these households 1n P1ttsburgh and 46

percent In Phoen~x would have met the requlrements normally and spent the

same fractlon of thelr allowance payment on rent as those already meetlng

at enrollment, then the proport~on of the allowance payment spent on rent

by the remalnlng fractlon lnduced to meet ~s on the order of 26 percent

1n P1ttsburgh and 52 percent 1n Phoen1x. The remalnlng port~on of the

payment, of course, ~s used to reduce rent

on other goods and serv~ces (~nclud~ng, at

burden through expend~tures

2
least potent~ally, sav~ngs).

1
Households that only met req'l1rernents after enrollment were able

to obta1n both 1ffiprovements because such households started w1th a lower
median rent burden and had somewhat lower incomes and for larger household
sizes, so that (1n Phoenix) they also rece1ved larger allowance payments
(see Append1x Table VI-9).

2
Table 5-21 presents the estimated proport10n of the allowance

payment devoted to increased expendltures as computed using the more
detailed methodology expla1ned in Chapter 4.
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Table 2-8

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE PAYMENT USED FOR
INCREASED EXPENDITURES FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

ESTIMATED
PERCENTAGE PROPORTION
CHANGE IN NORMAL AMOUNT USED FOR
RENT ABOVE TWO-YEAR OF MEAN EXPENDITURES SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP NORMALa REN~ CHANGE PAYMENT ABOVE NORMAL SIZE

PITTSBURGH
MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT
MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D~d not meet requlrements at
enrollment 10% $135 13.5 $66 20% (38)

Met requ~rements at enrollment 3 155 4.6 64 7 (49)

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 8.5
c

65 13 (87)
w

'" PHOENIX
MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT
MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D~d not meet requ2rements at
enrollment 20 148 29.7 94 32 (64)

Met requlrements at enrollment 3 156 4.7 52 9 (27)

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 22.3
c

81 28 (91)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Standards households actlve and meetlng requlrements at two years after enrollment,
excludlng those with enrollment lucornes over the ellg1hl11ty I1mits and those living lU their own homes or
1n subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. See Tables 2-5 and 2-6.
b. For households that only met requlrements after enrOllment, normal rent is computed In a fashl0n

analogous to the method used to construct Table 2-6. For households that met requirements at enrollment,
th1s 1S the rent of Control households that met at enrollment.

c. Weighted average.



Hous~ng SerV1CeS

The analysls of expendlture change dlrectly measures the extent to WhlCh

allowance payments are translated lutO lncreased spendlng for houslng.

However, lncreased expendltures may not always lead to changes 1n houslng

serVlces. Most ObVl0usly, general prlce lnflatlon lmplles hlgher dollar

expendltures wlthout any change 1n the amount of houslng serVlces provlded

by a dwel11ng un1t. When changes 1n expend1tures of Hous1ng Gap households

are compared wlth changes for Control households, the effects of lnflatlon

and other factors external to the experlment are netted out, so that thlS

should not pose a problem. Even so, changes 10 expendlture may not be

reflected 1n real changes 1n partlclpant houslng. If allowance reClplents

were unable to act effectlvely ln the prlvate market, or 1£ they were

lnduced by the allowance offer to conduct a less effect1ve search for new

houslng, then they mlght have ended up spendlng more for equlvalent hous

lng than they otherwlse would.

HedonlC lndlces address thlS problem by provldlng estlmates of the normal

market value of a unlt ln terms of ltS physlcal characterlstlcs and the

houslng prlces prevalllng at enrollment. Through thlS, changes ln the

hedonlc value of a unlt can be used to provlde estlmates of the real change

In partlclpant houslng, lndependent of whether the lndlvldual partlclpant
1pald more or less than usual for the unlt.

Table 2-9 lndlcates that dlfferences eX1st In response between the two

sltes. Whlle there was only a 1 percentage pOlnt dlfference In the lncrease

In houslng serVlces between ~n~um Standards and Control households whose

unltS met the Mlnlmum Standards houslng requlrement both at enrollment and

two years In Plttsburgh, there was a 9 percentage pOlnt dlfferent In Phoenix.

As for expendltures, s~ple comparlson of changes for Mln~um Standards and

Control households that only met the requlrements after enrollment are not

approprlate because such a comparlson would not account for the effect of

the allowance offer In lnduclng households to meet the requlrements.

Employlng the same method as used for rental expendltures, estlrnates for

1
Chapter 6 dlscusses hedonlc lndlces ln more detal1. Hedonlc

1nd1ces for the Demand Exper1ment s1tes were developed by Merr111 (1977).
See Merrlll for further dlScusslon of the lnterpretatlon of hedonlc
lnd1ces as lndlcators of houslng quallty.
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Table 2-9

MEAN HOUSING SERVlCES AT ENROLLMEN'I' AND TWO YEl\RS ArTER ENROLI,MkiNT
BY HOUSING RI::QUIREMENT S'l'ATUS FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS AND CONTROL HOUSCHOLDS

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN HOUSING SERVICES
At At Two Percentage Percentage SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years Amount (Mean of Rabo) (Rat~o of Means) SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Min~mum Standards households $120 $128 $e 9' 7> (82)

Control households 129 135 6 6 5 (7")

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Min~mum Standards households 113 127 15 15 13 (45)

Control households 121 132 12 14 10 (27)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Standards households 127 12e 1 1 1 (37)

Control households 133 136 3 2 2 (51)

...
0

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEhRS

Min~mum Standards households 136 162 26 23 19 (72)

Control households 143 166 23 24 16 (e3)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Min~mum Standards households 130 160 31 29 24 (51)

Control households 132 171 39 41 30 (47)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Min~mum Standards households 153 166 14 10 9 (21)

Control households 158 158 1 1 1 (36)

SAMPLE. MInimum Standards and Control households act~ve and meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enrOllment, exclud~ng those w1th
enrollment 1ncomes over the el1g1b111.ty 11.mJ.ts and those lJ.vJ.ng 10 thel.r own homes or J.n subsJ.d1zed housJ.ng

DATA SOURCES In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing r:valuatJ.on Forms, 1970 Cen':lus of PopulatJ.on, BaselJ.ne and PerJ.odJ.c
IntervJ.ews, and payments fJ.le



normal changes In houslng serVlces are presented In Table 2-10, along Wlth

the estlmated net effects of 6 percent In Plttsburgh and 3 percent In

Phoenlx. Whl1e the actual increases in consumptl0n of houslng services are

much larger In Phoenlx, the net effect 15 larger In Plttsburgh. The estl

mates of the induced lncrease In houslng serVlces presented In Chapter 6

are 5.6 percent (w~th a standard error of 4.1) ~n P~ttsburgh and 10.5 per

cent (w~th a standard error of 4.7) ~n Phoen~x (from Table 6-3). Wh~le

close to the rough est~ate ~n Table 2-10 ~n P~ttsburgh, ~t ~s not clear

why the estJ.mates dlffer so much In Phoenlx. It must be supposed that the

hlgher number is more llkely to be correct, as It 15 obtalned through a

procedure deslgned to correct for poss1ble blases.

Another puzzle 18 the dlfference between the changes In expendltures and

the changes In houslng serVlces. Table 2-6 lndlcated that the change ~n

expendlture above normal for households meetlng after enrollment was 9

percent ln Plttsburgh and 17 percent In Phoenlx, whereas Table 2-10 lndl

cated that the change ln houslng serVlces above normal was only 6 and 3

percent, respectlvely. One posslble answer to the puzzle 11e8 ~n the l~nk

between the two measures of houslng consumpt~on--the pr~ce of hous1ng. For

expend1tures to r~se, elther the quantlty of hous1ng consumed (hous1ng serv

lces) must r~se or the pr1ce of houslng must rise (or both). The change ~n

"quant1ty" ~n P1ttsburgh lS enough to account for the change In expendl

tures ~n that s~te. In Phoen~x, however, the prlce that Mlnlmum Standards

households pay for the hous~ng appears to be h~gher than average, though

not hlgh enough to account for the entlre dlfference. One posslble explan

atlon for the remalnlng dlscrepancy 1S that households 1n Phoenlx, 1n

trylng to meet the Mlnlmum Standards, had to purchase components of the

hous~ng bundle not valued h~ghly by the market (though ~mportant to the

pol~cymaker). The analys~s presented ~n Chapter 6 found ev~dence of only

a small overpayment (see Table 6-1).

2.3 SUMMARY

Households that already met the M~n~mum Standards at enrollment d~d not

make substant1al above-normal changes In thelr houslng expendltures.

However, Slnce they already occup1ed acceptable houslng, It seems reason

able that the ma~n pol~cy obJect~ve for such households m~ght be to
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Table 2-10

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT ENROLLMENT BUT ME'F A"T TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PERCENTAGE CHANGE NET
IN HOUSING SERVICES INDUCED SAMPLE
Actual Normal EFFECTS SIZE

httsburgh 15% 8% 6% (45)

Phoen~x 29 25 3 (51)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards households act~ve and meetJ.ng requJ.re
ments at two years after enrollment that dJ.d not meet requJ.rements at
enrollment, excludJ.ng those WJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ.g~J.lJ.ty

IJ.IIUts and those IJ.vJ.ng J.n theJ.r own homes or J.n subsl.dl.zed heusl-ng.
DATA SOURCES: In~t~sl and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Basell.ne and Perl.odl.c Inter
Vl.ews I and payments f11e.

NOTE: The formula used for computl.ng the nomral rent change l.S:

PctlQ~ + (pe - Pc)tlQ~
P

e
=

where P =c

Pe

tlQc
M

tlQc
NM

the proportl.on of Control households that dl.d not meet requl.re
ments at enrollment that met requl.rements at two years

the proport1on of Ml.nl.mum Standards households that dl.d not
meet reqUl.rements at enrollment that met requ~rements at two
years

the percentage hous~ng serv~ces change for Control households
that met requ~rements only after enrollment

the percentage hous~ng serv~ces change for Control households
that d~d not meet requ~rements at enrollment or two years
after enrollment.

The proport~on (Pc/Pe ) ~s ~nterpreted as the normal probab~l~ty of Hous~ng

Gap households that d~d not meet requ~rements at enrollment meet~ng them at
two years after enrollment. From Tables 2-2, 2-9, and V-IO, the follow~ng

values are used:
P~ttsburgh Phoen~x

Pc •..•.••••••• 0.096 0.241

Pe .••........• 0.298 0.523

tlQ~ •..••••.•.•• 14% 41%

tlQ~ •••....••••• 5% 12%

a. Percent above normal serv~ces, computed as the rat~o of actual
serv~ces at two years, QA' over enrollment serv~ces, QO (the f~rst column
plus one) to normal serv~ces at two years, QN' over enrollment serv~ces

(the second column plus one), Illl.nus one: (QA/Qo>
7.(~~/Q-:::"o'> - 1.
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allevlate thelr exceSSlve rent burden. ThlS 15 what the allowance payments

dld.

Households that dld not meet the Mlulmum Standards requlrements at enroll

ment dld not occupy acceptable hOUS1Ug, and many of them were nevertheless

spendlng an exceSSlve portlon of thelr lucerne for rent. It seems reasonable

that the pOllCy Ob]ectlve for thlS group would be both to upgrade thelr

hOUS1Ug and to make thelr houslng more affordable. Indeed, thlS 15 what

the program dld. The allowance offer lnduced many of the households that

Ilved 1n substandard houslng to change thelr houslng lute standard hOUS1Ug.

These reClplents lucreased both thelr houslng expendltures and hOUS1Ug serv

lees. At the same tlme, the allowance provlded them much needed rent rellef.

There 15 some eVldence that real changes 1n hOUS1Ug dld not conform to

expendlture changes 10 Phoen1x. Households 1n Phoen1x that met requ1rements

after enrollment show smaller changes 1n houslng serVlces than In houslng

eXpendltures. Indeed, the real change ln houslng for these households was

smaller than that of households that already met requlrements. Whlle the

more complete analysLs of Chapter 6 lndlcates that the tabular estlmates

mlsstate the changes In Phoenlx, the pattern of apparent overpayment for

thelr unltS relatlve to the market average by households that met Mlnlmum

Standards after enrollment (and underpayment by those that met at enroll

ment) lS malnta1ned.

In addltl0n, whlle the pattern of expendlture changes among partlclpants

conforms to the program deslgn, It appears that the program dld not reach

many households. Most of the households partlclpatlng by the end of two

years were elther meetlng the requlrements at enrollment or would have met

normally. Improvements In houslng and rent rellef were not provlded to

nonpartlclpants. Partlclpatl0n lS analyzed lU detall In Kennedy and

MacMlllan (1979).

A maJor drawback of the M1nlmum Standards program 1S the need to lnspect

the houslng unlts of households that enrolled In the program. Slnce hous

lng lnspectlons are costly, the requlrement of Mlnlmum Rent was tested as

a posslble alternatlve. These plans are the subJect of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

OVERVIEW OF THE MINIMUM RENT PLANS

The d~ScusSlon 10 Chapter 2 focused on the responses of households 10 the

Mlnlmum Standards plans. Admlnlstratlon of those plans requlred lnspec

t~ons to see whether the dwell~ng un~ts of el~g~ble households met a

varlety of requlrements for baslc faCllltles, condltlon of structure and

surfaces, llght and ventllatlon, and the llke, as descrlbed 1n Appendlx

III. In addltlon, at least one bedroom was requlred for every two persons

10 the household. (There were no requlrements wlth regard to nelghborhood

or locatlon.) Such lnspectlons are costly and probably lrnpose some lncon

venlence on the households whose unltS are lnspected. Slnce both houslng

quantlty and houslng quallty tend to lncrease Wlth the unlt's rent level,

an alternat~ve requ~rement, sett~ng a M~n~mum Rent level, was tested ~n

the Demand Exper~ment. One potent~al appeal of a M~n~mum Rent form of

hous~ng requ~rement ~s that ~t would encourage part~c~pants not only to

spend the allowance for ~mproved hous~ng but to choose ~mprovements that

they themselves des~red. For example, a household m~ght sacr~f~ce s~ze of

dwell~ng un~t for locat~on ~n a preferred ne~ghborhood.

Households ~n M~n~mum Rent plans were requ~red to l~ve ~n un~ts whose rent

levels met or exceeded a certa~n m~n~mum ~n order to rece~ve an allowance

payment. Two levels of M~n~mum Rent were tested--70 percent and 90 per

cent of C*, where C* was the est~mated cost of modest, ex~st~ng, standard

hous~ng at each s~te. The two levels are referred to as M~n~mum Rent Low

and M~n~mum Rent H~gh.

Sect~on 3.1 d~scusses the extent to wh~ch the households were lnduced to

meet the~r Mln~mum Rent requ~rements. Sect~on 3.2 d~scusses the effects

of M~n~mum Rent plans on the proportlon of households llvlng ln un~ts that

met the Mln~mum Standards requ~rements and on houslng adequacy. Sectlon

3.3 then presents changes ln the other measures of houslng consumptlon

(hous~ng expend~tures and houslng servlces). Sectlon 3.4 provldes a

br~ef summary of both Chapters 2 and 3.
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3.1 RATES OF MEETING THE HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

F~gures 3-1 and 3-2 present the behav~or of M~n~mum Rent and Control house

holds wlth respect to each Mlnlmum Rent requlrement. As would be expected,

notlceably more Mlnlmum Rent Low households met thelr requlrernents at enroll

ment (62 percent 1n P1ttsburgh and 54 percent 1n Phoen1x) than d1d M1n1mum

Rent H1gh households (31 percent 1n P1ttsburgh and 26 percent 1n Phoen1x).

The percentage of Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households that met thelr requlrements

at enrollment was close to the percentage of MlnlmUffi Standards households

that met the Mlnlrnum Standards at enrollment 10 each slte.

When only households remalnlng actlve for the full two-year experlmental

perlod are examlned, the percentage of MlnlrnUffi Rent Low households that met

thelr requlrements 15 found to lncrease over the two years by a slzeable

amount--from 62 to 85 percent 1n P1ttsburgh (a change of 23 percentage

p01nts) and from 48 to 77 percent 1n Phoen1x (a change of 29 percentage

p01nts) (see Table 3-1). The change 1n the percentage of M1n1mum Rent H1gh

households that met the requ~rement was of the same s~ze--from 30 to 52 per

cent 1n P1ttsburgh (a change of 22 percentage p01nts) and from 20 to 50 per-
l

cent 1n Phoen1x (a change of 30 percentage p01nts) (see Table 3-2). The

changes for Control households were smaller than those for M~n~mum Rent

households, suggest~ng that some M~n~mum Rent households were ~nduced to

meet the M~n~mum Rent requ~rements.

As was true for the M~n~mum Standards plans, most households that met the~r

M~n~mum Rent requlrement at enrollment cont~nued to

year un1t (100 percent 1n P1ttsburgh and 96 percent

meet ~t In the~r two
2

In Phoen~x). The rates

for Control households were almost as h~gh. Among Control households that

met M~n~mum Rent Low requ~rements at enrollment, 96 percent ln P~ttsburgh

and 92 percent ~n Phoen~x also met the requ~rements at the end of two years.

Comparable f1gures for Control households that met the M1n1mum Rent H1gh

1
The changes ln the percent of M~n~mum Standards households that met

Mln~mum Standards were from 22 to 45 percent ln P~ttsburgh (a change of 23
percentage p01nts) and from 20 to 56 percent 1n Phoen1x (a change of 36
percentage po~nts). As was true for Mlnlmum Standards households, lncludlng
households voluntarlly leavlng the Demand Experlment reduces these changes
s11ghtly.

2
Comparable flgures for Mlnlrnurn Standards households were only

s11ghtly lower (91 and 85 percent for the two s~tes).
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Flgure 3-1

PARTICIPATION AND ATTRITION STATUS OF
MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ~AO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
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Flgure 3-1 (contlnued)

PHOENIX
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households act1ve at two years after enrollment~ excludlng those wlth enrollment lncomes over the e1191bll1ty
llm1ts and those llving 1n the1r own homes or 1n SUbs1d1zed houslng.

DATA SOURCES In1tlal and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f1le.
NOTE Households that remalned 1n UOlts that met requ1rements at any cross sectlon Here cons1dered to

have met requlrements at two years after enrollment
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Flgure 3-2

PARTICIPATION AND ATTRITION STATUS OF
MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
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Flgure 3-2 (contlnued)
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have met requlrernents at two years after enrollment
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Table 3-1

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT AND AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE THAT MET PERCENTAGE THAT MET
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS

At At Two SAMPLE At At Two SAMPLE
TREA1'MENT TYPE Enrollment Years SIZE Enrollment Years SIZE

HOUSEHOLDS ACTIVE AT
TWO YEARS

MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low households 62.4% 84.8% (125) 48.5% 77 .3% (97)

Unconstrained households 59.7 75.8 (62) 46.2 66.7 (39)

U1 Control households 61.8 74.6 (319) 43.8 51.1 (276)
I-'

HOUSEHOLDS ACTIVE AT TWO YEARS
AND THOSE THAT VOLUNTARILY
DROPPED OUT

Minimum Rent Low householdsa 61.3 76.1 (142) 37.9 62.1 (124)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent Low , Unconstrained, and Control households act~ve at two years after
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligib~lity limits and those living ~n

theJ.r own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. This is a special sample that includes Minimum Rent Low households that dropped out of the

program for voluntary reasons. It is assumed here that these households mainta~ned the~r enrollment
housing requJ.rement status.



Table 3-2

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT AND AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE THAT MET PERCENTAGE THAT MET
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS

At At Two SAMPLE At At Two SAMPLE
1'REATMENT TYPE Enrollment Years SIZE Enrollment Years SIZE

HOUSEHOLDS ACTIVE AT
TWO YEARS

Minimum Rent H1.gh households 29.9% 52.1% (117) 20.0% 50.5% (105)

Unconstrained households 29.0 48.4 (62) 23.1 41.0 (39)

'"
Control households 30.7 44.2 (319) 23.6 33.1 (275)

tv

HOUSEHOLDS ACTIVE AT TWO YEARS
AND THOSE THAT VOLUNTARILY
DROPPED OUT

Minimum Rent a 25.2 43.4 (143) 19.1 42.6 (136)H1.gh households

SAMPLE: M1.n1.mumRent H1.gh, Unconstrained, and Control households active at two years after
enrollment, exclud1.ng those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 11.m1.ts and those 11.ving in
the~r own homes or ~n subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f1.1e.
a. This is a special sample that includes Minimum Rent H1.gh households that dropped out of the

program for voluntary reasons. It is assumed here that these households maintained their enrollment
housing requirement status.



requ~rement were 94 percent 1n Plttsburgh and 91 percent 1n Phoenlx. Thus

It appears that, as was the case for Mlnlmum Standards, almost all Mlnlmum

Rent households that met the Mlnlmum Rent requlrement at enrollment would

have contlnued to meet requlrements normally, even wlthout the allowance

offer.

Among Mlnlmurn Rent Low households that dld not meet thelr requlrement at

enrollment, 60 percent of Mlnlmum Rent Low households 1n both 51tes had met

the requlrement by the end of two years.
l

Comparable flgures for Mlnlmum

Standards households were 32 percent 1n Plttsburgh and 49 percent 1n Phoenlx,

suggestlng that the Mlnlmum Rent Low requlrernent was eaSler to meet. Among

Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households that dld not meet thelr requ~rement ~n the~r

enrollment un~ts, 32 percent ~n p~ttsburgh and 39 percent ~n Phoen~x met

the requ~rements by the end of two years. These rates are below those for

the M~n~mum Rent Low plans but about the same as the M~n~mum Standards rates.

The d~fferences between f~gures for Hous~ng Gap and Control households that

d~d not meet M1n1mum Rent requ~rements at enrollment ~nd~cate that a s~ze

able number of Hous~ng Gap households were ~nduced to meet the M~n~mum Rent

requ~rements. Th~s f~nd~ng ~s further conf~rmed by the log~t analys~s of
2

households not meet1ng the~r M1n~mum Rent requ~rement at enrollment. As

shown ~n Tables 3-3 and 3-4, the allo\lanCe offer does have a s~zeable effect

on the probab~l~ty of meet~ng requ~rements. The probab~l~ty that a M~n~mum

Rent Low household would meet the requ~rements after enrollment ~s 34 per

centage po~nts h~gher than that of a comparable Control household ~n

P~ttsburgh and 56 percentage po~nts h~gher ~n Phoen~x (see Table 3-3).

These ~mpacts are somewhat larger than the comparable changes for M~n1murn

Standards households (20 percentage po~nts ~n P~ttsburgh and 28 percentage

po~nts ~n Phoen~x). The probab~l~ty that a M~n~mum Rent H~gh household

would meet the requ~rements after enrollment ~s 10 percentage po~nts greater

than that of a comparable Control household ~n P~ttsburgh and 25 percentage

po~nts larger ~n Phoen~x (see Table 3-4).

1
M~n~mum Rent households could meet the~r requ~rement after enroll-

ment ~n one of two ways--they could accept or request 1ncreases ~n rent 1n
the1r enrollment un~ts (hopefully ~n compensat10n for ~mprovements ~n the
un1t), or they could move to more expenS1ve un~ts.

2
Append~x Tables VII-5 through VII-8 present the log~t coeff~c~ents.
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Table 3-3

PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET AT ENROLLMENT

TREATMENT TYPE

PITTSBURGH

PROBABILITY

PHOENIX

PROBABILITY

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 0.341 0.128

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS 0.416

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

Computed us~ng act~ve

sample only

Computed us~ng act~ve

sample plus voluntary
dropouts a

that dropped
these house-

1ncludes households
It ~s assumed that

requlrement status.
at the 0.01 level.

SAMPLE: M~n.l.mum Rent Low , Unconstra.l.ned, and Control households
act~ve at two years after enrollment that d~d not meet requ~rements at
enrollment, exclu~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~gLb~l~ty

l.l.mats and those 1.l.v1ng .l.n the.l.r own homes or .l.n subs.l.d.l.zed hous.l.ng.
DATA SOURCES: Append~x Tables VII-5 and VII-6.

NOTE: These probab111tl.eS are evaluated at the means of the 1nde
pendent var1ables for the act1ve sample uS1ng the appropr1ate coeff1C1ents
from Append~x VII.

a. Th1S 15 a speclal sample that
out of the program for voluntary reasons.
holds ma1nta1ned thelr enrollment hous1ng

b. LOg1t coeffic1ent s1gn1f1cant
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Table 3-4

PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET AT ENROLLMENT

TREATMENT TYPE

PITTSBURGH

PROBABILITY

PHOENIX

PROBABILITY

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS 0.176 0.081

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS 0.254

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

Computed us~ng act~ve

sample only

Computed us~ng act~ve

sample plus voluntary
dropouts a 0.219

that dropped
these house-

~ncludes households
It ~s assumed that

requlrement status.
at the 0.05 level.
at the 0.01 level.

SAMPLE: fun~mum Rent H~gh, Unconstra~ned, and Control households
act~ve at two years after enrollment that d~d not meet requ~rements at
enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomeS over the el~g~b~l~ty

l~~ts and those l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: Appenmx Tables VII-7 and VII-8.

NOTE: These probab~l~t~es are evaluated at the means of the ~nde

pendent var~ables for the act~ve sample us~ng the appropr~ate coefflClents
from Append~x VII.

a. Th~s ~s a spec~al sample that
out of the program for voluntary reasons.
holds ma1ntalned thelr enrollment houslng

b. LOglt coefflClent slgnlflcant
c. LOglt coefflClent slgnlflcant
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Table 3-5 summar~zes the pattern of part~c~pat~on for all Hous~ng Gap house

holds. In th~s table, the allocat~on of households that met the requ~re

ments only after enrollment between those that would normally have met and

those ~nduced to meet the requ~rements was done us~ng the probab~l~t~es ~n

Tables 2-2, 3-3, and 3-4. Overall partlclpatlon rates, shown at the bottom

of Table 3-5, are slmllar ~n the two sltes (hlghest for Mlnlmum Rent Low

and roughly the same for Mlnlmum Standards and Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh). Mlnlmum

Rent Low plans have the hlghest percentage of reclplents that met at enroll

ment and also the lowest percentage of households lnduced to meet the

requlrements. Desplte the slmllar1ty 1n overall part1c~pat1on rates between

the sltes, a larger fractlon of those meet1ng requlrements after enrollment

were lnduced to meet 1n Phoenlx than 1n Plttsburgh.

3.2 THE EFFECT OF MINIMUM RENT PLANS ON MEETING THE MINIMUM STANDARDS

An lmportant factor ~n decldlng whether a Mlnlmum Rent requlrement can

serve as an adIDlnlstrat1ve proxy for a Mlnlmum Standards requlrement 1S the

degree to wh~ch passlng the two requ1rements 1S related. A M1nlmum Stand

ards household must rent a unlt passlng the Mlnlmurn Standards to recelve an

allowance payment. A Mlnlmum Rent household 1S not so constra1ned. The

fact that a Mlnlmum Rent household could pay a hlgh enough rent to enable

lt to rent a unlt that passes the Mln~mum Standards does not mean that the

household w1ll 1n fact choose to do so. Thus the relat10nsh1p between the

two requlrements must be deter~ned emplrlcally. The Mlnlmurn Standards are

hlghly speclf~c. Slnce M1nlmum Rent households were unaware of the M1nlmum

Standards requlrements, they ~ght materlally lmprove thelr houslng and stlll

fall to meet the Mln~mum Standards for some relatlvely tr~vlal reasons. Be

cause of thlS posslblllty, evaluat10n of other houslng measures 15 lmportant.

Tables 3-6 and 3-7 lndlcate the relat10n between meet~ng Mlnlmum Rent requlre

ments and meetlng Mlnlmum Standards. The tables lnclude only households that

had passed the Mlnlmum Rent requlrements by the end of two years after

enrollment and show the proportlon of Mln~mum Rent and Control households

that passed Mlnlmum Standards at enrollment and at two years. It lS appar

ent that nelther Mln1mum Rent requlrement serves as a good proxy for Mlnlmum

Standards. Indeed, only about one-thlrd to one-half of the households that

met Mlnlmum Rent Low or M1nlmum Rent Hlgh 1n elther slte passed M1nlmum

Standards.
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Table 3-5

PATTERN OF PARTICIPATION FOR HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
THAT MET THEIR REQUIREMENTS STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH
AT TWO YEARS THAT: HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

MET 'REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT 44% 74% 57% 30% 60% 38%

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT 56 26 43 70 40 62

Would normally have met
requ~rements by two years 18 13 35 32 7 15

Were l.nduced to meet
requl.rements by two years 38 13 8 38 33 47

(Sample s~ze) (89) (106) (61) (93) (75) (53)

OVERALL PARTICIPATION RATE
a

45% 85% 52% 56% 77% 50%

(Sample s~ze) (199) . (125) (117) (167 ) (97) (105)

SAMPLE: Hous~ng Gap households act~ve at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enroll
ment incomes over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty ll.ml.ts and those ll.vl.ng l.n thel.r own homes or l.n subsl.dized housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: F~gures 2-1, 3-1, and 3-2; Tables 2-2, 3-3, and 3-4.
a. Percentage of all act~ve households that met their requ~rements at two years after enrollment.



Table 3-6

PERCENTAGE PASSING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

PERCENTAGE PASSING
MINIMUM STANDARDS

At At Two
Enrollment Years

PITTSBURGH

SAMPLE
SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET
MINIMUM RENT LOW AT TWO YEARS

M~n~mum Rent Low
Control

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent Low
Control

MET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent Low
Control

22%
24

3
4

30
29

PHOENIX

31%
31

14
10

37
37

9
7

11
6

7
8

(107)
(238)

(29)
(49)

(78)
(189)

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET
MINIMUM RENT LOW AT TWO YEARS

M~n~rnum Rent Low 24 45 -21 (75)
Control 29 53 24 (141)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent Low 14 30 16 (30)
Control 7 57 50 (30)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Mlnlmum Rent Low 31 56 25 (45)
Control 35 52 17 (111)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Rent Low and Control households actlve and meetlng
requlrements at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment
lucornes over the ellg1bl11ty 11mlts and those 11vlng 1n thelr own homes or
1n Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: InJ_t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl0n Forms, and payments f11e.

a. Percentage pOlnts.
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Table 3-7

PERCENTAGE PASSING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

PERCENTAGE PASSING
MINIMUM STANDARDS

At At Two SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years CHANGE

a
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET
MINIMUM RENT HIGH AT TWO YEARS

Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh 25% 28% 3 (61)
Control 29 39 10 (141)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh 15 23 8 (26)
Control 10 16 6 (49)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh
Control

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET
MINIMUM RENT HIGH AT TWO YEARS

M1.n1.roUIn Rent Hlgh
Control

31
38

PHOENIX

35
33

31
51

47
63

o
13

12
30

(35)
(92)

(53)
(91)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

Mln1.rnum Rent Hlgh 19 39 20 (33)
Control 13 59 46 (32)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

M1.nlmUrn Rent Hlgh 60 60 0 (20)
Control 43 64 21 (59)

SAMPLE: M1.nlmum Rent Hlgh and Control households actlve and meetlng
requlrements at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment
lucornes over the ellglbl11ty Ilmlts and those 11vlng In thelr own homes or
In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Inltla1 and monthly Household Report Forms, Houslng
Evaluatlon Forms, and payments f11e.

a. Percentage pOlnts.
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At the same t~me, households that passed the M~n~mum Rent requ~rements do

appear to have passed M~n~mum Standards at a somewhat h~gher rate than

households that d~d not meet M~n~mum Rent. Th~s suggests that the M~n~mum

Rent requ~rements should at least have ~ncreased the proport~on of M~n~mum

Rent households act~ve at two years that met M~n~mum Standards requ~rements.

In fact, the proport~on of all act~ve M~n~mum Rent households that met

M~n~mum Standards at two years was not s~gn~f~cantly d~fferent from the

proport~on of Control households that met the M~n~mum Standards at two
1

years.

Th~s ~s conf~rmed by a log~t analys~s of the probab~l~ty that M~n~murn Rent

households met the M~n~mum Standards at two years. Wh~le the est~roated

effect of the M~n~mum Rent offers on the probab~llty of pass~ng M~nlmum

Standards was generally pos~t~ve, the est~roates are always small and never
2

s~gn~f~cant. ThlS was true both for households that d~d and dld not meet

M~n~mum Rent requlrements at enrollment.

As ~ndlcated at the beg1nn~ng of th~s sectlon, the M~n~murn Standards measure

~s somewhat arbltrary. Therefore, the effect

Buddlng's measure of hous~ng adequacy 1S also

of the Mlnlmum Rent plans on
3

examlned. Recall that thlS

measure classlfles houslng as clearly lnadequate, amb1gUOUS, or at least

mln~mally adequate. The "clearly ~nadequate" category 1S lntended to

lnelude only un~ts wlth ser~ous phys~cal deflc~enc~es, that would be un

l~kely to be acceptable under any reasonable pol~cy standard. On the other

hand, the lIat least ffi1nlmally adequate II category represents un~ts that, on

the bas~s of data collected In the Demand Experlment, seem l~kely to meet

most polley-relevant standards for m~nlmally adequate hous~ng. Analysls

of the lmpact of Mlnlmum Rent on the proport~on of households that were

Ilv~ng In elther clearly lnadequate or at least mln~mally adequate houslng

1
The proportlon of households actlve at two years that met the

Mlnlmum Standards was:
P~ttsburgh

M~nlmum Rent Low......... 26%
M~n~mum Rent H~gh........ 23
Control. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

Phoenlx
39%
35
36

See Append~x Table VI-13.
2

The IOglt coefflc~ents are reported In Appendlx Tables VII-3 and
VII-4. Effects are est~mated separately for M~n~mum Rent households that
dld and d~d not meet Mln~um Rent requlrements at enrollment.

3
See Budd~ng (1978) and Append~x III.
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at two years therefore can be used to examaue the effectlveness of Mlulmum

Rent requlrements as proxles for a range of expllclt physlcal standards,

one less strlngent than the Mlulmum Standards (not clearly lnadequate) and

one more strlngent (at least mlulmally adequate).

Tables 3-8 and 3-9 present the changes ~n hous~ng adequacy for all act~ve

Mlulmum Rent and Control households, by whether the Mlulmum Rent requlre-
1

ments were met at enrollment. Interpretatlon of changes 18 hampered by

the sample Slzes lnvolved. For Mlulmum Rent households overall, however,

the only marked dlfference from Control households 18 among Mlulmum Rent

H~gh households ~n Phoen~x; these households showed a substant~ally larger

decrease III the percentage of households III clearly lnadequate houslng.

Log~t analys~s of the probab~l~ty of l~v~ng ~n m1n~mally adequate hous~ng

and the probablilty of IlV1Ug 1U clearly luadequate hous1ng conf1rms the

1mpress10n of llttle or no effect for most M1n1mum Rent households. As

shown In Table 3-10, there 1S no apparent dlfference between M1n1mum Rent

and Control households In terms of the probablilty of llvlng ln m2nlmally

adequate houslng. The est1mated effects are generally small, always lnslg

n1f1cant, and whlle posltlve 1n Phoen1x, are usually negat1ve 1n P1ttsburgh.

There 1S eV1dence of some effect for Mln1mum Rent households 1U Phoenlx on

the proport1on that 11ved In clearly 1nadequate hous1ng. M1n1mum Rent

households there In general, and Mlnlmum Rent Low households that already

met requlrements at enrollment and Mlnlmum Rent H1gh households that only

met requlrements after enrollment In partlcular, show slgnlf1cant reduct10ns

In the probab1l1ty of llvlng 1n clearly lnadequate hous1ng relatlve to

Control households. The overall effects ln Plttsburgh show no slgnlf1cant

change ln the probabl11ty of 11v1ng In clearly lnadequate houslng.

The reductlon In the probabll1ty of llvlng In clearly lnadequate hous1ng

In Phoenlx for M1n1mum Rent households 1S only Sllghtly smaller than the

reductlon there for M1nlmum Standards and Unconstralned households (cf.

Table 2-4). Th~s further bolsters the f~nd~ng that the M~n~mum Rent housing

requ1rements themselves focus households' houslng changes on the partlcular

changes called for by the houslng requlre~ents.

1
Append~x Tables VI-ll and VI-12 present the changes for Control and

Mln1mum Rent households that met the ~n1mum Rent requlrements at two years.
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Tahle 3-0

CIlANGrS IN HOUSING ADC9UAC,/ FOR MtNIMUM RCN'r LOW AND CONTROl, IlOU'>FIlOWS

HOUSEUOLD GROUP

PERCCNTAGE IN MINIMALLY
-,.,--:.A",D""E~TE HOUSING

At At Two
Enrollment Years

PITTSBURGH

PERCrNTAGE IN CLEARLY
INADEQUATE HOUSING

At At Two
EnrollmGnt Years

SAMPLE
SIZE

ALL HOUSCHOLDS

MJ.nimum R€'nt Low households 20> 23> i3 46' 30> -7 (127)

Control household!:> 29 25 -4 3B 35 -3 (305)

DID NOT MLET MINIMUM REN'l' LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

MJ.nl.mum Rf'nt Low households 4 14 +10 65 37 -28 (49)

Control hOU';Gholds 9 9 0 61 47 -14 (119)

ME'r MINIMUM REN'l' LOW REQUIREI>IENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

MJ.m.mum Rent Low households 31 28 -3 35 41 +6 (78)

'"tv
Control household<; 41 35 -6 23 27 +4 (l86)

PHOENIX

ALL nOUSEHOLDS

MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low households 36 43 +7 33 32 -1 (92)

Control households 34 37 +3 46 41 -5 (26B)

DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQU IREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

lhm.mum Rent Low households 19 25 +6 60 52 -B (4B)

Control households 14 22 '8 71 61 -10 (150)

MET MINIMUM RENT LOW RLQUlREMENTS
AT ENROLU1ENT

Ml.nl.mum Ren t Low households 55 64 +9 25 9 -16 (44)

Control households 59 57 -2 15 15 0 (118)

S1\t1PLE MJ.nl.mum Rent Low and Control households actJ.ve at two years after enrollment, e,-cludJ.ng those wl.th enrollment l.ncomes
over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty ll.rnl.ts and those ll.vl.ng l.n thel.r own homes or in subsl.dl.zed housl.ng

DA'rA SOURCES Inl.tl.al and monthly lIous(>hold Report Forms, lIousl.ng Evaluatl.on Forms, and payments fl.le
a Percentage pOl.nts



Table 3-9

CHANGES IN HOUSING ADEQUACY FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL IlOUSEHOf,DS

PERCENTAGE IN MINIMALLY PERCENTAGE IN CLEARLY
ADEqUATE HOUSING INADEQUATE HOUSING

At At Two At At Two SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years CIIANGE

a
Enrollment Years CIl1\NGE

a
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL IfOUSEHOLDS

M1n1mum Rent thgh households 25' 12' -3 43> 40' -3 (1) 2)

tontJ.ol hou~cholds 29 25 -4 38 35 -3 (305)

DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGU
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Minl.mum Rent IIJ.gh hOUSeholds 20 15 -5 53 49 -4 (19)

Lontrol hou<;ehold~ 17 16 -1 49 42 -7 (212)

HEl' MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

'" Mln1mum Rent H1gh households 36 39 +3 18 18 0 (33)
w

Gontrol househoJd~ 54 47 -7 13 17 t4 (93)

PHOENIX

ALL JlOUSEJlOLDS

Min1mum Rent HJ.gh households 31 39 +8 52 34 -18 (99)

Lontrol households 34 37 +3 46 41 -5 (268)

DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT IIIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Minimum Rent HJ.gh households 20 32 +12 61 41 -20 (79)

Control households 22 26 +4 58 53 -5 (205)

MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLUfENT

Minimum Renl 1I1gh households 75 70 -5 15 10 -5 (20)

Control hous>eholds 71 73 +2 8 3 -5 (61)

SAMPJ,C M1nJ..n\um Rent H1gh and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes
over the elig1b1l1ty ll..m1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the11" own homes or 1n subs1dJ.zed housJ.llg

DATA SOURCES In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments [1le

a Percentage pOJ.uts



Table 3-10

EFFECT OF ALLOWANCE OFFER ON HOUSING ADEQUACY
FOR MINIMUM RENT HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENTAGE POINT CHANGE IN
PROBABILITY OF LIVING IN:

HOUSEHOLD GROUP
M~n1mally Adequate Clearly Inadequate
Hous~ng at Two Years Hous~ng at Two Years

PITTSBURGH

ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

D~d not meet M~n~rnum Rent
Low at enrollment

Met M~nl.mum Rent Low at
enrollment

ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

Dl.d not meet Ml.nl.mum. Rent·
Hl.gh at enrollment

Met Ml.nl.mum Rent Hl.gh at
enrollment

ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

Dl.d not meet Ml.nl.mum Rent
Low at enrollment

Met Ml.nl.IDUm Rent Low at
enrollment

ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

Dl.d not meet Ml.nl.mum Rent
Hl.gh at enrollment

Met Ml.nl.mum Rent Hl.gh at
enrollment

-0.02

to.06

-0.05

-0.04

-0.05

-0.04

PHOENIX

to.Os

to.Ol

to.11

to.06

to.07

to.07

to.Ol

-0.13

to.09

to.06

to.06

to.04

-0.12*

-0.10

-0.17t

-0.11*

-0.16*

to.24

SAMPLE: Ml.nl.rnum Rent households actl.ve at two years after enroll
ment, excludl.ng those wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty ll.nu.ts
and those ll.vl.ng 1.0 thel.r own homes or 10 subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: Append~x Tables VII-II, VII-12, VII-IS, and VII-16.
NOTE: Sl.gnl.fl.cance l.ndl.cated 15 of logl.t coeffl.cl.ent of contrast

Wl.th s~lar Control households.
t S~gn~hcant at the 0.10 level.
* Slgnlflcant at the 0.05 level.
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3.3 CONTINUOUS MEASURES OF HOUSING IMPACT

The other measures of houslng consumpt~on changes exaIDQned In Chapter 2 are

houslng expendltures, rent burden, and houslng serVlces (as measured by the

hedon~c ~ndex). Tables 3-11 and 3-12 present the changes ~n hous~ng expend~

tures for Mlnlmum Rent households meetlng thelr Mlnlmum Rent requlrements In

thelr two-year unltS. Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households that met thelr requlre

ment after enrollment d~d ~ncrease the~r rent by more than s~m~lar Control

households; however, Mlnlmum Rent Low households that met after enrollment

dld not. Moreover, as suggested ln Sectl0n 3.1, Mlnlmum Rent households

that dld not meet thelr requlrements at enrollment may have been lnduced to

meet the Mlnlmum Rent requlrements by the prospect of the houslng allowance

payment, so the relevant comparlson lS wlth normal rent (computed ln a

slmllar manner to normal rent computed for Mln1mum Standards households).

Table 3-13 presents these computat~ons.

There 15 a s1zeable above-normal change 1n expendJ.tures for each MJ.nl.ll1um

Rent group. Mln1mum Rent Low households meet1ng after enrollment had an

1ncrease 1n expend1tures of 10 percent above normal ln Plttsburgh and 42

percent above normal 1n Phoen1x. The 1ncreases above normal for M1n1mum

Rent H~gh households meet~ng after enrollment are 18 percent ~n P~ttsburgh

and 36 percent 1n Phoen1x. These 1ncreases are larger than the 1ncreases

for M~nimum Standards households meet~g after enrollment (9 percent ~n

P~ttsburgh and 17 percent ~n Phoen1X).

The results of these tabular comparisons are somewhat different from those

obtained by the more complex methodology presented ~n Chapter 5. The esti

mated percentage increases in hous1ng expenditures above normal for house

holds not meet~ng in their enrollment un~ts presented there are (from
1

Tables 5-9 and 5-10) :

P~ttsburgh

Mlnlmum Rent Low 8.7%
(5.1)

M~n~mum Rent H~gh •••... · .... 15.8%
(6.4)

Phoen~x

42.0%
(9.3)

42.6%
(9.7)

(Chapter 5 dlscusses some reasons for the slte dlfference In response.)

lThe standard error of the estlmate 1S ln parentheses below the
estunate.
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Table 3-11

MEAN HOUSING EXPr:NDITURES AT ENROLLMDNT AND TWO yr.ARS lI.["rfR BNROLI,MENT
BY HOUSING Rr::QUIREMeNT STATUS rOR MINIMUM RENT I.OW AND CONTROL, 1I0USEIIOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ME1\N no:~u"-S-"lN",G,-,E"X"P-=E",N,,D~'TU~RI;~S
At At Two

Enrollment Year~

PITTSBURGfI

CfmNGE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
P('r( f:'ntage P0r( ('ntfHJf'

l\mount (Mean of Rat1.o) (Rat1.o of Means)
S1\MPLE
SIZE

ALL f10USEHOLDS TnAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YE.l\.RS t

Min1.mum R€'nt Low households $lJ5 $130 $>3 2J't Ln (104)

Control households 125 147 22 2' LA (2;m)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT I:NROLWENT

Hin1.mum Rent Low households 93 129 36 42 39, (n)

Control households 90 129 39 16 41 (48)

MoT REQUIReMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M1.n1.mum Rent [.ow households 123 141 18 16 15 (77)

Control households l34 15? 18 15 n (lAO)

'"'"
PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS TlmT MET MINIMUM RENT [.OW
REQUIREMeNTS AT TWO YEARS

M1.n1.mum Rent Low households 133 172 19 40 29 (69)

Control households 154 182 27 26 18 (134)

DID NO'r MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Hin1.mum Rent I,ow households 101 169 67 78 66 (27)

Control households 103 177 74 81 72 (28)

MET RI:QU IREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M1.n1.mum Rent Low households 154 174 20 IS 13 (42)

Control households 168 183 IS 10 9 (lOG)

SM1PLE M1.n1.mum Rent Low and Control households act~ve and meeting requ1.rements at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~t.h

enrollment ~ncomes over the el1.g1.b1.11.ty l1.m~ts and those l~v~ng in the1r own homes or l.n subsid1.zed hOUS1ng.
DATA SOURCES Init1.al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f1.le.



'l'able 3-12

MFAN nouSING r::XPENDITURES AT ENROI~LMENT AND TWO YCARS AFTER ENROLLMr.NT
BY HOUSING REQUIRCMFNT STATUS FOR MINIMUM RENT lIIGIl AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLPS

MEAN HOUSING EXPENDITURES CfmNGE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
At At Two Pl?rcenlage Pprcpntnge SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years Amount (Mean of Ratio) (Rat1.o of Means) SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM Rr.N'r HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT 'rwo YE1\RS

M1.n1.mum Rent l11.gh households $127 'H65 $37 14' '", (59)

Control households 137 164 27 25 20 (136)

DID NOT MEET REQUIReMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

MiOl.mum Rent H1.gh households lOS 166 67 60 59 (26)

Control households 106 154 48 50 45 (47)

ME'!' REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Min1.mum Rent Ulgh households '40 164 19 13 13 (31)

Control households 153 169 16 12 10 (B9)

<7>
-J

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THA'! ME'l' MINIMUM Rl:NT l-IIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Nlnl.mum Rent Il1.gh households 149 208 59 49 40 (46)

Control households 170 199 29 26 17 (BS)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Ml.n1.mum Rent "1.gh households 128 213 84 73 66 (20)

Control households 132 201 69 66 52 (28)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

I'I1.nl.mum Rent 81.gh households 183 202 19 11 10 (18)

Control households 189 199 10 6 5 (57)

SAMPLE Ml.nl.mum Rent High and Control households act1.ve and meet1.nq requl.rements at two years after enrollment, excludl.ng those wlth
enrollment 1.ncomes over the ellgib111.ty lim1.ts and those livl.ng 1.n thel.r own home~ or in subs~d1.zed houslng.

DATA SOURCES Initl.al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments hIe.



Table 3-13

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE FOR MINIMUM RENT HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

BUT MET AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PERCENTAGE CHANGE NET
IN EXPENDITURES INDUCED SAMPLE

Actual Normal EFFECT
a

SIZE

PITTSBURGH

M~Ill.mum Rent Low 42% 29% 10% (27)
MinJ.Il1um Rent Ihgh 60 36 18 (26)

PHOENIX

M~n~mum Rent Low 78 25 42 (27)
MJ.nJ.mum Rent H~gh 73 27 36 (28)

SAMPLE: MJ.nJ.mum Rent households actJ.ve and meetJ.ng requJ.rements at
two years after enrollment that dJ.d not meet requJ.rements at enrollment,
excludJ.ng those wJ..th enrollment l.ncomes over the elJ.gwJ.lJ.ty IJ.IIU.ts and
those 1J.vJ.ng J.O theJ.r own homes or J.O subsJ.dJ.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES: InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
f~le.

NOTE: The formula used for computJ.ng the normal rent change J.S:

P
e

P
c

the proportJ.on of Control households that dJ.d not meet requJ.re
ments at enrollment that met requJ.rements at two years

the proportJ.on of MJ.nJ.mum Rent households that ~d not meet
requJ.rem.ents at enrollment that met reqlUrements at two years

the percentage rent change for Control households that met
requ~rements only after enrollment

the percentage rent change for Control households that d~d not
meet reqU1rements at enrollment or at two years.

The proport~on (Pc/Pe ) ~s ~nterpreted as the normal probab~l~ty of Hous~ng Gap
households that d~d not meet requ~rements at enrollment meet~ng them at two
years after enrollment. From Tables 3-3, 3-4, 3-11, 3-12, V-2, and V-3,
the follow~ng values are used:

where

Plttsburgh
M~n~mum M~n1mum

Rent Low Rent HJ,.gh

PhoenlX
M~n~um M~n~mum

Rent Low Rent Hlgh

0.128 0.081
0.685 0.335

84% 66%

12% 14%-

0.176
0.280

0.341
0.681

ll~ .•..•••••. 46% 50%

ll~ ....•••••• 11% 14%

a. Percent above normal expend1tures, computed as the rat10 of actual
expendltures at two years, RAt over enrollment expend~turest Ro (the flrst
column plus one) to nonnal expend~tures at two years, ~t over enrollment
expendJ.tures (the second column plus one), IUnus one: (~/Ra)

-;-::':=...",.;..,- - 1.
(~/RO)
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Desp~te thlS lncreased expendlture, Mlnlrnurn Rent households reduced thelr

rent burden more than comparable Control households (see Tables 3-14 and

3-15). Llke Mlnlmum Standards households, Mlnlmum Rent households that met

thelr requlrements at enrollment were spendlng a greater fractlon of thelr

lucerne on rent than households that dld not meet the Mlnlmum Rent requlre

ment. Mlnlmum Rent Low reClplents were able to reduce thelr medlan rent

burdens by about 13 percentage pOlnts--from over 35 percent to less than

25 percent. Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh reClplents started out wlth a somewhat

hlgher medlan rent burden (39 percent 1n Plttsburgh and 35 percent 1n

Phoenlx) and also reduced thelr medlan rent burdens substantlally (to 29
1percent In Plttsburgh and 26 percent In Phoenlx).

Tables 3-16 and 3-17 present the proportlon of the allowance payment that

was spent for lncreased houslng expendlture above normal for Mlnlrnum Rent

Low and Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households, respectlvely. As for Mlnlmum Stand

ards households, very Ilttle of the payment to households that met thelr

requlrement at enrollment was spent for lncreased houslng expendlturesi

the money was almost entlrely used to reduce rent burden. Among households

that only met requlrements after enrollment, between one-half and three

quarters of the payment to Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households was spent on hous

lng expendltures above normal. Mlnlmum Rent Low households that met

requ1rements after enrollment 1n Phoen1x spent about the same percentage

of the allowance payment on 1ncreased rent as d1d M1n1mum Rent H1gh house

holds there (about one-half), but only 16 percent of the payment In

P1ttsburgh was spent on add1t10nal houslng expendltures.

Flnally, Tables 3-18 and 3-19 present the lncreases 1n houslng serVlces

obta1ned by M1n1mum Rent reclplents. As was the case Wlth expend1tures,

households that already met the M1nlmum Rent requ1rements at enrollment

show no lncrease 1n hous1ng serV1ces above those of Slml1ar Control house

holds 1n P1ttsburgh and only modest addltlonal 1ncreases 1n Phoen1x. For

households that only met requlrements after enrollment, the relevant com

par1son w1th Control households must agaln take account of the effect of

lAppendix Tables VI-2 and VI-3 present mean rent burden whlle
Appendix Tables VI-27 through VI-30 present rent burdens computed conslder
lng the payment as lncome.
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Table 3-14

~D:rAN ?ENT BURDE1(S AT ENROLLMENT AND '!WO YEARS
AM'ER ENROLlMENT BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR

MmIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL ~OUSEHOLDS

(payment as Rent ReduC'tJ.on)

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

MEDIAN RENT BURDEN
At At Two
Enrollmenta Yearsb

prrrSBURGK

MEDIAN
REDUCTION IN
RENT WlIDEN

c SAMPLE
S1ZE

MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low ~ouseholds

Control households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

35'

31

OlD'
49

-17

-3

(101)

(217)

MJ.nJ.IDUm Rent Low households

Control households

MET REQUIRFJmNTS AT ENROLLMENT

MJ.nJ.nlum Rent Low households

Control "louseholds

48 16 -15 (27)

45 46 +4 (46)

37 41 -11 (74)

34 29 -5 (171)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM .RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low households 37\ 20' -16 (68)

Control households 3' 33 -1 (132)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLI«ENT

MJ.nJ.mtJm Rent Low households 34 14 -16 (26)

Control households 24 33 +7 (28)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

MmJ..mUm Rent Low households 38 23 -15 (42.)

Control households 35 32 -4 (104)

SAMPLE, 'iJ.m.mum Rent Low and Control households actJ.ve and rneet::..ng requJ.rements at two years after
enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ.gJ.bJ.lJ.ty l~ts and those lJ.vJ.ng ::..n theJ.r
own nomes or ::..n subsJ.d::..zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES. In.::..tJ.al and monthly Housenold Report Forms and payments hIe.
a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, ",here R = enrollment rent and Y = enrollment ::..ncome.
b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, where R = rent at cwo years after enrollment,

P payment::..n the two-year llnJ.t. and Y = ::..ncome at t~o years after enrollment.
c Percentage po~nts
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HOUSEHOLD GROUP

Table 3-15

MEDIAN ,RENT BURDENS AT ENROLU1ENT AND 'lWO YEARS
AFl'ER ENROLLMENT BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR

MINIMUM. RENT HIGH AND COOTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(payment as Rent ReductJ.on)

MEDIAN RENT BURDEN
At At Two
Enrollmenta Yearsb

PI'XTSBURGH

MEDIAN
REDUCTION IN
RENT OORDEN

c SAMPLE
SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT n.u YEARS

MJ.n1.mWD. Rent H.l.gh households

Control households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLU!ENT

38\

36

27\

33

-11

-4

(58)

(129)

MJ.nunum Rent H.l.gh households

Control households

MET REQUIRZMEN'l'S AT ENROLUmNT

MJ.nlJll1.1lll Rent HJ.gh households

Control households

34 27 -6 (25)

27 30 +4 (45)

43 26 -15 (33)

40 33 -. (84)

PHOENIX

ALL HOOSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT ~ YEARS

MJ.nunum Rent H.l.gh households 34\ 24\ -14 (46)

Control households 34 32 -4 (83)

DID NOT MEET REQUIRDtENTS AT

ENROLI.'lENT

MJ.IlJ..Jl1'Um Rent HJ.gh households 31 23 -11 (28)

Control households 2. 35 +9 (28)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

HuJ..mum Rent H.l.gh households 4. 2. -15 (18)

Control households 3. 32 -6 (55)

SlIMPLE. MJ.111mum Rent HJ.gh and Control households actJ.ve and meetJ.ng requJ.rements at two years after
enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment 1ncomes over the elJ.gJ.bJ.lJ.ty lJ.mJ.ts and those lJ.vJ.ng J.n theJ.r
own homes or J.n subsJ.~zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments fJ.le.
a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R : enrollment rent and Y = enrollment J.ncome.
b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/y, where R = rent at two years after enrollment,

P payment 1n the two-year unJ.t, and Y = J.ncome at two years after enrollment.
c. Percentage pOJ.nts.
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Table 3-16

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE PAYMENT USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ESTIMATED
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
RENT ABOVE
NORMALa

NORMAL
TWO-YEAR
REN~

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

MEAN
PAYMENT

PROPORTION
USED FOR
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL

SAMPLE
SIZE

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT
MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D~d not meet req~rements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

-J
~ MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT

MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

PITTSBURGH

9% $110 $10.0 $61 16% (27)

1 152 1.5 56 3 (77)

3.7
c

58 6 (104)

PHOENIX

D1d not meet requ1rements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

52

6

118

182

61.3

10.9

30.6
c

109

71

86

56

15

36

(27)

(42)

(69)

SAMPLE: M~nimum Rent Low households act~ve and meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud~ng those w~th enrollment incomes over the el~g~b~l~ty l~m~ts and those liv~ng in the~r own homes or
1n subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

a. See Tables 3-11 and 3-13.
b. For households that only met requ1rements after enrOllment, normal rent is computed 1n a fashion

analogous to the method used to construct Table 3-13. For households that met requirements at enrollment,
th~s is the rent of Control households that met at enrollment.

c. We~ghted average.



Table 3-17

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE PAYMENT USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ESTIMATED
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
RENT ABOVE
NORMALa

NORMAL
TWO-YEAR
REN~

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

MEAN
PAYMENT

PROPORTION
USED FOR
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL

SAMPLE
SIZE

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT
MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D1d not meet requ1rements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT
MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

PITTSBURGH

28% $131 $36.7 $50 73% (26)

0 170 0.0 52 0 (33)

16.2c 51 32 (59)

PHOENIX

D1d not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

49

6

132

198

64.8

11.9

44.1c

114

85

103

57

14

43

(28)

(18)

(46)

SAMPLE: Min1mum Rent H1gh households act1ve and meet1ng requ1rements at two years after enrOllment,
exclud1ng those with enrollment incomes over the elig1b11ity 11mits and those 11v1ng 1n the1r OWn homes or
1n SubS1d1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f11e.
a. See Tables 3-12 and 3-13.
b. For households that only met requ1rements after enrollment, normal rent 1S computed in a fash10n

analogous to the method used to construct Table 3-13. For households that met requ1rements at enrollment,
th1s 1S the rent of Control households that met at enrollment.

c. We1ghted average.



Table 3-18

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT ENROLI.MENT AND TWO YEI\RS AFTER ENROIU1ENT
BY HOUSING REQUIRE.MFNT STA'IUS FOR MINIMUM ReNT LOW AND CON'fROL 1I0I.JSEflOLl>S

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES ClU\NGE IN HOUSING SERVICES
At At Two Pf>r(..(>ntagc Percentage SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years Amount (Mean of Ratl.O) (Ratl.o of Means) SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

thnimum Rent Low households $113 $118 $5 6' 4. (R9)

Control households 121 127 6 7 5 (200)

DID NOt MEET ncQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Minl.mum Rent Low households 104 114 10 11 10 (21)

Control households 103 117 14 17 14 (42)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Ml.nimum Rent Low households 116 120 4 5 3 (68)

Control households 125 130 4 4 3 (158)
-..l..

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM Rr:NT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Minimum Rent Low households 134 161 27 24 20 (55)

Control households 148 168 20 19 14 (114)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Minl.mum Rent Low households 110 150 40 41 36 (20)

Control households 106 159 51 59 50 (27)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Minimum Rent Low households 148 167 19 15 13 (35)

Control households 161 171 10 7 6 (87)

S1\MPLE Ml.nl.mum Rent Low and Control households actl.ve and meeting requl.rements at two years after enrOllment, excludl.ng those wl.th
enrollment incomes over the ell.gibill.ty 1iml.ts and those ll.vl.ng l.n theJ.r own homes or in subsl.dl.zed housl.ng

DATA SOURCES Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms, HOUsl.ng Evaluatl.on Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Basell.ne and Perl.odl.C
Intervl.ews, and payments fl.le



Table 3-19

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT ENROLLMeNT AND TWO YEARS AF'l'ER ENROLLMENT
BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEIiOlDS

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN HOUSING SERVICES
At At Two Percentage Percentage SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years Amount (Mean of Ratl.o) (Ratio of Means) SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM REN'r HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Ml.nl.mum Rent lIl.gh households $122 $129 $7 7' 6' (55)

Control households 127 136 8 8 6 (119)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Ml.nl.mum Rent Hl.gh houc;eholds 109 124 l4 13 13 (24)

Control households 111 126 15 15 14 (40)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Ml.nimum Rent 1Il.gh households 132 133 1 2 (31)

Control households 135 140 5 4 4 (79)

-.J
Ln

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGU
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Hl.nimum Rent Hl.gh households 142 176 34 29 24 (42)

Control households 159 179 20 19 13 (71)

oro NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Ml.nl.mum Rent lIl.gh households 127 174 48 41 38 (24)

Control households 127 172 45 47 35 (>2)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Minimum Rent High households 164 179 15 11 9 (17)

Control households 174 182 9 6 5 (49)

SAMPLE Ml.nl.mum Rent lIl.gh ~nd Control households actl.ve and meetl.ng reqUl.rements at two years after enrollment, excludl.ng those wl.th
enrollment l.ncomes over the ell.gl.bill.ty ll.ml.ts and those ll.vl.ng 1.n thel.r own homec; or in subsidl.zed housl.ng

DATA SOURCES Inl.tl.al and monthly Household Report Porms, Hous~ng Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Base1l.ne and Perl.odl.c
Interv~ews, and payments fl.le.



the allowance on the proportion of households that met requirements. Table

3-20 presents this computat~on. Minimum ,Rent households that met require

!tents after enrollment in Pittsburgh did not obtain any increase in housing

serv~ces above normal. In phoenix, both MJ.nimum Rent Low and Minimum Rent

High households that met requirements after enrollment d~d obta~n more

housing services than normal. However, the J.Ilcreases are well below the

~ncreases in expend~tures (as shown ~ Table 3-13). The more complex analys~s

in dlapter 6 for phoen~x gives slightly larger estimates: 20.2 percent (with

a standard error of 7.2) for Minimum Rent Low and 26.0 percent (w~th a stan

dard error of 7.3) for MJ.n~mum Rent High (from Table 6-3), but still well

below the estimated 1ncrease in expendl.tures.

The hedonl.c l.ndex was also used 1n Chapter 6 to lnvestlgate whether Ml.nl.mum

Rent households tended to pay more than the average market rent for thelr

unl.t. The analysls l.ndl.cates that overpayment dld occur and 1.8 partlcularly

pronounced for households that met requlrements only after enrollment.

3.4 SUMMARY

The overVl.ew of Ml.nl.mum Standards and Ml.nl.mum Rent houslng allowances pres

ented 1ll Chapters 2 and 3 shows sl.ml.lar patterns for all three requl.rements.

Addl.tlonal households that dl.d not meet thelr requlrement at enrollment were

~nduced to meet each requ~rement. However, a substant~al proport~on of two

year rec~p~ents already met the reqU1rements at enrollment and even more

would normally have done so dur~ng the two years of the exper~ment. Only

among Phoen~x M~n~mum Rent H~gh rec~p~ents does ~t appear that as many as

half of those rec~plents met the~r requlrements because of the allowance

offer.

Increases ~n houslng expend~tures above normal levels were modest for house

holds that already met the~r requlrements. Households that only met requlre

ments after enrollment generally show larger lncreases. However, only Mln~

mum Rent Hlgh households that met requlrements after enrollment and slm~lar

MlnlmUffi Rent Low households ln Plttsburgh devoted as much as half of the

allowance payment to lncreased houslng expendltures. Because of thlS, all

groups of households reglstered substantlal reductlons In rent burden.

Expendlture lncreases were generally larger for M~nlmum Rent households,

and especlally for MlnlmUffi Rent Hlgh households, than for Mlnlrnum Standards.
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Table 3-20

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE FOR MINIMUM RENT HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

BUT MET AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PERCENTAGE CHANGE NET
IN HOUSING SERVICES INDUCED SAMPLE
Actual Nannal EFFECTa SIZE

PITTSBURGH
Ml.nlmum Rent Lqw 11% 10% 1% (21)
lUnJ.Illum. Rent HJ.gh 13 11 2 (24)

PHOENIX

MUll.mum Rent Low 41 22 16 (20)
Ml.IUlIlUnt Rent HJ.gh· 41 23 15 (24)

P )c c
- Pe l>Q~lM

dJ.d not meet requl.re
at two years

=

= the proportl.on of Control households that
ments at enrollment that met requl.rements

P
c

SAMPLE: M1nl.mum Rent households ractJ.ve and meetJ.ng requl.rements at
two years after enrollment, excludl.ng those Wl.th enrollment l.ncom.es over the
ell.gibl.ll.ty l~ts and those ll.vl.ng 1.0 thel.r own homes or 1.0 subsl.dl.zed
housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES: Inl.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housl.ng
EvaluatJ.on Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Basel~ne and Perl.odl.c Inter
Vl.ews, and payments fl.le.

NOTE: The formula used for computl.ng the normal rent change 15:

Pcl>Q~ + ( Pe - Pc)l>Q~
P

e

where

P
e

l>Qc =M

l>QC =
NM

the proport10n of M1n1mum Rent households that d1d not meet
reqU1rements at enrollment that met requ1rements at two years

the percentage hous1ng serV1ces change for Control households
that met req~rements only after enrollment

the percentage hous1ng serv1ces change for Control households
that fu.d not meet requ1rements at enrollment.

The proport10n (Pc/Pe > 1S 1nterpreted as the normal probab111ty of Hous1ng
Gap households that d1d not meet requ1rements at enrollment meet1ng them at
two years. From Tables 3-3, 3-4, 3-18, 3-19, V-II, and V-12, the follow1ng
values are used:

PJ.ttsburgh Phoen1x
M1n1mum M1n1mum M1n1mum M1nlInum
Rent Low Rent HJ.gh Rent Low Rent HJ.gh

Pc ............. 0.341 0.176 0.128 0.081
Pe ·............... 0.681 0.280 0.685 0.335

l>Qc ·............. 17% 15% 59% 47%M
l>Qc ·................ 2% 4% 14% 15%

NM
a. Percent above normal serv1ces, computed as the rat10 of actual

serv1ces at two years, QA' over enrollment serv1ces, QO (the f1rst colmnn
plus one) to normal serv1ces at two years, QN' over enrollment serv1ces
(the second column plus one), mJ.nus one: (QA/QO)

7.(QO!'N'-:-/Q""07) - 1.
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On the other hand, the M~n~mum Rent requ~rements had a much smaller ~mpact

than d~d M~n~mum Standards ~n terms of mov~ng households out of poor hous

~ng as measured e~ther by the Min~mum Standards or Budd~ng's measure of

phys~cal hous~ng adequacy. (M~n~mum Rent plans were successful 1n slgn~

f~cantly reduc~ng the probab~l~ty that a Phoen~x M~n~mum Rent household

would be llv1ng ~n clearly lnadequate hous1ng at two years.) Mlnlmum Rent

does not seem to prov1de a good proxy for any of a wlde range of poss1ble

houslng standards. A substantlal proport1on of Mlnlmum Rent households

that meet Mlnlmum Rent requlrements wlll fall a houslng standard, and the

requlrement ltself produces llttle or no lncrease ~n the proport~on of

households meet~g most of the phys~cal standards exam~ned. .

W1th the except10n of P1ttsburgh M1n1mum Standards households, real changes

1n hous1ng serV1ces were smaller than expend1ture changes. It appears that

the allowance offers generally led households to shop for hous1ng less

effect~vely than they normally would.

These f1nd1ngs rest very much upon the compar1sons between Hous1ng Gap and

Control households. Hous~ng Gap households generally show substant~al

1ncreases 1n both hous1ng expend1tures and hous1ng SerVlces. It lS only

the 1nformat10n from Control households that allows the analysls to dlst1n

gU1sh normal and program-lnduced changes. The slmple tabular comparlsons

reported 1n Chapters 2 and.3 do not, however, take full advantage of the

ava1lable data. The rest of th1S report presents a more complex but theo

retlcally more accurate analys1s of changes 1n hous1ng expend1tures and

houslng serVlces.
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CHAPTER 4

SPECIFICATIONS OF EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTS

This chapter presents the methodology used to est~ate exper~ental effects

on housing consumpt10n. The spec1f1cat10n of exper~ental effects is d1S

cussed in terms of housing expenchtures . However, the same methodology

can be applied to other measures of 1nterest, such as hous1ng services.

The effect of the Housing Gap plans on hous~ng expend~tures ~s def~ned as

the fufference between Housing Gap households' actual housing expend~tures

and what they normally would have spent on housing in the absence of the

exper~ental program. While actual hous~ng expenditures are known from

observation, the amounts households would have spent must be est~ated.

The mean changes ~n hous~ng expenditures (and ~n hous~ng serv~ces) of

Control households were used ~n Chapters 2 and 3 to est~ate the changes

that Housing Gap households would have experienced in the absence of the

program. Th~s simple estimate will have a relat~vely large error of

est~ate ~f other factors (such as demograph~c characterist~cs) also

affect response and may be b~ased ~f Control and Hous~ng Gap households

differ w~th respect to such factors.

Th~s chapt~r descr~bes a method for obtain~ng accurate pred~ct~on of the

hous~ng expend~tures and services that Hous~ng Gap households would have

1ncurred at two years after enrollment 1n the absence of the exper~ental

program. Th1S pred1ct10n 15 based on housing expenditure funct10ns whose

parameters have been es~mated using the sample of Control households. First

the bas~c model of household behav~or underly~ng household response to the

allowance payment ~s described ~n Sect~on 4.1. Sect~on 4.2 then descr~bes

the methodology used to est1mate experimental effects. Sect~on 4.3 d~s

cusses the corrections to be made for poss1ble bias due to sample selection.

Finally Section 4.4 descr~bes the est~ates of normal rent and housing

services.

4.1 A MODEL OF HOUSEHOLD BEHAVIOR

Th1S sect10n prov1des a theoret1cal model of household response to a hous1ng

allowance offer. As d1scussed 1n Chapters 2 and 3, the cond1t1onal nature
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of the offer has a profound effect on-household response. Allowance payments

were made only ~f the household occupied hous~ng that met the program housing

requirements 0 Household response to such payments can be analyzed using

standard consumer theory. Assume that households normally consume the

quant~ty of hous~ng serv~ces (H) and nonhous~ng goods (Z) that max~~ze

household ut~l~ty U(H), subJect to the budget constra~nt

(1) y = PHH + PZZ

where
y household ~ncane

PH the pr.l.ce of housJ.ng (thus p~ = rent) , and

Pz = the pr1ce of nonhousing goods.

F~gure 4-1 represents th~s d~agrarnrnat~callyw~th the hypothetical household

choos~ng to consume hous~ng of H
O

and nonhous~ng goods of Zo (where Zo =
(Yo - PHHO)/PZ fran the budget constra~nt). Receipt of an unconstrained

allowance payment (p) would move the budget l~ne outward, induc~ng the

household to consume more hous.l.ng (HI>. However, a HousJ.ng Gap hous1ng

allowance 15 rece.l.ved only if the household's hous.l.ng consumption 15

greater than sane m~nimum (H ) •
~ m.l.n

The response to the allowance offer depends on the relat.l.onship among H
m~n

and H
O

and HI. Three cases are ~llustrated. In Figure 4-1 (a) , ~n~t~al

consumpt.l.on exceeds H and the household automatically receives the
m~n

allowance payment. These households can treat the payment simply as

add.l.t.l.onal J.ncame.
1

Because the income elast.l.c.l.ty of demand 15 fairly low,

not much response 1n terms of add.l.t.l.onal housing expend.l.ture can be expected.

The change ~s ~ndicated as the move fran H
O

to HI.

F~gure 4-1(b) ~llustrates a second case. Th~s household would not normally

meet the hous~ng requ~rement (H ). If ~t were to receive the allowance
m~n

payment, however, the incame-~nduced increase ~n hous~ng would be suffic~ent

for the household to meet the requirement. Such households, like those ~n

F~gure 4-l(a), are ~n effect unconstra1ned by the requ~rement and are free

to treat the payment as addit~onal ~ncane.

1
Fr~edrnan and We~nberg (1978) est~ate that the income elastic~ty of

households eligible to rece~ve hous1ng allowances 1S 0.36.
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The f~nal case ~s ~llustrated by F~gure 4-1(c). Households whose housing

consumpt~on would be less than H even w).til the allowance payment are
m~n

constrained to allocate more of the allowance payment to hous~ng than they

normally would. Because they are requ1red to make a nonoptimal allocatJ.on,

the~r benef~ts from the program are lower than their benefits under an un

constraJ.ned allowance offer. Nevertheless, as long as theJ.r utilJ.ty with

the allowance payment and the nonopt~mal hous~ng ~s larger than the~r

ut11J.ty wJ.thout the allowance, they should choose to partJ.cJ.pate J.n the

program. That 1S, the household should 10 theory part1c1pate as long as

where

p = the allowance payment.

For some households, however, the payment will not be large enough to com

pensate for the1r nonoptLmal allocat10n. Such households should not ).0

1
theory part~cipate in the program. The households that do participate w~ll

have the largest 1ncrease 1.0 housing 1D response to the program when they

fall into case (c). Under case (c), households must ~ncrease the~r expendi

tures by more than they would ~n response to the add~t~onal income from the

allowance alone (and hence by more than they would ~f they were effect~vely

unconstra~ned as ~n cases (a) and (b».

The average change ~n hous~ng for the overall sample of Hous~ng Gap households

thus depends 10 theory on the size of the allowance payment, the housl.ng

requ~rements level, and on the proport~ons of participat~ng households that

fall ~nto cases (a), (b), and (c). Two factors ~n particular compl~cate

~s not well defined for e~ther the M~n~umthis simple model. F~rst, H .
m~n

Standards or the Ml.DLffium Rent requl.rement. The natural def~n~tion of H
m~n

for Minimum Rent households is R . /p , where R. is the M~n~um Rent
rn.l.n H 2 ml.n

requl.red and PH 15 the price of hous~ng. If, however, as d~scussed ~n

lsee Kennedy and MacMillan (1979) for a more complete discuss~on of
the partic~pat~on decision.

2The price of housing, p , ~ this case, can be defined w~th respect
to the compos~te housing bundle, HR. This definition ~s theoretically correct
since a Min~mum Rent req~rement allows households to choose any housing
bundle that has an overall rental value greater than R . •

m~n
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Figure 4-1

ALLOCATION OF THE ALLOWANCE PAYMENT TO HOUSING

NONHOUSING
CONSUMPTION

(z)

Allowance {
payment

z*

NONHOUSING
CONSUMPTION

(z)

Allowance {
payment

(a)

Initial budget
constraint

(b)

Initial budget
constraint
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NONHOUSING
CONSUMPTION

(Z)

Allowance {
payment

Zl
Z*

Zo

Figure 4-1 (continued)

(c)

HOUSING
(H)

NOTE: The size of the allowance payment relative to income is
exaggerated to improve clarity.

KEY: Hmin = minimum housing requirement
HO = initial housing consumption
Hl = hypothetlcal post-subsidy housing consumption
Z* = consumption of nonhousing goods and services

associated with consumption of Hmin
Zo = initial consumption of nonhousing goods and services
Zl = hypothetical consumption of nonhousing goods and

services associated with consumption of Hl
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Chapter 2, the amoWlt that households pay for a g~ven type of Wlit var~es,

then the H. implied by R. will also vary. In th~s case, expend~ture
m1n m1n

changes may not match real changes ~n housing. On the other hand, the

M1n~um Standards requ1rernent merely requ1res certa1n dwelling UD1t

features. Wh~le units that meet the Minimum Standards do on average rent

for more than those which do not, ~t is poss~ble for a household to meet

the M~nimum Standards after enrollment wh~le reducing ~ts hous~ng.

Second, the s~ple model posed above essentially assumes that all households

have the same tastes (1.e., the same utility funct1on). It 18 at least

conce1vable, for example, that the households that J.O fact were .l.nduced to

meet the requ~rernents (case (c», while spend~ng more than they would have

g.l.ven an unconstraJ.ned allowance payment, still have lower income elastJ.citJ.es

than the households that actually met normally, so that the actual response

of households in case (c) could be lower than the response of households

~n case (a).

In short, though the actual exper1ffiental response may be compared wJ.th

predJ.ctJ.ons based on simple models, J.t must be determJ.ned empJ.rJ.cally, as

d.l.scussed J.n the followJ.ng sect.l.on.

4.2 DEVELOPMENT OF THE METHODOLOGY

Exper1mental effects are measured J.n thJ.s report under the assumption that

the actual housing expenditures of Hous~ng Gap households at two years after

enrollInent, R, can be separated J.nto two parts--the normal housJ.ng expendi

tures that would have been made 1n the absence of the experiment, ~, and an

additional amoWlt that ~s ~nduced by the exper~ent, Ex. Thus

(3)

where

R = actual expend1tures two years after enrollment

~ = normal expend1tures two years after enrollment, and

~ = the exper1ffiental effect on expend1tures.

The experimental effect can be measured e1ther as the d1fference between

actual and normal expend1tures, or, as the1r rat1o:
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(4)
=

Because log-l1near functions proved useful 1n analyz1ng hous1ng demand in

response to experimental rent rebates for households enrolled 1n the Percent

of Rent plans of the Demand Exper1ment (see Fr~edman and We~nberg, 1978), and

for conven1ence, throughout th1s chapter the experJ.mental effect is measured

10 tenus of the rat10 of actual to normal expend1tureso

Exper1mental effects are estJ.mated under the assumpt10n that the ratio of

actual to normal hous1ng expenditures 1S funct10nally related to exper~ental

var1ables and a random error, specifically

(5)

or

R = exp(XS + e),

(6)

where

In(R/~) In(R) - In(~) = XS + e

X a vector of exper1ffiental var1ables

S a vector of experJ.mental effects, and

e = a random error term d1str1buted N(O,cr~).

The coeff~c~ents S of Equat~on (6) may be ~nterpreted as the percentage

change 1n rent associated W1th a change 10 the relevant variable, Xo
l

As descr~ed in Sect~on 4.1, the expected change ~n expend~tures depends

on the normal response of households to an allowance payment, the proportion

of households 1nduced to meet the requ1rements, and the response of the

households that were ~nduced to meet the requ~rements. The contr~but~on

of these three factors to the overall exper1mental effect can be s1mulated

us~ng the results of Chapters 2 and 3.

For households that would normally have met the requ~rements (those ~n

cases (a) and (b) in F~gure 4-1), the effect of rece~v~ng an allowance

1
Note that

Thus, S1 measures
change ~n X •

~

a[ln(R/~)l a(R/~) 1

ax ax '(R=-/"7.:RC"7) = S~ •
~ ~ N

the proportional change ~n (R/~)
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payment can be approxilnated us~ng the ~ncome elastic~ty of demand. For these

households the change ~n log rent should be

A A A

(7) Aln(R) = yln(Y + P) - yln(Y)

where
A

Aln(R) = the change ~n log rent

P = the allowance payment

Y = household ~nccme, and
1

y = the estlmated lncome elastlclty.

The response of partlclpatlng households that were effectively constrained

by the requirements (case (c», m~ght be approx=ated by2

(8) ~) = E(ln(R) 1M) - E(ln(R) 1M)
where

M = Hous~ng Gap households meet~ng the requ~rements

at two years, and

M = Housing Gap households not meet~ng the requ~rements

at two years.

Chapters 2 and 3 suggested that almost all households that met requirements

at enrollment were 1n effect unconstralned. Thus, for these households,

expected expenditure changes would be silnulated by Equat~on (7). On the

other hand, households that met requirements after enrollment included both

those that would have met requirements normally and those that were induced

to meet the requ~rements by the allowance offer.

IThe est=ated income elast~c~ty can be used only if all households
adjust to the allowance. Typically, however, only movers adJust theJ..r housl.ng
consumption to changed c~rcumstances (see Fr~edman and We~nberg, 1978).
The expected response ~s thus mod~f~ed by expected mobil~ty. As an example,
take an income elastlclty for movers of 0.4, assume no response to the income
change on the part of nonmovers, and a mobillty rate of 50 percent. The
overall population response to a 10 percent lncrease 1n lncame would be a
2 percent increase in expendltures, not the 4 percent expected if everyone
moved. Thus, the ~ncome elastic~ty used ~n Equat~on (7) to determine the
populat~on response ~s adJusted for mob~lity. The role of mob~l~ty ~n

determ~n~ng household response 1.S invest~gated further in Chapter 7.

2Th~S approximat1.on assumes that part1.c1.pating households that were
effect~vely constrained by the requ1.rements were on average induced to
change the1.r expend1.tures from the average for nonmeeters to the average for
meeters. Th~s assumption is l1.kely to result in an overest1.mate of 8ln(R) for
two reasons: (1) households induced to meet requ~rements are l~kely to have
been closer to meetl.ng than average, and (2) households induced to meet are
likely to spend as little extra on rent as possible ~n order to meet the
requ~rements.

88



Households that did not meet the requ~rements at enrollment but would nor

mally have met them W1.th the add1.tlonal l.ncome from the allowance (FJ.gure

4-1 (b» should also respond accord~ng to Equation (7). Households that

were J.nduced to meet requ1rements (that is, those effectively constralned

by the requ~rements--Figure4-l(c» should respond accord~ng to Equation

(8)0 1 The proport~on of households in the f~rst group was est~ated by

(lTC/lTE) where lTC and lT
E

are the proport~ons of Control and Exper~ental

households that met the requ~rements only after enrollment. Therefore,

the experimental response for households not meeting the requJ.rements at

enrollment ~s g~ven by the weighted average of Equat~ons (7) and (8):

(9)
lTC

=-
lTE

[yln(Y + p) - yln(Y)] +
IT

C) [E(r!M) _ E(rIM)]

where

~=l~)
r = In(R)

lTC = the proport~on of Control households that met
the requirements at two years, and

lT
E

= the proport~on of Exper~ental households
that met the requJ.rements at two yearso

The experimental effect on rent for the entire sample of Housing Gap rec~pients

is given by

(10 )
A N

l [yIn (y + p) - yln(Y)]E(r
x

)
N

N2 Cc A

+ - [yln(Y + p) - yln(Y) ]
N lT

E

+
(lTE - lTC)

[E (r 1M) - E (r 1M)]}lTE

where

= the number of two-year rec~pients that met requ~re

ments at enrollment

lIt is possible that M~n~um Standards households ~nduced to meet
would respond only by increas~ng the~r expend~tures according to Equation
(7). Depending on the ab~l~ty of households to f~nd relat~vely ~nexpens~ve

unJ.ts that met the Min~um Standards requ1.rernent, the s~ulatJ.on of the rent
changes to be presented is an overest~ate.

89



the ntnnber of two-year recJ.pients that met
requ~rements only after enrollment, and

N = Nl + N2 , the number of two-year recipients.

The total experJ.mental effect is thus computed as the weJ.ghted average of

the effects on those meet1ng and not meet1ng the1r requ1rements at enrollment.

Table 4-1 presents the experimental effects sJ.mulated in this manner for

households that met requJ.rements at enrollment, households that met requJ.re

ments only after enrollment, and the overall sample.

Th1S table pred1cts a rather sizeable 1ncrease in expend1tures above normal

for those induced to meet the requJ.rements after enrollment. When weJ.ghted

by the actual proportJ.ons that met, the predJ.ctions for all MJ.nJ.mum Standards

households meetJ.ng requJ.rements after enrollment are approxJ.mately the same

in the two 5l.tes, Wl.th a much greater increase for Minimum Rent households

that met ;:equirements after enrollment 1.0 Phoenl.x than 1n Pl.ttsburgh. For

the overall sample of recJ.pients, the predJ.cted effect for MJ.nimum Standards

households is again approx~ately the same 1.n the two sl.tes--O.08 in

PJ.ttsburgh (about 8 percent J.ncrease in rent above normal) and 0.11 in
1PhoenJ.x (about 12 percent above normal). The predJ.cted effect for MJ.nJ.mum

Rent households J.S about the same as for MJ.nJ.mum Standards households J.n

PJ.ttsburgh but hJ.gher J.n Phoenix.

4.3 SPECIFICATION OF SELECTION BIAS

As discussed 1.n Sectl.on 402, the overall exper~ental effect, r , 1.5
X

estimated as the mean of

(11)

where
r = actual log rent at two years, and

= estJ.mated normal log rent at two years (using
the Control sample) 0

Bias in the estumate of rx may be introduced when households are selected

for analysis based on whether they met the~r hous~ng requ~rement at two

1 X
The percentage change J.S computed as e - 1 where X is the estimated

effect. See Sect~on 5.1 for deta~ls.
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Table 4-1

SIMULATION OF EXPECTED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIRE
MENTS AT ENROLLMENT AND AT
TWO YEARS

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Change for households that
would normally have met at
two years

Change for households
~nduced to meet at two
years

We~ghted change

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET AT
TWO YEARS

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

0.02

0.02

0.19

0.13

0.08

PITTSBURGH

MINIMUM
RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

0.02

0.02

0.46

0.17

0.06

MINIMUM
RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

0.02

0.02

0.41

0.14

0.07

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

0.03

0.05

0.27

0.15

0.11

PHOENIX

MINIMUM
RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

0.04

0.06

0.47

0.34

0.16

MINIMUM
RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

0.04

0.06

0.51

0.34

0.23

SAMPLE: All Housing Gap households active and meeting requ~rements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those w~th enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those liv~ng in the~r own homes
or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTES: Income elasticity from Appendix Table VIII-I. Mean ~ncome and payment from Append~x Table
VI-9. Proportions from Figures 2-1, 3-1, and 3-2. Effect for induced meeters estimated from the rent at
two years for Hous~ng Gap households strat~fied by their two-year status (see Append~x Tables V-I, V-2,
and V-3.



1
years after enrollment. In fact, the analys~s in this report does make

such a select~on--~t focuses on rec~pients of Housing Gap allowances, and

households are classif1ed as reC1p1ents only if the1r hous1ng requ1rement

was met at two years after enrollment.

F~gure 4-2 ~llustrates one way in wh~ch b~as may be ~ntroduced ~n analyzing

rec~pients. The f~gure shows a hypothetical scatter diagram and regress~on

of actual on predicted rent. In the population, the regress10n l1.oe has no

intercept and a 45° slope. The pred1.ct1.on has an error wJ.th mean zero and

some variance, hence the scatter of the points around the regressJ.on 110e.

In the Minimum Rent plans, rec1pJ.ent status depended on the actual rent level

of the household--the rec~pient group cons~sts of households w~th rents

above the M1.n~um Rent 110e. Thus, the selectJ.on of households 1.nto the

group of rec~p~ents may select households that are more l~kely to have

pos1tJ.ve dJ.fferences between actual and predicted rent and omit households

that are more l~kely to have negat~ve d~fferences. The observed mean

d~fferences for the group of recip~ents ~s therefore likely to be pos~t~ve

even if there were no true effect.

An alternate way of look~ng at the effect of select~on ~s presented ~n Figure

4-3. The normal curve represents the d~str~but~on of res~duals (actual

minus pred~cted rent) and has a mean of zero. If households that d~d not

meet the M1nimum Rent requ1rements have residuals less than a and are there

fore removed from the sample, the mean of the rema1n1ng households 1ncreases

to~. Interpreting the mean ~ as an effect of the allowance would be

m~sleading.

The estimated exper~ental effect, r
X

' 15 thus related to the true exper1

mental effect, rx ' as

~ias may also be introduced as a result of different~al program
understand1ng. Households not meet1ng requ1rements 1n the1r enrollment units
may have responded d~fferently ~f they d~d not understand what they needed to
do in order to rece~ve a full payment than they would have if they had
understood. Val1d quest10ns about the1r understand2ng were asked only on
the Second and Th1rd Period1c Interv1ews (at one and two years after enroll
ment) 0 Responses to these questions cannot unambiguously be clas5if1ed as
r1ght or wrong answers--the best class1f1cat10n is fivefold: clearly r1ght,
probably right, wrong, more informat1on required, and don't know. Moreover,
since a household's understanding at enrollment is not known, only responses
of those households not meet1ng requ~rements 1n the1r one-year un1tS could
be exam1ned. Too few of these households are ava1lable for a mean1ngful
analys~s.
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Figure 4-2
THE EFFECT OF SELECTION ON

REGRESSION PARAMETERS

Regression line

f(" re:.'pj,":~ r
'.. ' ,",..-.

ACTUAL
RENT

.'. •
'0 •

. o.
~: '. ...
II I.0-' ..

Regression
line for the
whole population

-'--Mlnlmum rent
selection

PREDICTED
RENT

Figure 4-3
THE EFFECT OF SELECTION ON

THE OISTRIBUTION OF RESIOUALS
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(12)

where

h

r =r +0,x x

o = the expected value of normal res~duals for selected
households (the select~on b~as).

Estimation of the b~as rests on the assumption that for the ent~re population

(that ~s, when no subsample of households ~s selected), the expected value

of the b~as ~s zero:

(13)

or

E (El

(14)
N-

P 1- - E(E p)
Np

where the ent~re sample of enrolled households, for wh~ch E(E) = 0, is d~v~ded

~nto three groups: part~c~pat~ng households (p), households remaining ~n

the sample but not partic~pat~ng (P), and households that dropped out of the

experDnent before the end of two years (D) and where

N total number of enrolled households

Np total number of part~cipat~ng households

N- = total number of nonpart~c~pating householdsp

N
D

= total number of households that dropped out of
the experJ.Inent, and

the expected value of the res~dual for households
that dropped out of the experiment.

Under the assumption that E(EID) = 01
, the b~as 0 (equal to E(E!P» can be

determ~ned from

(15 )
N-

p ,--N""E(EP).
P

1
Th~s assurnpt~on ~s borne out by the data (see Append~x Table VI-14).

Further, Hausman and W~se (1977b) found that their estimate of experDnental
effects ~n the New Jersey Graduated Work Incentive Experiment were unaffected
by attrit~on, when demograph1.C cQvarJ..ates were J..ncluded in the model.
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Two alternat1ve methods for comput~ng E (Elp) have been developed, each

dependent on a different assumpt10n.
1

Method I: No Effect for Nonrec~pient Households

The f~rst method assumes that the exper~ent had no effect on the housing

consumption of nonrecipient households ~n sample P (households enrolled in

Hous1ng Gap plans that d1d not rece1ve allowance payments because their

un~ts did not meet the hous~ng requ~rement of the~r part~cular plans). If

the mean exper~ental effect for the group of n?nreCip1ent households 15

assumed to be zero, any estkmated experxmental effect for th15 group must

be ent~rely due to b~as, E (Elp) •

An obJection can be ra~sed to the assumpt~on that the exper~ent did not

affect the hous1ng consumpt10n of nonreC1p1ent households. Some households

in th1S group may have attempted to obta1n a un1t meet1ng their part1cular

hous1ng requ1rements to rece1ve allowance payments but were somehow un

successful 10 that attempt. If th15 were true, the true exper~ental

effect for th~s group would be greater than zero, and therefore the mean of

the est~ated experimental effect would overest~ate E(slpl. An over

est~ate of E(Elp) would lead to an underest~ate of the true experimental

effect on reC1p1ents.

Method II: Ccrnparable Control Households

The second method assumes that Control households (rather than Hous~ng Gap

households) whose un~ts d~d not meet the hous~ng requirements at two years

prov1de a better est~ate of E(e!p), because the experxment could not have

affected the~r behav~or.

IHausman and W~se (1977a) propose a maximum likelihood procedure
that deals w~th s~tuat~ons ~n wh~ch only the part of the sample that meets
the select~on cr~ter~on J.s observed. In the Demand Experiment, theJ.r
method was used ~n the analysis of J.ncorne reportJ.ng and ver~fJ.catJ.on (see
Hoagl~n and Joseph, 1978, Append~x VII). A var~ation of th~s techn~que ~s

used by Kennedy (1978) for Demand Exper~ent data to test for b~as due to
sample attr~t~on. The procedure developed here rests on the fact that data
on the expend1tures of nonpartJ.c~pants J.s also avaJ.lable.
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The ~plic~t assumption made in uS1ng Control households not meet1ng the

requ~rernents at two years to est~ate E(e!p) is equivalent to an assumption

that the Experimental households that were ~nduced to meet the requ~rernents

were drawn at random from among households that would normally not meet

(that is, without regard to the~r normal expend~ture levels). An obJection

against th~s method may be raised if the Housing Gap households that became

recipients after enrollment were precisely those that were closest to

meehng the requ~rernents at enrollment. Compar~son of E(e:lp) for Experi

mental and Control households suggests that th~s assumpt~on is reasonable,

though. Both methods of est~at~ng the b~as clearly have drawbacks. The

method of us~ng comparable Control households ~s used ~n the rest of the

report to estimate the b~as and to correct the f~gures reported ~n the text.

Est~ates based on the assumpt10n of no effect for nonparticipat1ng house-
1

holds are reported ~n Append~x IX.

4.4 ESTIMATION OF NORMAL RENT

S1nce the log of normal rent, In(~), is not observed for rec~pJ.ents, it

must be est~atedo The procedure used in estimatJ.on J.S described belowo

Assume that the log of normal housing expend~tures for Control households

at time "t" J.S gJ.ven by

(16)

where

y ~ncome

D = a vector of household demograph1c charac
terlstlcs, and

1There is little ev~dence that one method ~s preferable to the
other. The mean rent and houslng service levels at enrollment of HousJ.ng
Gap households that d~d not meet the~r requ~rernents at enrollment or at
two years are generally lower than the rents of comparable Control house
holds, yet they often show somewhat larger percentage changes J.n hous1ng
consumption (see Append~x V). The first fact tends to ~ndicate that the
Hous1ng Gap households that were J.nduced to meet were those closest to
meet1ng. The second fact tends to show that there may have been some
marg1nal effect of the allowance offer on nonpartJ.cJ.pant households.

In any event, the two methods gJ.ve much-the same result for estimates of
expend~ture change. The use of nonparticipants g~ves sl~ght1y lower
est~ates of hous~ng serv~ces changes (see Appendu IX). ,
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-------------------------------------,

1
e = a stochast~c res~dual.

G~ven the specificat~on of Equat~on (16) and the fact that observations on

each household II~U are avaJ..lable for two time periods, t=o (enrollment)

and t=l (two years), a cr~t~cal ~ssue in estimat~ng the parameters of the

equatJ..on 15 the assumptJ..ons about the nature of the stochastic res1dual,
). ). i

e
t

• If eO and e
l

are ser~ally correlated, as is l~kely, then the Ord~nary

\

Least Squares (OLS) estimat~on of this equat~on, wh~ch ignores th~s

possib~l~ty, would be ineff~c~ent. An asymptotically more eff~c~ent

eshmation techn~que, Seem~ngly Unrelated Regress~ons (SUR), developed by

Zellner (1962), ~s used here.

Us~ng the SUR procedure, Equat~on (16) is est=ated separately for the two

tkffie perJ..ods uSJ..ng OLSi then P, the correlat1on between the estlmated
.... ). .... J..

errors, eO and 6
1

is computed, whJ..ch 15 an unbiased est~ate of the serial

correlatJ..on coeff1cient, po FJ..nally, the est~ated p 15 used to transform

the independent and dependent var~ables ~n Equation (16) to prov~de General~zed

2
Least Squares (GLS) estimates of the parameters.

Once the parameters of Equahon (16) and the ser~al correlation and coeff~c~ent,

3 ~
p, are estimated, the asymptot~callybest l~near unbiased pred~ctor of r

l

Ipollowing Pr~edman and We~nberg (1978), the demographic var~ables
(D) are minority status and household composJ.t1.on. MJ..norJ.ty status J.ndJ.cates
whether the head of the household ~s a member of a m~nor~ty group (black ~n

P~ttsburgh, black or Span~sh Amer~can ~n Phoenix). Household compos~t~on

~nd~cates whether the household cons~sts only of a s~ngle person (restr~cted

by program rules almost exclus~vely to elderly persons); is a s~ngle head
of household (w~th children or other fam~ly members present); or ~s a couple
(w~th or w~thout ch~ldren).

2A prerequJ..sJ..te for effJ.ciency gains 10 est1ffiatJ.on uSJ.ng SUR 15
that the values of the explanatory var~ables in the two equat~ons vary from
one per~od to the next. If there is no temporal var~at~on, then the OLS
and SUR coefficient est=ates w~ll be ident~cal. In fact, there was only
small temporal varJ..atJ.on 10 the independent varJ.ables used here. Many of
the household demograph~c character~st~cs d~d not change between enrollment
and two years. Further, there was a h1gh correlation between enrollment and
two-year income. Since the goal 1S to obta1n good predictive equat1ons, if
there 15 any temporal var1at1on ~n the demograph1c variables, relat10nships
estimated using SUR have superior predict1ve power, s~nce they use the
estimated serial correlation for pred1ct10n. Add1tional 1ndependent var1ables
describ~ng ~nitial housing cond~t~ons were valuable in further ~prov1ng the
pred1ctive power of the regression beyond that prov~ded by serial correlat1on
alone.

3
See, for example, P~ndyck and Rub~nfeld (1976), pp. 170-173.
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(the natural logar1thm of the rental expend1tures at two years) for a house

hold "1," g1ven rental expend1tures at enrollment and 1ncome (both at enroll

ment and at two years) ~s prov~ded by the follow~ng equat~on, wh~ch takes

account of serlal correlat1on:

(17)

Since e~ is the d~fference between the pred~cted and actual values at

enrollment (t=O) , Equat~on (17) may be rewr~tten as

(18) a 
1

To 1mprove the pred1ct1ve ab111ty for the analys1s of movers and nonmovers

~n Chapter 7, the rent pred~ct~on model (Equat~on (18» was est=ated both

for all Control households and separately for Control movers and nonmovers.

Also ~ncluded in the model were dummy var~ables that indwated whether the

household met each of the three hous1ng requirements (M1nimum Standards,

M~nimum Rent Low, and M~n=um Rent High) at enrollment. These dummy

variables effectively ensure, for Control households, that the expected value

of the d1fference between actual and pred1cted log rent w11l be zero for

subsamples selected on the bas1s of enrollment hous1ng requ1rement status.

F~nally, because the analys~s of Chapters 2 and 3 showed marked s~te

1
d1fferences, separate equat10ns were estxmated for each s1te.

The estxmated equations are presented 1n Append1x IX. Three statist1cs

can be used to evaluate the pred~ct~ve ab~lity of the models. The f~rst

stat1st1c,
2

log rent.

(PRMS) and

p, 1S the correlation coeff1c1ent between actual and pred1cted

The second stat1st1c 15 the Percentage Root Mean Square error
3

1S def.l.ned as

1
The analys1s of the Percent of Rent exper1ment showed that a pooled

slte equat10n could be used to pred1ct houslng expendltures but not hous1ng
serVlces (see Frledman and Welnberg, 1978).

2
Equlvalent statlst1cs are deflned for the logarlthm of houslng

serVlces.
3
See P~ndyck and Rub~nfeld (1976), p. 316.
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(19)

where

1
PRMS =

N

N

I
~=l

r pred~cted log rent at two years
~

r = actual log rent at two years, and
~

N number of households.

Th~s stat~st~c measures the dev~at~on of predicted log rent from actual

log rent ~n percentage terms. The th~rd stat~st~c ~s the standard error of
1

est:unate. Tables 4-2 and 4-3 present the three statistics, computed both for

the nor.mal rent equat~ons and the normal hous~ng serv~ces equat~ons. All

three stat~st~cs ~nd~cate reasonably good

correlat~on lowest for movers and h~ghest

pred~ctive ab~l~ty,

2
for nonrnovers.

with the

lRecall that the dependent var~able ~s ~n logar~thmic terms. Mean
log rent for all households ~s 4.84 in P~ttsburgh and 4.89 ~n Phoenix.
Mean log hous~ng serv~ces for all households ~s 4.74 ~n P~ttsburgh and 4.90
~n Phoen~x.

2compar~son with the demand funct~on est:unated for Percent of Rent
and Control households ~n Fr~edman and We~nberg (1978) ~s d~ff~cult because
of the d~fferent spec~f~cat~on of the funct~ons. The ~ncame elast~c~ty

and the other demograph~c coeff~c~ents do not appear to be s~gn~f~cantly

d~fferent.
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Table 4-2

STATISTICS FOR THE EVALUATION OF THE
HOUSING EXPENDITURES PREDICTING EQUATIONS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

STANDARD STANDARD

PHRSb
ERROR OF SANPLE

PMRSb
ERROR OF SANPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP
a ESTIMATE SIZE a ESTIMATE SIZE

Pr~ Pr~

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.77 0.25% 0.20 (289) 0.77 0.35% 0.26 (256)

D1d not meet requ1rements
0.75 0.35 0.22 (190) 0.70 0.46 0.29 (182)

at enrollment

Met requ1rements at enrollment 0.75 0.37 0.18 (99) 0.82 0.42 0.18 (74)

ALL MOVERS 0.63 0.52 0.24 (94 ) 0.66 0.53 0.28 (126)
b

D1d not meet requ1rements0 0.62 0.65 0.25 (62) 0.57 0.72 0.32 (88)
at enrollment

Met requ1rements at enrollment 0.64 0.83 0.23 (32) 0.69 0.61 0.20 (38)

ALL STAYERS 0.89 0.22 0.15 (195 ) 0.92 0.32 0.16 (130)

D1d not meet requ1rements
0.87 0.30 0.16 (128) 0.90 0.39 0.17 (94)

at enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment 0.88 0.32 0.13 (67) 0.92 0.46 0.14 (36)

SANPLE: Control households active at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment
1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty lim1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or 1n Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluation Forms, and payments
hle.

NOTE: Control households were randomly ass1gned hous1ng requirements to determ1ne enrollment
status.

a.

b.

p 0 1S
rr

PRMS =

the correlat1on between actual log rent (r)

~l 092
1 (r-r) _N I ---r-- • 100 = percent root mean square

and pred1cted log rent (~).

error.



Table 4-3

STATISTICS FOR THE EVALUATION OF THE
HOUSING SERVICES PREDICTING EQUATIONS

(59)

(171)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(230 )0.21

0.15

0.23

PHOENIX

STANDARD
ERROR OF
ESTIMATE

0.35

0.28%

0.37

SAMPLE
SIZE a

Pr~

(254) 0.75

(166) 0.69

(88) 0.79

0.17

0.16

0.13

PITTSBURGH

STANDARD
ERROR OF
ESTIMATE

0.29

0.29

0.21%

0.72

0.82

0.77

Met requirements at enrollment

-D~d not meet requ~rements

at enrollment

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL MOVERS

D1d not meet requirements
at enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

ALL STAYERS

D1d not meet requ1rements
at enrollment

Met requ1rernents at enrollment

0.68

0.63

0.77

0.92

0.92

0.89

0.45

0.62

0.61

0.15

0.18

0.26

0.20

0.22

0.16

0.09

0.09

0.10

(83) 0.67 0.43

(54) 0.63 0.53

(29 ) 0.62 0.68

(171) 0.96 0.16

(112) 0.95 0.21

(59) 0.97 0.17

0.22

0.23

0.19

0.08

0.09

0.06

(108)

(82)

(26)

(122 )

(89)

(33)

SAMPLE: Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment
1ncomes over the e11g1b11ity l1rn1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or 1n Subs1dized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, and payments
hIe.

NOTE: Control households were randomly ass1gned hous1ng requirements to determ1ne enrollment
status.

a.

b.

P '" J.8rr

PRMS =

the correlat10n between actual log rent (r) and pred1cted

1 j, I1r-;:>J 2 _N L[--r---J ·100 = percent root mean square error.

log rent (;:).
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C~P~R5

THE EFFECT OF A HOUSING GAP
HOUSING ALLOWANCE ON RENTAL EXPENDITURES

ThlS chapter presents estlmates of the effect of a Houslng Gap houslng

allowance on rental expendltures uSlng the technlque developed In Chapter 4.

As dlscussed In Chapter 4, the experlmental effect 15 measured as the per

cent change In houslng expendltures above normal rent at two years. For

example, 1£ the estlmated experlrnental effect 15 5 percent, two-year rent

R w~ll be 5 percent larger than ~t would normally be: R = 1.05R
N

, where

~ 15 two-year normal rent. The effects therefore reflect the generally

hlgher normal houslng expendltures at the end of the experlment rather than

the smaller enrollment expend~tures.

Seetlon 5.1 dlscusses the effects of the Mlnlmum standards plan and Seetlon

5.2 the effects of the M~n~mum Rent plans. Exper~mental effects for d~ffer

ent demographlc groups are exarn~ned ~n Sect~on 5.3. F~nally, Sect~on 5.4

surnmar~zes the results, presents compar~sons w~th the pred~ct~ons made ~n

Sect~on 4.2, and exam~nes the proport~on of the allowance payment spent on

~ncreases ~n rent above normal.

5.1 RENT C~NGES INDUCED BY THE MINIMUM STANDARDS PLANS

Overall Results

Sect~on 4.3 ~nd~cated the poss~b~l~ty that the est~mated exper~mental effect

for Hous~ng Gap households may be b~ased by select~ng only rec~p~ents for

analys~s. However, for M~n~mum Standards households, the est~mated selec

t~on b~as, us~ng e~ther of the methods presented ~n Chapter 4, ~s stat~s-

1
tlcally lnslgn~flcant and close to zero. Once household characterlstlcs

and the lnltlal condlt~on of the household's houslng unlt are taken lnto

conslderat~on In the pred~ctlon of normal rent, a correctlon for selectlon

blas ~s unnecessary. Therefore, the effects of the M~nlmum Standards plans

1
Append~x Tables IX-9 and IX-16 present the unwe~ghted est~mated

effect for nonreclp~ents. Slnce the b~as 1S proportlonal to the est1mated
exper~mental effect used as the correct1on (the standard dev~atlon of Cx 1S
the C t1mes the standard dev1at~on of X, where C 1S a constant), the slgnl
f1cance of the blas 15 the same as the slgnlflcance of the correctlon.
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were computed as the mean of the d~fference between actual and pred~cted

1
log rent.

The est~mated effects on the expend1tures of M~n~mum Standards households

are presented ~n Table 5-1. The effect for all rec~p~ent households ~s

stat~st~cally s~gn~f~cant only ~n Phoen~x, where the ~ncrease ~n expend~-

tures was 16.2

~s sl.gnl.fl.cant

percent above normal (the
2

only at the 0.15 level).

effect ~n P~ttsburgh, 4.3 percent,

Separatl.ng the households accordl.ng to the~r enrollment unl.t's status w1th

respect to the Ml.n~mum Standards requ~rement conf~rms the f~nd~ngs of

Chapter 2: wh~le the allowance had l~ttle or no effect on households

l~v1ng 1n un~ts that already met the requ1rements at enrollment, 1.t d~d

affect households whose unl.ts met the M1n1mum Standards only after enroll

ment~ For the group that met M~n~mum Standards after enrollment, the medl.an

1ncrease 1n rental expend~ture was 7~5 percent

and 23~6 percent above normal 1n Phoen1x, both

above normal 1n P1.ttsburgh
3

stat~st1.cally s~gnl.fl.cant~

(Separate exam1nat1.0n of movers and nonmovers 1.S presented 1.n Chapter 7.)

There are at least three potentl.al reasons for the large d1fference 1n the

estl.mated effects between the two Sl.tes: dl.fferent l.nl.t1.al hous1ng cond1.

tl.ons 10 the two sl.tes, d1fferences 1n the way the payment was used 1n the

two s1.tes, or d1fferences 1.n the Sl.ze of the allowance payment 1tself between

the Sl.tes. The f1rst reason seems to prov1de at least a part1.al explanat10n

for the Sl.te dl.fferences. One measure of the amount that households not

meet1ng requ1rements at enrollment had to pay to obta1n standard un1tS 1S

the d1.fference between the ratl.O of enrollment rent to C* for them compared

1
Correctl.ons are necessary when effects for M1n1murn Rent households

are dl.scussed (see Sectl.on 5~2)~ The effects for Ml.n1mum Standards house
holds as corrected for the est1.mated (1.ns1.gnl.f~cant) selectl.on bl.as are
presented ~n Append~x Tables IX-13 and IX-20.

2
Sl.nce log rent 15 used, the est1mated medl-an percentage change

above normal ~s computed from the actual effect S as exp (S) -1 w~th stand
ard error exp (S) • [exp (2&2) - exp (&2)]~ where & ~s the est~mated standard
error of S (see, for example, Hast~ngs and Peacock, 1975, p. 84). The A

estl.mated mean percentage change above normal would be computed as exp [~ +
(1/2);;2] - 1. Fr~edman and Kennedy (1977), Append~x V, showed that the

mean would d1ffer from the medl.an by at most one-half percentage po~nt~

3
Append~x XI presents an alternate approach to est~mat~ng the

effect on M1nl.mum Standards households meetl.ng requl.rements after enroll
ment~ The results reported there are s1.ml.lar to the results reported 1n
th~s chapter.
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Table 5-1

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS 0.042 4.3% (84) 0.150** 16.2% (90)
HOUSEHOLDS (0.026) (2.7) (0.034) (3.9)

Dld not meet requlrements 0.072* 7.5 (47) 0.212** 23.6 (63)
at enrollment (0.036) (3.9) (0.044) (5.4)

f-'
0
en

Met requlrements at 0.010 1.1 (37 ) -0.007 -0.7 (27 )
enrollment (0.034) (3.5) (0.038) (3.8)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Standards households actlve and meetlng requlrements at two years after enrollment,
excludlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over the ellg1bl11ty I1mlts and those I1vlng In the1r own homes or
~n subs~dized hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTES: Effects are not corrected for (~ns1gif1cant) select~on bias. Standard error ~n parentheses.
* t-stat~stic of est~mated effect sign~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat1st1c of est~mated effect signif1cant at the 0.01 level.



to households actually meetlng the standards. As Table 5-2 shows, thls

dlfference was larger In Phoenlx than In Plttsburgh. ThlS lmplles

that PhoenlX households needed to make larger changes In expendltures than

dld Plttsburgh households to obtaln standard houslng.

As shown In Chapter 2 (Table 2-2) approxlmately 68 percent of the Plttsburgh

households and 54 percent of the Phoenlx households that met the Mlnlmum

Standards only after enrollment would not have normally met the requlre

ments. Most of these households had to spend more than they would have

normally to meet the requlrernents. For households that dld not meet the

standard, 1£ the dlfferences between lnltlal rent levels and the rent levels

needed to pay for standard

a larger response would be

unlts were larger In Phoenlx
1

expected In Phoenlx.

than In Plttsburgh,

Another posslble explanatlon for the slte dlfference In behaVlor 15 that the

allowance payment was vlewed dlfferently at the two sltes. Slnce program

partlclpants knew that the allowance payment would last for only three years,

It lS posslble that they vlewed the allowance lncome dlfferently from thelr

other lncome. EVldence developed In Frledman and Welnberg (1978) suggests

that the lncome elastlclty of houslng was the same at the two sltes. How

ever, lf, for some reason, Plttsburgh reclplents vlewed the payments 1n a

dlfferent way from Phoenlx reclplents, the response to the payment would be

dlfferent, even though the lncome elastlclty lS not. To lnvestlgate thlS

posslblllty the followlng relationshlp should be estlmated:

(1)

where

In(R) = a + 81n(Y + AP)

R rent

Y three-year average lncome

P three-year average allowance payment

A dlSCOunt factor

a regresslon constant, and

s = lncorne elastlclty.

1
ThlS dlfference reflects the dlfference ln response for those

lnduced to meet requlrements predlcted In Chapter 4 (cf Table 4-1).
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Table 5-2

MEDIAN RATIO OF ENROLLMENT RENT TO C* FOR
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET AND DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS AT ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

D1d not meet
requlrernents at
enrollment

Met requlrements
at enrollment

MEDIAN
RATIO

0.91

1.12

SAMPLE
SIZE

(931)

(261)

PHOENIX

MEDIAN
RATIO

0.82

1.12

SAMPLE
SIZE

(736)

(441)

SAMPLE: All households actlve at two years after enrollment,
exc!udlng those wlth enrollment lncornes over the ellg1bl11ty 11mlts and
those 11vlng lD thelr own homes or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments hIe.
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Equat~on (1) can be approx~mated byl

(2)
p

In(R) = a + Sln(Y) + AS(y)'

If S d~ffers s~gn~f~cantly from AS and ~f A ~s smaller than 1, one may

conclude that payments were v~ewed at least ~n part as a temporary wlndfall

WhlCh was not used for houslng to the same extent that a permanent lncrease

1n lucame would have been.

Equat~on (2) was

holds that moved

est~mated for the sample
2

durlng the experlment.

of Control and Unconstralned house-

The est~mates shown ~n Table 5-3

suggest that, at least for the Unconstralned plan 1n Phoenlx, the payments

were vlewed no dlfferently from other lncame. The large standard error on

the estlmate of AS 1n Plttsburgh precludes any strong conclUSlon there,

though It seems l1kely that the payment 15 not vlewed as permanent 1n

Plttsburgh. Indeed, as dlscussed later 1n th15 chapter, the houslng

expendlture response of Unconstralned households 15 much smaller 1n FlttS

burgh than 1n Phoen1x.

Wh1le th1s s1te d1fference 10 the response of Unconstralned households lS

puzz11ng, 1t

response for

would provlde some explanat10n for
3 4

Mlnlmum Standards households. '

the slte dlfference 1n

1Th1S 1S from a Taylor ser1es expans10n of In(Y + AP) 1n the ne1gh-
borhood of A = 0, w1th second- and h1gher-order terms 19nored.

2
See Fr~edman and We~nberg (1978) for a d~scuss~on of the cho~ce

of movers.
3
Of course, thlS explanatlon 1S valld only 1f Mln1mum Standards

households treated the allowance s1mllarly at each slte to the Unconstra1ned
households at that s~te.

4
One explanat10n for such a dlfference between the sltes could be

found 1n the fact that the Phoen1x hous1ng market was apparently looser
dur~ng the exper~mental per~od (w~th vacancy rates of 14.4 percent ~n

Phoen~x as compared w~th 5.1 percent ~n P~ttsburgh (U.S. Department of
Commerce, 1976» and that Phoen1x households were hlstor1cally much more
mob~le than P~ttsburgh households. Thus, the fact that allowance payments
were only made for three years may have had less effect on hous1ng response
10 Phoen1x. Households there would f1nd any readJustment of thelr houslng
at the end of three years eaS1er to make both because they moved more
readlly and because the market offered easy access to un1tS.

It should be noted, however, that no such slte d1fference was found In the
response of households to Percent of Rent allowances (Frledman and We1nberg,
1978), though that report focused on the behav~or of movers alone.
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Table 5-3

REGRESSION OF RENT ON AVERAGE INCOME AND THE ALLOWANCE PAYMENT
FOR UNCONSTRAINED AND CONTROL MOVERS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

3.468** 2.834**
(0.424) (0.402)

0.242** ,0.360**
(0.068) (0.066)

0.049 0.260**
(0.357) (0.090)

0.202 0.722

0.12 0.13

(116) (144)

Log(average lucame)

Sample S1ze

Ratlo of average payment
to average lucame

Constant

Impl~ed A

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

SAMPLE: Unconstra1.ned and Control movers act1.ve at two years after
enrollment, excludJ.ng those W1.th enrollment lucornes over the el1.g1.b1.11.ty
11.~ts and those l1.v1.ng 1n the1.r own homes or 1.0 subs1.d1.zed hous1.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and pay
ments £11e.

NOTE: Standard error 1.n parentheses.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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A th~rd poss~ble explanat~on for s~te d~fferences ~s that the allowance

payments were typ~cally much larger ~n Phoen~x than ~n P~ttsburgh. as shown

~n Table 5-4. If allowance-1nduced rent changes were related to the Slze

of the allowance, then the average response 1n PhoenlX would be larger

than the response ~n P~ttsburgh. As shown ~n Table 5-4, households that

only met requlrements after enrollment had much h1gher payments than those

that already met at enrollment 1n Phoenlx but not In P~ttsburgh. ThlS

larger payment may have been enough to lnduce some households to meet

requ1rements 1n Phoen1x by enabl1ng households that had to spend more on

average 1n order to meet requ1rements to do so. Indeed, as ~ndlcated 1n

Chapter 2, the effect of the allowance 1n 1nduc1ng households to meet

M1n1mum Standards was larger 1n Phoenlx. ThlS assert10n about the payment

effect can, however, be tested; 1f the d~fference ~n response was caused

by ~nterslte var1ab1l1ty 1n the amount of payment, then ~ntras1te var1ab11

1ty ~n payment 1S l1kely to be related to 1ntras1te var1abll1ty 1n response

1n the same way. Th1S lssue lS exam1ned next.

Effects of Var1atlons 1n Payment Formula Parameters

Recall that households ~n the Hous1ng Gap and the Unconstralned plans

recelved allowance payments accordlng to the payment formula:

(3)

where

P = aC* - bY

P payment

aC* the bas1c payment level; where lI a ll was
set at 1.2, 1.0, or 0.8, and C* was the
estlmated cost of modest, eX1st1ng,
standard houslng 1n each slte varled by
household s~ze

y household ~ncome, and

b = the benef1t reduct~on rate; lib" was set
at 0.15, 0.25, or 0.35.

Var1atlons ~n the bas1c payment level enable est1matlon of the effect of

a 40 percent change 1n the payment. Var1at10ns 1n the beneflt reductlon

rate, lib," enable estlmat10n of the effect of a 20 percentage pOlnt change

1n that rate. The Mln1mum Standards plans may be shown schemat1cally as

follows:
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Table 5-4

AVERAGE MONTHLY ALLOWANCE PAYMENT AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY ENROLLMENT HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS

SAMPLE
SIZE

SAMPLE
SIZEHOUSEHOLD GROUP

PITTSBURGH

AVERAGE
MONTHLY
PAYMENT

PHOENIX

AVERAGE
MONTHLY
PAYMENT

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Dld not meet requlrements
at enrollment

Met requlrements at
enrollment

$64

65

63

(84)

(47)

(37 )

$81

93

52

(90)

(63)

(27)

SAMPLE: Mlnlrnum Standards households actlve and meetlng requlrements
at two years after enrollment, exc!udlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over
the ellg1bl!lty 11rnlts and those 11vlng 1n thelr own homes or III Subsldlzed
houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms and pay
ments hIe.
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b Value

.C Level 0.15 0.25 0.35

1.2C* Plan 1

C* Plan 10 Plan 2 Plan 11

0.8C* Plan 3

AS descr1bed ~n Sectlon 4.1, the experlmental effects are estlmated under

the speclflcatlon:

(4)

where

(r - r )
N

xs + 8 + e,

r = actual In(rent) at two years after
enrollment

estlmated normal In(rent) at two years
after enrollment

x

s =

e

varlables used to characterlze varlatlons
In Mlnlmum Standards plans (such as those
def~ned ~n Table 5-6)

effects to be est~mated

an experlmental error term, and

the error of predlctlon of ;N-

The f~rst step ~n analyz~ng the payment effects ~s the d~rect spec~f~cat~on

(5)

where

P the monthly allowance payment, and

w a stochastlc error term.
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Table 5-4

AVERAGE MONTHLY ALLOWANCE PAYMENT AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY ENROLLMENT HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS

SAMPLE
SIZE

SAMPLE
SIZEHOUSEHOLD GROUP

PITTSBURGH

AVERAGE
MONTHLY
PAYMENT

PHOENIX

AVERAGE
MONTHLY
PAYMENT

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Dld not meet requlrements
at enrollment

Met requlrements at
enrollment

$64

65

63

(84)

(47)

(37)

$81

93

52

(90)

(63)

(27)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Standards households actlve and rneetlng requlrernents
at two years after enrollment, excludlng those Wlth enrollment lncornes over
the ellglbl11ty Ilmlts and those Ilvlng In thelr own homes or In Subsldlzed
houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In:I.t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and pay
ments flie.
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b Value

C Level 0.15 0.25 0.35

1.2C* Plan 1

C* Plan 10 Plan 2 Plan 11

0.8C* Plan 3

As descr1bed 1n Sectl0n 4~1, the experlmental effects are estlmated under

the speclflcatlon:

(4)

where

(r - r )
N

XS + E + e,

r

x

S =

actual In(rent) at two years after
enrollment

estlmated normal In(rent) at two years
after enrollment

varlables used to characterlze varlatl0ns
10 Mlnlmum Standards plans (such as those
deflned In Table 5-6)

effects to be estlmated

E = an experlmental error term, and

e = the error of predlctlon of ~N.

The flrst step In analyzlng the payment effects is the dlrect speclflcatlo~

(5)

where

P = the monthly allowance payment, and

w a stochastlc error term.
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In th~s spec~flcat~on the parameter S measures the payment effect. A one

dollar ~ncrease ~n the payment P wlll result ~n a percentage change ~n rent

of ~ percent. The est~mates of ~ are shown ~n Table 5-5. None of the

P~ttsburgh coeff~c~ents are s~gn~f~cantt ~nd~cat~ng that there ~s no rela

t~onsh~p between the s~ze of the payment and the allowance-~nducedchange

1n rent 1n that slte. ThlS may reflect the f1ndlng for Unconstra~nedhouse

holds ~n P~ttsburgh (noted above). In contrast, the payment had s~gn~f~cant

effect ~n Phoenlx. For all reclplents t and for those that met only after

enrollment t a $10 ~ncrease In payment (about 12 percent of an average pay

ment of $82) would result ~n about a 3 percent ~ncrease ~n expend1tures.

For rec1plents that already met at enrollment t a $10 lncrease ~n payment
1

would result in about a 2 percent ~ncrease 1n expendltures.

Experlmental response to the s~ze of the payment may be due to two sources:

var~at10n ~n the Slze of the payment due to the exper1mental var~ables; (the

basle payment level and the beneflt reduct~on rate); and var1atl0n 1n the

Slze of the payment wle to varlatlons In household Slze and lncome. In

factt the two sources may operate 1n Opposlte dlrectlons. To determlne the

source of household response t further varlables must be speclfled.

Flrst t to control for varlatlon 1n payment levels due to varlat10n ln lncome

and household Slze t a reference payment level lS deflned for each household

as the payment ~t would have rece~ved ~f ~t were a household ~n plan 2 (w~th

a = 1.0 and b = 0.25):

(6) c* - O.25Y.

Therefore t 10 the speclflcatl0n

(7)

P
R

controls for the effect of varlatlon 1n payment due to lncome and house

hold Slze t whl1e BLVL and CLVL represent the effects of varlatlons 1n pay

ment parameters. These var1ables are summar1zed 1n Table 5-6.

As already noted above, households that already met M~n~mum Standards at

enrollment would be expected tQ respond to the hous1ng allowance 1n the

same way they would to any add~t~onal ~ncome that the household expects to

recelve for three years. Thus t Slnce a posltlve lncome response lS expected t

1
The standard error for th15 group 15 larger than for the other two

groups.
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Table 5-5

ESTIMATED EFFECT OF THE SIZE OF THE
PAYMENT ON THE ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT ON EXPENDITURES

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Dld not meet requlrements
at enrollment

Met requlrements at
enrollment

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

COEFFICIENT COEFFICIENT

0.0005 0.0032**
(0.0007) (0.0006)

0.0007 0.0032**
(0.0012) (0.0008)

0.0003 0.0017t
(0.0007) (0.0010)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmurn Standards households actlve and meetlng requlre
ments at two years after enrollment, excludlng those Wlth enrollment
lucornes over the ellg1bl11ty l1rnlts and those I1vlng In thelr own homes
or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments hIe.

NOTE: Standard error In parentheses.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 5-6

DEFINITIONS OF EXPERIMENTAL VARIABLES USED TO CHARACTERIZE
VARIATIONS IN THE MINIMUM STANDARDS PLANS

VARIABLE

P

DEFINITION OF
VARIABLE

Payment level P = aC* - bY,
where y ~s ~ncome

C* - 0.25Y, the payment to
a household ~n plan 2

INTERPRETATION OF
COEFFICIENT

Overall effect of the pay
ment

Effect of payment var~a

tlons among households due
to varlatlons 1n household
Slze and lucame

CLVL 1 ~f C = 1.2C* ~n the pay-
ment formula

0 ~f C = C* ~n the payment
formula

-1 ~f C = 0.8C* ~n the pay-
ment formula

Effect of lncreaslng the
level of C* used 1n

calculat~ng payments by
20 percent

BLVL 1 1£ UbI! 1n the payment
formula ~s 0.35

o 1£ lib" 1n the payment
formula ~s 0.25

-1 1£ lib" J.O the payment
formula ~s 0.15

U5

Effect of lncreaSlng the
level of "b ll applled 10
calculat~ng payments by
0.1



YI' the coeff~c~ent of BLVL ~n Equat~on (7), ~s expected to be negat~ve (for

households w~th a g~ven ~ncome and household s~ze', larger IIb ll means a

smaller allowance payment), whereas Y2' the coeff~c~ent of CLVL ~n Equat~on

(7), ~s expected to be pos~t~ve (for households w~th a g~ven ~ncome and

household s~ze, larger CLVL means a larger allowance payment).

The expected response to larger allowance payments of households that only

met M~n~murn Standards after enrollment ~s not as s~mple. As d~scussed ~n

Chapters 2 and 4, thlS group of households lncludes both households that

would normally have met M~n~murn Standards after enrollment and households

that were ~nduced to meet M~n~murn Standards by the allowance offer. The

former group ~s expected to respond to the allowance offer ~n much the

same way as households that already met the requ~rements at enrollment,

s~mply treat~ng the payment as add~t~onal ~ncome. Thus, these households

would be expected to show a larger response at h~gher payment levels.

It ~s not clear what effect hlgher payments would have on the expend~ture

change of households that are lnduced to meet requ~rements. H~gher payments

would, however, be expected to ~nduce add~t~onal households to meet the

M~nlmurn Standards after enrollment (slnce they would rece~ve larger payments

lf they dld so). Indeed, 10glt analysls of the probablllty of meetlng Mlnl

mum Standards, shown In Appendlx Tables VII-l and VII-2, does flnd hlgher

probabllltles for hlgher payment levels (though the effect lS only slgnl

flcant for changes ~n the contrlbut~on rate, lib").

Households lnduced to meet requ1rements appear to have larger 1ncreases 1n

hous~ng expendltures than households that would have met requ~rements nor

mally (as lndlcated by the dlScusslon In Chapter 4 and the dlfference In

response between households that already met requ1rements at enrollment

and those that only met requlrements after enrollment). Thus, hlgher pay

ment levels should lncrease the proportl0n of reclplents that were ~nduced

to meet requlrements and thus lncrease the average change ln houslng

expend~tures.

Table 5-7 presents the estlmated parameters of Equatlon (7). Once agaln,

none of the P1ttsburgh coefflclents lS slgnlflcant, conflrmQng the results

of the slmpler speclflcatlon (Equatlon (5». In Phoenlx, P
R

, WhlCh meas

ured the effect of larger payments due to larger household size or smaller

lncome, has a slgnlflcant coefflcient. When household Slze and lncome are
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Table 5-7

COEFFICIENTS OF PAYMENT PARAMETERS IN EQUATION (7)
FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

PITTSBURGH

COEFFICIENT

PHOENIX

COEFFICIENT

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Reference payment, P
R

CLVL

BLVL

0.0008 0.0026**
(0.0007) (0.0006)

-0.0421 0.0191
(0.0424) (0.0472)

-0.0183 -0.0938*
(0.0374) (0.0471)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT
VlEET REQU lREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Reference payment, P
R

CLVL

BLVL

0.0011 0.0026**
(0.0012) (0.0009)

-0.0226 0.0088
(0.0670) (0.0665)

-0.0088 -0.0870
(0.0599) (0.0634)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Reference payment, P
R

CLVL

BLVL

0.0003 0.0016*
(0.0008) (0.0007)

-0.0651 -0.0105
(0.0451) (0.0531)

-0.0197 -0.0582
(0.0392) (0.0579)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards households act~ve and meet~ng requ~re

ments at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those wlth enrollment
lncornes over the ellglbl11ty Ilmlts and those Ilvlng In thelr own homes
or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and pay
ments £11e ..

NOTES: Standard error ~n parentheses. See Table 5-6 for def~n~t~ons

of the ~ndependent var~ables.

* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~ficant at the 0.01 level.
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controlled for, there appears to be the expected negat~ve relat~onsh~p be-

tween the contr~but~on rate and the

for var~ations ~n the bas~c payment

response but not a s~gn~f~cant response
I

level. These results extend to Phoen~x

M~n~mum Standards households not rneet~ng requ~rernents at enrollment and, to

some extent, even to households meet~ng at enrollment (whose overall response

was not

of th~s

s~gn~hcant) •
2

latter group.

Payment formula var~at~ons do not affect the response

The s~te d~fference ~n expend~ture response ~s thus partly expla~ned by the

d~fference ~n the s~ze of the allowance. S~nce the s~ze of the payment and

the payment parameters were both unrelated to the rent changes ~n P~ttsburgh

but were strongly related to response ~n Phoen~x, the larger Phoen~x payment

contr~buted to the larger response. Unresolved ~s the quest~on of why there

was so l~ttle response to the payment ~n P~ttsburgh.

Compar~son W~th Unconstra~ned Households

Th~s sect~on has presented the est~mated ~mpact on expend~tures of a con

stra~ned ~ncome transfer--a Hous~ng Gap allowance payment cond~t~onal on

meet~ng a hous~ng requ~rement. In contrast, the Unconstra~ned group rece~ved

hous~ng allowance payments w~thout hav~ng to meet any requ~rements. The pro

cedure used to est~mate the ~mpact of the hous~ng allowance on Hous~ng Gap

households can also be used to est~mate the ~mpact of the hous~ng allowances

on Unconstra~ned households as well. These est~mates are presented ~n Table

5_8.
3

Only ~n Phoen~x do Unconstra~ned households ~ncrease the~r expend~

tures s~gn~f~cantly more than normal--the ~ncrease ~s only 2.6 percent above

normal ~n P1ttsburgh, but ~s 16.0 percent above normal ~n Phoen~x. The

d1fference ~n response between the s~tes for Unconstra~ned households m~rrors

the d~fferences for M~n~mum Standards households.

I
It must be adm~tted that the lack of s~gn~f~cance for some of the

payment effects may result from the small sample s~zes ~nvolved--of the 11
Hous~ng Gap plans, only one ~n each s~te had more. than 15 households not
meet1ng requ~rements at enrollment and only three ~n P~ttsburgh and two ~n

Phoen~x had more than 15 households meet~ng at enrollment (see Append~x

Table VI-IS).
2

The response to the payment was, however, broadly cons~stent w~th

the ~ncome elast~c~ty of demand.
3

S1nce all Unconstra~ned households rece~ved a payment, there ~s no
select~on effect for them.
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Table 5-8

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLHENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

All Unconstra1ned
households

EXPERIHENTAL
EFFECT

0.026
(0.030)

PITTSBURGH

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
INCREASE IN
EXPENDITURES

2.6%
(3.1)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(59 )

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

0.148**
(0.048)

PHOENIX

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
INCREASE IN
EXPENDITURES

16.0%
(5.6)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(37 )

SAMPLE: Unconstra1ned households act1ve and meet1ng requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty I1m1ts and those I1ving 1n the1r own homes
or 1n Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f11e.
NOTES: There 18 no select10n bias. Standard error 1n parentheses.
** t-stat1st1c of estimated effect s1gn1f1cant at the 0.01 level.



S~nce Unconstra~ned households rece~ve a Hous~ng Gap form of payment w~th

out any requ~rements to meet, compar~son of Housing Gap and Unconstra~ned

responses can reveal the effect of ~mpos~ng the requ~rements above and

beyond that of the allowance payment. Table 5-9 presents th1s compar1son

for the M~n~mum Standards group (us~ng the M~n~mum Standards requ~rement

1
for determ~nat~on of ~n~t~al status). As has been po~nted out earl~er,

Hous1ng Gap households that already met M1n1mum Standards at enrollment

were essent~ally unconstra~ned ~n the~r behav~or. Thus, they would be

expected to show the same expend~ture changes as s~m~lar Unconstra~ned

households (control11ng for payments). In fact, wh11e P1ttsburgh house

holds that met requ~rements at enrollment show no s~gn~f~cant d~fference

~n response from Unconstra~nedhouseholds, those ~n Phoen~x ~ncrease the~r

2
hous~ng expend~tures s~gn~f~cantly less. Th~s result m~ght be expla~ned

~f households 1n Phoen~x already 11vlng ~n acceptable hous~ng were reluc

tant to leave ~t, and thus ended up spend~ng less on ~ouslng than they

would have wlth an unconstralned payment. Analys~s of mobl1~ty, however,

showed almost exactly the same effect of the allowance on the probab111ty

of mov~ng ~n Phoenlx for Unconstra~nedhouseholds, Hous~ng Gap households

that met reqU2rements at enrollment, and Hous1ng Gap households that dld

not meet requ~rements at enrollment

probab111ty of mov1ng for all three

(about a 12
3

groups) •

pOlnt ~ncrease 1n the

M~n1mum Standards households that only met the requ1rements after enrollment

1ncreased the~r hous~ng expendltures by more than Unconstra~ned households

~n both s~tes. The dlfferences are not large, however, and not slgnlflcant

~n e1ther slte. Th~s lS somewhat startllng. Mlnlmum Standards households

that only met requlrements after enrollment lncreased thelr houslng expendl

tures by much more than those that already met requ1rements at enrollment

(about 6 percentage p01nts 1n P1ttsburgh and 24 percentage p01nts 1n

Phoen~x). These large dlfferences were explalned above 1n terms of the

dlfferent lncentlves of the allowance offer. It now , appears, however,

IThe comparlson controls for any dlfferences 1n payment level.
2

The compar~son ~n Table 5-9 ~s w1th Unconstralned households that
also met the M~nlmum Standards requlrement at enrollment; thus, the sample
Slzes are small. These small sample s~zes lead to large errors of est~ate.

3see MacM111an (1978), Chapter 4 (F1gure 4-2 and Section 4.3). ESt1
mated effects for M1nimum Standards households 1n Phoenix (as opposed to all
Hous1ng Gap households) that met reqrnrements at enrollment were about a 16
point increase (Table IX-I).
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Table 5-9

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS ABOVE THAT FOR

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

D1d not meet requ1re
ments at enrollment

Met requ1rements at
enrollment

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE INCREASE

1.5%
(2.6)

3.1
(5.1)

6.7
a

(7.7)

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE INCREASE

0.3%
(3.4)

6.2
(7.7)

-15.2t
a

(7.3)

SAMPLE: M1nlmum Standards households actlve and meetlng requlre
ments and Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment l

excludlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over the ellg1bl11ty 11IDltS and
those 11vlng 10 thelr own homes or 10 SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and pay
ments f11e.

NOTE: Standard error 1n parentheses.
a. Comparlson based on 15 or fewer Unconstrained household

observatl.ons.
t t-stat~st~c of est~ated effect s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
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that the d~fferences could ~n large part reflect differences ~n response to

add~t~onal ~ncome alone. M~n~mum Standards households that only met requ~re

ments after enrollment show only sl~ghtly (and ~ns~gn~f~cantly) larger

changes In expendltures than Unconstralned households that dld not meet

Mlnlmuro Standards at enrollment.

Thus, It does not appear that, In comparlson to a Slml1ar uncanstralned

lncame transfer, Mlnlrnum Standards requlrements elther lTIcreased houslng

expendltures overall or even materlally affected the allocatl0n of lncreases

among households that dld and dld not already meet requlrements at enroll

ment. As noted In Chapter 2, however, Mlnlmum Standards dld lnduce a slgnl

flcant lncrease In the proportl0n of households that met the Mlnlmurn Stand

ards requlrements, whereas the Unconstralned offer dld not. Thus, the lack

of any dlfferences In houslng expendlture changes may In part reflect the

relatlvely weak 11nk between unlt rent and meetlng the Mlnlmum Standards

requ~rements (Merr~ll et al., 1975).

5.2 RENT CHANGES INDUCED BY THE MINIMUM RENT PLANS

Unllke the analysls of the effects of Mlnlmum Standards plans on rental

expendltures, the analysls of the effects of Mlnlmum Rent plans must u~lllze

the methods developed In Sectl0n 4.2 In order to correct 'for slgnlflcant
1

selectl0n blas. ThlS lS not unexpected; a Mln1mum Rent household's recxp-

lent status 1S dlrectly related to the household's actual rent outlay,

whl1e In the Mlnlmum Standards plans, reClplent status lS only lndlrectly

related to rent. Select10n on a dependent var1able often leads to blas.

The estlrnated effects, corrected for selectlon blas uSlng Control house

holds, are presented 1n Tables 5-10 and 5-11 for Mlnlmurn Rent Low and
2M1nlmum Rent Hlgh households, respectlvely.

1
Append~x Tables IX-12 and IX-19 ~nd~cate that e~ther method of

deterrnlnlng the blas results In a slgnlflcant coefflclent.
2

The uncorrected data are presented ~n Append~x Tables IX-2 and
IX-3. The estlmates corrected uSlng M1nlmum Rent households that dld not
meet thelr houslng requlrements are presented ln Appendlx Tables IX-14
and IX-IS.
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Table 5-10

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

a

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW 0.027 2.8% (101) 0.146** 15.7% (68)
HOUSEHOLDS (0.025) (2.5) (0.038) (4.4)

I-' D~d not meet requ~rements 0.083t 8.7 (27 ) 0.351** 42.0 (26)

'" at enrollment (0.047) (5.1 ) (0.065) (9.3)w

Met requ~r5ments at 0.024 2.4 (74) -0.012 -1.2 (42)
enrollment (0.028) (2.9) (0.034) (3.3)

SAMPLE: M~n1mum Rent Low households act1ve and meet1ng requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud~ng those w~th enrollment incomes over the el~g~b~l~ty l~m~ts and those liv~ng ~n the~r own homes or
1n Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTE: Standard error 1n parentheses.
a. Effects are corrected for select10n b1as uS1ng Control households that d1d not meet Min1mum Rent

Low requ1rements at two years after enrollment
b. No select~on b~as for this group.
r t-stat~st~c of est~mated effect s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
** t-stat~st~c of est~mated effect sign~f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table 5-11

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAl EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENTa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAl CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH 0.082* 8.5% (57) 0.250** 28.4% (45)
HOUSEHOLDS (0.033) (3.6) (0.049) (6.3)

D~d not meet requ~rements 0.147** 15.8 (25) 0.355** 42.6 (28)
at enrollment (0.055) (6.4) (0.068) (9.7)

f-'
N...

:~=o~~~~~~5ments
at 0.045 4.6 (32) 0.072 7.4 (17)

(0.036) (3.7) (0.046) (5.0)

SAMPLE: Min1mum Rent H1gh households act1ve and meeting requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
excludlng those wlth enrollment lllcornes over the ellg1bl1ity 11rnlts and those I1vlng In thelr own homes or
in subsid1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f11e.
NOTE: Standard error 1n parentheses.
a. Effects are corrected for select10n b1as uS1ng Control households that d1d not meet M1n1mum

Rent Hlgh requlrements at two years after enrollment,
b. No select10n b1as for th1s group.
* t-stat1stic of est1mated effect sign1ficant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat1stic of est1mated effect s1gn1f1cant at the 0.01 level.



In Pittsburgh, the Minimum Rent Low plans had only a small effect on

expenditures. In contrast, in Phoenix these plans induced rather large

and s~gn~f~cant lncreases 10 rental expendltures above normal--the medlan

lncrease was about 16 percent. Mlnlmum Rent Low households that met the

requlrements only after enrollment had a rnedlan lncrease of 42 percent

above normal wh~le the change for s~m~lar P~ttsburgh households was only

9 percent above normal (s~gn~f~cant only at the 0.10 level).

Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh plans had large and slgnlflcant effects 10 both sltes,

wlth larger effects 10 PhoenlX. Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh plans 1n Plttsburgh

clearly had much larger effects (8 percent overall and 16 percent for

households meet~ng after enrollment) than the M~n~mum Rent Low plans. In

Phoen~x, the effects of the two plan types were s~m~lar for households that

met the requlrements only after enrollment (42 percent above normal for

PhoenlX Mlnlmum Rent Low households; 43 percent for Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh

households). Overall, however, the effect of the Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh plans

was larger 10 Phoenlx than elther the Mlnlmum Rent Low or the Mlnlmum Stand

ards plans.

The slte dlfference 1n response can be part1ally expla1ned by the same

reasons that caused slte d1fferences for M1n1mum Standards households:

d1fferent 1n1t1al hous1ng cond1t10ns and d1fferent payment levels. As de

scr1bed 1n Chapter 4, the average Phoen1x M1n1mum Rent household that met

requ1rements after enrollment had to make larger changes 1n expend1tures

than d~d the average P~ttsburgh household. Th~s d~fference ~n ~n~t~al

pos1t10n can account for only part of the d~fference, however.

The effects of payment var1at10ns can be exam~ned uS1ng the same spec1f1ca

t10n used 1n the analys1s of M~nlmum Standards plans. The only d1fference

~s the absence of varlat10n 1n the benef1t reduct~on rate (Wh1Ch was set

to 0.25 for all M~n~mum Rent plans by des~gn).

The ant~c~pated relat~onsh~p between the bas~c payment level and the allow

ance-1nduced change 1n expend1tures lS once agaln pos1t1ve. For households

that already met the Mln1mum Rent requ1rements at enrollment, a hlgher
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bas~c payment level means a larger ~ncrease ~n thelr lncome. Thus, a larger

~ncrease ln rent would be expected for those that adJust thelr hous~ng. For

households that met the requlrements only after enrollment, the antlc~pated

effect lS pos~tlve as well. ThlS group ~ncludes two types of households:

Households whose un~ts at two years have met the requ~rements

even lf they were not lmposed as requlrements. These house
holds would have responded only to the add1t1onal 1ncome and
should show larger lncreases In rent In plans wlth hlgher
baslc payment levels

Households whose two-year unlts would not have met the Mln~mum

Rent requ~rements had they not been lmposed. EconomlC theory
predlcts that these households wlll lncrease thelr hous~ng

expendltures to Just meet the Mlnlmum Rent requlrements.

The effect of lncreased payments on the average expendlture ~ncrease by
1

households In the latter group lS not clear. In any case, hlgher payments

would be expected to lnduce addltl0nal households to meet the Mlnlmum Rent

requlrements. Slnce these households appear to have larger expendlture

lncreases than households that would have met normally, thlS probably would

ralse

after

the overall average
2

enrollment.

response for all households that met requlrements

The est1mated payment effects are presented 1n Tables 5-12 and 5-13. The

flndlngs for the Mlnlmum Rent plans wlth respect to payment effects baslcally

parallel those for the M1n1mum Standards plans. There 1S no effect of the

payment 1tself on expend1tures for elther Mln1mum Rent Low or M1n1mum Rent

Hlgh plans 1n P1ttsburgh, whlle there 15 a s~gn~flcant posltlve effect for

both M1nlmum Rent groups 1n Phoen1x. ThlS effect lS of the same Slze as

the effect found for M1n1mum Standards households. Also repeated 1S the

lack of s1gn1f1cance for the coeff1c1ent of the bas1c payment level (CLVL)

1
In theory, h1gher payments m1ght 1nduce add1t1onal households to

meet M1n1mum Rent requlrements by 1nduc~ng larger 1ncreases 1n expendltures.
ThlS could be offset 1f the hlgher payment also lncreased partlclpatlon by
other households w1th smaller changes.

2
In fact, log1t est1mates presented 1n Append1x Tables VII-5 and

VII-6 show no s1gn1f1cant effect of payment level on the probab111ty of
meet1ng Mlnlmum Rent requlrements.
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Table 5-12

COEFFICIENTS OF PAYMENT PARAMETERS
FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE EQUATION COEFFICIENT COEFFICIENT

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Payment, P (5) 0.0001 0.0030**
(0.0007) (0. Q006)

Reference payment, P
R

(7) 0.0006 0.0027**
(0.0005) (0.0005)

CLVL (7) -0.0574* 0.0828*
(0.0260) (0.0396)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT
MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Payment, P (5 ) 0.0015 0.0025*
(0.0014) (0.0010)

Reference payment, P
R

(7) 0.0015 0.0024*
(0.0013) (0.0010)

CLVL (7) -0.0363 0.0836
(0.0612) (0.0730 )

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Payment, P (5 ) -0.0006 0.0018**
. (0.0007) (0.0005)

Reference payment, P
R

(7) 0.0001 0.0016**
(0.0006) (0.0005)

CLVL (7) -0.0614* 0.0097
(0.0271) (0.0344)

SAMPLE: Mlnlrnum Rent Low households actlve and meetlng requlrements
at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over
the ellg1bl11ty 11InltS and those 11vlng 1n thelr own homes or 1n Subsldlzed
houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms and pay
ments flle.

NOTES: Standard error 10 parentheses. See Table 5-6 for defJ.nJ.tlons
of the lndependent varlables.

* Slgnlflcant at the 0.05 level.
** Signlflcant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 5-13

COEFFICIENTS OF PAYMENT PARAMETERS
FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE EQUATION COEFFICIENT COEFFICIENT

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Payment, P (5 ) -0.0003 0.0023**
(0.0010) (0.0005)

Reference payment, P
R

(7) 0.0003 0.0022**
(0.0008) (0.0007)

CLVL (7) -0.0166 0.0407
(0.0399) (0.0492)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT
MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Payment, P (5) -0.0009 0.0017**
(0.0016) (0.0006)

Reference payment, P
R

(7) -0.0005 0.0012
(0.0015) (0.0009)

CLVL (7) -0.0278 0.0634
(0.0669) (0.0680)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Payment, P (5 ) 0.0004 0.0023*
(0.0008) (0.0008)

Reference payment, P
R

(7) -0.0002 0.0021*
(0.0006) (0.0010)

CLVL (7) 0.0222 0.0673
(0.0331) (0.0471)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent Hlgh households actlve and meetlng requlre
ments at two years after enrollment, exc!udlng those wlth enrollment
lucornes over the ellglbl11ty llIDlts and those 11vJ.ng 1n thelr own homes
or 1n Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and pay
ments £J.1e.

NOTES: Standard error 1n parentheses. See Table 5-6 for deflnltlons
of the ~ndependent var~ables.

* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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1n Phoenlx. Perversely, there J.5 a negatJ.ve and sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant coefflcJ.ent
1

for CLVL ~n P~ttsburgh for the M~n~mum Rent Low households.

The response of MJ.nJ.murn Rent households can also be compared to that of

unconstraJ.ned households. Table 5-14 presents the comparJ.son between Uncon

straJ.ned households and each MJ.nJ.mum Rent group, uSJ.ng the approprJ.ate

requJ.rement to determlne J.nJ.tJ.al status. Overall, MJ.nlmum Rent Low house

holds lncreased thelr honsl-ng expendJ.tures by about the same percentage as

Unconstra~nedhouseholds in both sites. ~n~mum Rent !lJ.gh households in

both s~tes increased the~r expenditures sign~f~cantlymore than Unconstra~ned

households, though the d~fference ~s larger in Phoenix. There is no sig

n~ficant d~fference ~n the response of ~nimum Rent households that met the~r

requ~rement at enrollment from that of comparable Unconstrained households.

(Minimum Rent Low households do increase their rent sl~ghtly less and

Min~mum Rent High somewhat more than Unconstrained households that met the

Minimum Rent reqlll.rements at enrollment, but the differences are not sig

n~f~cant.)

MlnJ.mum Rent households that only met requJ.rements after enrollment would

be expected to have to spend more on hous~ng than Uncons~ra~ned households

~n order to meet the requ~rements. Whlle some of these households would spend

enough to meet the requlrements due solely to the lncome effect of the pay

ment, the requ~rements are large enough to ~nduce addltlonal expendltures.

Only the dlfference for Mlnlmum Rent H1gh households In Phoen1x 1S slgn1f1

cant, apparently reflect1ng the relatlvely small number of Unconstra1ned

households (and accord~ngly large standard errors of est~mate).

As w1th M1n1mum Standards, the 9hanges In expend1ture above those of com

parable Unconstra1ned households, wh1le larger for Mlnlmum Rent households

that only met requ1rements after enrollment than for those that met reqU1re

ments at enrollment, do not show as large d1fferences as the changes above

normal expend~ture levels (Tables 5-10 and 5-11). Aga~n, th~s suggests

that part of the d1fference 1n expendlture response for these two groups

reflects dlfferent responses to allowance payments per se as opposed to the

1ncent1ves of the hous1ng requ1rements.

IThis result ~s counter~nt=t~ve and hard to expla~n. It might
flect CLVL effects on part~c~pation (see Kennedy and Mac~llan, 1979).
15, hCMever, consJ.stent wJ.th the negative overall effect of the MJ.nJ.rnum
Low plans in P~ttsburgh (see Table 5-10).
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t-stat1st1c based on est1mated contrast s1gn1f1cant at the

Table 5-14

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
FOR MINIMUM RENT HOUSEHOLDS ABOVE THAT FOR UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE INCREASE PERCENTAGE INCREASE
M~n~mwn M~n~mum M~nlmum MlnlmUffi
Rent Low Rent H~gh Rent Low Rent H~gh

HOUSEHOLD GROUP Households Household'S Households Households

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.1% 5.8%t -0.2% 10.7%'
(3.9) (3.5) (3.8) (5.4)

Dld not meet requlre- 6.2 10.5 9.6 16.8t
ments at enrollment

a (7.2) (7.4) (10.9) (10.4)

Met requlrements at -l.0 6.1 -4.6 9.1
b

enrollmenta (4.6) (5.9) (5.7) (8.8)

SAMPLE: MlnlmUffi Rent households actlve and meetlng requlrements
and Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, exclud
lUg those wlth enrollment lucornes over the ellglbl11ty 11~tS and those
11vlng 1n thelr own homes or 1n Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tlal and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments flle.

NOTES: Mlnlmum Rent estlmates corrected for selectlon bias uSlng
Control households that dld not meet the Mlnlmum Rent requlrements at two
years. Standard error 1n parentheses.

a. Comparlson uses Unconstra1ned households that d1d or d1d not
meet the appropr1ate M1n1rnum Rent requ1rernents at enrollment.. There 1S
no select10n b~as for households that met requ1rements at enrollment ..

b.. Compar1son based on 15 or fewer Unconstra1ned household
observat~ons..

t t-stat~st~c based on estimated contrast s~gn1f1cant at the
0.10 level.,
0.05 level.
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An add1t10nal compar1son 1S poss1ble, between M1n1mum Rent and ~n1mum Stand

ards households. Because of the d1rect 11nk between add1t1onal expendltures

and meetlUg the M1n~um Rent requ1rements, M1n~um Rent households that met

requ1rements after enrollment are llkely to 1ncrease the1r rent more than

the ~n~mum Standards households. Th~s ~s ~n general conf~rmed by the data

~n Table 5-15. ~n~um Rent households that met requ~rements after enroll

ment show larger 1ncreases 1n expend1tures than M1n~um Standards households

that met M1n~um Standards requ1rements after enrollment. The d1fference lS

large and slgn1f1cant only 1n Phoenlx. There lS no slgn1f1cant pattern for

households that met requlrements at enrollment. For all rec1p1ents, M1n1mum

Rent H1gh households lncreased expendltures more than M1nlmum Standards

households (though only s~gn~f~cantly so ~n Phoen~x). M~n~mum Rent Low

households showed the same overall lncrease as Mln1mum Standards households.

5.3 DEMOGRAPHIC EFFECTS ON EXPENDITURES

Efforts to examlne demographlc d1fferences 1n expendlture response have been

hampered by small sample Slzes. As shown 1n Sect10ns 5.1 and 5.2, there 1S

llttle or no response above normal for households that already met thelr

requ1rements at enrollment. ThlS 1S true for dlfferent demograph1c groups

as well. As a consequence, th1S sect10n focuses on two groups of house

holds--all households and those that only met requ~rements after enrollment.

Three demograph1c character1st1cs have been selected for the1r P011CY

~nterest: race/ethn~c~ty (wh~te, black, and Span~sh Amer~can), elderly/

nonelderly (household heads 62 or older, or not), and poverty/nonpoverty

(households wlth census-def1ned lncomes below the offlclal poverty 11ne,
1

or not).

D1fferences 1n response can ar1se ln one of two ways: from actual d1ffer

ences 1n behavlor (response to the allowance offer) or from dlfferences 1n

1n1tlal hous1ng condltlons. If one group of households 1S further away

from meetlng the requlrements than another, then a larger response for the

f1rst group represents, at least 1n part, the larger change necessary to

become a reClp1ent. If both groups are by some metr1c the same dlstance

1
See Append1x III for detalls about census lncome and the poverty

11ne.

131



In1.t1.al and monthly Household Report Forms and pay-

Housl.ng Gap households actl.ve and meetlng requl.rements at
enrollment, excludlng those wl.th enrollment lncornes over
I1ffiltS and those 11Vl.ng 1n thel.r own homes or 1n sUbSl.~zed

Table 5-15

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
FOR MINIMUM RENT HOUSEHOLDS ABOVE THAT FOR

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE INCREASE PERCENTAGE INCREASE
M~n~mum M~n~mum M~n~mum M~n~mum

Rent Low Rent H1.gh Rent Lm·'l Rent H1.gh
vs. vs. vs. vs.

Mln1mum Ml.n1mum Ml.Dl.mum Ml.DJ.mum

HOUSEHOLD Standards Standards Standards Standards
GROUP Households Households Households Households

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -1.5% 4.1% -0 .4% 10.5%*
(3.5) (3.4) (3.8) (5.4)

Dl.d not meet requlre- 1.1 7.8 14.9* 15.4*
ments at enrollment (4.8) (5.9) (7.5) (7.9)

Met requl.rernents at 1.3 3.6 -0.5 8.2
enrollmenta (4.5) (5.1) (5.1) (6.5)

SAMPLE:
two years after
the el1.g1.b1.11.ty
housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES:
ments fl1e.

NOTES: Ml.nl.mum Rent estlmates corrected for selectl.on bl.as uSlng
Control households that d1.d not meet the M1.n1.mum Rent reqillrements. The
Minlmum Standards estimates are uncorrected. Standard error 1n parentheses.

a. No selectl.on blas for thlS group.
* t-statl.stl.C based on estl.mated contrast sl.gnl.fl.cant at the

0.05 level.
**

0.01 level.
t-stat1st1c based on est1mated contrast s1gnif~cant at the
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away from meet~ng requ~rements, then d~fferences ~n response above normal

rent would represent solely d~fferences ~n behav~or.

Table 5-16 presents one measure of ~n~t~al hous~ng cond~tions--the proport~on

of households In each group that dld not meet requlrements at enrollment.

The proport~on meet~ng any of the requ~rements ~s s~gn~f~cantly lower for

mlnorlty households (except for Mlnlmum Standards In Plttsburgh) and for

poverty households (except for Minimum Standards and Min=um Rent Low In

Plttsburgh) •

Further ev~dence ~s prov~ded by Table 5-17, wh~ch presents a measure of the

change In expend~tures needed to meet requ~rements

holds that d~d not pass the houslng requ~rement ~n

for Hous~ng Gap house-
1

the~r enrollment UUltS.

As d~scussed above, the d~fference ~n ln~tlal condlt~on between P~ttsburgh

and Phoenlx households ~s llkely to account for at least some of the slte

dlfference ~n response. From exam~natlon of Table 5-17, the follow~ng

dlfferences ~n lnlt~al condlt~ons m~ght also be potentlally lmportant for

analys~s of demographlc dlfferences ~n the response of households not meet

~ng requ~rements at enrollment between:

Whlte and Span~sn Amer~can households ~n PhoenlX

Nonelderly and elderly households In Phoenlx, and

Poverty and nonpoverty households ln both sltes.

Table 5-18 presents the estlmated effects for the programs as a whole,

stratlfled by each of the three demographlc characterlstlcs. Sample Slzes

are small enough so that d1fferences In response among demographlc groups

are only slgnlflcant across all requ~rements for poverty households ~n

Phoen~x. Nevertheless, these trends are apparent--mlnorlty households,

1
ThlS measure 1S the addltlonal dollar expend1ture above normal

rent that would be needed for a household of median character1stics In each
group to meet the requlrement. For M~nJ.mum Standards households, the cost
of a UU1t meetlng the standards is set at C*; the requlrements for Mln~mum

Rent households are already In dollar terms. There 1S a d1stributlon of
rents for unlts that pass the Mlnlmum Standards. Consequently, the
dlstance measure for M1.nJ.mUIn Standards households ~s only a proxy varlable.
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Table 5-16

PROPORTION OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET THEIR HOUSING
REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

MINIMUM RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

MINIMUM RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP
Percentage Sample
That Met S~ze

Percentage Sample
That Met S~ze

Percentage
That Met

Sample
S1ze

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 22%

Nonm1nor1ty 24

Minoritya 16

Nonelderly 19

Elderly 28

,..., Poverty 20
w... Nonpoverty 24

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 20

Nonnl1nOrl.ty 26
. a 8

c
M~nonty

Nonelderly 18

Elderly 23

Poverty 10

Nonpoverty 29b

PITTSBURGH

(203)

(151)

(51)

(146)

(57)

(118)

(85 )

PHOENIX

(172)

(108)

(49)

(125)

(47)

(86)

(86)

62% (128) 30% (117)

66 (95) 37 (90)

47
d

(32) 8
b

(25)

64 (96) 29 (86)

56 (32) 32 (31)

59 (85) 19 (57)

67 (43) 40c (60)

48 (98) 21 (109)

63 (54) 29 (62 )

41c (32) 8c (38)

48 (67) 21 (85)

48 (31) 21 (24)

36 (53 ) 9 (57)

62
c

(45) 35b (52)

SAMPLE: Hous~ng Gap households act~ve at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enroll
ment 1ncornes over the ell.gl.bl.lity ll.mits and those 11.v1ng 1n thel.r own homes or l.n subsl.d1Zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. M~nor~ty ~s black households ~n P~ttsburgh, Span~sh Amer~can households ~n Phoen~x (black

households are excluded from thl.s comparison l.n Phoenlx).
b. D~fference s~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
c. D~fference s~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
d. D~fference sign~f~cant at the 0.10 level.



Table 5-17

EXPENDITURE CHANGE NEEDED TO PASS REQUIREMENTS FOR
MEDIAN HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

a

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS $19 $-2 $12 $50 $26 $51

NonmlnorJ.ty households 15 -3 12 36 16 35

Black households 23 -2 12 [67J [-7 J [66J

Spanlsh Amerlcan households -- -- -- 76 51 72

Nonelderly households 20 -2 12 59 33 60

Elderly households 18 [ -3J 10 42 [19] 36

Poverty households 23 5 19 66 31 58

Nonpoverty households 12 [-9J 9 26 6 37

SAMPLE: Hous~ng Gap households act~ve at two years after enrollment that d~d not meet requ~re

ments at enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~gib~lity l~m~ts and those
IJ.vJ.ng J.n theJ.r own homes or J.n subsJ.dlzed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTE: Brackets J.ndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.
a. DJ.stance from meeting measured as:

C* - ~ for M~n~mum Standards households

0.7C* - ~ for M~n~mum Rent Low households

0.9C* - ~ for M~n~mum Rent H~gh households

where
C* = the estimated cost of modest,ex~st~ng standard housing (var~ed by household

s~ze and by site) and

~ = predlcted normal rent at two years.



Table 5-18

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDIlURES
ABOVE NORMAL BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage Sample
Increase S~ze

MINIMUM RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage Sample
Increaseb S~ze

MINIMUM RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage Sample
Increaseb S~ze

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

NOnmJ.nor~ty

Nonelderly

Elderly

Poverty

Nonpoverty

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

NOIlIlU.nor~ty

Nonelderly

Elderly

Poverty

Nonpoverty

PITTSBURGH

4 3' (84) 2..8 "
(2.7) (2.5 )

2.7
(66)

-0.9
(2.9) (3 0)

10.0 (18) 4 3
(7.1) (6 1)

6.8* (60) 2.8
(3.3) (2.9)

0.0 (24) 2.5
(4.6) (5 1)

7.2t (44)
5.9t

(4.2) (3.7)

1.9
(40)

-0.2
(3.6) (3.6)

PHOENIX

16.2**
(90)

15.7**
(3.9) (4.4)

8 5' (63)
13.1**

(3 9) (5.0)

39.S**c
(19) 19.8*

(11.6) (9 7)

16.8**
(66)

18.1**
(4.6) (5.3)

17.0*
(24)

10.4
(7 0) (7.7)

27.3**
(29)

32.5**
(8.1) (8.6)

9 5*d
(61)

4 3
c

(4.1) (4.7)

(101)

(75)

(25)

(79)

(22)

(63)

(38)

(68)

(40)

(21)

(49)

(19)

(3D)

(38)

8 5\*
(57)

(3.6)

5.0
(51)

(4.3)

[-5.0) (6)
(11. 7)

11.4** (47)
(4 0)

(_10.9]d
{IO}

(7.1)

9 6T (24)
(5 9)

7 6 (33)
(4.4)

28.4** (45)
(6.3)

24.8**
(30)

(6.4)

[38.0J
(12)

(16 0)

31. 7**
(37)

(7.1)

[12.2] (8)
(12.2)

[45.61** (15)
(14.9)

19.0**e
(30)

(6.0)

SAMPLE_ Hous~ng Gap households acUve and meet~ng reqlU.rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~b~~ty l~m1ts and those l~v~g ~n the~r own
homes or ~n subs~d1zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES. IIU.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments hIe.
NOTES. B;-ack.ets ~n<hcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observaUons. Standard errors ~n

parentheses.
a M~nor~ty ~s olack households ~n ~~ttsburgh, Sparu.sh Amer~can ~n PhoeIU.X (see AppendJ.x X

for data on Phoerux blac.1t households)
b. Corrected for selectl.on Dl.aS us~ng Control households that d~d not meet the M~J..mUm Rent

reqllJ.rements at two years after enrollment.
c. Dl.fference of estl.mated effects s~gnl.f~cant at the a 01 level.
d. Dl.fference of est1mated effects s~gn~f~cant at the a 05 level.
e. D~fference of est~ted effects sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.10 level.
T t-statl.stl.C based on est~ted effect s~gn~fl.cant at the 0 10 level.
* t-statl.st~c based on estl.mated effect sl.gn~fl.cant at the 0.05 level
** t-stat~st1c based on est~mated effect s~gn~fl.cant at the a 01 level.
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nonelderly households, and poverty households each tend to lncrease thelr

rent more than do nonmlnorlty households, elderly households, and nonpoverty

households. It 15 preclsely these households WhlCh were 10 the worst hous

lng, at least 10 terms of the measures presented 1n Tables 5-16 and 5-17.

These trends are repeated for households that only met requlrements after

enrollment (as shown 1n Table 5_19).1 Though small sample S1zes make com

parlsons tenuous, the unlformlty of response suggests that the allowance

payments helped partlclpants from demographlc groups 10 worse houslng to

narrow the

than other

gap, by ~nduclng

2
households.

them to lncrease thelr expendltures by more

5.4 CONCLUSIONS

Table 5-20 summarlzes the estlmated effects of the varlOUS allowance plans

on houslng expendltures. The pattern of expendlture response lS slmllar In

the two sltes, though response levels are generally hlgher In Phoenlx.

Overall, the allowance programs dld lead to lncreased houslng expendltures

1n both s1tes (though effects for all rec1p1ents 1n P1ttsburgh are only

slgnlflcant for Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh). The lncrease was concentrated among

households that met thelr requlrements only after enrollment. Effects for

these households were substant1al and s1gn1f1cant 1n both s1tes rang1ng

from 8 to 16 percent 1n P1ttsburgh and from 24 to 43 percent 1n Phoen1x.

On the other hand, households that already met requlrements at enrollment

show generally modest and always lnslgnlflcant 1ncreases 1n expend1tures

above normal levels. (Est1mates for these households are, however, conS1S-

tent w1th est1mated lncorne responses.)

As summar1zed ln Table 5-20 and reported 1n Table 5-15 above, the dlfferent

hous1ng requ1rements do lead to d1fferent responses 1n terms of hous1ng

expend1tures. In compar1son to M1n1mum Standards r the Mln1mum Rent Hlgh

requ1rement 1nduces larger expend1ture changes for rec1p1ents as a whole

and for households that met requ1rements only after enrollment (both are

slgnlflcant only 1n Phoen1x). Indeed, even 1ncreases among households

1
Append1x Tables X-25 through X-27 present the actual percentage

lncreases above normal for the groups 1n Table 5-19.
2
Certa1n demograph1c characterlstlcs may, however, make a house-

hold less 11kely to part1c1pate (see Kennedy and Mac~1111an,·1979) •
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Table 5-19

DIFFERENCES IN MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL
BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage Increase

MINIMUM RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage IncreaseD

MINIMUM RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage Increaseb

PITTSBURGH
COMPARISON BETWEEN:

Nonmlnorltv and
amlnorlty households

Nonelderly and
elderly households

Poverty and
nonpoverty households

[-16.0%]T [-9.5%J [28.9%J
(7.6) (9.1) (22.1)

[13.8] [7.5] [128.8J**
(9.6) (13.4) (67.3)

10.9 [11. 6] [5.6]
(8.0) (11. 0) (11. 8)

PHOENIX

COMPARISON BETWEEN:

Nonnanor~ ty and
a

rnlnor~ty households

Nonelderly and
elderly households

Poverty and
nonpoverty households

[-23.4]*
(8.0)

[2.5]
(10.2)

10.8
(10.2)

[-8.3]
(14.2)

[19.2]
(20.4)

[22.7]
(16.1)

[-2.4J
(14.7)

[49.7]t
(35.1)

[10.3]
(16.1 )

level.
level.
level.

0.10
0.05
0.01

SAMPLE: Houslng Gap households actlve and rneetlng requlrements at two years after enrollment that
dld not meet requlrements at enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment lncornes over the ellglDl11ty
llmlts and those llving In thelr own homes or in SubSldlzed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTES: Brackets ~nd~cate that at least one coeff~c~ent of the compar~son ~s based on 15 or fewer
oDservatl0ns. Standard error of the percentage dlfference In parentheses.

a. M~nor~ty ~s black households ~n P~ttsburgh and Spanish Amer~can households ~n Phoen~x (see
Appendix X for data on Phoen~x black households).

D. Corrected for selectlon Dlas uSlng Control households that dld not meet the Mlnlmum Rent
requlrernents at two years after enrollment.

t D~fference of est~mated effects s~gn~f~cant at the
* Dlfference of estlmated effects signlflcant at the
** D~fference of est~mated effects s~gnif~cant at the



Table 5-20

SUMMARY OF EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTS ON EXPENDITURES
(Percentage Increase Above Normal)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

MINIMUM
RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

MINIMUM
RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

UNCON
STRAINED
HOUSEHOLDS

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

MINIMUM
RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

MINIMUM
RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

UNCON
STRAINED
HOUSEHOLDS

ALI, HOUSEHOLDS 4.3%
(2.7)

2.8%
(2.5)

8.5%*
(3.6)

2.6%
(3.1)

16.2%**
(3.9)

15.7%
(4.4)

28.4%**
(6.3)

16.0%**
(5.6)

D~d not meet
requ~rements 7.5* 8.7T 15.8** NA 23.6** 42.0** 42.6** NA
at enrollment (3.9) (5.1) (6.4) (5.4) (9.3) (9.7)

f-'
w

'"
Met requ~re-

ments at 1.1 2.4 4.6 NA -0.7 -1.2 7.4 NA
enrollment (3.5) (2.9) (3.7) (3.8) (3.3) (5.0)

level.
level.
level.

0.10
0.05
0.01

the
the
the

slgnlflcant at
slgn1.ficant at
slgn1.f1.cant at

SAMPLE: Hous~ng Gap households act~ve and meet1ng requlrements and Unconstralned households active at
two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b1lity l1m1ts and those l1v1ng
1n thelr own homes or 10 SUbSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f1le.
NOTE: Standard error 1n parentheses.
t t-statist1c based on estimated effect
* t-statlstlc based on estlmated effect
** t-statlst1.C based on estlmated effect
NA Not applicable.



.----------------------------------------------- ---

that already met requirements at enrollment are larger for MJ.nJ.mum Rent

High than for Minimum Standards (though the dJ.fference is not signifJ.cant) •

Expenditure effects for MJ.nimum Rent Low households fall between those of

MJ.nJ.mum Standards and MJ.nimum Rent High. For all recJ.pJ.ents, Minimum Rent

Low induced overall increases comparable to those of MJ.nimum Standards

households. For households that only met reqUJ.rements after enrollment,

2ncreases were s2~lar to those of Min~mum Stqndards households in Pltts

burgh and sJ.mJ.lar to MinJ.mum Rent HJ.gh households in Phoenix.

On the other hand, as Chapters 2 and 3 showed, the Mlnlrnum Standards requlre

ment dld lead to lncreases 1n the proportl0n of households that met the

Mlnlmum Standards requlrements and other houslng lndlcators. Mlnlmum Rent

requlrements dld not. Thus, 1t appears that the response to the allowance

was focused by the requlrernents to be 1n terms of the measure lndlcated by

the requlrements--lncreased houslng standardness or lncreased rent.

The est1.mates of J.nduced change 1n expendl.tures presented 10 thl.S chapter

can be used to l.mprove the determlnatl.On of the proportJ.on of the allowance

payment gOJ.ng to J.ncreased housJ.ng expendJ.tures. Tables 5-21 through 5-23

present these fJ.gures. As was already noted J.n Chapters 2 and 3, households

that already met requJ.rements at enrollment generally allocated only a small

portJ.on of the allowance payment to J.ncreased housJ.ng expendJ.tures (only MJ.nJ.

mum Rent HJ.gh households devoted over 10 percent of the payment to J.ncreased

hous1ng expendJ.tures). In contrast, households that met only after enrollment

spent a much larger proportJ.on of the allowance payment on expendJ.tures (J.n

PJ.ttsburgh, 14 percent for ManJ.mum Standards, 15 percent for MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low,

and 39 percent for MJ.n~um Rent H1gh households; J.n PhoenJ.x, 33 percent for

Mln~um Standards households, 42 percent for M~nlffium Rent Low households,

and 50 percent for MJ.nJ.mum Rent HJ.gh households).

D1fferences between the two sltes may be partly due to d1ffereoces 1n the

1nJ.tJ.al hous1ng sltuatJ.on of part1cJ.pants. In partJ.cular, households J.O

PhoenJ.x that dJ.d not meet requJ.rements at enrollment generally had to

J.ncrease theJ.r housJ.ng expendJ.tures by much more than comparable house

holds J.o PJ.ttsburgh 1n order to meet requJ.rements. ThJ.s was, to some

extent, J.ndJ.cated 10 the SJ.mulated predJ.ctJ.ons of Chapter 4.
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Table 5-21

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

1l0USEHOT,D GROUP

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL

a

MEDIAN
NORMAL
RENT

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

MEAN
PAYMENT

PROPORTION
USED FOR
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Did not meet requlrernents
at enrollment

Met requ1rements at
enrollment

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Did not meet requlrements
at enrollment

Met requlrements at
enrollment

4.3%

7.5

1.1

16.2

23.6

-0.7

PITTSBURGH

$130

125

135

PHOENIX

137

131

154

$5.6

9.4

1.5

22.2

30.8

-1.1

$65

66

64

81

94

52

9%

14

2

27

33

-2

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Standards households active and meeting requirements at two years after enroll
ment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibllity limits and,those living in their own
homes or in Subsldized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Inltial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. From Table 5-1.



Table 5-22

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENTAGE PROPORTION
CHANGE IN MEDIAN AMOUNT USED FOR
EXPENDITURES NORMAL OF MEAN EXPENDITURES

HOUSEHOLD GROUP ABOVE NORMALa RENT CHANGE PAYMENT ABOVE NORMAL

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 2.8% $126 $3.5 $58 6%

D1d not meet requirements
at enrollment 8.7 108 9.4 61 15

Met requ1rements at
enrollment 2.4 134 3.2 56 6

....... PHOENIXIV

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 15.7 139 21.9 86 25

D1d not meet requ1rements
at enrollment 42.0 108 45.4 109 42

Met requ1rements at
enrollment -1.2 162 1.9 71 -3

active and meeting requirements at two years
over the eligib1lity limits and those l1ving. .ment,

homes

SAMPLE: M1nJ.mum Rent Low households
excluding those with enrollment incomes
or in subsidized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. From Table 5-10.

after enroll
in their own



Table 5-23

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL

a

MEDIAN
NORMAL
RENT

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

MEAN
PAYMENT

PROPORTION
USED FOR
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

D1d not meet requirements
at enrollment

Met requ1rements at
enrollment

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

D1d not meet requirements
at enrollment

Met requ1rements at
enrollment

8.5%

15.8

4.6

28.4

42.6

7.4

PITTSBURGH

$140

123

155

PHOENIX

150

134

178

$11.9

19.4

7.1

42.5

57.0

13.1

$51

50

52

103

114

85

23%

39

14

41

50

15

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent H~gh households active and meeting requirements at two years after enroll
ment, excluding those w~th enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and,those liv~ng in their own
homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. From Table 5-11.



The est~mated effects of the Hous~ng Gap hous~ng allowances on the expend~

tures of rec~p~ents compared favorably w~th the pred~ct~ons made ~n Sect~on

4.2. Table 5-24 presents a compar~son of the slffiulated and actual (est~

mated) change ~n expend~tures above normal. The est~mates for the overall

effect of the allowance payment and for the effect on households already

meet~ng requ~rements at enrollment are

of estimat~on and prediction are taken

fa~rly close, espec~ally when errors
1

~nto account. The predictions made

for households meet~ng req~rements after enrollment are even more accurate-

the predJ.et~ons fall w~th= the 95 percent conf~dence ~ntervals of the actual
2

changes ~n all s~x cases.

D~fferences between the s~tes may also reflect bas~c d~fferences ~n the way

~n wh~ch households regarded the allowance. Expend~ture changes by Uncon

stra~ned households showed the same pattern of markedly h~gher responses

~n Phoen~x than ~n Plttsburgh. Indeed, when the expend~ture changes of

Houslng Gap rec~p~ents are compared to those of Unconstra~ned households,

as shown ~n Table 5-25, the d~fferences between the s~tes, though stll1

present, are much smaller.

Only ~n~um Rent Hlgh leads to slgn~f~cantly larger lncreases ln hous~ng

expend~tures for all rec~plents relatlve to the Unconstralned plan. Com

par~sons for households that dld and d~d not meet the var~ous requlrements

at enrollment are generally lnslgnlf~cant, due to the small number of Un

constralned households. There 1S some lndlcatl0n that allowance reclplents

that only met reqUlrements after enrollment tended to show larger d~fferences

compared to Unconstralned households than reclp~ents that already met requlre

rnents at enrollment. Thus, the houslng requlrements may have focused the

response on lncreased expendltures more than dld the Unconstra1ned payment.

1
Recall from Chapter 4 that the pred~ct~on, at least for those

lnduced to meet requlrernents, was expected to be an overestlmate. The
assumptlon made In computlng the predlct~on was that those lnduced to meet
would be spendlng the average rent of households that met the requlrement.
If those 1nduced to meet requlrements attempted to Just meet thelr requlre
ment, they would therefore have a smaller 1ncrease In rent than the pre
d~ctl.on.

2
Slnce overest~mates were expected, the underpred~ctlon for M~n1mum

Standards households that met requ1rements after enrollment l.n Pheon~x 1S
somewhat of a puzzle.
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Table 5-24

COMPARISON OF PREDICTED AND ACTUAL INCREASES
IN EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL

MINIMUM STANDARDS MINIMUM RENT LOW MINIMUM RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

Pred~cted Actual
b

Predicted Actual Pred~cted Actual
HOUSEHOLD GROUP Increasea Increase Increasea c a IncreasedIncrease Increase

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.08*
(0.03) (0.03 ) (0.03)

Dld not meet requlrements 0.13 0.07* 0.17 0.08t 0.14 0.15**
at enrollment (0.04 ) (0.05 ) (0.06 )

Met requlrements at 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04
enrollment (0.03 ) (0.03) (0.04 )

.... PHOENIX...
U1

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.11 0.15** 0.16 0.15** 0.23 0.25**
(0.03) (0.04 ) (0.05)

Dld not meet requlrernents 0.15 0.21** 0.34 0.35** 0.34 0.36**
at enrollment (0.04) (0.06) (0.07)

Met requlrements at 0.03 -0.01 0.04 -0.01 0.04 0.07
enrollment (0.04 ) (0.03 ) (0.05 )

level.
level.
level.

at two years after enrollment,
those I1vlng In thelr own homes

0.10
0.05
0.01

the
the
the

at
at
at

sJ.gnlflcant
signifJ.cant
signlflcant

effect
effect
effect

actlve and meetlng requlrernents
over the elig~b~l~ty l~m~ts and

esbmated
estlmated
estimated

SAMPLE: Hous~ng Gap households
excludlng those wlth enrollment lucornes
or in subsidlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTE: Standard errors of est~mated actual increases ~n parentheses.
a. From Table 4-1.
b. From Table 5-1.
c. From Table 5-10.
d. From Table 5-11.
t t-statistic of the
* t-stat~stic of the
** t-stat~st~c of the



Table 5-25

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR
HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS ABOVE THAT OF UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 1.5% 0.1% 5.8%t 0.3% -0.2% 10.7%"
(2.6) (3.9) (3.5) (3.4) (3.8) (5.4)

D~d not meet requ~re- 3.1 6.2 10.5 6.2 9.6 16.8t
ments at enrollment (5.1) (7.2) (7.4 ) (7.7) (10.9) (10.4)

.....
'"'"

Met requl.rements 6.7 -1.0 6.1 -15.2t -4.6 9.1
at enrollment (7.7) (4.6) (5.9) (7.3) (5.7) (8.8)

SAMPLE: Hous~ng Gap households act~ve and meet~ng requ~rements and Unconstra~ned households
actl.ve at two years after enrollment, excludl.ng those wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty
IJ.rnl.ts and those ll.vl.ng in thel.r own homes or 1.n subsl.dJ.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES: Tables 5-9 and 5-14.
t t-statist~c of the est~mated contrast s~gnif~cant at the 0.10 level.
" t-stat~st~c of the est~mated contrast s~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.



These comparlS0ns are also reflected 10 the estlmated percentage of the

allowance devoted by Unconstralned households to lncreased houslng expendl

tures, as shown 1n Table 5-26. Only Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households devoted

a markedly hlgher proportlon of thelr payment to lncreased houslng expendl

tures than Unconstralned households.

Overall, then, the analysls suggests that houslng allowances affected reClp

lents 10 two ways. Flrst, the payment ltself was sufflClent to lnduce some

lncrease 10 expendltures as lndlcated by the response of the Unconstralned

households. Second, the houslng requlrements led to addltlonal houslng

changes WhlCh varled accordlng to the speclflc requlrement used. Mlnlmum

Standards requ~rements resulted ~n add~t~onal households meet~ng M~n~mum

Standards, but caused no lncrease ln hous~ng expend~tures above those of

Unconstra~ned households. Mln~mum Rent requlrements (at least when set at

h~gh enough levels) led to further ~ncreases ln expendltures but no change

~n the proport~on of households meetlng Mlnlmum Standards.
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Table 5-26

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE NORMAL INCREASE FOR UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

TREATMENT TYPE

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMALa

MEDIAN
NORMAL
RENT

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

MEAN
PAYMENT

PROPORTION
USED FOR
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL

PITTSBURGH

Unconstra1ned households

Unconstra~ned households

2.6%

16.0

PHOENIX

$119

128

$3.1

20.5

$54

108

6%

19

SAMPLE: Unconstra~ned households act~ve at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those
w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1bi11ty 11m1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or 1n
subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. From Table 5-8.
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CHAPTER 6

THE EFFECT OF A HOUSING GAP ALLOWANCE
ON THE CONSUMPTION OF HOUSING SERVICES

Increased expend1tures for hous1ng may not always lead to changes 1n the

amount of housing obtained. Most obv10usly, general 1nflat10n implies

higher dollar expenditures Wlthout any change in the houslng services

provided by a dwell1ng unlt. The impact on expendltures estJ.mated 10

Chapter 4 accounted for 1nflat10n by 1nclud1ng Control households in the

sample, so that th1s posed no problem there. Even apart from 1nflation,

however, changes 1n expenditures may not reflect real changes 1.0 housl.ng

services. 1 If allowance rec1p1ents are unable to act effectively 1n the

pr1vate market or 1f they shop less carefully, then they m1ght pay more for

thel.r unltsthan the market average rent for sl.ml1ar unl.ts. It 15 possl.ble

that the allowance offer may affect shopp1ng behav10r because payments are

made to households that meet the hous1ng reqU1rements even if the1r un1tS

rent for more than sunilar unl.ts normally would.

Thl.S chapter dlscusses two related lssues. Fl.rst, Sectlon 6.1 presents a

model for examin1ng household shopping behav10r and then uses 1nd1ces

measurl.ng the amount of real hOUSlng services consumed by each household to

analyze posslble overpayments for housl.ng. Second, Section 6.2 uses the

indl.ces to est1.mate the amount of real change in hensl-og servl.ces above

normal, employing the same methodology used to analyze changes 1n hous1ng

expenditures. Sectl0n 6.3 prov~des a br1ef summary.

6.1 ANALYSIS OF SHOPPING BEHAVIOR

A person look1ng for a rental housing unit ~n a part1cular neighborhood ~s

l1kely to see several un1 ts that rent for the same amount but that offer

d~fferent amounts of hous~ng serv~ces. Th~s s~tuat~on may be expressed

mathematically as:

1Hous1ng serV1ces are a s~ngle conceptual measure of the amount of
hous1ng prov1ded by a unit over a specif~c period of t~e.
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(1)

where

R P H + E
H

R rent

PH pr~ce of hous~ng serV1ces

H amount of hous1ng serV1ces, and

E a stochast1c term, w1th zero mean and
varl.ance 0 2 .

E

A unJ.t with £: < 0 would be cons1dered a "good deal II or a IIbargain, II whl.le

a unit with E > 0 would be cansl-dered a "bad deal." In this context,

shopp1ng for rental hous1ng may be viewed as looking for un1tS W1th negat1ve
1E (that 1S, barga1ns).

In general, there 18 no particular reason to expect a randomly selected

group of households, such as Control households, to have rented hous1ng

that provl.des below- or above-average amounts of housl.ng serv1ces per dol

lar of hous1ng expend1tures. S1milarly, households in the Unconstra1ned

plan would be expected on average to purchase average amounts of housing

servJ.ces per dollar of expend1ture. These households were free to treat

the allowance J..ncome just as they would income

there is no reason why their shopp1ng behavior

from any other source, so
2would have been altered.

Th1s reasoning would also apply to changes 1n housing expend1tures by

households that already met housing requl.rements at enrollment, 5J..nce

these households were effectively unconstra1ned. Notl.ce, however,

that the 1nit1al hous1ng expend1tures of these households may well show

unusual shopping behav10r. In part1cular, households that met M1nimum

Standards at enrollment may to SOme extent have been households that

had purchased except10nally good housing as well as households that

1Competlt1ve market forces w1ll tend to reduce the variance of E
(but not reduce 1t to zero). A household W1th a bad deal may have e: > 0
for reasons other than 1neff1c1ent shopp1ng. If the ava11ab111ty of
units satlsfYlng its particular needs 1S low, it may be forced to accept
a bad deal. S1ffi11arly, households may accept bad deals to reduce their
search costs.

2Unless such a relat1vely small change 1n income would lead to a
change in shopping behavior.
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spent more or happened to buy Mlnlmum Standards houslng. Llkewlse, house

holds that were paylng rents hlgh enough to meet the Mlnlmum Rent requlre

ments may 1nclude not only households that were obta1n1ng a h1gh level of

houslng serVlces but also those that were paylng above average amounts for

the hous1ng they obta1ned.

In contrast, the allowance offer could have potentially altered the shopp1ng

behav10r of households that did not meet the housing requ1rements at enroll

ment. Conslder flrst a household 1n a Mlnimum Rent plan. At enrollment,

the household spent too little money on rent to pass the requlrement, It_

had to find a more expensive unlt to recelve any allowance payment. This

could have led the household to prefer a un1t that would normally be con

sidered a bad deal (8 > 0), but wh1ch passed the Min1mum Rent requ1rement,

over a un1t that would be considered a good deal (8 < 0) but d1d not pass

the requ1rement.

Th1S can be seen W1th the a1d of F1gure 6-1. In this f1gure, the vertical

aX1S measures housing serVlces (H) and the horlzontal aX1S measures hous

1ng expend1tures (R). The d1agonal represents the average relationsh1p

between housing expenditures and housing services, that 15, R = PHH, or

8 = O. Un1ts to the left of th1s 11ne would be cons1dered good deals

(8 < 0); un1tS to the r1ght of the 11ne would be considered bad deals

(8 > 0). A utility-max1m1zing household would normally prefer un1t A over

tul1t B, because unit A both provides more houslng servlces and leaves more

lncome for other purchases. Thus,

(2 )

where

u = the household's utll1ty functl0n, and

Y household lncerne.

However, the allowance offer may change this relat1onsh1p. S1nce unit B

passes the Mlnimum Rent requirement and unlt A does not, It 15 pe5s1ble,

to f=d an allowance payment, P, such that

( 3)
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Figure 6-1
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN

HOUSING EXPENDITURES AND HOUSING SERVICES

HOUSING
SERVICES
(H)

8 < 0
(good deals)

(8 = 0)

HOUSING
EXPENDITURES
(R)

8 > 0
(bad deals)

RA B

(mi ~imum
rent)

A---I
---I~lB

I
I
I
I

NOTE: R = PHH + 8

where PH = price of housing services (PH = 1,

above), and
8 = resi dua1.
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Of course, some units both meet the MinImum Rent requ1rernent and are

good deals (e < 0). However, f1nd~ng these un~ts may requ~re add~t~onal

search effort, dur~ng wh~ch the household may both spend part of ~ts

1ncome on search costs and get no allowance payment. Thus, under these

circumstances the mean value of E: at two years for the rec1pient house

holds that met the M:Ln~murn Rent requ~rements only after enrollment =ght

eas~ly be pos~t~ve. In other words, the~r un~ts m~ght be class1fied as

IIbad deals."

For M~n~murn Standards households the argument is s1rnilar, although the

l.ncentive to choose overprl.ced unl.ts (E: > 0) was less dJ.rect. These

households were looking for units that passed the M~nimurn Standards, not

for more expensive UIll.tS. However, if 10 theJ..r search for units that

passed the M~n~murn Standards, they found a unit that passed the standards

but was overpr~ced (e > 0), they could have chosen to occupy it even

~f they would normally have continued search1ng. To the extent that

contl.nued search for unl.ts that met Minl.murn Standards requl.red addl.tl.onal

effort, 1t 18 reasonable that, on average, thl.s group of households

could also have pos~t~ve e.

In order to determ~ne the effect of the allowance payment on shopping

behavl.or 1 it is necessary to measure the market value of real housl.ng

serVl.ces. In thl.s report, housing servl.ces are measured by hedonlc

ind1ces developed for the Demand Exper~ment sites by Merrill (1977). The

indl.ces give a dollar value for the amount of houslng servlces provided

by a un~t. The measures can be interpreted as the expected or average

market rent of a unit with given locatlon, Slze and other physlcal charac

ter1stics. In terms of Equation (1), the hedon~c index g~ves the expected

rent of a un1t if ~t 1S ne~ther a good nor a bad deal (e = 0).

The hedonlc houslng servlces lndex was derlved by regress1ng the logarithm

of rent on hous1ng unlt and nelghborhood characterlstlcs and on conditl0ns

at enrollment:

(4)

where

In (R) = '" + XS + Zy + ]l

R rent
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x = a vector of hous~ng un~t and ne~ghborhood

character~st~cs

Z a vector of tenure character~st~cs such as
length of res~dence ~n the unlt and whether
the landlord llves In the bu~ldlng, and

~ = a stochast~c error.

The log of the dollar value of the amount of housing serV1ces consumed by

household "J" ~n period "t," In(Qt), was estlmated by multlplying the
J

vector of the dwel11ng un1t, ne1ghborhood and locat1on character1st1cs of
tthe household's period "til housJ..ng, X , by the vector of hedonlc weJ..ghts,
J

B. The vector B estimates the 1mplic1t market prices, at enrollment, of

housing attriliutes. That 1S, In(Qt) is estimated as
J

(5) a +
t •zx B.

~ J..J 1

Since the same vector of hedonic weights, S, 15 used for each time period,

changes in estJ..nlated houslng serVlces occurred only because of changes J..n

some or all the character1stics of the household's housing.

The hedon1c index takes 1nto account a w1de var1ety of phys1cal and loca

tional character1st1cs, wh1ch account for from 65 to 80 percent of the

observed var1ation 1n rents. Furthermore, as d1scussed in Merr111 (1977)

and Kennedy and Merr111 (1979), tests of the validity of the 1ndex

support the content10n that 1t measures hous1ng services W1th a high degree

of accuracy. Nevertheless, it would be unreasonable to cla1m that the

hedonlc index captures all the varlat1.0n In houslng serv1.ces across unltS.

As a consequence, changes in hedonlc lndices of houslng w1.ll generally

differ from changes in expendltures. Given the supportlng ev~dence on the

accuracy of the measure, the dl.fferences should not be large, however.

The hedonic index may be subJect to several types of spec1f1cat10n bias.

F1rst, 1f important attr1butes of the hous1ng bundle were om1tted from

the est1mat1ng equat1on, the 1ndex w111 not adequately reflect the un1t'S
1hous1.ng serv~ces. If households lncrease the~r purchases of these

10m1tted var1ables 1ncrease the est1mated standard error of the
hedonJ.c .l.ndex.
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om1tted 1tems 1n response to the allowance, the est1mated hous1ng serV1ces

response would be b1ased downward from the true response.

Second, 1f the hous1ng market 1n P1ttsburgh or Phoen~x 1S segmented, that

~S, 1f d~fferent rac~al groups or d1fferent locat~ons (central Clty versus

suburban locatlons, for example) face dlfferent hous1ng pr1ces, the same

set of relat~ve attr1bute prlces estlmated by an overall lndex may not be
1

appl~cable to'all segments of tbe market. F~nally, the attr~bute we~ghts

estlmated dur1ng the basel1ne perlod ma¥ not be appl1cable after two years

due to chang1ng market cond~t~ons or, more 11kely, due to dec1s1ons

movers to rent un1tS 1n areas unl1ke those 1ncluded 1n the or1g1nal

made by
2

sample.

The d1fference between rent and the predlcted value of rent lS the hedon1c

res1dual, 1l. ThlS res1dual may represent om1tted qual1ty var1ables, om1tted

tenure var~ables, exper~mentally ~nduced shopp~ng eff~c~ency or ~neff~c~ency,

and luck or other random effects. Several hypotheses can be tested to

determlne the correct lnterpretat~on of the res1dual, 1l. For example, 1f

the res1dual lnvolves some omltted qual1ty, then lt should be posltlvely

correlated wlth household 1ncome and poss1bly wlth a household's expressed

satlsfactlon wlth 1tS houslng unlt or ne1ghborhood. Also, ~f the res1dual

reflects changes 1n shopplng behav10r, then the search behav10r of Exper1

mental households should show some dlfferences from Control households.

These spec1f1cat10n 1ssues have been assessed 1n detall by Merr111 (1977)

(~n tbe development of the hedon~c ~ndex), and Kennedy and Merr~ll (1979)

(In analysls of the lndex's behavl0r over the exper1mental perl0d) .

Analys~s of the effect of Percent of Rent allowances suggested tbat tbe

1ndex tends to

P~ttsburgh but

underest~ate the
3

not 1n Phoenlx.

amount of a unlt's hous1ng servlces 10

Thus, the hedoulc 1ndex est1mates of

1
No conclus~ve ev~dence of th~s was found by Merr~ll (1977).

2
The houslng unlts of all enrolled households were used to est1-

mate the hedonlc 1udex. The sample lS not a random sample of all dwell1ng
Ull1ts, Slnce those households all have low or moderate lucomes. (See
Merr111,1977.) Further, Census tracts Wlth very low concentrat10ns of
rental units (no more than 5 percent of housing unJ..ts in that tract) were
excluded from tbe sampl~ng frame.

3
Results of th1S analys1s are presented 1n Fr1edman and Welnberg

(1978). The extent of tbe understatement of hous~ng serv~ce change ~n

Plttsburgh 18 about one-th~rd--that 15, actual changes 10 Plttsburgh
houslng servJ..ces may be as much as 1.5 tJ..mes the estlmated change (see
Chapter 5, Section 5.2).
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(6)

hous~ng serv~ces changes may be cons~dered lower bounds of actual changes

~n real housing ~n P~ttsburgh but are l~ely to be accurate in Phoen~x.

A
Assum~ng that the hedon~c ~ndex, In(Q), does measure the average market

value of hous~ng serv~ces accurately, and that dev~at~ons from the market

average due to tenure character~stics are also measured accurately by the

term Zy of Equat~on (4), then the log of the average market value of a un~t,

corrected for tenure cond~t~ons, ~s (In(Q) + Zy). The logar~thm of the

overpayment for each household can be calculated by

. A.
p = In(R) - (In(Q) + zy)

and the med~an percentage overpayment computed as exp (~) - 1.
1

Table 6-1

presents the med~an percentage overpayment relat~ve to the market average

for the M~n1mum Standards, Control, and Unconstra~ned

the M~n~mum Standards requ~rements at two years after

households that
2 3

enrollment. '

met

No

s~gn~f~cant overpayment relat~ve to the market average was found ~n e~ther

4
s~te. Nor does ~t appear that the M~n~mum Standards allowance offer

~nduced households to overpay. There is no s~gn~f~cant d~fference between

the overpayment of Min=um Standards and Control households (see Table 6-2)

or between ~n=um Standards and Unconstra~ned households (see Table 6-1).

Tables 6-3 and 6-4 present the med~an percentage overpayment for M~n~mum

Rent, Control, and Unconstra~ned households that met the ~n~um Rent

requ~rements at two years after enrollment. The data suggest that s~gn~

fJ.cant overpayment occurred J.n both s~tes for both Control and Exper~mental

households that met e~ther M~n~mum Rent requ~rement. ThJ.s is to be expected.

Select1ng households w1th above average rents will to some extent select not

1
See Sect~on 5.1 for an explanat~on of why th~s ~s ~nterpreted as

the med1an. In Chapter 5, th~ exper1mental effect exam1ned was the rat~o of
of actual to normal rent; (R/RN). The percentage overpayment ~s the r~t~Q •
of actual rent to hous~ng serv~ces adJusted for tenure cond~t~ons: (R/Qe ZY).

2
Recall that of these three groups, only the M~n~mum Standards

households were told about these standards and were requ1red to meet them.
3

These numbers are corrected for 1nflatJ.on by uS1ng the mean hedon~c

res~dual at two years after enrollment for all Control households as an
est1mate of ~nflat~on.

4 of
S1gn~ ~cant overpayment relat1ve to the market average would not

necessar~ly ~mply that households obta1ned "bad deals." The hedon1c res~d

ual 0 may 1nclude some oIDQtted quality ~tems, though thJ.s was found to be
unl~kely ~n Phoen~x. (See Friedman and We~nberg, 1978, Chapter 5.)
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Table 6-1

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TOO YEARS

Control households

M~nxmum Standards households

UnconstraLned households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREIlENTS AT
ENIlOLLMEN'l'

Control households

MJ.m.mum Standards households

Unconstra1ned households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROL.LMENT

Control households

MLn~ Standards households

Unconstra~ned households

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

2.8%
(1.8)

0.3
(2.3)

[-3.0J
(4.9)

1.5
(0.9)

0.2
(3 0)

[-1O.2J
(6.9)

3.6
(2.3)

0.5
(3.3)

[2.8J
(7 0)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(81)

(83)

(14)

(29)

(45)

(6)

(52)

(38)

(8)

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

-1. 7%
(2.0)

1.8
(3.0)

5.4
(6.2)

-5.7
(6.5)

1.1
(3.5)

[3.4J
(8.3)

3.7
(4.6)

3.4
(5.3)

[7 8J
(9.5)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(87)

(84)

(17)

(49)

(59)

(9)

(38)

(25)

(8)

SAMPLE. "l.l.nl.mum Standards, unconstruned, and Control households actl.ve and meetJ..nq the Ml.nl.ntUm
Standards reqw.rements at two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those Wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the
el~g~b~l~ty l~~ts and those l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census
of Populat~on, Basel~ne and Per~o~c Interv~ews, and payments f~le.

NOTES: Brackets ~l1dl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatl.ons. Standard error ~n parentheses.
Est~mated overpayment of Control and Unconstr~ned households not s~gn~f~cantly d~fferent from that of
M~nLmum Standards nouseholds at the 0.10 level.
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Table 6-2

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS AND UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET

MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENTa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS UNCONSTRAINED STANDARDS UNCONSTRAINED

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS -2.4% -5.6% 3.5% 7.2%
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS (2.8) (5.1) (3.7) (6.6)

D1d not meet requ1rements -2.5 -12.61" 2.8 5.2
at enrollment (3.4) (6.9) (4.1 ) (8.7)

~ Met requ~rements at enrollment -2.3 0.0 5.2 9.6
0 (3.6) (7.0) (5.9) (10.0)

SAMPLE: Min1mum Standards and Unconstra1ned households active and meet1ng Minimum Standards
requ1rements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment incomes over the e11g1b111ty
11m1ts and those 11v1ng 1n the1r own homes or in Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: Init1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census
of Populat10n, Base11ne and Per10dic Interv1ews, and payments f11e.

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.

a. Computed as e(~E - ~C)-l rather than as (e~E-l) - (e~C-l), where ~E is the est1mated res1dual
for Experimental households and ~C is the estimated residual for Control households.

t t-stat1st1c of comparison sign1f1cant at the 0.10 level.



Table 6-3

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT l>'LET THE MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW

REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households

M~n~um Rent Low households

Unconstra~ned households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Control households

M~n~mum Rent Low households

Unconstra~ned households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Control households

M~n~mum Rent Low households

Unconstra~ned households

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

4.9%**
(0.6)

6 8**
12 3)

2.7
(3.2)

-2.1**
10.3)

3.7
(4.2)

[-8 OJ
15.7)

6.8**
(0.8)

7.9**
(2.6)

6.7T
(3 7)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(214)

(95)

(39)

(43)

(24)

(10)

(171)

(71)

(29)

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
OVERPA':iMENT

7.9\**
11 5)

9 O'
(3.7)

5.5
(5.5)

7.5**
(1.5)

13.5*
(5 9)

11.9J
(9.7)

8 0**
11.5)

6.1
(4.4)

7.0
(6.6)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(125)

(63)

(23)

(28)

(25)

(7)

(97)

(38)

(16)

SAMPLE. M~m.mum Rent Low I Unconstra~ned, and Control households actJ.ve and meetJ.ng the Ml.nJ.mum Rent
Low requJ.rements at two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.tb enrollment mcomes over the elJ.gJ.bJ.lJ.ty
IJ.1'll1ts and those lJ.vJ.ng J.n tbeJ.r own homes or J.n subsJ.dJ.zed hOUSJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census of
PopulatJ.on, BaselJ.ne and PerJ.odJ.c IntervJ.ews, and payments fJ.le

NOTES. Brackets J.ndJ.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatJ.ons.. Standard error J.n parentheses
EstJ.mated overpayment of Control.and UnconstraJ.ned households not sJ.gnJ.fJ.cantly dJ.fferent from that of
MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low households at the 0.10 level

t t-statJ.stJ.c of resJ.dual sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statJ.stJ.c of res~dual sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.05 level
** t-statJ.stJ.c of resJ.dual sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 6-4

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR HOUSEHOl.DS THAT MET THE MIl'.IMUM rtENT PIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLL.1'.1ENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT ~~ MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

PITl'SBURGH

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

Control households

MJ.nunum Rent HJ.gh households

Unconstra1ned households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT

ENROLLMENT

lO.9%**a (129) 10 4%** (80)
(1.2) (2 3)

17.7** (58) 14.1** (44)
(3.1) (4.4)

4.4
b (25) (14.1];- (15)

(4 0) (7 1)

Control households

M~n~mum Rent H~gh households

UnconstraLned households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Control hocseholds

M~n~um Rent H~gh households

Unconstra~ned households

7.6**
(0.8)

20 3**
(4.7)

[_l.2]b
(5.5)

12.5**
(1.3)

15.7**
(3 9)

[9.B)t
(5.7)

(41)

(25)

(12)

(B8)

(33)

(13)

9 1**
(2 0)

14 9**
(5.7)

111.9!
(9.7)

11.1**
(2.5)

13 It
(6 7)

[16.6]
(10.9)

(26)

(26)

(B!

(54)

(lB)

(7)

SAMPLE M.l.nunum Rent H~gh, Unconstra~ned, and Control households act~ve and meet~ng the M.l.n~mum

Rent H1.gh requ.l.rements at two years after enrollment, exclud.l.ng those w~th enrollment .l.ncomes over the
el1g.l.D.l.l.l.ty I1.In1ts and those l~v1ng .l.n the1r own homes or 1.n SubS1d.l.zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES In.l.t.l.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1.ng Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census
of populat1.on, Basel~ne and Per.l.od~c Interv1.ews, and payments f21e.

NOTES. BraCKets J.nmcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatl.ons Standard error .l.n parentheses.
a Est.l.mated overpayment s~gn~f.l.cantly d.l.fferent from that of M~n.l.rnurn Rent H~gh households at the

o 05 level.
b. Est1.mated overpayment s.l.gn1.f.l.cantly d~fferent from that of M~n.unum Rent H:l.gh households at the

0.01 level
t
••

t-stat:l.st.l.C of res1dual s.l.gn:l.f~cant at the 0.10 level .
t-stat~stl.c of res... dual s~gnJ.hcant at the 0 01 level.
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only households w1th above-average hous1ng but also households that pay more
1

than average for the hous~ng they obtaln.

There was no slgnlflcant dlfference between the M1nlmum Rent Low and the

Control groups or between M1nlmum Rent Low and the Unconstralned households

(see Table 6-5). Th1S suggests that the allowance did not 1nduce very sub

stantlal overpayment. (Some lnduced overpayment lS, of course, lmplled by

the fact that the households 1nduced to meet requ1rements were apparently

overpay1ng more than they would have normally.)

Slgnlflcant program effects on overpayment were found for Mln~um Rent Hlgh

households 1n P1ttsburgh. The d1fference between all M1nimum Rent H1gh and

all Control households that met the M1n1mum Rent H1gh requ1rement at two

years after enrollment (and between those two groups that only met after

enrollment) 1S s1gn1f1cant at the 0.05 level (see Table 6-6). Furthermore,

M1n1ffium Rent H1gh households overpa1d by s1gn1f1cantly more than s1ffi1lar

Unconstra1ned households 1n P1ttsburgh (see Table 6-4). The fact that th1S

dld not occur 20 PhoenlX (wh~ch had a relatively loose houslng market durlng

the experlment) suggests that the Mln~um Rent Hlgh requlrements themselves

may 1nduce s1gn1f1cant overpayment only 1n a relat1vely t1ght hous1ng market

(P1ttsburgh).

Demographlc dlfferences in expendlture response lndlcated 10 Chapter 5

suggest that there may be demograph1c d1fferences 1n overpayment as well.

Furthermore, certa1n types of households may f1nd 1t part1cularly d1ff1cult

to shop for houslng. For example, mlnorlty households may face dlscr~lna

tl0n that forces them to pay more for un~ts than would nonm~nor~ty house

holds; the elderly may f1nd hous1ng search d1ff1cult and accept h1gher

prlced un~ts; poor households may not be able to afford extenslve search

and end up ~n overpr~ced un~ts.

Table 6-7 1nd1cates that poverty households were overpay1ng s1gn1f1cantly

more (relat1ve to Control households) than nonpoverty households 1n both

s1tes but ma1nly for un1tS meet1ng the M1n1mum Standards. Th1S suggests

that poorer households f1nd 1t d1fficult to f1nd acceptable hous1ng that

meets the M1n1ffium Standards W1thOUt overpay1ng (relat1ve to nonpoverty

households). Poverty households that met the M1nimum Rent Low requ1rement

lThe reasonlng here 1S SImilar to that of Sect~on 4.3.

M3



Table 6-5

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW AND UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET

MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENTa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT LOW UNCONSTRAINED RENT LOW UNCONSTRAINED

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW 1.8% -2.1% 1.1% -2.2%
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS (2.1) (2.9) (3.6 ) (5.1)

D~d not meet requirements -1.1 -12.3* 5.3 -5.5
at enrollment (3.7) (5.0) (5.5) (8.7)

Met requirements at enrollment 2.8 1.6 -1.6 -0.8
I-' (2.3) (3.3) (4.2) (6.0)'"...

SAMPLE: Min~mum Rent Low and Unconstra~ned households active and meet~ng M~nimumRent Low
requirements at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~gib~l~ty

l~m~ts and those living ~n their own homes or ~n subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census

of population, Baseline and Per~od~c Interv~ews, and payments file.
NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.

a. Computed as e(~E - ~C:-l rather than as (e~E-l) - (e~C-l), where ~E is the est~mated residual
for Exper~mental households and ~C is the est~mated res~dual for Control households.

* t-stat~stic of comparison sign~f~cant at the 0.05 level.



Table 6-6

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET

MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENTa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT HIGH UNCONSTRAINED RENT HIGH UNCONSTRAINED

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH 6.1%* -5.9%t 3.4% 3.3%
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS (2.8) (3.4) (4.4) (6 :6)

D~d not meet requ~rements 8.5* -10.9* 4.0 1.4
at enrollment (4.0) (4.5) (5.4) (8.7)

Met requ~rements at enrollment 4.3 -1.0 2.4 5.6
~ (3.3) (4.6) (6.3) (9.8)
lJl

SAMPLE: Min~mum Rent H~gh and Unconstra~ned households act~ve and meet~ng M~nimumRent H~gh

requ~rements at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those with enrollment ~ncomes over the el~gib~l~ty

li~ts and those l~ving ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census
of Population, Basel~ne and Per~odic Interviews, and payments file.

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.

a. Computed as e(~E - ~C)-l rather than as (eVE_I) - (evC-l), where VE is the est~mated res~dual
for Exper~mental households and ~C is the est~mated residual for Control households.

t t-stat~st~c of comparison significant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat~st~c of comparison s~gnificant at the 0.05 level.



Table 6-7

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE OVERPAYMENT AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
ABOVE THAT OF SL'fILAR CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

HOUSEl-OLD GROUP

MINL"'!UM STANDA:ElDS
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage Overpayment

~!NIMUM RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage Overpayment

MINL~UM RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage Overpayment

PITTSBURGH

1.8\ 6 1%*
(2.1) (2.8)

2.1 6 2'
(2.3) (2.7)

2.8 5.5
(6.1) (11.5)

1.8 6.9*
(2 4) (3.2)

1 4 2.7
(4.4) (5.4)

6.5, 4 7
(3.4) (5.0)

-1 7
b 7.6*

(3.0) (3.3)

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

NonnunorJ.ty

Nonelderly

Elderly

Poverty

Nonpoverty

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Nonnu.nor1ty

Nonelderly

Elderly

Poverty

Nonpoverty

-2 4%
(2.8)

-3 9
(2.9)

18 OtC

(9.9)

-2.3
(3.4)

-2.8
(5.3)

8 0
(5.6)

_6.0c

(3 6)

PHOENIX

3 5
(3.7)

0.3
(4.1)

4.0
(9.2)

0.1
(4.0)

13.2
(8.6)

31.9**
(10.7)

_2.0d

(3 4)

1.1
(3.6)

0.3
(4.3)

1 8
(7.9)

2.7
(4 1)

-3.2
(7.9)

4.6
(8.0)

-0.9
(3.4)

3 4
(4 4)

4.0
(S.D)

-2.7
(10 1)

3.1
(4 5)

4.0
(13.0)

3.3
(12.4)

5.2
(4.1)

SAMPLE Hous1ng Gap households act1ve and meet1ng £equ1rements at two years after enrollment,
excludJ.ng ~~ose W1th enrollment J.~comes over the e11gib1l1ty IJ.m1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own hQmes
or 1n subsJ.d1zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES !oJ.t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census
of PopulatJ.on, BaselJ.ne and PerJ.odJ.c IntervJ.ews, and payments fJ.le

NOTE. Standard error ...n parentheses.
a. M1norJ.ty 1S black nousenolds J.n P1ttsburgn and Span1sh AmerJ.can housenolds 1n Phoen1x.
b Overpayment by the two groups of households J.n thJ.s stratJ.fJ.cat10n s1gn1f1cantly dJ.fferent

at the 0.10 level
c. Overpayment by the two groups of 'louseholds 1n th1S strat1f1cat10n s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent

at the a as level
d Overpayment by the two groups of nousenolds 1n thJ.s stratJ.f1cat1on s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent

at the 0.01 level.
T Overpayment by HousJ.ng Gap households 1n th1S group sJ.gnJ.f1cantly above s1mJ.lar Control

~ouseholds at the 0 10 level
* Overpayment by Hous1ng Gap households Jon th1s group s1gn1f1cantly above sJ.m1lar Control

~ouseholds at L'le 0 J5 level.
** Overpayment by HousJ.ng Gap households Jon thJ.s group sJ.gnJ.f1cantly above s1m1lar Control

housenolds at ~~e 0 01 level.
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In Plttsburgh were also overpaylng relatlve to nonpoverty househol~s, though

this was not true In PhoenJ..x or for the ~nJ..mum Rent H1gh requirement J..n

eJ..th~r sJ.te.

Finally, ~t should be noted that m~nor~ty households pa~d s~gn~f~cantlymore

than nonmJ..norJ.ty households for unJ..ts that met the MlnJ..mum Standards J..n

P~ttsburgh but not ~n Phoen~x. Th~s, coupled w~th the other f~nd~ngs,

suggests that ~n a t~ght hous~ng market disadvantaged households may find

~t d~ff~cult to f~nd hous~ng that meets the M~n~um Standards requ~rement

1
WlthOUt overpaylng for those unJ.ts. It does not appear that It 15 the

M~n~mum Standards allowance offer that ~nduced households to overpay. There

18 no sJ..gnJ.flcant dlfference between the overpayment of Mlnlmurn Standards and

Control households or between ~n~um Standards and Unconstra~ned households

(see Table 6-2).

6.2 ALLOWANCE EFFECTS ON HOUSING SERVICES

The same methodology used to determlne the experJ..mental lmpact on expendJ..-
2

tures can be used to dete~ne the experJ..mental lmpact on houslng serVlces.

The dependent varlable In thlS analys15 was the hedonlc lndex of houslng

servlces. As dlscussed In Sectl0n 6.1, the hedonlc ~dex estlrnates of

hous~g serV1ce changes can only be cons1dered lower bounds on the actual

changes ~n real hous1ng 1n P1ttsburgh. Select10n b1as was ~nd~cated for
3

each group of Hous~ng Gap households. The est~ates presented below for

the med~an ~ncrease in hous~ng serv~ces above normal have been corrected

for th~s b~as us~ng Control households. The overall effects of the allow

ance payment on hous1ng serv~ces are much the same for the four groups

analyzed--MJ..n:unum. Standards, MJ.n~mum. Rent Low, M~n~mum Rent H~gh, and Un

constra1ned households.

1
The s~m~lar~ty of results for the compar1sons by poverty and

m~nor~ty status may be due, ~n part, to the fact that of the poverty house
holds, approx~mately 25 percent ~n P~ttsburgh and 35 percent ~n Phoen~x

were m1nor1ty.
2

The same methodology could have been used to pred~ct "normal over-
payment 11 at two years after enrollment. Th1S would requ~re a model of
household behav10r with regard to shopp1ng, ~nclud1ng some recognit~on of
supply cons~derat~ons. Th~s alternat~ve was not pursued here, however.
(See Weinberg et al., (forthcom=g), for a simple correlation model used
to predict the hedonic res~dual at two years.)

3see Appendix Tables IX-26 and IX-33.

167



Effects for M~n~mum Standards Households

As was true" for hous~ng expendltures, the overall ~ncrease 10 houslng serv

lees above normal for Mlnimum Standards households 10 Plttsburgh was not

s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level (see Table 6-8). Unl~ke hous~ng expend~tures,

there was also no slgnlflcant effect on houslng serVlces for households that

met requ~rements after enrollment ~n P~ttsburgh. Th~s may reflect the effect

of omltted varlables 1D the hedonlc index 10 Plttsburgh, noted 10 SeetlOD 6.1.

The estJ.Inated changes 10 houslng expendl.tures for each group of households

~n pittsburgh are all about 40 percent h~gher than the change ~n hous~ng

serv~ces. Fr~edman and We~nberg (1978, Chapter 5) suggest that because

there ~s ev~dence that the hedon~c ~naex ~n P~ttsburgh om~tted some quality

l.terns, an upward adJustment of about 50 percent 15 reasonable there. Thl.S

would make the est=ated change ~n hous=g serv~ces match the change in

expenditures almost exactlyl (indeed even the unadJusted f~gures for hous~ng

servl.ces are wlthl.u a standard devl.atl.on of the estlmates for expenditures).2

The changes 1U housl.ng servl.ces 1U Phoenlx are signlficant at the 0.05 level

both for all households and for households that only met requ~rements after

enrollment. As wl.th expendl.tures, these ~ncreases are larger than those

est~ated for P~ttsburgh (even ~f the P~ttsburgh numbers are inflated by a

factor of 1.5 as suggested above). The ~ncreases in housing serv~ces are,

however, much lower than ~ncreases ~n expend~tures. Th~s suggests, contrary

to Table 6-1, that Phoen~ M~n~mum Standards households did overpay, at least

~n terms of the changes ~n expend~tures assoc~atea with the allowance.

1
The expend~ture est~mates (from Table 5-1) and the adJusted hous~ng

serv~ces estxmates are:

INCREASE ABOVE NORMAL IN:
AdJusted

Expend~tures Hous~ng Services

All M~nimum Standards rec~pJ.ents.••••
MJ.nJ..mum. Standards recJ.pJ.ents that

met after enrollment•.....•.......
M~n~mum. Standards rec~p~ents that

met at enrollment .

4.3%

7.5

1.1

4.6%

8.4

1.2

2
ThJ.s J.S not an exact test, sJ.nce the errors of estJ.mate for the two

var~ables are undoubtedly correlated. Exact tests are diff~cult to perform
because of the correctJ.ons applJ.ed to the estJ.mates both because of om2tted
variables and because of selectJ.on bias.
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Table 6-8

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM 0.030 3.1% (79 ) 0.097** 10.2% (71)

STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS (0.024) (2.5) (0.033) (3.7)

D1d not meet requirements at 0.054 5.6 (43) 0.100* 10.5 (50)
,... enrollment (0.039) (4.1 ) (0.042) (4.7)

'"'"
Met requ1rements at enrollmenta 0~008 0.8 (36) 0.079t 8.2 (21)

(0.026) (2.6) (0.045) (4.9)

SAMPLE: M1n1mum Standards households act1ve and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment
excluding those with enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty 11m1ts and those living in the1r own homes or
in subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat10n, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments f11e.

NOTES: Effects are corrected for selection bias using Control households that d1d not meet M1n1mum
Standards requirements at two years after enrollment. Standard error 1n parentheses.

a. No selection b1as for this group.
t t-stat1st1c of estimated effect sign1f1cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statist1c of estimated effect significant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statist1c of estimated effect sign1f1cant at the 0.01 level.



This overpayment ~s concentrated among Phoen1x households that d1d not meet

the M~nlJllum Standards reqlurements at enrollment. Indeed, households that

already met requ~rements at enrollment show a sign~ficant (at the 0.10 level)

~ncrease ~n hous1ng serVlces even though they showed no sign1f1cant 1ncrease

in expenditures. Why th1s should be the case 1S not clear, and the result

must be treated W1th some cautlon.

Effects for M1n~um Rent Households

Tables 6-9 and 6-10 present the est~mates of hous~ng serv~ces changes for

Min~mum Rent households. As was the case w~th expend~tures, M~n~mum Rent

Low households In P1ttsburgh show no s~gn1ficant 1llcrease In hous1ng serv

1ces. Even P1ttsburgh Mlnlmum Rent Low and Mlnimum Rent Hlgh households that

only met requlrements after enrollment (respect1ve1y, an est1mated 8.7 per

cent lncrease 1n expendltures above normal, slgnlflcant at the 0.10 level

and an est~ated 15.8 percent lncrease in expendltures above normal, Slgnl

flcant at the 0.01 level) show no lncrease ln houslng serV1ces. Thus, lt

appears that the allowance had llttle or no effect on the houslng servlces

obta~ned by ~nlJllum Rent households ~n P~ttsburgh. Such add~t~onal hous~ng

expend1tures as there were ln that slte went largely for lncreased rents

W1thout any materlal real change ln houslng.

In Phoenlx, the medlan allowance-lnduced lncreases In houslng servlces above

normal were s1gnlf1cant for both Mlnlmum Rent groups (about 11 percent for

households In the Mln~um Rent Low plans and about 18 percent for households

~n the M~n~mum Rent H~gh plans). As expected, households that met the hous

lng requlrements only after enrollment had the largest lncreases (20.2 per

cent In Mln1murn Rent Low plans and 26.0 percent ln the Mln1mum Rent Hlgh

plans), whl1e those that already met requlrements at enrollment showed no

slgnif~cant lncreases. Nevertheless, the change ln houslng servlces above
1

normal was still substantlally less than the change In expendltures.

I The lncrease In expendltures above normal (from Tables 5-10 and
5-11) were:

All Households
Mln1murn Rent Low...........•.......
~nlJllum Rent H~gh.•••.•...•.•.••..•

Households Not Meet~ng at Enrollment
Mlnlmum Rent Low•.•.•...•.•........
M~n~mum Rent H~gh.•.••.••.•.•...•••
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P~ttsburgh

2.8%
8.5

8.7
15.8

Phoenlx

15.7%
28.4

42.0
42.6



Table 6-9

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM 0.000 0.0% (85) 0.104** 11.0% (55)
RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS (0.020) (2.0) (0.034) (3.8)

D~d not meet requl.rements at -0.009 -0.9 (20) 0.184** 20.2 (20 )
f-' enrollment (0.045) (4.4) (0.060) (7.2)...,
f-'

Met requirements at enrollment
a

0.004 0.5 (65) 0.025 2.5 (35 )
(0.022) (2.2) (0.038) (4.0)

SAMPLE: Min~mum Rent Low households act~ve and meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enrollment
excluding those with enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~b~lity l~m~ts and those l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes or
~n subs~dized hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat~on, Baseline and Per~od~c Interviews, and payments file.

NOTES: Effects are corrected for selection bias using Control households that d~d not meet Minimum
Rent Low requirements at two years after enrollment. Standard error in parentheses.

a. No select~on b~as for th~s group.
** t-statist~c of estimated effect signif~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table 6-10

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM 0.009 0.9% (53) 0.166** 18.0% (41)
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS (0.026) (2.6) (0.042) (4.9)

D~d not meet requ~rements at 0.031 3.1 (23) 0.232** 26.0 (25)
f-' enrollment (0.047) (4.8) (0.058) (7.3)....
'"

Met requirements a -0.007at enrollment -0.7 (30) 0.041 4.2 (16)
(0.027) (2.7) (0.050) (5.2)

SAMPLE: M~nimum Rent H~gh households act~ve and meet~ng requirements at two years after enrollment
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligib~lity limits and those living in their own homes or
~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
population, Baseline and Per~od~c Interv~ews, and payments f~le.

NOTES: Effects are corrected for selection b~as us~ng Control households that d~d not meet Minimum
Rent High requ~rements at two years after enrollment. Standard error in parentheses.

a. No select~on b~as for th~s group.
** t-stat~st~c of est~mated effect sign~f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Effects for Unconstra1ned Households

Unconstra1ned households had an increase in hous~ng serv1ces above normal

of 3 percent ~n Pittsburgh and 13 percent ~n Phoen~x, the latter s~gnificant

at the 0.01 level (see Table 6-11). These increases are not sign~f~cantly

~fferent from the Hous~ng Gap groups (see Append~x Tables IX-42 through

IX-44). Unconstrained households d~d not overpay for the~r un~ts and th~s

increase 1n hous1ng services reflects the change for expenditures: 3

percent above normal ~n P~ttsburgh and 16 percent above normal in Phoenix

(see Table 5-8).

6.3 SUMMARY

In summary, all of the allowance plans may have had about the same overall

effect on the housing services of part~cipants as the Unconstra~ned payments.

In no case 15 the estimated overall 1ncrease 1n hous1ng services signif1

cantly different from that found for Unconstrained households. For M~n~urn

Rent High plans in Pittsburgh and for Min~urn Standards plans in Phoenix,

this partly reflects induced shopping behavior. These households increased

the~r expend~tures by more than Unconstra~ned households. However, they

were apparently 1nduced by the allowance to shop less carefully than Un

constra1ned households, so that the1r overall 1ncrease in hous1ng services

was effect~vely the same.

Tables 6-12 through 6-15 present the proportion of the allowance payment

that went to 1Dcreased housing serv1ces.
1 Since the 1ncreases in hous1ng

serv1ces were less than the 1ncreases 10 expend1tures, the proport10ns are

consequently lower. Further, the proport~ons for the Housing Gap house

holds are not very d~fferent from those for the Unconstra~ned households.

It must be emphas~zed that both the ev~dence on-overpayment and the changes

in hous1ng serv1ces depend on the acceptance of the hedon1c 1ndices as a

reliable measure. As was already noted, there ~s evidence that the

P~ttsburgh ~ndex tends to understate the value of hous~ng services pro

v~ded by a unit because of some om~tted qual~ty ~tems. Even ~f the

Is~nce the hedon~c ~ndex ~n P~ttsburgh has probably omitted some
2tems, the proport10n of the allowance going to 1ncreased housing services
~n that s~te ~s h~gher than the f~gures ~n the tables suggest.
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Table 6-11

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECTHOUSEHOLD GROUP

All Unconstrained households 0.0334

(0.0242)

PITTSBURGH

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

3.4%

(2.5)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(52)

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

0.1190**

(0.0419)

PHOENIX

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

12.6%

(4.7)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(33 )

SAMPLE: Unconstra~ned households active at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enroll
ment ~ncomes over the el~g~b~l~ty l~mlts and those I1vlng 1n thelr own homes or in SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Populatl0n, Basellne and Perlodic Interviews, and payments £11e.

NOTE: Standard error ~n parentheses.
** t-stat~st~c of est~mated effect s~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table 6-12

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED HOUSING SERVICES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENTAGE PROPORTION
CHANGE IN OF PAYMENT
HOUSING MEDIAN AMOUNT USED FOR
SERVICES NORMAL OF MEAN SERVICES

HOUSEHOLD GROUP ABOVE NORMALa SERVICES CHANGE PAYMENT ABOVE NORMAL

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 3.1% $117 $3.6 $65 6%

D~d not meet requ1rements at
5.6 113 6.3 66 10enrollment

Met requ1rements at enrollment 0.8 122 1.0 64 2
f-'.....
\n

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 10.2 136 13.9 81 17

D~d not meet requ1rements at
enrollment 10.5 133 14.0 94 15

Met requ~rements at enrollment 8.2 144 11.8 52 23

monthly Household Report
Interviews, and payments

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards households
excluding those w~th enrollment incomes over
~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and
Populat~on, Basel~ne and Per~od~c

a. From Table 6-8.

active and meet~ng requirements at two years after enrollment,
the el~g~b~lity lim~ts and those living in their own homes or

Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
file.



Table 6-13

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED HOUSING SERVICES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D~d not meet requ~rements at
enrollment

Met requ~rements at enrollment

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D~d not meet requ~rements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
HOUSING
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMALa

PITTSBURGH

0.0%

-0.9

0.5

PHOENIX

11.0

20.2

2.5

MEDIAN
NORMAL
SERVICES

$112

102

115

138

117

153

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

$0.0

-0.9

0.6

15.2

23.6

3.8

MEAN
PAYMENT

$58

61

56

86

109

71

PROPORTION
OF PAYMENT
USED FOR
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL

0%

-2

1

18

22

5

SAMPLE: M~nimum Rent Low households active and meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the eligibil~ty lim~ts and those l~ving in the~r own homes or
in subsid~zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Population, Basel~ne and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

a. From Table 6-9.



Table 6-14

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED HOUSING SERVICES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENTAGE PROPORTION
CHANGE IN OF PAYMENT
HOUSING MEDIAN AMOUNT USED FOR
SERVICES NORMAL OF MEAN SERVICES

HOUSEHOLD GROUP ABOVE NORMALa SERVICES CHANGE PAYMENT ABOVE NORMAL

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 0.9% $121 $1.1 $51 2%

Did not meet requ~rements at 3.1 111 3.4 50 7
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment -0.7 130 -0.9 52 -2

I-'
-J
-J PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 18.0 146 26.3 103 26

Did not meet requirements at
enrollment 26.0 132 34.3 114 30

Met requ~rements at enrollment 4.2 168 7.1 85 8

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent H~gh households active and meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those w~th enrollment incomes over the el~g~b~lity limits and those living in the~r own homes or
in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat~on, Basel~ne and Per~odic Interviews, and payments file.

a. From Table 6-10.



Table 6-15

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE PAYMENT USED FOR INCREASED HOUSING SERVICES USING
COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

All Unconstra1ned households

All Unconstra1ned households

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
HOUSING
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMALa

PITTSBURGH

3.4%

PHOENIX

12.6%

MEDIAN
NORMAL
SERVICES

$107

$132

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

$3.6

$16.6

MEAN
PAYMENT

$54

$108

PROPORTION
OF PAYMENT
USED FOR
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL

15%

SAMPLE: Unconstra1ned households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those w1th enroll
ment 1ncornes over the eliglbillty 11mlts and those I1vlng in thelr own homes or In Subsldlzed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census of
POpulatl0n, Basellne and PerlodlC Interviews, and payments flie.

a. From Table 6-11.



hedonic 1ndex does understate the absolute level of housing change, however,

there 18 I1ttle reason to be11eve that the relat1ve magn1tude for Housing
1

Gap and Unconstra1ned households are m1sstated.

lIf omitted qual~ty ~tems are correlated with meet~ng M~n~um
standards, the campar1son of Min~um Standards and Unconstra1ned households
could also be b~ased. The lack of any s~gn~ficant overpayment for Control
households that met the M1DLmurn Standards requ1rement, however, suggests
that th~s is not a problem.
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CHAPTER 7

THE EFFECT OF MOBILITY STATUS
ON HOUSING CONSUMPTION

Chapters 5 and 6 presented est1mates of the key exper1mental effects on

housJ.ng expendl.tures and servJ.ces.. The most lmportant explanatory varJ.able

was the householdls enrollment housJ.ng requJ.rement status. Households

Ilving 1n unJ.ts that met the1r housJ.ng requlrements at enrollment had nor

mal 1ncreases 1.n hous.l.ng consumptl.on, whl.le those that met after enrollment

had slgnJ.f1cantly above-normal l.ncreases 1n housl.ng consumptl.on.

The household's mobi11ty status may also play an 1mportant role in deter

ml.nl.ng changes 10 expendJ.tures and serVlces over the experl.mental perlod.

Households that do not move typ1cally do not make large changes e1ther 1n

thel.r houslng expendl.tures or, Sl.nce the unJ.t characterl.stl.CS remaJ.n

basically the same, in thel.r houslng servl.ces. In contrast, movers are

the households expected to be most respons1ve to any

often make relat1vely large changes 1n the1r hous1ng

allowance payment
1

consurnpt~on.

and

This chapter presents separate analyses for movers and stayers. S~nce nor

mal changes are expected to d1ffer by mob111ty status, d1fferent pred1ct10n

equat~ons for normal rent are used for each group: a predict~on equat~on

der1ved from Control households that d1d not move from the1r enrollment

un~ts ~s used for Housing Gap stayers' normal behav~or and an equat~on

2
der~ved from Control movers ~s used for Hous~ng Gap movers' normal behav~or.

To the extent that some Hous1ng Gap households were 1nduced to move by the

allowance offer, however, th~s procedure ~s l~kely to underest~mate the

exper~mental effect on movers by overestLmat~ng the~r normal rent or hous

~ng serv~ces (stayers typ~cally have lower rents than do movers). Thus,

in estlmating the normal behav~or for Hous~ng Gap movers, ~t ~s assumed

that no households were ~nduced by the allowance offer to move. S~nce the
3

offer d~d apparently ~nduce some households to move and the changes for

1
See Append~x V for changes ~n expenditures and ~n hous~ng serv~ces

over the two-year per10d for movers and stayers.

2The pred1ct1ng equat10ns are presented in Append1x VIII.
3
MacM111an (1978) has found that Hous1ng Gap households that d1d not

meet the1r requ1rements at enrollment were more l~kely to move than other
w~se s~ID2lar Control households; see also Append~x XI.
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movers are h~gher than those for stayers, the normal rent and hous~ng serv

~ces est~mated for Houslng Gap movers ~n th~s manner would be too hlgh and

thus the est1mated experlmental effects would be too low.

ThlS assumpt10n 1S nevertheless useful because It provldes a better ldea of

the potentlal long-run response of households to an allowance program.

MacM1llan (1978, p. 26) found that most 10w-1ncome households (70 percent

1n Plttsburgh and 88 percent 1n Phoenlx) wl11 have moved 1n a flve-year

perlod. Thus, effects of the experlment due slmply to lnduced movlng mlght

well be only an acceleratlon of normal behavlor. Consequently, comparlson

of the response of Hous1ng Gap movers wlth Control movers can be used to

approxlmate the response of all households over a longer perlod of tlme.

Sectl0n 7.1 presents the computed experlmental effects for stayers whlle

Sectlon 7.2 presents the results for movers. Each sectlon presents data

descr1blng the experlmental effects on expendltures and houslng serVlces

and the percentage overpayment of households that met thelr requlrements.

No demograph1c d1stlnctlons are made due to the small sample Slzes lnvolved.

Sect10n 7.3 provldes a brlef summary of the chapter.

7.1 EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTS ON STAYERS

Reclplent households that dld not move from thelr enrollment un1tS are of

two klnds: those that recelved allowance payments because thelr unlts met

thelr houslng requlrement

to meet thelr requlrement

at enrollment and those
1

after enrollment.

that upgraded the1r un1ts

Tables 7-1 through 7-4 present the exper1mental effect on expend1tures for
2

Houslng Gap and Unconstra1ned stayers. No group of stayers lncreased thelr

houslng expendltures slgnlf1cantly above normal levels. ThlS was true even

for households that met the1r requlrements after enrollment through upgrad

1ng. Upgrad1ng may therefore be the route to part1c1pat1on used by those

1
Upgraders are the subJect of another report (Merr1ll and Joseph,

1979) and are eXamlned here for completeness. That report provldes more
detall on thelr behavl0r.

2
The estlmates for Mlnlmum Rent households are corrected for selec-

tl0n blas for conslstency wlth the treatment of all Mlnlmum Rent households
even though no eVldence of a slgnlflcant blas on stayers 1n partlcular was
found (see Append1x Tables IX-12 and IX-19).
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Table 7-1

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS STAYERS

THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL STAYERS THAT MET MINIMUM
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT 0.014 1.4% (53) 0.031 3.1% (36)
TWO YEARS (0.024) (2.4) (0.029) (3.0)

f-' D~d not meet requirements -0.006 -0.5 (21) 0.038 3.9 (20 )
00
w at enrollment (0.037) (3.7) (0.040) (4.2)

Met requirements at enrollment 0.033 3.4 (32 ) -0.008 -0.8 (16)
(0.032) (3.3) (0.040) (3.9)

SAMPLE: M1n1mum Standards stayers act1ve and meet1ng requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those w1th enrollment incomes over the e11g1b11ity I1m1ts and those I1ving 10 their own homes or 10
subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTES: Effects are not corrected for (insignif~cant) select~on b~as. Standard error ~n parentheses.

------------"



Table 7-2

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW STAYERS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL STAYERS THAT MET MINIMUM -0.007 -0.7% (60) 0.037 3.8% (19)
RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT (0.023) (2.3) (0.041) (4.3)
TWO YEARS

.... D~d not meet requirements [0.072] [7.5] (12) [0.117] [12.4] (3 )
00 at enrollment (0.052) (5.6) (0.135 ) (15.4)'"

a
Met requ~rements at enrollment -0.021 -2.1 (48) -0.008 -0.8 (16)

(0.029) (2.9) (0.039) (3.9)

SAMPLE: M1n1mum Rent Low stayers active and meet1ng requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those w1th enrOllment incomes, over the elig1b111ty 11m1ts and those I1v1ng 10 the1r own homes or 10
subs~dized hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTES: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1ons. Standard error~1n parentheses.
Effects are corrected for selection bias us~ng Control stayers that d~d not meet the Min~mum Rent Low requ~re

ments at two years after enrollment.
a. No select~on b~as for th~s group.



Table 7-3

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH STAYERS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL STAYERS THAT MET MINIMUM 0.021 2.1% (28) [0.047] [4.8J* (6)
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT (0.037) (3.8) (0.097) (10.2)
TWO YEARS

Did not meet requ1rements [O.041J [4.2) (8 ) (0)

... at enrollment (0.093) (9.8)
00

'"
Met requ1rements at enrollmenta 0.023 2.3 (20) [0.016) [1.6] (6 )

(0.037) (3.8) (0 .058) (5.9)

SAMPLE; M~nimum Rent H~gh stayers actlve and meetlng requlrements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g~b111ty 11m1ts and those 11v~ng 1n the1r own homes or 1n
subsidlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTES: Brackets 1nd~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error 1n parentheses.
Effects are corrected for select10n b~as uS1ng Control stayers that d1d not meet the M1n1mum Rent High requ1re
ments at two years after enrollment.

a. No select10n b~as for th1s group.
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Table 7-4

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR UNCONSTRAINED STAYERS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

All Unconstra1ned stayers

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

0.005

(0.028)

PITTSBURGH

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

0.5%

(2.8)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(37)

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

[0.045]

(0.042)

PHOENIX

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

[4.6%]

(4.4)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(15)

SAMPLE: Unconstra1ned stayers act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment
1ncomes over the e11gib111ty I1m1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or 1n Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f11e.
NOTE: Brackets 1ndicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1ons. Standard error 1n parentheses.



households for WhlCh It 15 a relatlvely lnexpenSlve means of meetlng the
1

requlrernents. Llkewlse, no group of Houslng Gap stayers had lncreases In

thelr rent due to the allowance that were slgnlflcantly greater than Uncon

stra~ned stayers (see Append~x Tables IX-37 through IX-39).

Tables 7-5 through 7-7 present f~gures on overpayment by stayers that met

the varlOllS requlrements at two years after enrollment. Sample 51zes are

frequently small, especlally In Phoenlx, so that flrm concluslons are not

posslble. Nevertheless, It appears that households that met the Mlnlmum

Rent reqU1.rernents wl.thout movl.ng overpald on average, whl1e slmJ.lar Ml.nJ..mum

Standards stayers dld not. The extent of overpayment was not, however,

s~gn~f~cantly d~fferent from that of Control households (see Table 7-8).

Nor, as lndlcated above, dld Mlnlmum Rent stayers show any sl.gnl.f1.cant

lncrease In expendltures. Thus, lt appears that for households that dld

not move, the Mlnlmum Rent requlrement slmply acted to select households

wlth hlgher rents, lncludlng households that were overpaYlng relatlve to

the market value of thelr unltS.

As lndlcated, Mlnlmum Standards households that met reqUlrements wlthout

movmg, on the other hand, show no eVldence of overpayment. Indeed, in

P~ttsburgh, where Control households that met M~n~mum Standards J.n place

dld have slgn1ficant overpayments, ~n~um Standards households showed no

sJ.gn~fJ.cant overpayment. Indeed, M~n=um Standards households that upgraded

to meet requ~ements pa~d s~gn~f~cantly less (at the 0.10 level) than sJ.m~

lar Control households ~n PJ.ttsburgh (the s~ze of the est=ated d~fference

between MlnLmum Standards and Control upgraders lS slmalar In Phoenlx but

not s~gn~f~cant; see Table 7-8).

Tables 7-9 through 7-12 present the exper~mental effect on housJ.ng serv~ces

for Hous1ng Gap and Unconstralned stayers. Only one group of Hous1ng Gap

stayers lncreased thelr houslng serVlces slgnlflcantly above normal--Phoenlx

Mlnlmum Standards households that met at enrollment. ThlS flnd1ng lS odd

and may result from the small sample Slze lnvolved. The overall houslng

serVlces lncreases for stayers are not very dlfferent from the expendlture

changes for those households, reflect~ng the f~nd~ng that Hous~ng Gap house

holds generally d~d not overpay d~fferently from s~m~lar Control households.

1
See MerrJ.ll and Joseph (1979) for further ev~dence on th~s po~nt.
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Table 7-5

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR STAYERS THAT MET MINL'fiJM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PI'l'TSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP OVERPAYMENT SIZE OVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL STAi"ERS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households 4.4\;* (62) 0.8% (44)
(1.9) (2.5)

MJ.nimum Standards households 0.1 (52) -4.6 (34)
(2.7) (3.7)

UnconstraJ.ned households [2.3] (9) [1.9] (9)
(6.1) (7 1)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Control households 7.5*a (18) 4.5 (17)
(3.2) (13 .2)

MJ.nJ.mllm Standards households -3.7 (20) -5.6 • (20)
(3.9) (4.5)

UnconstraJ.ned households [-4.0J (2) [-5.2J (3)
(11.9) (11.1)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Control households 3.1* (44) -1.4 (27)
(1.4) (4.1)

MJ.nJ.mllm Standards households 2.5 (32) [-3.1] (14)
(3.4) (5.6)

UnconstraJ.ned households [4.21 (7) [5.7) (6)
(7.0) (9.1)

SAMPLE MJ.nJ.IDUm Standards, UnconstraJ.ned, and Control stayers actJ.ve and meetJ.ng MJ.n1mum Standards
requJ.rements at two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ.gJ.bJ.lJ.ty
lJ.mJ.ts and those IJ.vJ.ng J.n theJ.r own homes or J.n subSJ.dJ.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES' InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, HousJ.ng Evaluahon Forms, 1970 Census of
PopulatJ.on, BaselJ.ne and PerJ.odJ.c IntervJ.ews, and payments fJ.1e.

NOTES: Brackets J.ndJ.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatJ.ons. Standard error J.n parentheses.
a. EstJ.mated overpayment sJ.gnJ.fJ.cantly dJ.fferent from that of MJ.nJ.IDUm Standards households at the

0.10 level.
* t-statJ.stJ.c of resJ.dual sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 7-6

ESTIMATED OVERPA'iMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR STAYERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT '_

SAMPLE
SIZE

ALL STAYERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households

MJ.lu.mum Rent Low households

Unconstral.ned households

5.6\** (134) 10 8%*'" (54)
(O.B) (2.1)

6.4* (62) 6 B (19)
(2.6) (5 2)

7.8t (21) i4.6) (9)
(4 1) (7 2)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Control households

MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low households

UnconstraJ.ned households

[-40]** (15) [25.5]** (3)
(0.5) (5.1)

[3 0] (13) [l1.B) (3)
(5.0) (13.1)

[2 5J (4) [-37 3]a (1)
(B B) (12.9)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Control households

MJ.nl.mum. Rent Low households

Unconstial.ned households

6.9** (1l9) 10 0** (51)
(1.0) (1.9)

7.3* (49) 5.B (16)
(2.9) (5.5)

9 1+ (17) ill 5J (B)
(4.7) (B.O)

level.
level
level.

o 10
0.05
o 01

the
the
the

at
at
at

sl.gnl.fJ.cant
sJ.gnJ.f.l.cant
sJ.gnl.fJ.cant

resJ.dual
resl.dual
resl.dual

SAMPLE; M~n~mum Rent Low, Unconstra~ned, and Control stayers actl.ve and meet:Lng the M:Ln:Lmum Rent
Low requ:Lrements at two years after enrollment, exclud:Lng those Wl.th enrollment ~ncornes over the el~gl.

.ol.l~ty lJ.Inl.ts and those 11.v:Lng J.n theJ.r own homes or ~n sUbs~d:Lzed housJ.ng.
DATA SOURCES. InJ.t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, HousJ.ng Eva1uatJ.on Forms, 1970 Census

of Populat.l.on, Base11.ne and PerJ.od~c Interv:Lews, and payments f1.1e.

NOTES. Brackets J.ndl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. Standard error 1.0 parentheses.
a. EstJ.mated overpayment sJ.gmfJ.cantly d:Lfferent from that of U~nllUum Rent Low households at the

0.10 level.
t t-statJ.shc of
* t-statJ.stl.C of
** t-statJ.s tJ.C of

189



Table 7-7

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT 'ni'O YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR STAYERS THAT M.E'1' MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT T'M) YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

PI'rI'SBORGH

PERCEN'rAGE
OVERPAYMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

ALL S'rAYERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REt;;;UIRl2'!ENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households

M~n~um Rent High households

Unconstruned households

12.7\** (74) 12.8\** (37)
(l.5) (2.9)

16.5** (30) [12.3} (7)

(3.8) (8.7)

[16.1]* (11) (18.6]t (6)
(5.9) (9.9)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROWIENT

control households

MJ..1U.lIl1Jm Rent H1.gh households

Unconstra.Lned households

9.5** (18)
(Ll)

[19 3J* (9)

(6.9)

[20.8] (3)
(12.0)

(15 4J**
(3.5)

[7.2]
(22.2)

(5)

(0)

(1)

MET REQUI1m'!ENTS AT ENROLUtENT

Control households

MUll.mum Rent High households

Unconstra~ed households

13.7** (56) 12 4-- (32)
(l.6) (2 8)

15.2** (21) [12.3] (7)
(4.4) (8 7)

[l4.4lt (8) [21 olt (5)
(6 9) (11.1)

level
level.
level.

0.10
0.05
0.01

the
the
the

at
at
at

s~gn~f~cant

sl.gnl.fl.cant
s~gnJ..f~cant

SAMPLE. MJ.m.mum Rent H1.gh, Unconstrained, and Control stayers act~ve and meetJ..ng the MJ.n:unum Rent
HJ..gh reqw.rements at two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those w~th enrollment J..ncOI!leS over the elJ..g~

b~l~ty l~ts and those lJ..v~g J..n theJ..r own homes or J..n subsJ..~zed housJ..ng.
DATA SOURCES InJ..t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluatl.on Forms. 1970 Census of

populatJ..on, BaselJ..ne and Per~odl.c Intervl.ews, and payments fJ..le
NOTES. Brackets J.nd~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatJ.ons. standard error J..n parentheses

Est~ted overpayment of Control and UnconstraJ..ned households not sJ..gn~fJ.cantly dJ..fferent from Ml.n~mum Rent
H~9h households at the 0.10 level.

t t-stat~stJ..c of res~dual

* t-statJ.stJ..c of res~dual

** t-stat~stl.c of resJ.dual
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Table 7-8

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
FOR STAYERS THAT MET THEIR REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENTa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS -4.1% 0.7% 3.3% -5.4% -3.7% -0.4%
AT TWO YEARS (3.1) (2.4) (3.2) (4.4) (4.7) (7.6)

D~d not meet requirements at -7.7t -2.5 5.9 -6.4 [0.9]
enrollment (4.1) (4.2) (5.4) (5.0) (10.8)

f-'
\D
f-' Met requirements at enrollment -1.8 1.6 2.3 -3.9 -4.5 -0.4

(3.7) (2.6) (3.6) (6.1) (4.9) (7.7)

SAMPLE: Hous~ng Gap stayers act~ve and meet1ng the1r requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those with enrollment 1ncomes over the elig1b111ty l1rn1ts and those liv1ng 1n the1r own homes or
~n subs~d~zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat1on, Base11ne and Per1od1c Interviews, and payments £11e.

NOTES: Brackets 1ndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error 1n parentheses.

a. Computed as e(~E - ~C~-l rather than as (e0E_l) - (e0C_l), where 0E ~s the estimated res~dual
for Experimental households and ~C ~s the estimated res~dual for Control households.

t t-stat~stic of compar~son s~gnificant at the 0.10 level.



Table 7-9

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS STAYERS

THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PHOENIX

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECTHOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL STAYERS THAT MET MINIMUM
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Did not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requ1rements at enrollmenta

0.010 1.0%
(0.017) (1. 7)

0.027 2.7
(0.060) (6.2)

-0.019 -1.9
(0.021) (2.1)

(50)

(19)

(31)

0.052' 5.4%
(0.020) (2.1)

0.039 4.0
(0.024) (2.5)

[0.069)' [7.2)
(0.027) (2.9)

(32)

(20)

(12)

SAMPLE: M1nimurn Standards stayers active and meet1ng requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those with enrollment incomes over the e11gib11ity 11mits and those liv1ng in the1r own homes or
1n subs1d1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Population, Base11ne and Period1c Interviews, and payments file.

NOTES: Brackets 1ndicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error in parentheses., , ,
Effects are corrected for select10n b1as using Control stayers that did not meet the M1n1murn Standards
requ1rements at two years after enrollment.

a. No select10n b1as for th1s group.
, t-stat1st1c of est1mated effect sign1f1cant at the 0.05 level.



Table 7-10

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW STAYERS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PHOENIX

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECTHOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL STAYERS THAT MET MINIMUM
RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Did not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requ1rements at enrollmenta

-0.003 -0.3%
(0.015) (1.5)

[-0.009] [-0.9]
(0.031) (3.1)

-0.008 -0.8
(0.020) (2.0)

(55)

(ll)

(44)

0.038 3.9%
(0.023) (2.4)

[0.037] [3.7]
(0.097) (10.1)

0.029 2.9
(0.024) (2.5)

(18)

(2)

(16)

SAMPLE: M1n1mum Rent Low stayers active and meet1ng requirements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those W1th enrollment 1ncomes over the eligibility l1mits and those liv1ng in their own homes or
1n subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat10n, Base11ne and Period1c Interv1ews, and payments f1le. .

NOTES: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error in parentheses.,
Effects are corrected for selection b1as using Control stayers that did not meet the Minimum Rent Low
requ1rements at two years after enrollment.

a. No select10n bias for th1s group.



Table 7-11

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH STAYERS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PHOENIX

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECTHOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL STAYERS THAT MET MINIMUM
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D~d not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requ~rements at enrollmenta

-0.035 -3.4%
(0.022) (2.1 )

[-0.052] [-5.1]
(0.056) (5.3)

-0.033 -3.3
(0.024) (2.3)

(27)

(7 )

(20)

[0.026J
(0.052)

[0.009]
(0.035)

[2.6]%
(5.4 )

[0.9]
(3.5)

(6 )

(0 )

(6)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent H~gh stayers act~ve and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
exclud~ng those with enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~bil~ty l~mits and those l~ving in the~r own homes or
in subsid~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat~on, Basel~ne and Per~od~c Interv1ews, and payments f11e.

NOTES: Brackets ~nd~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. Standard error in parentheses.,
Effects are corrected for select~on bias using Control stayers that did not meet the Min~mum Rent High
requ1rernents at two years after enrollment.

a. No select~on b~as for th~s group.



Table 7-12

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR UNCONSTRAINED STAYERS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

All Unconstra1ned stayers 0.001 0.1% (33) (0.0651" [6.7%] (15)

(0.017) (1. 7) (0.023) (2.5)

SAMPLE: Unconstrained stayers act~ve at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w1th enrollment
1ncomes over the elig1h111ty 11m1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or 1n Subs1dized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat1on, Base11ne and Period1c Interv1ews, and payments f11e.

NOTES: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1ons. Standard error 1n parentheses.
" t-stat1st1c of estimated effect s1gn1f1cant at the 0.05 level.



Nor are the hous~ng serv~ces ~ncreases s~gn~f~cantly d~fferent from the

changes for Unconstra~nedhouseholds.

7.2 EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT ON MOVERS

In contrast to the results for stayers, there was a s~gnif~cant exper~men

tal effect on the expend~tures of movers (see Tables 7-13 through 7-15).

The effects for the movers that only met M~n~mum Standards after enrollment

were 9.9 percent above normal ~n P~ttsburgh and 27.1 percent ~n Phoen~x,

s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level ~n P~ttsburgh and at the 0.01 level ~n

Phoenl.x. (Recall that the mover response as def~ned here probably under-

states the true two-year response ~ncludl.ng the effects of l.nduced movl.ng.)

Further, the effects for Ml.nl.mum Rent movers that only met after enrollment

were also s1.gn1.fl.cant at the 0.01 level (w~th one except1.on): for M1.n1.mum

Rent Low movers, 5.4 percent (not s1.gn1f~cant) above normal ~n P1ttsburgh

but 33.1 percent above normal ~n Phoenlxi for Ml.n1.mum Rent H1.gh movers,

21.9 percent above normal 1n Plttsburgh and 36.1 percent ~n Phoenlx. As

was found 1n Chapter 5, there were no s1gnlfl.cant above-normal ~ncreases

l.n rent for Houslng Gap movers that already met requlrements at enrollment.

Unconstra1ned movers had above-normal 1ncreases 1n rent of 3.7 percent 1n

P~ttsburgh and 17.9 percent ~n Phoen~x (the latter s~gn~f~cant at the 0.05

level; see Table 7-16). Only one Hous~ng Gap group had a s~gn~f~cantly

larger ~ncrease 1.n rent than dld s1.IDllar Unconstra1ned households--M~n1mum

1
Rent H~gh households ~n P~ttsburgh (but only at the 0.10 level).

Tables 7-17 througn 7-19 present the percentage overpayment of movers that

met the hous1ng requlrements at two years after enrollment relat1ve to the

market average. M1n1mum Standards movers pald slgn1f1.cantly more than

average ~n Phoen~x (s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level). Separate analys~s of

households that met at enrollment and those that only met after enrollment

1S dl.fflcult because of small sample s~zes, but M1.n1.mum Standards movers

that only met after enrollment appear to have overpa1d for the1r Ulll.tS by

more than s1IDllar Control households (the dlfference was s~gnlflcant only

~n Phoen~x; see Table 7-20). For households that d~d not meet the M~n~mum

Standards at enrollment, then, mov1ng to a unl.t that met Ml.n1mum Standards

1
See Append~x Tables IX-37 through IX-39.
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Table 7-13

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES AHOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS MOVERS

THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT 0.078 8.1% (31) 0.176** 19.2% (54)
TWO YEARS (0.048) (5.3) (0.046) (5.5)

Did not meet requirements 0.094t 9.9 (26) 0.240** 27.1 (43)

to at enrollment (0.055) (6.1) (0.058) (7.3)
-..]

Met requirements at enrollment [-0.066] [-6.4] (5 ) [-0.041] [-4.0] (11)
(0.099) (9.4) (0.066) (6.3)

requirements at two years after enrollment,
limits and those 1~v1ng 1n their own homes

and meet1ng
ehg~b~lity

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards movers act~ve

excluding those with enrollment ~ncomes over the
or in SUbs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTES: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. Standard
Effects are not corrected for (~ns~gn~f~cant) select~on bias.

t t-stat~st~c of est~mated effect s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
** t-stat~st~c of est~mated effect significant at the 0.01 level.

error in parentheses.



Table 7-14

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW MOVERS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP
EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

PITTSBURGH

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

SAMPLE
SIZE

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

PHOENIX

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

SAMPLE
SIZE

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM
o.oscfl b

RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT S.1%
TWO YEARS (0.044) (4.6)

Did not meet requirements [0. OS3jb [S.4)b
at enrollment (0.070) (7.4)....

'"00
a 0.083 8.7Met requirements at enrollment

(0.OS6) (6.1)

(41)

(lS)

(26)

O.13S" l4.S%
(0.048) (S.S)

0.286" 33.1
(0.073) (9.8)

-0.029 -2.8
(O.OSO) (4.8)

(49)

(23)

(26)

SAMPLE: Min~mum Rent Low movers act1ve and meet1ng~requ1rementsat two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those with enrollment 1ncomes over the eligibi11ty lim1ts and those I1v1ng 10 the1r own homes
or 10 SUbS1dized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTES: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat10ns. Standard error 1n parentheses.
Effects are correoted for select10n bias uS1ng Control movers that d1d not meet the M1nimum Rent Low
requ1rements at two years after enrollment.

a. No select10n b1as for th18 group.
b. Correct1on based on 15 or fewer Control observat10ns.
" t-statist~c of estimated effect s~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table 7-15

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH MOVERS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM 0.131** 14.0% (29) 0.234** 26.4% (39)
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT (0.050) (5.7) (0.055) (7.0)
TWO YEARS

Did not meet requirements 0.19S** 21.9 (17) 0.30S** 36.1 (2S)

to at enrollment (0.067) (S.2) (0.071) (9.7)

'"
Met requirements at enrollmenta [0.04S] [4.9] (12) [0.074] [7.7] (11)

(0.070) (7.3) (0.066) (7.1)

SAMPLE: Minlmum Rent Hlgh movers actlve and meeting requlrements at two years after
enrOllment, excluding those w~th enrollment incomes over the elig~b~l~ty lim~ts and those liv~ng in the~r

own homes or In SUbsldlzed houslng.
DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTES: Brackets ind~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. Standard error in parentheses.

Effects are corrected for select~on b~as us~ng Control moverS that d~d not meet the M~n~mum Rent H~gh

requlrements at two years after enrollment.
a. No selectl0n blas for thlS group.
*. t-statistic of estimated effect s~gnif~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 7-16

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR UNCONSTRAINED MOVERS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

All Unconstrained movers

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

0.036

(0.056)

PITTSBURGH

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

3.7%

(5.8)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(22)

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

0.165*

(0.066)

PHOENIX

MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

17.9%

(7.8)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(22)

tv
o
o

SAMPLE: Unconstrained movers act~ve at two years after enrOllment, excluding those wlth enrollment 1ncomes
over the el~g~bil~ty l~m~ts and those living ~n the~r own homes or ~n subsidized hous~ng.

, DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.
* t-stat~stic of est~mated effect signif~cant at the 0.05 level.



Table 7-17

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLUmNT

PITtSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP OVERPAYMENT SIZE OVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households -2 .. 7% (19) _3 .. g,b (43)

(4.1) (3.0)

Hllumum Standards households 1.0 (31) 8.2t (SO)

(4.3) (4.7)

Unconstr41ned households [-11.6] (5) [9.4] (8)
(8.4) (10 .. 3)

om NOT ME.E'I' RElt<JlREHENTS AT
ENROLUlENT

Control households (-7.4J (11) _a.Sa (32)
(11.0) (6.3)

MJ.nl.mtml standards households 4.1 (25) 7.4 (39)
(4.S) (5.2)

Unconstra1ned households [-12.4] (4) [10.8] (6)

(9 .. 3) (12.2)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Control households [4.1] (8) [10.6] (11)

(6.7) (9.4)

M.1.m.mum Standards households [-11.2] (6) (1l.4) (11)

(8.1) (9.9)

Unconstra~ed households I-B.G1 (1) (5.2J (2)
(20.S) {21.5}

SAMPLE. Ml.n]JJJum Standards, Uncanstrauled, and Control movers act:1.ve and meetl.ng M1.tumum Standards
requ~rements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w~th enrollment 1ncomes over the el1g1b~11ty

l~ts and those 1~v1ng 1n the1r own homes or 1n subsid1zed hous1ng.
DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng EvaluatJ.on Forms, 1970 Census of

Popu1at~on, Basel~ne and Period~c Interv1ews, and payments f~le.

NOTES. Brackets ~nd~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. Standard error ~n parentheses.
a. EstJ.lllated overpayment s1gn1f1cantly d~fferent from that of M1nJ.DlUID. Standards households at the

0.10 level.
b. Est1mated overpayment s~gn1f~cant1y d~fferent from that of ~n1mum Standards households at the

0.05 level.
t t-stat~st~c of res~dual s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
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Table 7-18

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT 'ThlJ YEARS AFTER ENROLL.'1ENT
FOR MOVERS THAT MET MINL'IDM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLIMENT

PITI'SBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP OVERPAYMENT SIZE OVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households 4.0'** (80) 7.2%** (71)
(0.9) (2.0)

M~n~um Rent Low households 7.8t (33) 13.2* (44)
(4.6) (5.3)

Unconstra~nedhouseholds -2.5 (18) (8.11 (14)
(5.3) (8.1)

DID -NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
E..'lROLIMENT

Control households -0.4** (28) 10.0** (25)
(0.1) (2.9)

M~n1mum Rent Low households (5.1) (11) 18.6* (22)
(7.7) (7.7)

Unconstr~ned households (-13.8) (6) 15.0 (6)
(8.3) (13.5)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Control households 6.5** (52) 5.8** (46)
(1.3) (1.6)

M1n1mum Rent Low households 9.1t (22) 8.0 (22)
(5.1) (6.8)

Unconstra~ned households [3.7] (12l (3.2) (8)
(6.3) (10.2)

level.
level.
level.

0.10
0.05
0.01

the
the
the

at
at
at

s1gn1f1cant
s;Lgn1f;Lcant
s~gnl.f1cant

SAMPLE M~n1mum Rent Low, Unconstra~ned, and Control movers act~ve and meet~ng M1n1mum Rent Low
requ~rements at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w1th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g1b11~ty

l~m1ts and those 11v1ng ~n the~r own nomes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Fo:rms, Hous1ng Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat1on, Basel~ne and Per:t.od:t.c Interv1ew5, and payments f11e.

NOTES: Brackets ~n~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. Standard error ~n parentheses.
Est~ted overpayment of Control and Unconstra1ned households not s~gn1f1cantlyd1fferent from M1n1mum Rent
Low households at the 0.10 level.

t t-stat1st:t.C of res1dual
* t-stat1st1c of reS1dual
** t-stat1st1c of res1dual
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Table 7-19

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TOO YEARS AF'l'ER. ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

PI'l'TSBUElGH

PERCENTAGE
OVE;RPA'iMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAnmNT

I.. SAMPLE

SIZE

Control households

IUnJ.D1UID Rent H.1.gh households

Unconstra1ned households

om NOT MEET ~IlU:HENTS AT
ENROLU<ENT

Control households

IUnUllUDl. Rent H.1.gh households

Unconstr~ned households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Control households

Muumum Rent H1gh households

Unconstra1ned households

a.9\*J' (55) 9.5\** (43)
(1.S) (3.3)

19.6** (2S) 19.0** (37)
(5.4) (5.S)

[_3.4]c (14) [13.2] (9)
(5.S) (10.1)

6.S**a (23) 11.7** (21)
(1.4) (4.2)

21.9** (16) 20.4** (26)
(7.2) (6.9)

[-6.7Jc (9) [17.3] (7)
(7.1) (12.1)

10.5** (32) 7.5* (22)
(2.1) (2.8)

[16.6]* (I2) [15.8J (11)
(7.5) (10.2)

[2.9] (5) [0.0) (2)
(10.0) (20.3)

S1IMPLE Ml.nJ.D1um Rent Hl.gh, unconstra1ned, and Control movers actl.ve and meetl.ng MJ.tulIIUm Rent H.1.gh
requl.rements at two years after enrollment, excluehng those wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the ell.gJ.bill.ty
11.m1ts and those ll.vl.ng l.n thel.r own homes or l.n subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES. Inl.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housl.ng Evaluatl.on Forms, 1970 Census of
populatl.on, Basell.ne and perl.odl.C Intervl.ews, and payments fl.le.

NOTES; Brackets l.ndl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatl.ons. Standard error l.n parentheses.
a Estl.mated overpayment sl.grufl.cantly dl.fferent from that of Ml.nl.mUIn Rent HJ.gh households at the

0.10 level.
b. Estl.mated overpayment s1.gnl.fl.cantly dl.fferent from that of Ml.nJ.D1UIO Rent H.1.gh households at the

0.05 level
c Estllnated overpayment sl.gnl.fl.cantly dl.fferent from that of M:Ln.l.l11.um Rent Hl.gb households at the

0.01 level.
'* t-stat1.st1.c of res1.dual sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.05 level
'*'* t-statl.stl.C of resl.dual s1.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.01 level
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Table 7-20

FO~S~~::DT~:C~:~A~~E~~:~~~~:~~~V~~y~=R~T~~U~~~~~~NTa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS 3.8% 3.6% 9.8%' 12.7%' 5.5% 8.6%
AT TWO YEARS (6.3) (4.2) (4.9) (6.0) (5.2) (6.1)

Did not meet requ~rements at 7.0 1.0 l1.9t 11.7t 10.6 9.9
enrollment (6.8) (6.9) (6.3) (6.4) (7.2) (7.0)

'"0 Met requ1rements at enrollment [-8.7] 4.8 7.0 16.0 0.8 5.7...
(9.3) (4.5) (6.4) (11. 0) (6.4) (9.7)

SAMPLE: Hous1ng Gap movers active and meet1ng the1r requirement~ at two years after enrollment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the elig1bi11ty l1m1ts and those liv1ng in the1r own homes or
1n subs1dized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat1on, Base11ne and Per1od1c Interviews, and payments £11e.

NOTES: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error 1n parentheses.

a. Computed as e(~E - PC:-l rather than as (e~E-l) - (e~C-l), where ~E 1S the est1mated res1dual
for Exper1mental households and ~C is the est1mated residual for Control households.

t t-stat1st1c of compar1son s1gn1f1cant at the 0.10 level.
, t-statist1c of compar1son s1gnificant at the 0.05 level.



resulted in overpayment relat1ve to s1m11ar Control households, whlle meet

~ng the requ~rements ~n place d~d not (cf. Table 7-5).

Mln1mum Rent movers that met their requ1rements at two years pa1d s1gn1f1

cantly more than average for the1r unlts in both s2tes. There was no

s1gn1flcant d1fference between the overpayment of Mlnimum Rent Low movers

and siffi11ar Control movers. However, several M1n1mum Rent H1gh groups 1n

Plttsburgh dld overpay by slgniflcantly more than s1IDllar Control movers

and also than s1m11ar Unconstra1ned movers (slgn1f1cant 1n two cases). In

add1t10n, M1nimum Rent H1gh movers pa1d more above average than dld house

holds 1n Min1mum Rent Low plans (20 versus 8 percent above average, respec

tively, 1n P1ttsburgh and 19 versus 13 pe!cent above average 1n Phoen1x) or

movers J..n M1nJ.InUIn Standards plans (Wh1Ch had overpayments of 1 percent 1n

Pittsburgh and 8 percent 1n Phoen1x). Furthermore, movers overpa1d by a

larger percentage amount than did stayers. It appears that the fum.mum

Rent H1gh plans 1nduced slgn1flcant overpayment for un1ts, even account1ng

for the~r b~as toward select~on of households that would ord~nar~ly overpay

for thelr un1tS.

Tables 7-21 through 7-24 present the 1ncreases 1n hous1ng serVlces above

normal for Houslng Gap and Unconstra1ned movers. Only M1n1mum Rent movers

1n Phoen1x show a slgn1flcant 1ncrease 1n the1r hous1ng serV1ces above nor

mal, and the 1ncreases for all groups are clearly below the 1ncreases 10

expend~tures (shown ~n Tables 7-14 and 7-15). As suggested ~n Chapter 6,

part of the d~fference can be accounted for by var~ables om~tted from the

hedonic equatlon in Plttsburgh. The slgnlflcant overpayment relatlve to

the market average for Mlnlmum Rent movers 1n pittsburgh (see Tables 7-18

and 7-19) can account for the rema~n~ng d~fferences.

In Phoenix, the differences also reflect overpayment. MJ..nlmum standards

movers overpa1d both relat1ve to the market average., and relat1ve to

Control movers, WhlCh resulted 1n some d1fference between the est1rnates

of expend1tures and serVlces 1ncreases. The est1mates of the 1ncreases 1n

expend1tures and hous1ng serV1ces are close for M1nlmum Rent Low households;

the large overpayment of Mln1mum Rent Hlgh movers relat1ve to slm1lar Control

movers accounts for the d1fference 10 est1mates for that group.

Unconstra1ned movers show 1ncreases 1n hous1ng serV1ces s1gn1f1cantly above

normal (at the 0.10 level)--9 percent ~n P~ttsburgh and 13 percent ~n
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Table 7-21

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCRE~SE

IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS MOVERS THAT
MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM 0.016 1.7% (29) 0.074 7.6% (39)
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS (0.050) (5.1) (0.049) (5.3)

Dl.d not meet requirements at 0.027 2.7 (24) 0.091 ,9.5 (30)
enrollment (0.060) (6.2) (0.058) (6.4)

"0
'" Met requl.rements at enrollmenta [0.011] [1.1] (5) [0.029] [2.9] (9)

(0.085) (8.6) (0.083) (8.6)

SAMPLE: MinimumStandards movers active and meeting requirements 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: Inl.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Population, Baseline and Perl.odic Interviews, and payments file.

NOTES: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error in parentheses.
Effects are corrected for selection bias using Control movers that did not meet the Minimum Standards
requirements at two years after enrollment.

a. ,No selection bias for this group.



Table 7-22

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW MOVERS THAT

MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM 0.003b
0.3% (30) 0.116* 12.3% (37)

RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS (0.042) (4.3) (0.048) (5.4)

DJ.d not meet requ~rements at [-0.051] b [-5.0] (9) 0.192* 21.2 (18)
enrollment (0.080) (7.6) (0.068) (8.2)

N
0
--J Met requ~rements at enrollmenta 0.033 3.3 (21) -0.004 -0.3 (19)

(0.051) (5.3) (0.068) (6.8)

SAMPLE, Minimum Rent Low movers active and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility lJ.mits and those living in their own homes or
in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES, InitJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Population, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

NOTES: Brackets J.ndicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error in parentheses.
Effects are corrected for selection bias using Control movers that dJ.d not meet the Minimum Rent Low
requirements at two years after enrollment.

a. No selection bias for this group.
b. Correct~on based on 15 or fewer Control observat~ons.

* t-statJ.stJ.c of estimated effect significant at the 0.05 level.



Table 7-23

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH MOVERS THAT

MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN . SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM 0.068 7.1% (26) 0.130* 13.9% (35)
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS (0.045) (4.8) (0.050) (5.7)

Did not meet requirements at 0.102 10.7 (16) 0.187* 20.5 (25)
enrollment (0.061) (6.8) (0.062) (7.5)

'"0
'" at enrollmentaMet requirements [0.014] [1.4] (10) [-0.032] [-3.1] (10)

(0.064) (6.5) (0.080) (7.8')

SAMPLE: M1nimum Rent High movers active and meeting requirements at two years after enrOllment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those liVing in their own homes or
in subsid1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Population, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

NOTES: Brackets 1ndicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error in parentheses.
Effects are corrected for selection bias using Control movers that did not meet the Minimum Rent H1gh
requirements at two years after enrollment.

a. No selection bias for this group.
* t-statistic of estimated effect signif1cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 7-24

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE
INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR UNCONSTRAINED MOVERS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEDIAN MEDIAN
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE

EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

All Unconstra~ned movers 0.088 r 9.2% (19) 0.126 r 13.4% (18)

(0.050) (5.5) (0.063) (7.2)

SAMPLE: Unconstralned movers actlve at two years after enrollment, excluding those wlth enrollment
lucornes over the ellg1bl11ty I1mlts and those I1vlng In thelr own homes or 1n Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census of
Populatl0n, Basellne and PerlodlC Intervlews, and payments £11e.

NOTE: Standard error ~n parentheses.
t t-stat~stic of est~mated effect s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.



Phoen1X (see Table 7-24). Append1x Tables IX-42 and IX-44 1nd1cate that

these ~ncreases are not slgnlflcantly dlfferent from the lncreases for the

Houslng Gap moverSa

The pattern of results for expendltures and serVlces 15 rnalntalned when

changes are consldered In relatl0n to the allowance payment. Movers that

only met requlrements after enrollment In most cases allocated more of the

allowance payment to rent than 51ffillar households In the overall sample

(cf. Tables 5-21 through 5-23 and 5-26). In P1ttsburgh, these proport10ns

were 16 percent for Mlnlmum Standards movers, 12 percent for Mlnlmum Rent

Low movers, and 45 percent for Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh movers; In Phoenlx, 32,

22, and 38 percent, respect1vely (see Tables 7-25 through 7-27). These

allocatl0ns are generally greater than the proportl0ns allocated by Uncon

stralned households--8 percent In Plttsburgh and 24 percent In Phoen~x

(see Table 7-28). Hous~ng Gap movers do not, however, devote any greater

proport~on of the allowance payment to ~ncreased hous~ng serv~ces than do

Unconstra1ned movers (see Tables 7-29 through 7-32).

7.3 SUMMARY AND COMPARISON

The ~ncreases ~n rent above normal for movers are for the most part larger

than those for all households (see Table 7-33). Because of th1s, the pro

port~on of the payment allocated to ~ncreased hous~ng expend~tures ~s also

typ1cally larger. Both of these results suggest that the overall response

to a Hous~ng Gap allowance would ~ncrease over t~me. The magn~tude of the

d~fference between movers and all households ~s not large, however, ~nd~

cat~ng that dramat~c ~ncreases ~n average response subsequent to the f1rst
1

two years of any program are unl2kely.

There are no d1fferences between movers and all households 1n the 1ncreases

~n hous1ng serv~ces, however. Th1s d1fference suggests that movers are

more 11kely to d~ss1pate part of the~r expend~ture ~ncrea5e than are

stayers. Th~s 15 partly conf~rmed by eXaIDlnat10n of the percentage over

payment relat1ve to the market average (summar1zed 1n Table 7-34). Stayers

do not have overpayments 51gn1f1cantly above those of 51m1lar Control

1
Append1x XII d1scusses the results of the analys1s of solely the

f1rst year of data (Fr1edman and Kennedy, 1977). Th1S p01nt 1S d1scussed
further there.
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Table 7-25

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS MOVERS

PROPORTION
PERCENTAGE OF PAYMENT
CIII\NGE IN MEDIAN AMOUNT USED FOR
EXPENDI'IURES NORMAL OF MEAN EXPENDITURES

HOUSEHOLD GROUP ABOVE NORMALa RENT CIII\NGE PAYMENT ABOVE NORMAL

PITTSBURGH

ALL MOVERS TIII\T MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 8.1% $136 $11.0 $67 16%

D1d not meet requirements at 9.9 134 13.3 65 20
enrollment

Met requ1rements at enrollment -6.4 142 -9.1 73 -12
tv........

PHOENIX

ALL MOVERS TIII\T MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 19.2 151 29.0 92 32

Did not meet requirements at 27.1 145 39.3 103 38
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment -4.0 176 -7.0 50 -14

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards movers active and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those with enrollment incomes over the elig1bility limits and those liv1ng in their own homes or
in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. From Table 7- 13.



Table 7-26

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW MOVERS

N
1-'
N

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Did not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

ALL MOVERS 'rHAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Did not meet requ1rements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

PROPORTION
PERCENTAGE OF PAYMENT
CHANGE IN MEDIAN AMOUNT USED FOR
EXPENDI'lURES NORMAL OF MEAN EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMALa RENT CHANGE PAYMENT ABOVE NORMAL

PITTSBURGH

5.1% $133 $6.8 $55 12%

5.4 118 6.4 66 10

8.7 142 12.3 49 25

PHOENIX

14.5 145 21.0 96 22

33.1 122 40.3 114 35

-2.8 169 4.7 78 -6

SAMPLE, Min1mum Rent Low movers active and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in the1r own homes or
in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES, Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. From Table 7-14.



Table 7-27

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH MOVERS

N
.....
w

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Did not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Did not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

PROPORTION
PERCENTAGE OF PAYMENT
CHANGE IN MEDIAN AMOUNT USED FOR
EXPENDHURES NORMAL OF MEAN EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMALa

RENT CHANGE PAYMENT ABOVE NORMAL

PITTSBURGH

14.0% $144 $20.2 $45 45%

21.9 131 28.8 46 63

4.9 165 8.1 44 18

PHOENIX

26.4 155 40.9 108 38

36.1 145 52.4 114 46

7.7 181 13.9 91 15

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High movers active and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
exclUding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility l1mits and those living in their own homes or
in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and IOOnthly Household Report Forms and payments f1le.
a. From Table 7- 15.



Table 7-28

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED EXPENDITURES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR UNCONSTRAINED MOVERS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

Unconstrained movers

Unconstra~ned movers

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMALa

PITTSBURGH

3.7%

PHOENIX

17.9%

MEDIAN
NORMAL
RENT

$133

$136

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

$4.9

$24.4

MEAN
PAYMENT

$62

$103

PROPORTION
OF PAYMENT
USED FOR
EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL

8%

24%

SAMPLE: Unconstra~ned movers active at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment
incomes over the el~g~b~l~ty l~m~ts and those l~v~ng in the~r own homes or ~n subs~dized hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

a. From Table 7-16.



Table 7-29

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED HOUSING SERVICES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS MOVERS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL MOVERS TlIAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D~d not meet requ~rements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Did not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
HOUSING
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMALa

PITTSBURGH

1. 7%

2.7

1.1

PHOENIX

7.6

9.5

2.9

MEDIAN
NORMAL
SERVICES

$122

121

127

150

148

156

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

$2.1

3.3

1.4

11.4

14.1

4.5

MEAN
PAYMENT

$67

65

73

92

103

50

PROPORTION
OF PAYMENT
USED FOR
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL

3%

5

2

12

14

9

SAMPLE: M~n~murn Standards movers active and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limit~ and those living in their own homes
or ~n subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census
of Population, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

a. From Table 7-21.



Table 7-30

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED HOUSING SERVICES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW MOVERS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL MOVERS THAT MET M,INIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Did not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D~d not meet requirements at
enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
HOUSING
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMALa

PITTSBURGH

0.3%

-5.0

3.3

PHOENIX

12.3

21.2

-0.3

MEDIAN
NORMAL
SERVICES

$114

107

117

141

123

160

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

$0.3

-5.4

17.3

26.1

-0.5

MEAN
PAYMENT

$55

66

49

96

114

78

PROPORTION
OF PAYMENT
USED FOR
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL

1%

-8

8

18

23

-1

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low movers active and meeting requirements 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, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census
of Population, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

a. From Table 7- 22.



Table 7-31

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED HOUSING SERVICES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH MOVERS

PERCENTAGE PROPORTION
CHANGE IN OF PAYMENT
HOUSING MEDIAN AMOUNT USED FOR
SERVICES NORMAL OF MEAN SERVICES

HOUSEHOLD GROUP ABOVE NORMALa SERVICES CHANGE PAYMENT ABOVE NORMAL

PITTSBURGH

ALL MOVERS THAT MET ~INIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 7.1% $118 $8.4 $45 19%

Did not meet requirements at 10.7 III 11.9 46 26
enrollment

N Met requ1rements at enrollment 1.4 130 1.8 44 4
I-'
-J

PHOENIX

ALL MOVERS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 13.9 152 21.1 108 20

Did not meet requirements at
20.5 141 28.9 114 25enrollment

Met requirements at enrollment -3.1 181 -5.6 91 -6

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High movers active and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those w1th enrollment incomes over the eligibility 11m1ts and those 11ving in their own homes
or in subs1dized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census
of Population, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments f11e.

a. From Table 7-23.



Table 7-32

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED HOUSING SERVICES
USING COMPUTED ABOVE-NORMAL INCREASE FOR UNCONSTRAINED MOVERS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

All Unconstra~ned movers

All Unconstra~ned movers

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
HOUSING
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMALa

PITTSBURGH

PHOENIX

13.4%

MEDIAN
NORMAL
SERVICES

.$1l5

$142

AMOUNT
OF
CHANGE

$10.6

$19.0

MEAN
PAYMENT

$62

$103

PROPORTION
OF PAYMENT
USED FOR
HOUSING
SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL

17%

18%

SAMPLE: Unconstra~ned movers act~ve at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment
~ncomes over the eligib~l~ty l~mits and those l~ving in their own homes or in subs~d~zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Population, Basel~ne and Per~odic Interviews, and payments f~le.

a. From Table 7-24.



Table 7-33

"tEDIAN PERCENTAGE INC~E IN HOUSING EXPENJ;>ITURES AND

dOUSING. SERVICES" ABOVE NORMAL_ BY MOBII:.ITr STATUS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

PERCENTAGE:
CH1t,NiE IN
EXPENDlTORES

PERCENTAGE:
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

PEl'CENTAGE

CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

PEacEN'l'AGE

CHANGE IN
SERVICES

AI.L HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS
AT TI«> YEARS

MJ.ru.mum Standards households

)Uru..mum Rent La.oI' households

MJ.n~mum Rent Hl.gh households

Unconst:caUled households

MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT

TWO YEARS

MJ.rumum Standards households

:tln:unum Rent Low nouseholds

MJ.ru.mum Rent Hl.gh ~ouseholds

UnconstraLned nouseholds

STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT
TWO YEARS

MJ.nJ..mtml. Standards ~ouseholds

'1J.n~mum. Rent Low households

fu.ru..mum Rent fu.gh nouseholds

Unconstr~ed households

4.3~ 3.1% l6.2V* 10.2%**
(2.7) (2.S) (3 9) (3.7)

2.8 0.0 15.7** 11.0**
(2.5) (2.0) (4.4) (3.8)

8.S* 0.9 28.4** 18.0**
(3 6) (2.6) (6.3) (4.9)

2.6 3.4 16.0** 12 6**
(3.1) (2.5) (5.6) (4.7)

8.1 1.7 19.2** 7.6
(5.3) (5.1) (5.5) (5.3)

S.la 0.3a 14.5** 12.3*
(4.6) (4.3) (5.5) (5.4)

14.0** 7.1 26.4** 13.9*
(5.7) (4.8) (7.0) (5.7)

3.7 9 2t 17.9* 13.41"
(5.8) (5.5) (7 8) (7.2)

1.4 1.0 3.1 5.4*
(2.4) (1. 7) (3.0) (2.1)

-0.7 -0.3 3.8 3.9
(2.3) (1.5) (4.3) (2.4)

2.1 -3.4 [4.8J [2.6]
(3.B) (2.1) (10.2) (5.4)

0.5 0.1 [4 6J [6.7]*
(2 B) (1. 7) [4.4) (2 5)

SAMPLE. Hous~ng Gap households actLve and meet~ng the~r r~ements and Unconstra~ned households
act~ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g.1.b~l~ty lJ.llU.ts
and those l~v~ng Ul t.'1,e~ own homes or Ul subs~d1zed nous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: Tables 5-1, 5-8, 5-10, 5-11, 6-8, 6-9, 6-10, 6-11, 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, 7-4, 7-9, 7-10,
7-11, 7-12, 7-13, 7-14, 7-15, 7-16, 7-2J., 7-22, 7-23, and 7-24.

NOTES Sample s~zes for housJ.ng serv~ces esb.mates are smaller than for expen<h.tures due to extra
data reqtlJ.rements. All numbers corrected for selecc.on b~as us~ng Control households trat md not meet
the part~cular reqw.rement at two years after enrollment except the expend~ture ~ncrease for M~n.unum

Standards households and all numbers for OnconstraJ.ned houseno1ds Brackets J.nd~cate amounts based on 15
or fewer observat~ons. Standard error ~n parentheses.

a. CorrectJ.on based on 15 or fewer Control observatJ.ons.
t t-statJ.st~c of estJ.mated effect s.1,.gn~f.l.cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statJ.stJ.c of est:unated effect sJ.gm.ficant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statl.stJ.c of est.l.mated effect sJ.grufJ.cant at the a 01 level.
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Table 7-34

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE OVERPAYMENT AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLL\1ENT
RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE BY MOBILITY STATUS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

HOUSEHOLD GROUP
CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING GAP
HOUSEHOLDS

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING GAP
HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS
AT 'n'10 YEARS

Muumum Standards - requ~rements

MJ.n~mum Rent Low reqw.rements

MJ.n~mum Rent H1.gh requ~retrents

MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT
TWO YFARS

M1n~mum Standards reqw.rements

Ml.nUIlUIn Rent r.ow requ~rements

Ml.n~mum Rent H~gh req~rements

STAYERS THAT MET REQUIRE.."1ENTS AT
TWO YFARS

Ml.~mum Standards requ1rements

M~nJ.mum Rent: Low reqw..rements

M~~mum Rent H1.gh reqw.rements

2.8% 0.3% -1.7% 1.8%
{l.8} (2.3) (2.0) (3.0)

4.9** 6~8** 7.9** 9 O'
(0.6) (2.3) (1.5) (3.7)

10.9** 17.7**a 10.4** 14.1**
(1.2) (3.1) (2.3) (4 4)

-2.7 1 0 -3.9 8.2t
a

(4.1) (4.3) (3.0) (4.7)

4.0** 7.8t 7.2** 13.2*
(0.9) (4.6) (2.0) (5.3)

8.9** 19 6**a 9.5** 19.0**
(1.8) (5.4) (3.3) (5.8)

4.4* 0.1 0.8 -4.6
(1.9) (2.7) (2.5) (3.7)

5.6** 6.4* 10.8** 6.8
(0.8) (2.6) (2.1) (5.2)

12.7** 16.5** 12.8** [12.31
(1.5) (3.8) (2.9) (8.7)

SAMPLE Hous~ng Gap and Control households act1ve and meet~ng reqw.rements at two years after
enrollment, exclud:mg those w~th enrollment l.ncomes over the el1.g~bJ.1J.ty lJ.mJ.ts and those l1.v~ng J.n the1.r
own homes or l.n subsJ.d.J.zed housmg

DATA SOURCES Tables 6-1, 6-3, 6-4, 7-5, 7-6, 7-7, 7-17, 7-18, and 7-19.
NOTES Brackets l.nd.J.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1.ons. Standard error ~n parentheses.
a. EstJ.mated overpayment s1.gn1.f1.cantly dLfferent from that of Control households at the 0.05 level.
t t-statJ.stJ.c of res1.dual s1.gn1.f1.cant at the 0.10 level.
'" t-statJ.st1.C of resJ.dual sJ.gn1.f1.cant at the 0 05 level.
** t-stat1.st1.c of res~dual s~gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.01 level.
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households. The d1fference between expend1ture and hous1ng serV1ces changes

can also partly be expla~ned by the poss~b~l~ty of om~tted qual~ty components

1n the hedon1c 1ndex of hous1ng serV1ces (as d1scussed 1n Chapter 6).
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CHAPTER 8

POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

Houslng Gap houslng allowance plans are houslng programs rather than ~ncome

ma1ntenance programs because the payments made to households are 11nked

dlrectly to houslng by the lmposltl0n of houslng requ~rements~ These hous

lng requ1rements were an ~mportant determ~n~ng factor for household response

to the allowance program.

The estlmated effects of the var~ous allowance plans on houslng expendltures

and serVlces are sumrnarlzed ln Table 8-l~ Inltlal houslng requlrement status

had an overwhelm1ng effect on the way enrolled households responded to the

allowance offer. Households that already met thelr houslng requ~rements at

enrollment, and were therefore automatlcally ellg1ble for allowance payments,

dld not use the allowance to pay for any substantlal lncrease In thelr hous

lng expendltures or consumptlon~ Thelr change In houslng consumptJ..on was

much llke what would normally have occurred In the absence of the experlment~

For these households, houslng allowances essentlally provlded a reductlon In

the very h1gh preprogram proport1on of 1ncome be1ng spent on rent (rent

burden) •

Households that met thelr requlrements only after enrollment made large

lncreases In thelr houslng expendJ..tures, well beyond those that would have

been made wlthout the program. These above-normal J..ncreases In housJ..ng

expendltures stlll consumed only a portlon of the allowance payment. House

holds that met the requ1rements after enrollment were able not only to meet

the hous~ng requ~rements and ~ncrease the~r

to reduce the~r rent burden to a reasonable

hous~ng

1
level.

expendltures, but also

Most of the changes J..n expendJ..tures appear to have been accompanled by real

changes 1n hous1ng. The greatest gap 1S apparent for households that met

the1r requ1rements after enrollment. As 111ustrated by Table 8-2, most of

1
Many households that d1d not meet the1r housing requirements when

they enrolled in the experiment never met the requirements and hence did
not receive any allowance payment~ These households were not analyzed in
deta11 m this report. (See Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979, for an analysis
of the household part1c1pation decision.)
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Table 8-1

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES AND
HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL BY INITIAL HOUSING STATUS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

PERCEmAGE.
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

PERCENl'AGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

ALL HOUSEBOIDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS

Ml.ru.mUIn Standards households

Ml.m..mum Rent Low households

MJ.nunum Rent fu.gh households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLL.'!ENT

Ml.nJ.IllUlll Standards households

~m.mum. Rent Low households

MJ.nJ.mum Rent HJ..gh households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMEh"T

Ml.nJ.mum. Standards households

MJ.nJ.mum. Rent Low households

MJ.nunum Rent H1.gh households

ALL UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

4.3% 3.1% 16.2%** 10.2\**
(2.7) (2.5) (3.9) (3.7)

2 8 0.0 15.7** 11.0**
(2.5) (2.0) (4.4) (3.8)

8.5* 0.9 28.4** 18.0**
(3.6) (2.6) (6.3) (4.9)

7.5* 5.6 23.6** 10.5*
(3.9) (4.1) (5.4) (4.7)

8.7-r -0.9 42.0** 20.2**
(5.1) (4.4) (9.3) (7.2)

15.8* 3.1 42.6** 26.0**
(6.4) (4.8) (9.7) (7.3)

1.1 0.8 -0.7 8.2t
(3.5) (2.6) (3.B) (4.9)

2.4 0.5 -1.2 2.5
(2.9) (2.2) (3.3) (4.0)

4.6 -0.7 7.4 4.2
(3.7) (2.7) (5 0) (5.2)

2.6 3.4 16.0**" 12.6**
(3.1) (2.S) (5.6) (4.7)

SAMPLE; HousJ.ng Gap households actJ.ve and meetJ.ng reqm.:rements and UnconstraJ.ned households
actJ.ve at two 7ea:rs after enrollment, excludJ.n9 those W1.th enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ.g:Lb1.11.ty
IJ.m1.ts and those 11.v1.ng .l.n theJ.r own homes or I.n subs1.<h.zed hous1.ng.

DATA SOURCES. Tables 5-1, 5-8, 5-10, 5-11, 6-8, 6-9, 6-10, and 6-11.
NOTES. Standard error Dl parentheses. Expendl.ture amounts a:re changes above medJ.an no:rmal.

expendJ.tures, serv1.ces am:lunts are changes above medJ.an normal services.
t t-statJ..stJ.c of estJ.ma.ted effect s1.gnJ..fJ.cant at the 0 10 level.
* t-statJ.st1.C of est.J.mated effect sJ.gn1.f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statJ.st.l..c of estJ.mated effect sl.gnJ.fl.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 8-2

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE OVERPAYMENT AT TWO YFARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE BY INITIAL HOUSING STATUS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING GAP

HOUSEHOLDS
CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING GAP
HOUSEHOLDS

M1~mum Standards reqU1rements

Min:uItum Rent "IJ:r.if reqU1.rements

Ml.JU.m.um Rent H1.gh reqw..rements

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Ml.nl.mum Standards reqUl.rements

M3.nl.mum Rent Low reqmrenents

M:munum Rent HJ..gh reqw..renents

2.8\ 0.3\ -1 7\ 1.8\
(1.8) (2.3) (2.0) (3.0)

4.9** 6.8** 7.9** 9.0*
(0.6) (2.3) (1.5) (3.7)

10.9** 17.7**a 10.4** 14.1**
(1.2) (3.1) (2.3) (4.4)

1.5 0.2 -5.7 1.1
(0.9) (3.0) (6.5) (3.5)

-2.1** 3.7 7.5** 13.5*
(0.3) (4.2) (1.5) (5.9)

7 6** 20.3**a 9.1** 14.9**
(0.8) (4.7) (2.0) (5.7)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Standards reqUl.rememts

M3.lUmum Rent Low reqw.rements

lUn~mum Rent Hl.gh reqmrernents

3.6 0.5 3.7
(2.3) (3.3) (4.6)

6.8** 7.9** 8.0**
(0.8) (2.6) (1.5)

12.5** 15.7** 11.1**
(1.3) (3.9) (2.5)

3 4
(5.3)

6.1
(4.4)

I3.It
(6 7)

SAMPLE Hous~ng Gap and Control households act~ve and meet~ng reqw.rements at two years after
enrollment, exclud~ng those Wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the el~gl.b111.ty 11ml.ts and those I1v1ng 1.n theJ.r
C7i¥n homes or 1.n subs1<b.zed hous1ng

DATA SOURCES. Tables 6-1, 6-3, and 6-4.
NOTE. Standard error 1.0 parentheses.
a. Est1mated overpayment s1.gn1.f1.cantly dJ.fferent from that of Control households at the 0.05

level.
t t-stat1StJ.c of res1.dual s1.gn1.f1.cant at the 0.10 level.
• t-stat1stl.c of resl.dual s1.gnl.f1.cant at the 0.05 level.
•• t-stat1stl.C of res1.dual sJ.gm.f1.cant at the 0.01 level
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these Hous~ng Gap groups were pay~ng signif~cantly above the market average

for their units, though only one group--Minimum Rent H~gh households that

met their requ~rements only after enrollment in P~ttsburgh--had a signifi

cantly larger overpayment than similar Control households.
l

OVerall, the MJ.n=um standards and Min~murn Rent Low requirements ~nduced

roughly the same increases in both expend~tures and serv~ces for partic~pants

as did the Unconstra~nedpayment. The Minimum Rent High requ~rement did

l.nduce s1.gn1.f1.cantly larger mcreases 1.0 expenditures in both 51-tes I but

much of this reflected overpayment. The increase in housing serv1.ceS for

Minimum Rent H~gh households was higher than that of Minimum Standards and

Unconstra~ed households only 1.0 Phoen1.x, but not signif1.cantly h1.gher 1.0

e1.ther site.

Table 8-3 shows the est~rnated increase ~n the expend~tures and the hous~ng

services of part~cipants induced by the housing allowance = terms of

average dollar increases and as a percentage of payments. Aga1.n, l.ncreases

were close for Minlll1um standards I Minimum. Rent Low, and Unconstrained

households ~n both s~tes. The change in expenditures for Minimum Rent High

households was larger, with a larger proport1.on of the allowance used for

l.ncreased expendJ.tures. Only 1.0 phoen1.x, however, was this also reflected

in a larger J.Ilcrease 1.0 housl-og servJ.ces. In no case were as much as half

of the total payments used for addit~onal expenditures. It should be noted

that I as a consequence, median rent burden for all groups was substant~ally

reduced.

While all of the programs tested produced roughly the same change ~n hous

~ng servlces and substant~al reduct~ons ln rent burden, the hous~ng require

ments do result ~n important d~fferences between the effects of hous~ng

allowances and unconstrained payments. In general, the hous~ng reqlllrements

1
It should be emphas~zed that some of th~s overpayment reflects

select10n of households that met the requ~rernents rather than changes 1n
shopp~ng behav~or ~nduced by the allowance offer. That the allowance also
1nduced some overpayment 15 eVldent from the fact that the med1an-lnduced
changes 1n hous1ng serVlces are less than the med~an-lnduced changes In
expend~tures (cf. Table 8-1). As ~nd~cated by Table 8-2, however, much of
thlS 1nduced overpayment was normally a5soc1ated wlth meetlng requlrements.
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Table 8-3

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE USED FOR INCREASED
HOUSING EXPENDITURES AND HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ESTIMATED AMOUNT OF
INCREASE ABOVE NORMAL

Expend~tures SerVlces

PITTSBURGH

MEAN
PAYMENT

PROPORTION OF ALLOWANCE
USED FOR:

Expendltures Servlces

M~n~mum Standards households

M~n~mum Rent Low households

M~n~mum Rent H~gh households

Unconstra~ned households

$5.6

3.5

11.9

3.1

PHOENIX

$3.6

0.0

1.1

3.6

$65

58

51

54

9%

6

23

6

6%

o
2

7

M~nimum Standards households

M~nimum Rent Low households

Minimum Rent H~gh households

Unconstralned households

22.2

21.9

42.5

20.5

13.9

15.2

26.3

16.6

81

86

103

108

27

25

41

19

17

18

26

15

SAMPLE: Houslng Gap households act~ve and meetlng requlrements and Unconstra~ned households actlve
at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment incomes over the ellg1bll1ty llmlts and those
llving in thelr own homes or in SubSldlzed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Tables 5-21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-26, 6-12, 6-13, 6-14, and 6-15.



focused hous~ng change d~rectly on the requ~rements and produced a much

larger ~ncrease ~n the proport~on of households that met requ~rements than

d~d an unconstra~ned ~ncome transfer. These effects were very spec~f1c,

however, and were purchased at the pr1ce of a substant~ally lower part1c1pa

t10n rate.

Each of the allowance programs resulted ~n changes ~n the proport~on of

households that met the requ~rements ~mposed that were s~gn~f~cantly larger

than the changes exper~enced by s~=lar Control households. These changes

were, however, largely conf1ned to the spec1f1c requ1rements. Households

enrolled ~n the M1n1mum Standards plan had a s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease 1n the

probab~11ty of l~v~ng 1n a un1t meet~ng the M1n1murn Standards at two years,

after enrollment, but no ~ncrease 1n any other measure of hous1ng consump

t10n (expend1tures, hous1ng serV1ces, and hous1ng adequacy) beyond that of

Unconstra1ned households (see Table 8-4). S~1larly, M1n~um Rent house

holds had s1gn1f1cantly above-normal 1ncreases 1n rent, but at the expense

of paY1ng above-market pr1ces for the un1tS (relat1ve to Control households) .

Aga1n, they showed no s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease 1n the other measures of hous1ng

consumpt1on beyond that obta1ned by Unconstra1ned households.

In sum, wh~le all the programs tested produced roughly the same change in

hous1ng serV1ces and substant1al reduct10ns 1n rent burden, the hous1ng

requ1rements do make a d1fference. In general, they appear to focus hous

1ng changes on meet1ng the requ1rements--the M1n~um Standards requ1rements

do s1gn1f1cantly 1ncrease the probabi11ty that a household would l1ve 1n a

un1t that met the requ1rements and the M1n1mum Rent requ1rements do (for

the most part) lead to 1ncreases 1n rent above normal.

L1kew1se, the hous1ng requ1rements seem to have focused changes among

Hous1ng Gap households that d1d not meet the1r requ1rements at enrollment.

Wh1le the small sample S1zes for s1ID1lar Unconstra1ned households preclude

strong results, 1t appears that changes 1n expend1tures and serV1ces were

generally larger than those of s1m11ar Unconstra1ned households for Hous1ng

Gap households that only met requ~rements after enrollment (and somewhat

smaller for Housing Gap households that already met requirements at enroll

ment (see Appendix Tables IX-37 through IX-39 and IX-42 through IX-44).

The major problem with a housing ass~stance strategy based on the Housing

Gap form of housing allowance would appear to be the low partic~pat~on rate
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Table 8-4

EFFECT OF THE ALLOWANCE OFFER ON
MEASURES OF HOUSING ADEQUACY

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

CHANGE IN

Meeting
MJ.nl.mum
Standards b

PITTSBURGH

THE PROBABILITya OF:
Ll.vl.ng in Ll.ving l.n
Min~mally Clearly
Adequate Inadequate
Housing Housl.ng

CHANGE IN

Meet~ng

MJ.nl.mum
StandardJo

PHOENIX

THE PROBABILITya OF;
Ll.ving J.n LJ.vJ.ng l.n
M~nimally Clearly
Adequate Inadequate
HousJ.ng HousJ.ng

Min~mum Standards households

Min~mum Rent Low households

M~n~mum Rent H~gh households

Unconstra~ned households

+20**

+4

-1

+1

+4

-2

-4

+8

-2

+1

+6

-3

+28**

+4

+4

+8

+11*

+5

+6

+10

-14**

-12*

-11*

-22**

SAMPLE: Hous~ng Gap households act~ve and meet~ng requirements and Unconstrained households act~ve

at two years after enrollment, exclud~g those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility l~m~ts and
those living in theJ.r own homes or in subsJ.dJ.zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Tables 2-2, 2-4, 3-10, VII-3, and VII-4.
a. Measured in percentage points at two years after enrollment relatl.ve to Control households, at

the means of the other ~ndependent variables.
b. For households that did not meet M~n~mum Standards at enrollment.
* t-stat~stic of log~t coeffic~ent signif~cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat~st~c of log~t coefficient s~gnif~cant at the 0.01 level.
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of households 1n 1nadequate houslng at enrollment. It appears that houslng

requlrements themselves pose a slzeable barrler to partlclpatlon; a falrly

large proportl0n of households I1vlng 1n lnadequate houslng when they

enrolled 10 the Demand Experlment were stlll 10 lnadequate houslng at the

end of two years.

The low par~c1pation rate of Hous1ng Gap households also has an important

~p11cat1on when discuss1ng the 11kely hous1ng market effects of hous1ng

allowance programs. It was found that the M1n1mum Standards plan and the

Unconstralned plan lnduced roughly the same lncrease 10 expendJ.tures above

normal. If the part1c1pation rate of households 1n a program of unconstra1ned

1ncome transfers was roughly double that wh1ch would be obta1ned 1n a program

of constralned lucame transfers, then the program lmpact on the aggregate

demand for hous1ng would also be roughly double.

The maJor unresolved analytlc lssue 10 this report 15 the dlfference in

response between the two experlmental sltes. Households 10 all four of the

plans analyzed (the three Hous1ng Gap plans plus the Unconstra1ned plan)
1

had much larger lncreases 10 expendltures 1n Phoen1x than 1n P1ttsburgh.

These d1fferences occurred for households that met the1r requ1rements after

enrollment and consequently 1nfluenced the overall effect heav1ly. Two

plaus1ble explanat10ns were offered for the d1fference and the eV1dence

went a long way toward resolv1ng the problem. F1rst, households that did

not meet the1r requ1rements at enrollment 1n Phoen1x had to make much larger

changes 1n the1r hous1ng consumpt10n 1n order to meet requ1rements 1n the1r

two-year un1ts than fud sJ.m1lar P1ttsburgh households. Second, response to

the payment level and to var1at10ns 1n the payment parameters was present 1.n

Phoen1x, where the payment was larger, but not 1n P1ttsburgh. Wh1le thJ.s

second fJ.ndJ.ng helps to explaJ.n the d1fference 1n response, 1t does ra1se

the 1ssue of why the payment response d1.ffered between the s1tes.

There rema1n areas of potent1ally fru1tful further research. Other

approaches to analyz1ng the exper1mental response are ava1lable. One pOSS1

b1l1ty 1S to spec1fy the exper1mental treatment 1n terms that can be

IThis is 1n sharp contrast to responses to the Percent of Rent
offers, Wh1ch were essentially the same 10 both s1tes (see Friedman and
We1nberg, 1978).
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analyzed in a standard demand funct~on framework. Th~s advance requires,

however, a comprehensive model of the partic~patJ..on decision as J..t J..nteracts

w~th the decision to change hous~ng consumption. Append~x XI provides a

first step ~n tms direct~on by examining the joint dec~sions to move and

to part~cipate. We~nberg et al. (forthcoming) have also taken a step =

this direction by attempt~ng to integrate the mob~lity decis~on w~th the

demand for hous=g. careful thought needs to be given to integrating these

approaches w~thin the part~c~pat1onwork of Kennedy and MacMillan .(1979).

Such J..nvestJ..gatJ..on of a unJ..fJ..ed framework can help to more properly under

stand household behavior and responses to governmental housJ..ng programs.
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APPENDIX I

DESIGN OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

Th~s appendlX presents a brlef QVerVl€W of the Demand Experlment's purpose,

data collectlon procedures, experlmental deslgn, and sample allocation.

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Demand Exper~ment is one of three exper~ments establ~shed by the U.S.

Department of Hous~ng and Urban Development (RUD) as part of the Exper~-

1 'mental Hous~ng Allowance Program. The purpose of these exper~ments ~s

to test and refine the concept of hous~ng allowances.

Under a houslng allowance program, money J.8 given dJ..rectly to lndivldual

low-income households to assist them 1.U obtal.ning adequate housl.ng. The

allowance may be hnked to hous~ng e~ther by mak~ng the amount of the

allowance depend on the amount of rent paid or by requ~r~ng that house

holds meet certain hous1ng reqUlrements 1.0 order to recel.ve the allowance

payment. The ~nit~at~ve in us~ng the allowance and the burden of meet~ng

hous~ng requ~rements are therefore placed upon households rather than upon

developers, landlords, or the government.

The housl.ng allowance experl.ments are l.ntended to assess the desl.rabl.ll.ty,

feasili~lity, and appropr~ate structure of a hous~ng allowance program.

Housl.ng allowances could be less expens.1.ve than some other kl.nds of housing

programs. Allowances permit fuller ut~lizat~on of exist~ng sound hous~ng

because they are not tl.ed to new constructl.on. Housl.ng allowances may

also be more' eqmtable. The amount of the allowance can be adJusted to

changes In lucome Wlthout forclng the household to change un1ts. House

holds may also l 1f they deslre l use thelr own resources (e1ther by paying

h~gher rent or by search~ng carefully) to obta~n better hous~ng than ~s

required to qual~fy for the allowance. As long as program requ~rements

are met l housing allowances offer households considerable cholce In

selectlng houslng most approprlate to thelr needs--for example I where

they I1ve {opportuulty to locate near schoois l near work l near frlends

1
The other two exper~ments are the Hous~ng Allowance Supply

Experiment and the Adm~n~strat~ve Agency Exper~ent.
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or relat~ves, or to break out of rac~al and SOCl0econornlC segregat~on)

or the type of un~t they hve ~n (s~ngle-fam~ly or multifam~ly). F~nally,

houslng allowances may be less costly to achm.nlster. Program reqUl.rements

need not ~nvolve every detall of partlclpant houslng. The burden of

obtalning houslng that meets essentlal requlrements lS shlfted from

program admln1strators to partlc1pants.

'lhese potentlal advantages have not gone unquestioned. Critlcs of the

houslng allowance concept have suggested that lOW-lncome households may

lack the expertise necessary to make effectlve use of allowances; that

the ~ncreased supply of hous~ng needed for spec~al groups such as the

elderly wll1 not be provlded wlthout dlrect lnterventJ.on; and that an

lncrease 1n the demand for houslng wlthout d1rect support for the con

structl0n of new unlts could lead to a substantlal lnflation of housing
I

costs.

If hous~ng allowances prove des~rable, they could be ~mplerrented through

a wlde range of possilile allowance formulas, houslng requl.rernents, non

flnanclal support (such as counsellng), and adrninlstratlve practices.

The cho~ce of program structure could substant~ally affect both the

program's costs and lmpact.

The Demand Experunent addresses lssues of feasibillty, deslrabilJ.ty, and

approprlate structure by measurlng how indlvldual households (as opposed

to the houslng market or adrnl.nlstratlve agencJ..es) react to varl0US allow

ance formulas and houslng standards requirements. The analysis and

reports are desl.gned to answer Sl.X policy questlons:

1. Partl.Cl.patl0n

Who partlCl.pates 1n a housl.ng allowance program? How does

the form of the allowance affect the extent of participation

for varlOUS households?

2. Houslng Improvements

Do households that recelve houslng allowances l.mprove the

quall.ty of thel.r housl.ng? At what cost? How do households

I
The ~ssue of ~nflation is be~ng addressed d~rectly as part of

the Hous~ng Allowance Supply Exper~ment.
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that rece~ve a hous~ng allowance seek to ~mprove the~r

houslng--by movlng t by rehabl1itatlon? Wlth what success?

3. Locatl0nal Cholce

For particlpants who move t how does thelr Ioeational cholce

compare wlth eXls~ng resldentlal patterns? Are there non

flnanclal barrlers to the effectlve use of a houslng allowance?

4. Adminlstrative Issues

What adrnlnlstratlve lssues and costs are lnvolved 10 the

lrnplementatl0n of a houslng allowance program?

5. Form of Allowance

How do the dl.fferent forms of housing allowance compare ~n

terms of partlclpatl0n l houslng quality achleved t Ioeational

cholce, costs (10cludlng admlnlstratlve costs), and eq~ty?

6~ Comparlson wlth Other Programs

How do houslng allowances compa~e with other houslng programs

and wlth lucame malntenance 1n terms of partlclpation, hous1ng

qua11ty ach~eved, locational choice, costs (includlng adminis

tratlve costs), and equlty?

The Demand Experlment tests alternatJ.ve houslng allowance programs to

prov~de informatl0n on these p011Cy lssues.. 'Whlle the experlment J.S

focused on household behavl0r, it also offers data on program a~nistrat10n

to supplement ~nformat~on g~ned through the Administrat~ve Agency Experiment.

Flnally, the Demand Experime~t gathers dlrect informat10n on partlclpants

and houslng condltl0ns for a sample of households in conventl0nal HUD

asslsted houslng programs at the two experJ.mental sltes for comparison

Wlth allowance reclplents ..

I.2 DATA COLLECTION

The Demand Exper~ent was conducted at two s~tes--AlleghenyCounty,

Pennsylvan~a (P~ttsburgh), and Maricopa County, Ar~zona (Phoen~x).

HUD selected these two s~tes from among 31 Standard Metropol~tan

Stat~st~cal Areas (SMSAs) on the bas~s of the~r growth rates, rental
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vacancy rates, degree of rac~al concentrat.l.on and housing costs.

Pittsburgh and Phoen~x were chosen to prov.l.de contrasts between an

older, more slowly grow~ng Eastern. rnetropoll.tan area and a newer,

relahvely rap~dly growing Western metropoll.tan area. In addJ.t.l.on,

P~ttsburgh has a substant~al black nunority and Phoenix a substantial

Span~sh American m~nor~ty populat~on.

Most of the information on part~c~pat~ng households was collected from:

Basell.ne Interv.l.ews, conducted by an lndependent survey opera
t.l.on before households were offered enrollmenti

IIut~al Household Report Forms and monthly Household Report
Forms, completed by part~c~pat~ng households dur~ng and after
enrollment, which prov~ded operatmg and analyt~c data on
household size and .l.ncoroe and on housing expenditures.

Supplements to the Household Report Forms, completed annually
by part~c~pating households after enrollment, wh~ch provide
data on assets, income from assets, actual taxes paid, .l.ncome
from self-employment, and extraord.l.nary·med.l.cal expensesi

Payments and status data on each household maintained by
the s1te off.l.ceSi

Hous.l.ng Evaluatl.on Forms, completed by site office evaluators
at least once each year for every dwelling un~t occupied
by participants, wh.l.ch prov~de .l.nformation on housing qual.l.tYi

Per.l.od.l.c Interviews, conducted approxl.mately S.l.X, twelve,
and twenty-four months after enrollment by an independent
survey operat.l.Oni and

ExJ.t Interviews, conduc\ted by an .l.ndependent survey operat.l.on
for a sample of households that declined the enrollment offer
or dropped out of the program.

Surveys and housl.ng evaluations were also admin1stered to a sample of

part~c~pants ~n other housing programs: Public Hous~ng, Sect~on 23/8

Leased Hous~ng, and Section 236 Interest Subs~dy Housing.

S~nce househQlds were enrolled throughout the first ten months of

operat.l.ons, the operat10nal phase of the exper.l.ment extended over

nearly four years ~n total. Analys~s w~ll be based on data collected

from households during their f~rst two years after enrollment ~n the

experiment. The exper.l.rnental programs were cont1.nued for a third year
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in order to avoid confus~on between part~clpants' reactions to-the

expenmental offers and the~r adJustment to the phaseout of the

expenment. Dur~ng the~r last year ~n the exper=ent el~gible and

interested households were ~dsd in entenng other hous~ng programs.

I.3 ALLOWANCE PLANS USED IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Demand Exper~ment tested a nwnber of combinatJ.ons of- payment formulas

and heusl-ug req~rements and several variatlons wlt~n each of these

comb1nat1ons. These variations allow some poss2ble program deslgns to

be tested ilirectly. More importantly, they allow est~mat~on of key

responses such as particlpation rates and changes In participant housing

1n terms of basic program parameters such as the level of allowances;

the level and type of housing req=rements; the mnimum fraction of

ltS own lncame that a household can be expected to contrlbute toward

hous1ng; and the way in wh1.ch allowances vary wJ.th household l.ncome

and rent.. 'lhese response est1.mates can be used to address the polley

quest~ons for a larger set of candidate program plans, beyond the plans
1

d~rectly tested.

Payment Formulas

Two payment formulas were used ~n the Demand Exper~ment--Hous~ng Gap

and Percent of Rent.

Under the Hous~ng Gap fonnula, payments to households const~tute the

difference between a bas1.c payment level, C, and some reasonable fract1.on

of famly income. The payment formula ~s:

P = C - bY

where P is the payment amount" C ~s the bas~c payment level, lib" is the

rate at wh~ch the allowance 1.S reduced as income increases" and Y is

lThe bas~c design and analys~s approach, as approved by the HUD
Office of Policy Development and Research, ~s presented ~ Abt Associates
Inc., Exper=ental Des~gn and Analysis Plan of the Demand Exper=ent,
Cambr~dge, Mass." August 1973, and in Abt Assoc~ates Inc." Summary
Evaluat~on Des~gn, Cambr~dge, Mass., June 1973. Details of tha operat~ng

rules of the Demand Exper.l.ment are conta~ned .l.n Abt Associates Inc.,
S~te Operat~ng Procedures Handbook, Cambridge, Mass., Apr~l 1973.
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1
the net farn~ly ~ncome.. The bas~c payment level, C, varJ..es wJ..th household

sJ..ze 1 and 15 proport10nal to C*; the estunated cost of modest eXl.stJ.ng
2

standard hous1ng at each 51te. Thus, payment under the Hous1ng Gap

formula can be interpreted as mak1ng up the dJ..fference between the cost

of decent hOUSJ.I1g and the amount of 1tS own 1Dcome that a household

should be expected to pay for housing.
3

Under the Percene of Rent formula, the payment 15 a percentage of the

household's rent. The payment formula 15:

P = aR

where R 15 rent and "a II is the fraction of rent pa1d by the allowance.

In the Demand

household had

Exper1ment the value
4

been enrolled.

of "a" rema1ned constant once a

Hous1ng Requ1rements

The Percent of Rent payment formula is tl.ed dlrectly to rent: a house

hold's allowance payment is proportional to the total rent. Under the

Hous1ng Gap formula, however, spec1f1c hous1ng requ1rements are needed to

t1e the allowance to hous1ng. Two types of hous~ng reqUJ.rement were

used: M1n1IUUIn Standards and M~nllnum. Rent.

1
In addltlon, whatever the payment calculated by the formula,

the actual payment cannot exceed the rent pald.
2

The hous1ng cost parameter, C*, was establ~shed from estl.mates
glven by a panel of qualifled housing experts in Plttsburgh and Phoenix.
For more detal.led ~scuss10n regarding the der1vation of C*, refer to
Abt AsSoc1ates Inc., Work1ng Paper on Early Findings, Cambr1dge, Mass.,
January 1975, AppendJ.x II.

3
As long as the1r hous1ng met certa1n requ1rements (d1scussed

below), Houslng Gap households could spend more or less than C* for
hous1ng, as they desired, and hence contribute more or less than "bll
of the1r own 1ncome. Th1S 1S 1n contrast to other housing programs,
such as Sectlon 8 '(·Exlstlng) .

4
FJ.ve values of "a II were used 1n the Demand ExperJ.Inent. Once a

family had been assigned 1ts "all value, the value generally stayed
constant 1n order to aJ...d experJ.mental analys1s. In a natJ.onal Percent
of Rent program, lIa II would probably vary wJ.th 1ncome and/or rent. Even
1n the exper1ment, 1f a fam11y's income rose beyond a certa1n P01Ut, the
value of lIa" dropped rap1dly to zero. S1m11arly~ the payment under
Percent of Rent could not exceed C* (the maxlmurn payment under the modal
HOUSJ.Ilg Gap plan), wlu.ch effectlvely hmited the rents subsidized to
less than C*/a.
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Under the MJ.n1mum Standards requlrement I partic1.pants received the

allowance payment only ~f they occup~ed dwellings that met certa~n

phys1.cal and occupancy standards. Part1C1.pants occupy1ng un1ts that

fud not meet these standards elther had to move or arrange to 1mprove

the~r current un~ts to meet the standards. Part~cipants already liv~ng

~n hous1ng that met standards could use the allowance to pay for better

housing or to reduce thelr rent burden (the fraction of income spent

on rent) 10 thelr present unlts ..

If hous1ng quail.ty 18 broadly def1ued to l.nclude all resl.dentl.al servl.ces,

and 1.£ rent levels are hl.ghly correlated with the level of services, then

a stral.ghtfo:rward housJ.ng req~rement (one that 18 relatl.vely J.nexpensJ.ve

to adm1.nl.ster) would be that recl.pients spend some minimum amount on

rent. MJ..nimum Rent was cons1.dered as an alternatJ..ve to MJ.nirnum Standards

1n the Demand Experl.ment, in order to observe differences ~n response

and cost and to assess the relat~ve mer~ts of the two types of requ~re

ments. Although the des~gn of the exper~ment used a f~xed m~nimum

rent for each household Slze, a d1rect cash asslstance program could

employ more flex1ble structures.. For example l some features of the

Percent of Rent formula could be combined w~th the M~n~mum Rent req=re

mente Instead of rece1v1ng a zero allowance 1£ their rent 15 less than

the M~n~mum Rent, households m~ght be pa~d a fraction of the~r allowance

depend~ng on the fract~on of M~n~um Rent p~d.

Allowance Plans Tested

The three comb1natlons of payment formulas and housing requ1rements

used 1n the Demand Exper1ment were Housmg Gap Minimum standards,

Hous1ng Gap M~n~um Rent, and Percent of Rent. A total of 17 allowance

plans were tested.

The twelve Hous~ng Gap allowance plans are shown ~n Table I-I. The

flrst Ulne plans lnclude three varlatlon5 In the bas~c payment level,

C (1.2C*, C*, and 0.8C*) and three var~ations ~n hous~ng requ~rements

(M~n~um Standards, M~n~um Rent Low (0. 7C*), and M:Lnimum Rent High

(0. 9C*) ). The value of ''b "--the rate at wh~ch the allowance ~s reduced

as J.ucome lncreaseS--1S 0.25 for each of these plans. The next two
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plans have the same level of C (C*) and use the Ml.nl.mum Standards Housl.ng

Requirement, but use d~fferent values of lib".. In the tenth plan the

value of lib" J.5 0 .. 15, and J.n the eleventh plan, 0.35. FJ.nally, the

twelfth plan l.S unconstral.ned, that is, l.t has no housl.ng reqlllrement.

ThJ.s unconstrained plan allows a dJ.rect comparison with a general 1ncome

transfer program ..

Ell.gJ.ble households that dl.d not meet the housing requl.rement were stl.ll

able to enroll. They received full payments whenever they met the

requJ.rernents during the three years of the'exper:unent .. Even before

meeting the housJ.ng requirements, such households received a cooperation

payment of $10 per month as long as they completed all reportl.ng and

intervJ.6w requl.rements ..

Withl.n the Housing Gap desl-gu, the average effects of changes in the

allowance level or housing requl.rements can be estJ.mated for all the

maJor responses. In additl.on, l.nteractJ.ons between the allowance level

and the housing requirement can be assessed. Responses to varl.ations

1n the allowance/~ncome schedule (changes 1.n lib ") can be estimated for

the basl.c combinatl.on of the Ml.nl.mum Standards housl.ng requirement and

payments level of C*.

The Percent of Rent allowance plans consJ.st of five varlat.l.OnS J.n lIa ll

(the proportion of rent paid to the household), as shown l.n Table 1_1. 1

A demand function for housl.ng l.S estl.mated prl.ffiarl.ly from the Percent of

Rent observatl.ons. Demand functl.ons describe the way in whl.ch the amount_

people w~ll spend on hous1.ng is related to their income, the relat1.ve

prJ.ce of housJ.ng and other goods, and various demographJ.c characterJ.stics ..

Such functions may be used to sJ.mulate response to a var1ety of poss1ble

rent subsidy programs not dl.rectly tested wl.thl.n the Demand Experl.ffient.

Together Wl.th estl.mates of supply response, they may also be used to

simulate the change 10 market pr1ces and housl-ng expendJ.tures over time

due to shJ.fts J.O housJ.ng demand or costs ..

1. fDesJ.gnatJ.on 0 multJ.ple plans for the same ua 11 value reflects
an early ass.l.gnrnent conventJ.on and does not J.ndJ.cate that the households
l.n these plans were treated differently for e1ther payment pu:rposes or
analysis.
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Table 1-1
ALLOWANCE PLANS TESTED

HOUSING GAP (P = C - bY, where C IS a multtple of C')

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

Mmimum Mimmum Rent Minimum Rent No
b VALUE C LEVEL Standards Low = 0.7C· High = O.SC· Requirement

b=0.15 C· Plan 10

1.2C· Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7

b =0.25 C· Plan 2 Plan 5 Plan 8 Plan 12

O.SC· Plan 3 Plan 6 Plan 9

b=0.35 C· Plan 11

Symbols: b = Rate at which the allowance decreases as the Income Increases
C· = BasIc payment level (vaned by family size and also by site)

PERCENT OF RENT IP = aR) •

a=02a=03a=04a=05a=06. .

Plan 13 Plans 14 -16 Plans 17·19 Plans 20 - 22 Plan 23

CONTROL: With Housing
Information

WithOut Housmg
Information

I Plan 24 Plan 25
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Control Groups

In add~t~on to the varJ.ous allowance plans, control groups were necessary

~n order to establ~sh a reference level for responses, since a number

of uncontrolled factors could also 1.nduce changes 1.n family behav1.or

durJ.ng the course of the exper.l.ment. Control households received a

cooperat1.on payment of $10 per month. They reported the same information

as famJ.l.l.es that rece.l.ved allowance payments, J.ncludJ.ng household

composJ.tJ.on and J.ncome; they pernu. tted housJ.ng evaluations; and they

completed the Baseline IntervJ.ew and the three Per~odic IntervJ.ews.

(Control fam1.l1.es were pa1.d an add1.t1.onal $25 fee for each Per1.od1.c

Interview. )

Two control groups were used in the Demand ExperJ.ment. Members of one

group (Plan 24) were offered a Hous1.ng Informat1.on Program when they

JoJ.ned the experJ.ment and were paJ..d $10 for each of five sessJ.ons attended.

(Th1.S program was also offered to households enrolled in the experimental

allowance plans but they were not pa1.d for the1.r attendance.) The other

control group (Plan 25) was not offered the Hous1.ng Information Program.

All the households J.n the var.l.OUS allowance plans had to meet a bas.l.c

lucame elJ.gJ.bJ.lJ.ty requJ.rement. ThJ.s lim~t was approximately the income

level at wh~ch the household would rece~ve no payment under the Hous~ng

Gap formula:

C*
0.25

In add1.t1.on, households 1.n plans W1.th lower payment levels (Plans 3, 6,

9 and 11) had to have ~ncomes low enough at enrollment to rece~ve

payment under these plans. F~nally, only households with ~ncomes ~n

the lower th1.rd of the el1.g1.ble populat1.on were el1.g1.ble for enrollment

1.n Plan 13, and only those 1.n the upper two-th1.rds were eligible for

Plan 23.

I.4 FINAL SAMPLE

F1.nal analys1.s of the 1.mpact of the hous1.ng allowance W1.ll be based on

the first two years of exper~mental data. Thus, the key sample size

A-lO



Table 1-2

SAMPLE SIZE AFTER TWO YEARS

HOUSING GAP (P = C - bY, where C IS a multiple of C·)

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

MInimum MIOImum Rent Minimum Rent No
b VALUE C LEVEL Standards Low = 0.7C· High = 0.9C· Requirement

Plan 10
b = 0.15 C· PIT = 45

PHX = 36

Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7
1.2C· PIT = 33 PIT =34 PIT =30

PHX =30 PHX = 24 PHX =30

Plan 2 Plan 5 Plan 8 Plan 12
b=O.25 C· PIT =42 PIT = 50 PIT =44 PIT = 63

PHX =35 PHX =39 PHX = 44 PHX =40

Plan 3 Plan 6 Plan 9
O.SC· PIT=43 PIT =44 PIT = 43

PHX = 39 PHX = 35 PHX = 35

Plan 11
b=0.35 C· PIT =41

PHX =34

Total HOUSing Gap 512 households In Pittsburgh, 421 households In PhoeniX

Symbols b = Rate at which the allowance decreases as the Income Increases
C· = BaSIC payment level (vaned by family size and also by site)

PERCENT OF RENT (P = aR) :

a = 0 6 a=05 a=04 a=03 a=02

Plan 13 Plans 14 -16 Plans 17 ·19 Plans 20 - 22 Plan 23
PIT = 28 PIT= 109 PIT=113 PIT =92 PIT= 65
PHX = 21 PHX = 81 PHX = 66 PHX = 84 PHX =46

Total Percent of Rent 407 households ,n Pittsburgh, 298 households ,n PhoeniX

CONTROLS: W,th HOUSIng
Information

Plan 24
PIT = 159
PHX = 137

WithOut HOUSing
Information

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 necessanly receiving payments, after two
years of enrollment. households whose enrollment Income was above the ehglbdrty 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 stili more restricted sample than the one shown here
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for th~s report and the other reports ~n thlS ser~es 1S the number of house

holds In the exper1ment at the end of the f1rst two years. The two-year

sample Slze 1S shown 1n Table I-2, and comprlses households that were st1ll

actlve, 1n the sense that they were cont~nu1ng to fulflll report1ng requ~re

rnents. The sample s~ze for a partlcular analysls may be smaller. For

example, analysls of the houslng expendltures of movers uses only those

households that moved dur1ng the first two years after enrollment.
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APPENDIX II

DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLES
USED FOR ANALYSIS

Th1s append1x descr1bes the household sample selected for analys1s 1n th1s

report and explores some of the factors affectlng the excluslon of house

holds from a partlcular sample. In addltlon, Slnce the flnal analytlc

sample 15 smaller than the orlg1nal sample at enrollment, the comparablilty

of the flnal and orlglnal samples 18 eXaffilned.

I
Table II-I shows the samples used 1n th1s report. The sample of enrolled

households 15 lncluded to show the effects of attrltlon durlng the course

of the experlment. The samples of households actlve at two years 15 used

for most of the analys1s 1n th1s report. The sample of households that

moved or dld not move over the two-year experlmental perl0d are eXaffi1ned

separately as well.

Table 1I-2 sets out the basel1ne demograph1c character1st1cs for the el1g1ble,
2

enrolled and two-year act1ve populat10n. (See Append1x III for def1n1t10ns

of the characterlstlcs.) Compar1son of the pre-experlrnental (basellne)

characterlstlcs of Experlmental and Control households at enrollment and at

two years after enrollment shows that the mean pre-experlmental sample char-

acter1st1Cs change by only small

ment offer and attrltl0n from the

amounts due to
3

experlment.

the acceptance of the enroll

Th1s suggests that no sub-

stantlal select10n on demographlc characterlstlcs lS lntroduced by analyzlng

the two-year act1ve sample.

1
All samples exclude households enrolled w1th 1ncomes above the e11-

g1b111ty 11m1ts. In general, households were not allowed to enroll 1n the
experlment lf thelr verlfled lncorne exceeded the ellglb1l1ty llmlt for the1r
treatment group. Verl.f1catl.on of lncorne took up to two months, dependlng on
the speed w1th WhlCh lucome sources (e.g., employers, welfare agencles, and
penSl0n funds) repll.ed to requests for 1nformatl.on. Towards the end of the
enrollment perl.od, l.t was more eff1Cl.ent to enroll some households prl.or to
the complet1on of ver1f1cat10n and exclude them from the sample 1f they were
later ver1fl.ed to be overl.ncome, Sl.nce th1S allowed the enrollment per10d to
be closed two months earl1er. Households were assl.gned to treatment plans at
random.

smaller than those 1.0

varlables.
1n Table 1I-2 are Sl1ghtly
values on some dernographlc

2The el1g1ble populat10n cons1sts of households that completed the
Basel~ne Interv~ew and were determlned to be ellg~ble for the experlrnent on
the basls of thelr basellne lUCorne and household Slze.

3
The sample Slzes

Table II-I due to m1ssing
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Table II-l

SAMPLE SIZES AT ENROLLMENT AND AT TWO YEARS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

TREATMENT GROUP
SAMPLE SIZE
AT ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE SIZE
AT TWO YEARS

SAMPLE SIZE
AT ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE SIZE
AT TWO YEARS

ALL HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS

Min1mum Standards households
Plan 1
Plan 2
Plan 3
Plan 10
Plan 11

M1n1mum Rent Low households
Plan 4
Plan 5
Plan 6

M1n1mum Rent H1gh households
Plan 7
Plan 8
Plan 9

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

626 449 695 381

281 204 329 174
43 33 48 30
59 42 74 35
62 43 66 39
57 45 64 36
60 44 77 34

166 128 175 98
43 34 42 24
62 50 70 39
61 44 63 35

179 117 191 109
45 30 43 30
67 44 78 44
67 43 70 35

75 63 70 40

434 321 525 282

SAMPLE AT ENROLLMENT: All enrolled Hous1ng Gap, Unconstra1ned, and Control households, exclud1ng
those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b1l1ty l1m1ts.

SAMPLE AT TWO YEARS: All Hous1ng Gap, Unconstra1ned, and Control households act1ve at two years
after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b1lity l1m1ts and those l1v1ng 1n
the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed housing.



Table 11-2

SELECTED HOUSEHOLD OIARACTERISTICS AT BASELINE FOR
THE ELIGIBLE, ENROLLED, AND TdO-YEAR AcrIVE SAMPLES

SA.'1PLE

ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS

ENROLLED HOUSEHOLDS

Hous~nq Gao

\1~m•.mtun standards

U~nJ.1D.um Rent Lo"",,

~~nJ.1D.~ Rent H~gh

Unconstra~ned

Control

HOUSEHOLDS ACTIVE '\1'
TWO YEARS

Hous~n9 Gap

lh.nJ.1D.tun Standards

~~nJ.1D.um Rent Low

-r~nU1um ~ent d~gh

Unconstra~ned

ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS

ENROLLED HOUSEHOLDS

Hous~n9 Gap

\1~n~um Standards

)1~n~um Rent Low

~1~nJ.1D.um Rent H~g'1

UnconstralIl.ed

Cont~ol

HOUSEqOLDS ACTIVE AT
TWO~

Hous~nq Gap

·i~nJ.1D.um Standards

~~~nllllum ~ent Low

\1~nlllum Rert 9~g~

UnconstraJ.ned

'lEAN
RENT

$107

108

104

109

114

110

114

110

107

109

114

112

115

$128

127

126

126

129

133

131

120

121

117

122

131

124

MEAN
MONTHLY
INCOME

$335

350

344

357

354

355

389

351

344

359

354

342

399

$417

424

434

427

407

508

434

395

401

391

389

438

420

'lEAN
HOUSEHOLD
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

2.8

3.2

3.2

3.2

3.3

2.9

3.2

3.2

3.2

3.3

3.1

2.9

3.3

PHOENIX

3.2

3.4

3.6

3.3

3.2

3.2

3.4

3.3

3.3

3.2

3.3

3.3

3.4

PERCENTAGE
ELDERLY

37%

25

29

24

22

28

23

25

28

24

21

32

21

22%

21

19

25

22

14

18

27

26

35

21

20

22

PERCENTAGE
HINORITY

20%

26

26

24

27

28

20

25

26

26

23

27

19

34%

34

35

36

33

27

31

38

36

41

40

34

36

PERCENTAGE
FEMALr:
HEADED

54%

60

58

61

62

56

50

62

59

65

65

55

51

34.

37

35

36

43

37

35

43

38

47

49

54

44

SAMPLE
SIZE

(2,948)

(575)

(258)

(155)

(162)

(71)

(403)

(414)

(188)

(119)

(107)

(60)

(297)

(2,956)

(632)

(303)

151

178

(63)

(477)

(342)

(157)

(86)

(99)

(35)

(258)

SAMPLES El~9~le Households--all Exper~mental and Control households tnat completed the Basel~ne

Interv~ew that were determ.J.ned to be el~gJ..ble for the exper~rnent on the bas~s of the~r basel~ne ~ncome and
household s~ze. Enrolled Households all F'.ous~ng Gap, Unconstr<u.ned, and Control households, exc1ud1.ng
those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~gJ..b~l~ty I~IlUts. Two-Year Act~ve Households--all Hous:z.ng Gap,
Unconstra~ned, and Control households act~ve at two years after e~rollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment
:z.ncomes over tne el~gJl)1l~ty l.uzu.ts and those l~vJ.ng :z.n t.lte1.r own nomes or 1.n subs~d1.zed hous~ng

DATA SOURCES' In~tJ..al and monthlf Household Report Forms, Household Events Ll.st, and payments hIe.
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IILI DATA SOURCES

APPENDIX III

DATA SOURCES AND MAJOR VARIABLES
USED IN THE ANALYSIS

The follow~ng paragraphs br~efly descr~be the data sources used ~n the

der1vat10n of each of the key var1ables used for the analys1s 1n th1S

report. If a househ9ld's record 1S m1ss1ng from any of the data sources

requ1red for the der1vat10n of a var1able, that part1cular var1able 1S

ass1gned a m1SS1ng value code and the household 1S removed from the sample

for analyses 1nvolv1ng that var1able. Reasons for ~ss1ng value codes

1nclude nonresponses; "don't know" responses; out-of-range responses; and

data that 1S 1ncons1stent between data sources.

In~t~al Household Report Form

In~t~al Household Report Forms were completed for all enrolled households

as part of the enrollment 1nterv1ew. Enrollment 1nterv1ews were conducted

between Apr~l 1973 and February 1974. Deta~led ~nformat~on was collected

on each household's compos1t10n, hous1ng expend1tures (rent, ut1l1t1es,

furn1sh1ngs, and so forth), and asset hold1ngs (sav1ngs bonds, stocks,

and so forth), as of the t1me of the 1nterv1ew. Income data were collected

for each of the preV10US 12 months for each type of 1ncome (e.g., wages,

Soc~al Secur~ty, welfare) for each household member 18 years of age or

over. Household expenses (e.g., a11mony, ch11d care, med1cal) were also

collected for the 12 most current months. Data from the In~t~al Household

Report Form were used operat10nally to deter~ne whether

compos1t10n and 1ncome el1g1b1l1ty requ1rements had been

~n~t~al household
1

met. Analyt~cally,

these data have been used to descr1be the household's demograph1c character

1St1CS and 1ncome Just pr10r to part1c1pat10n 1n the program.

1
Reported 1ncome data were ver1f1ed w1th th1rd-party sources for

el1g1b1l1ty deter~nat10n at enrollment. S1nce only 10 percent of Control
households' reports were ver1f1ed, however, reported values are used 1n the
data base.
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Monthly Household Report Forms

After households were enrolled, they were requ1red to complete monthly

Household Report Forms, WhlCh collected detal1ed lnformatlon on the house

hold's composltlon, houslng expendltures, and lTICOme for the prevl0us month.

The lnformatlon was sl~lar to that collected on the Inltlal Household

Report Form and was used to determane the household's monthly payment.

Analytlcally, these data are used to descrlbe the household's houslng

expendltures, demographlc characterlstlcs, and lncame durlng the course of

the experlment. In addltlon, annual supplements collected lnformatl0n on

assets and taxes.

Payments Data

After each monthly payment cycle, the household's current payment status,

reasons for the status (1£ other than Full Payments status), payment per~od

number, payment amount, and the ~ntermed~ate var~ables used to calculate

the payment were extracted from the operat~onal payments system and entered

lnto an analyt~c payments f~le.

I
Basellne Intervlew

Basel~ne Intervlews were adm~n~stered to all households before they were

offered enrollment ln the program, and were completed between March 1973

and January 1974. Data were collected In the followlng general categorles:

houslng expendltures and consumpt~on; locat~on and hous~ng search; ne~ghbor

hood and houslng preferences and satlsfactl0n; malntenance and upgradlng;

household composltlon; household assets, lncome, and expenses; and part~cl

patl0n ln other government programs. The lntervlews provlded measures of

the household's poslt~on pr~or to the experlment.

Perl0dlc Intervlews

Perl0dlc Intervlews were admln~stered to all enrolled households at approx~

mately SlX months, one year, and two years after enrollment. Data were

collected on a number of subJects lncluded ln the Basellne Intervlew.

I
ThlS lntervlew, as well as the EXlt Intervlew and the Flrst, Second,

and Thlrd Perl0dlc Intervlews, were deslgned by Abt Assoclates Inc. and
adm1nlstered In the fleld by the Natl0nal 0plnl0n Research Center; some Base
!lne Intervlews were conducted by Westat, Inc.
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SubJect areas lncluded houslng expendltures and consumptlon; locatlon and

houslng search; preferences and satlsfactlon; rnalntenace and upgradlngi

and partlclpatlon 10 other government programs. In addltlon, the PerlodlC

Intervlews lncluded questlons relatlng to partlclpant expectatlons at the

tlme of enrollment and lmpresslons of varlOUS aspects of the program, such

as the Houslng In£ormatlon Program, the houslng and reportlng requlrements,

and the amount and varlablilty of the allowance payment.

Houslng Evaluatlon Form

Houslng evaluatlons were conducted for all dweillng unlts occupled by

households that accepted the enrollment offer. Un1ts were evaluated at

enrollment and whenever a household moved or upgraded lts current unlt to

meet elther Mlnlmum Standards or M1nlmum Rent houslng requlrements. In

add1t1on, all unltS were re-evaluated at least once a year. Households

w1th a M1n1mum Standards requ1rement could also request evaluat10ns of

new unltS before dec1d1ng to move to see 1f these un1tS Met the requ1re

ment. The Hous1ng Evaluatlon Form, used to collect these data on houslng

qual1ty, prov1des 1nformat1on on bas1C hous1ng serv1ces, safety hazards,

structure and surface cond1t1on, and other 1nd1cators of hous1ng cond1t1on.

Census Data

Census var1ables for Allegheny and Mar1copa count1es were extracted from

the 1970 Census of Populat1on and Hous1ng Fourth Count Summary Tapes. The

varlables that were selected 1ncluded descr1ptors of the tract and 1tS

hous1ng stock and SOC1oecono~c character1st1CS of the populat10ne House

hold-level Census tract asslgnments were made uSlng standard geocod1ng

programs at the tlme of enrollment and each of the Perlod1c Intervlews.

When the locatl0n by tract was deterrnaned, the census var1ables for that

tract were posted to the household f11e.

111.2 KEY VARIABLES

Key varlables used In thlS report 1nclude lncome and demographlc var1ables,

rent, sat1sfactl0n, houslng standards, occupancy measures, a hedonlc 1ndex

measurlng houslng servlces, move status, and current payment status.

Deflnltl0ns of the var1ables used 1n thlS report are dlscussed below.

Table III-l surnmar1zes the data sources for these var1ables.
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Table III-l

DATA SOURCES USED TO DERIVE KEY VARIABLES

DATA SOURCES

VAlUJlBLES

INCOME

ENROLLMENT TWO YEARS

Net ~ncome for analys~s

Net ~ncome for el~g~b1l~ty

Census gross ~ncome

Inl.tl.al Household Report Form 24-month hl.story from Household
Report Form

InJ.t~al Household Report Form 24-month h~story from Household
Report Form

In~tl.al HOusehold Report Form 24-month h~story from Household
Report Form

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Race/ethn~c1ty

Educat~on of head of household

Age of head of household

Sex of head of household

Household s~ze

Household CompoS1tl.on

RENT BURDEN

HOUSING QUALITY

Hous~ng standards

Hedon~c ~ndex

Occupancy

Hous~ng adequacy

MOVE STATUS

CURRENT STATUS

Basell.ne Interv~ew

Basell.ne Interv~ew

In1t1al Household Report Form

In1t1al Household Report Form

Inl.tJ.al Household Report Form

Inl.tl.al Housenold Report Fo:rm

InJ.tl.al Household Report Form,
Basell.ne IntervJ.ew

Inl.ual Household Report Form,
Basell.ne Intervl.ew

Housl.ng EvaluatJ.on Form for
enrollment

Housl.ng Evaluat10n Form,
Census data, Basel1ne Inter
vl.ew, other sJ.te data

In1.t1.al Household Report Form,
HousJ.ng Evaluat1.on Form

HOUSl.ng Evaluat~on Form for
enrollment

In1tl.al Household Report Form,
payments file
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Basel~ne Interv~ew

Base11ne IntervJ.ew

24-month h1story from Household
Report Form

24-month h1.story from Household
Report Fom

24-month h1story from Household
Report Fom

24-month hl.story from Household
Report Form

Household Report Fom, Th1rd
Per10d1.c Intervl.ew

Household Report Form, payments
fl.le, Thl.rd Per~ochc Interv1ew

HOUSl.Dg Evaluatl.on Form.

HOUS1ng Evaluat10n Form, Census
data, ThJ.rd Per:l.odl.c Intervl.ew,
other Sl.te data

Household Report Form, 80us1ng
Evaluatl.on Form

HouS1Dg Evaluat.l.on Form

In~tl.al Household Report Form,
FJ.rst, Second, and ThJ.rd
PerJ.od1.c Interv~ews

24-month h~story from Household
Report Form, payments f1le



Income

A maJor varlable used 10 the analys15 10 thlS report 15 Net Income for

Analysls, a measure of household dlsposable lucerne. Net Income for Analysis

18 an estlmate of the annual lucame recelved by all household members age 18

or over; It 15 the sum of earned and other lucerne net of taxes and allmony

pald. A complete 11St of all lucerne component~ lncluded 1n the deflnltl0n

of net lucerne and ltS relatl0n to two other lucerne measures (the lucerne

deflnltl0n used to deterIDlne ellg~lllty for the experlmental program and
1

that used by the census) are g1ven 1n Table III-2.

Net Income for Ellg1bl11ty deflnes an annual net dlsposable lucerne for

ellglbl11ty and payment purposes WhlCh 18 easlly and accurately measured

and wh1ch 18 def1ned as eqU1tably as poss1ble for demograph1cally d1fferent

households that rece1ve lncome from a varlety of sources (see Table 111-3

for e11g1b1l1ty l1mits). Net 1ncome for e11g1b1l1ty was der1ved by add1ng

the annual 1ncornes of all household members who were at least 18 years of

age, and subtract1ng taxes, work-related expenses, al1mony pald, and maJor

med1cal expenses. Table 111-2 compares th1S defln1t1on w1th the census

defln1t1on and the analyt1c def1n1tlon of 1ncome.

Census gross 1ncome was used to determ1ne household status w1th respect to

the off1c1al poverty l1ne. The 1975 f1gures used for determ1n1ng poverty

status are presented 1n Table III-4.

Demograph1c Varlables

Race/ethn1c1ty. The follow1ng categor1es were used 1n th1S report for each

slte;

P1ttsburgh

Wh1W
Black

2
Phoen1x

Wh1te
Black
Spanlsh Amerlcan

1
Households w1th annual 1ncome less than $1,000 were excluded from

the analys18.
2

In some analyses, both black and Span1sh Amer1can households 1n
Phoen1x were class1fled as m1nor1ty households.
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Table III"'2

COMPONENTS INCLUDED IN THE DEFINITION OF NET INCOME FOR ANALYSIS
AND COMPARISON WITH CENSUS AND PRCGRAM ELIGIBILITY DEFINITIONS

COMPONENTS
NET mCOME FOR

ELIGIBILITY
NET INCOME

FOR ANALYSIS
CENSUS

(GROSS INCOME)

I. GROSS INCOME

A. Earned Income

l. Wages and Salar1es X X X

2. Net Bus.tness Income X X X

B. Income-Cond1t10ned Transfers

l. A1d for Dependent Ch11dren X X X

2. General Ass1stance X X X

3. Other welfare X X X

4. Food Stamps Subs1dy X'

C. Other Transfers

l. Supplemental secur1ty Income (Old Age X X X
Ass1stance, A1d to the Bl1nd, A1d to
the D1sabled)

2 SocJ.al Secur1ty X X X

3. Unemployment compensat1on X X X

4. Workmen's OOmpensatJ.on X X X

S. Government PenS10ns X X X

6. Pr1vate PenS10ns I. X X

7. Veterans penS10ns X X X

D. Other Income

1. EducatJ.on Grants X X X

2. Regular Cash Payments X X X

3. Other Regular Income X X X

4. Al.unony Rece1ved X X X

S. Asset Income X' X' X'

6. Income from Roomers and Boarders X

II. GROSS EXPENSES

A. ~
l. Federal Tax W1thheld X' X'

2. State Tax w1thheld X' X'

3. FICA Tax w1thheld X' X'

B. Work-CondJ.tJ.oned Expenses

l. Ch1ld Care Expenses X

2. Care of SJ.ck at Home X

3 work Related Expenses X'

C. Other E.<.oenses

1 Al.unony PaJ.d Qut X X

2. MaJor Med1cal Expenses X

*The amounts of these J.ncome and expense 1tems are derJ.ved uS1ng data reported by the household.
All other amounts are J.ncluded J.n the J.ncome varJ.ables exactly as reported by tne household.
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Table III-3

INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS AT ENROLLMENT
FOR HOUSING GAP AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

DESIGN POINT
a

1 2 3,4 5,6 7+

PITTSBURGH

Treatment Groups
1,2,4,5,7,8, 10, 12 $5,050 $5,800 $6,750 $7,700 $9,150

Treatment Groups
3, 6, 9 4,050 4,650 5,400 6,150 7,300

Treatment Group
11 3,750 4,250 4,950 5,650 6,650

Treatment Groups
24, 25b 12,500 12,500 12,500 12,500 12,500

PHOENIX

Treatment Groups
1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12 $6,000 $7,450 $8,650 $10,600 $12,750

Treatment Groups
3, 6, 9 4,800 5,950 6,950 8,450 10,200

Treatment Group
11 4,450 5,450 6,350 7,700 9,250

Treatment Groups
24, 25b 15,500 15,500 15,500 15,500 15,500

NOTE: Indicated amounts are $500 greater than formal el~g~b~l~ty limits.
A $500 marg~n of error ~s allowed. Only households w~th ~ncomes more than $500
above the formal l~~ts are cons~dered to be overincome.

a. Refer to the summary experimental des~gn ~n Append~x I for
1dent1f1cat1on of these groups.

b. These amounts were used as cr1ter1a 10 the actual enrollment process.
Note, however, that households in these treatment groups are cons1dered to be
over1nccme for the analyt1c 1ncane elig1.bility status at enrollment l.f the1.r
l.ncome 1.5 greater than the l.ncame eligibil1.ty l1.m1.ts for Treatment Groups I, 2,
4, 5, 7, 8, 10, and 12.
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Table III-4

DEFINITION OF OFFICIAL POVERTY LINEa

SEX OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

ONE
Head of household between 14 and 64

Head of household 65 or older

TWO
Head of household between 14 and 64

Head of household 65 or older

THREE

FOUR

FIVE

SIX

SEVEN OR MORE

Female

$2,902

2,608

3,636

3,260

4,317

5,502

6,504

7,322

9,056

Male

$2,685

2,574

3,530

3,237

4,175

5,473

6,434

7,270

8,818

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current
Populat10n Reports, Ser1es P-60, No. 106, June 1977.

a. Households are consldered poverty households 1£ thelr census
gross lncorne 15 less than the 11sted value.
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ClaSSlflcatlons are based on lnterv19wer observatlons of the head of house

hold, except for the Spanlsh Amerlcan deslgnatlon, WhlCh 15 based on surname

accordlng to census conventl0ns.

Age of head of household. The age of head of household ~s def~ned accord~ng

to census conventl0ns. Elderly households are those wlth a head of house

hold 62 years of age or older.

Sex of head of household. The census conventlon 15 used. To establlsh the

census deslgnated head of household, the sex and relatl0nshlp of each house

hold member to the respondent who ~s des~gnated head ~s checked. Unless the

household has a 810g1e female head, It 15 claSSlfled as havlng a male head

of household.

Household Slze. The deflTIltion of household Slze lTIcludes all persons

11vlng wlth the household except roomers and boarders.

Household composltlon. Th15 varlable ldentlfles the structure of the house

hold based on the relat~onsh~ps of household members to the head. Two

classif~cat~on schemes are developed from the data:

Bas~c Class~f~cat~on

One-person household
S~ngle head w~th ch~ldren; no relat~ves

S~ngle head w~th ch~ldren and relat~ves

S~ngle head w~th no ch~ldren; relat~ves present
Marr~ed couple; no ch~ldren, no relat~ves

Marr~ed couple w~th ch~ldren; no relat~ves

Marr~ed couple w~th ch~ldren and relat~ves

Marr~ed couple w~th no ch~ldren, but w~th relat~ves

Abbrev~ated Class1f~cat1on

(w~th bas~c categor~es collapsed ~nto three)

S~ngle-person

S~ngle adult w1th ch~ldren or others present
Marr~ed couple w~th or w~thout others present

Rent

Analys~s of part~c~pant expend~tures on hous~ng takes two bas~cally d~ffer

ent approaches:

How much do households spend on rent?

How much does ~t cost to rent a dwell~ng un~t w~th part~cular

character~st~cs?
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These d~fferences ~n approach requ~re var~at~ons ~n the analyt~cal def~n~

t~ons of rent. For example, reduct~on ~n rent for contr~but~ons from

roomers and boarders ~s appropr~ate for the f~rst approach but not the

second.

Analyt~cal adJusted contract rent ~s bas~cally def~ned as the monthly pay

ment for an unfurn~shed dwell~ng unlt ~nclud~ng bas~c ut~llt~es. The

formula ~s:

AdJusted Contract Rent

The components ~ncluded are:

Contract rent + ut~l~t~es - furn~sh~ngs

+ work ~n l~eu of rent adJustment.

Contract rent. Contract rent ~s adJusted to a monthly
amount to prov~de a common rental per1od.

Ut~llt~es adJustment. If the costs of ut~1~t1es are not
1ncluded ~n the household's contract rent, ut1l~t~es adJust
ments are added to contract rent. AdJustments are made V1a
slte-spec~f1c tables for electr~c1ty, gas, heat, water,
garbage, and trash. The amount of the adJustments depends
on the numbers of rooms reported 1n the Hous1ng Evaluat~on

Form. No adJustment ~s made for any other ut1l~t1es of
serVlces, such as park1ng. Allowance ~s made for ~ncreased

ut~l~ty costs over the two-year exper1mental per1od.

1
~F~u=r=n=~~s=h=~~n~g~s~a~d~J=u=s~tm==e=n~t. For furn~shed un1tS, a
1S made for the rent equlvalent of furn1shlngs.

deduct~on

Work 1n lleu of rent adJustment. If the contract rent pa1d
by the household 1S reduced because a household member works
for the landlord, the amount of the reduct10n 1S added to
contract rent. The adJustment has not been added to ~ncome,

although ~t should ~n theory be added.

The analyt~cal adJusted contract rent used 1n th1S report for the analysls

of houslng expend1tures refers

contr1but~ons from roomers and

to shelter costs borne by
2

boarders are subtracted.

the household, so

1
For more speclflc def~n1t1ons of these adJustments, refer to Abt

Assoc~ates Inc. (1975), Append~x IV.
2
Households wlth rents less than $40 per month were excluded from

the sample. ThlS excluslon was based on a Judgment that gross rent f~gures

below thlS cutoff may be erroneous.
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Rent Burden

Rent burden was calculated as the rat~o of analyt~c rent to net ~ncome for

analysls, adJusted for allowance payments. Rent burden 18 thus deflned as

Net Rent/Net Income:

Rent Burden
Contract Rent-Allowance
Net Income for Analysls

1
Payment
(monthly)

Rent burden statlstlcs are hlghly sensltlve to the deflnltlon of lncarne

used. Statlstlcs calculated from dlfferent sources uSlng dlfferent deflnl~

tlons of lucame may have to be recalculated or adJusted before comparlS0ns

may be made. The Houslng Allowance Demand Experlment data appear to be

unlque In both attemptlng to use an analytlc deflnltlon of net dlsposable

lucame and In havlng the data to do so. In general, the source of varla

tl0n In rent burden statlstlcs lS pr~mar~ly d~fferences ~n ~ncome def~nltlons.

Program Hous~ng and Occupancy Standards

The hous~ng and occupancy measures used ~n the analysls are based on the

M~n~mum Standards hous~ng requ~rements used ~n one part of the exper~ment.

They were developed from elements of the Arnerlcan PubllC Health Assoclatlon/
2

PubllC Health Servlce, Recommended Houslng Ordlnance (1971). Table 111-5

IlStS the Mlnlmurn Standards houslng requlrements as they apply to the dwell

lng unlt ~tself. The requ~rements are grouped lnto 15 components made up

of related ltems.

The occupancy requlrement was separate from the physlcal requlrements llsted

In Table 111-5. The occupancy requ~rement set a maxlmum of two persons for

every adequate bedroom, regardless of age. An adequate bedroom was a room

that could be completely closed off from other roomS and that met the

followlng program houslng standards: ce1l1ng helght, llght/ventllatlon,

and electrlcal serv~ce. (A studlo or efflclency apartment was counted as

a bedroom for the occupancy standards.) In addltl0n, for a unlt to meet

Mlnlmum Standards, all rooms had to meet the houslng standards for the

condltlon of room structure, room surface, floor structure, and floor

1
For Control households, the $10 cooperatlon payment was deducted

from the contract rent amount.
2

See Abt Assoclates Inc. (1975) for more detall on the development
of the Mlnlmurn Standards.
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Table III-S

COMPONENTS OF MINIMUM STANDARDS
(program Deflnltl.on)

1 COMPLETE PLUMBING

Prlvattl tOllet faC1Ilt.les, a shower or tub w:t,th hot ana cold l:"Unfll.ng water, and a washbasl.n wlth
hot and cold runnlng water 101111 be present and ln workmg condltlon

COMPLETE KITCHEN FACILITIES

A cookl.ng stove or range, refrlgerator, and kl.tchen sink Wl.th hot and cold runnlng water 101111
be present and In workl.ng condltlon

LIVING ROO."t, BATHROOM, KITCHEN PRESENCE

A 11vlng room, bathroom, and kltchen 10'111 be present
whl.ch corresponds to an efflCl.ency unlt )

{ThlS represents the dwel11ng unlt "core,"

4 LIGHT FIXTURES

A celll.ng or wall-type flXtUre wlll be present and worklng In the bathroom and kltchen

5 ELECTRICAL

At least one electrlc outlet 101111 be present and operable in both the 11.Vlng room and kitchen
A worklllg wall sWltch, pull-chaln llght sWltch, or addltlona1 electrlcal outlet wl.ll be present
In the IlVl.ng roan a

6 HEATING EQUIPMENT

Unlts wlth no heatlng equlpment, wlth unvented room heaters WhlCh burn gas, 011, or kerosene,
or WhlCh are heated malnly wlth portable eleCtrlC room heaters "'111 be unacceptable

7 ADEQUATE EXITS

There wlll be at least two eXl.ts from the dweillng unlt leadlng to safe and open space at
ground level (for multlfamlly bUlldlng only) Effectlve November, 1973 (retroactlve to program
lnceptlon) thlS requll"ement was mexhfled to pel"llllt overrlde on case-by-case baslS where lt
appears that flre safety lS met desplte lack of a second eXlt

8 ROOM STRUCTURE

Celilng structure or wall structure for all roans must not be ln condltion requlrwg replaceJilent
(such as severe buckllng or leanlngl

Celllllg surface or wall surface for all rooms must not be ln condltlon requlrlng replacement
such as surface materlal that 1S loose, contalnlng large holes, or severely dillllaged)

10 CEILING HEIGHT

Llvlng room, bathroom, and k1tchen ce111ngS must be 7 feet (or h1gher) In at least one-half of
the rOOll'l area a

11 FLOOR STRUCTURE

Floor structure for all roems must not be In condlt10n requ1r1ng replacement (such as large
holes or Pl1SS1ng parts)

12. FLOOR SURFACE

Floor surface for all rooms must not be in condition requiring replacement (such as large holes
or rnlluiing pllrt»)

13 ROOt STRUCTURE

The roof structure must be f1;ro'l

14 llXfi:.R!OR WALLS

The exterlor wall structure or exterlor wall surface must not need replacement (For structure
thls would lnclude such COn(ht10ns as severe leanlng, buckllng, or sagglng, and for surface
condltions such as exceSSlve cracks or holes )

15 LIGHT/VENTlLATION

The unlt 101111 have a 10 percent ratlo of wlndow area to floor area and at least one openable
wlndow In the 11V1Jlg room, bathroom. and kltchen or the equlvalent 1n the case of properly
vented kl.tchens and/or bathrooms a

a ThlS hOUSlflg standard lS applled to bedroans In determlnlng the number of adequate bedrooms for
the program occupancy standard
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surface. If the dwell~ng unlt conta~ned four or more adequate bedrooms,

It was Judged to meet occupancy standards; thlS reflects the actual program

operatlng rule, WhlCh set thlS c6111ng on occupancy standards at the requlre-

ment for an e~ght-member household. (Roomers and boarders were added to

household Slze when determlnlng whether a household met occupany standards,

because all the rooms 10 the dweillng unlt were taken lute account.)

Houslng Adequacy Measure

The houslng adequacy measure classlfles unltS luto one of three categorles:

clearly lnadequate, at least mlnlmally adequate, or amblguous. The measure

~s closely related to the M~n~mum Standards measure. See Chapter 2 and

Budd~ng (1978) for a more deta~led descr~pt~on.

HedonlC Index of Houslng Servlces

The hedonlc lndex 15 a summary measure of houslng serVlces. ThlS lndex

estlmates the market value of a unl.t ln terms of the attrl.butes of the Wllt

l.tself, l.ts nel.ghborhood, and the quallty of publl.c and prl.vate serVlces

ava~lable. See Chapter 6 and Merr~ll (1977) for a more deta~led descr~pt~on.

Move Status

Dete~natl0n of a move was always based on the comparl.son of address rather

than on the household's response to the lnterv16W questl0ns regardl.ng rnovl.ng.

A household was class1£l.ed as havl.ng moved durlng the experl.ment 1£ the

address on the In~t~al Household Report Form was d~fferent from any of the

addresses reported by the household dur~ng the two-year exper~mental per~od.

current Payment Status

Status of the household ~s def~ned as One of the follow~ng:

Act~ve full payments

Actlve ml.nl.mum payments

Inactlve, reactl.vated for later cycles (for example, house
holds that moved out of the country and then moved back ~nto

the country)

Inactlve, never reactlvated l.n later cycles

Termlnated.
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Poss~ble reasons for m~n~mum payments status are:

Household Owns home
Household l~ves ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng

Rent rece~pt not returned
Fa~lure to meet hous~ng requ~rements (Hous~ng Gap M~n~mum

Rent and M~n~mum Standards groups only).

Poss~ble reasons for ~nact~ve or term~nated status are:

Move out of the country
Inel~g~le household compos~t~on

Res~d~ng ~n ~nst~tut~on

Cannot locate
Per~od~c Interv~ew refused
Hous~ng Evaluat~on refused
M~ss~ng Household Report Forms
New household member refused to comply w~th requ~rements.

Ad~tlonal posslble reaons for termlnat~on are:

Household deceased
Inel~g~ble household spl~t

Fraud
Rece~ved ~nellg~le relocat~on benef~ts

Termlnatlon other (confllct of lnterest)
Reverlf~catl0n refused
Qu~t (voluntary te=nat~on).

Analytlc Deflnltlon of Meetlng Houslng Requlrements

The analyt~c data base used In thlS report was organlzed around the four

cross sectl0ns deflned by enrollment and three subsequent Perlodlc Inter

Vlews (conducted at SlX months, one year, and two years after enrollment).

Analytlcally, a household ~s deflned as meetlng requ~rements at any cross

sectl0n lf ltS then current dwelilng unlt elther met the requlrements at

that cross sectl0n or had been found to meet requlrements at some prevl0us

cross sectlon.

Under the operatlng rules of the Demand Experlment, once a household met

the hous~ng requ~rements In a un~t, It cont~nued to quallfy for payments

as long as ~t remalned ~n that unlt. Thus some households could, for

example, meet the M~nlmum Standards requlrements at enrollment and, 1£

they remalned In thelr enrollment unlt, later fall the requlrernents at

a cross sectl0n but stlll recelve payments. (If a household moved, ~t

had to meet requ~rernents ~n lts new unlt In order to recelve payments.)
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Th~s was done to avo~d 1mpos1ng unnecessary hardsh1p on households because

of the three-year durat~on of the exper1ment. Th1S operat10nal def1n1t10n

1S essentlally the one used ~n th1s report to def1ne whether a household

met requlrernents.

There 1S one d1fference between the analyt1c and operat10nal de£lnlt10ns,

however. In practlce, Mlnlmum Standards households could request a Houslng

Evaluatlon at any tlme to deter~ne whether the~r unlts met the requlrements.

Llkewlse, compl1ance wlth Mlnlmum Rent requlrements was determ1ned monthly

for M1n1mum Rent households. Comparable data on meetlng the Mlnlmum

Standards for Control, Unconstralned, and Mlnlmum Rent households 1S only

avallable at the three cross sectlons at WhlCh all households had Houslng

Evaluat10ns (enrollment and one and two years after enrollment). Llkewlse,

although lnformatlon on rent was collected from all households each month,

Slnce the maln analytlc flIes of the Demand Experlment are organ1zed around

the four cross sectlons descrlbed above, comparable data on meet1ng the

Mlnlmum Rent requlrement 1S read1ly ava1lable only for those four cross

sectlons. In order to provlde comparable data on all households, the

analyt1c defln1tlon of meetlng requlrernents 15 based on the four cross

sectlons, as lnd1cated above.

Tables 111-6, 111-7, and 111-8 compare the percentage of Hous1ng Gap house

holds that met the varlOUS requlrements In terms of the analytlc deflnltlon

wlth the percentage recelvlng full payments. As can be seen from the tables,

the analyt1c and operat1onal (full payment) def1n1t1ons agree closely.
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Table III-6

COMPARISON OF ANALYTIC AND OPERATIONAL STATUS OF
MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

ANALYTIC STATUS PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

NUMBER OF HOUSE- NUMBER OF HOUSE-
HOLDS THAT MET NUMBER OF HOUSE- HOLDS THAT MET NUMBER OF HOUSE-
THEIR REQUIRE- HOLDS THAT NEVER THEIR REQUIRE- HOLDS THAT NEVER
MENTS AT SOME MET THEIR REQUIRE- MENTS AT SOME MET THEIR REQUIRE
TIME IN THEIR MENTS AT THEIR TIME IN THEIR MENTS AT THEIR

OPERATIONAL STATUS TWO-YEAR UNIT TWO-YEAR UNIT TWO-YEAR UNIT TWO-YEAR UNIT

Met M~n~mum Standards requlrements
at two years and recelved full 53 2 78 5
payment

D1d not meet M1n1mum Standards
requirements at two years and 0 110 0 71
rece1ved mlnlrnurn payment

D1d not meet M1n1mum Standards
requlrements at two years but 36 3 13 3

arece1ved full payment

Met Mlnlmum Standards requlrements
at two hears but recelved mlnlmum 0 0 4 0
payment

SAMPLE SIZE (89 ) (115) (95) (79)

SAMPLE: M1n1mum Standards households act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th
enrollment lucornes over the ellg1bl11ty I1mlts and those I1vlng In thelr own homes or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In1tial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f1le.
a. Reasons lnclude slte admlnlstratlve error; fal1ure to complete a pre-move houslng evaluatl0n

wlthln three days followlng a request; household Slze lnCreaSej unlt formerly met requirements.
b. Reasons lnclude slte admlnlstratlve error; cross-sectlonal I1nklng procedures.



Table III-7

COMPARISON OF ANALYTIC AND OPERATIONAL STATUS OF
MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

ANALYTIC STATUS PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS NUMBER OF 'HOUSEHOLDS
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID
THAT MET NOT MEET THAT MET NOT MEET
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS

OPERATIONAL STATUS AT TWO YEARS AT TWO YEARS AT TWO YEARS AT TWO YEARS

Met Min~mum Rent Low requ~rements

at two years and received full payment 100 1 73 1

Did not meet Minllllurn Rent Low
requ~rements at two years and 1 19 0 22
received min~mum payment

D~d not meet Min~mum Rent Low
requ~rements at two years but 5 1 0 0
received full paymenta

Met M~nimum Rent Low requirements
at two hears.but received minimum 1 0 2 0
payment

SAMPLE SIZE (107) (21) (75) (23)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent Low households active at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those with enrollment
~ncomes over the el~g~bility limits and those living in their own homes or ~n subs~d~zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

a. Reasons include site administrative error; failure to complete a pre-move hous~ng evaluation w1th1n
three days following a request; household S1ze 1ncreaS6; un1t formerly met requ1rements.

b. Reasons 1nclude s1te adm1nistrative error; cross-sect1onal I1nk1ng procedures.



Table III-8

COMPARISON OF ANALYTIC AND OPERATIONAL STATUS OF
MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

ANALYTIC STATUS PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

NUMBER OF NmIBER OF
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID
THAT MET NOT MEET THAT MET NOT MEET
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS

OPERATIONAL STATUS AT TWO YEARS AT TWO YEARS AT TWO YEARS AT TWO YEARS

Met M~n~mum Rent H1gh requ1rements
at two years and rece~ved full payment 61 4 52 4

D~d not meet MJ.n1.mum Rent H~gh

requirements at two years and 0 52 0 51
receJ.ved rn1.nJ.mum payment

Did not meet M1.n1.mum Rent H~gh

requJ.rements at two years but 0 0 1 1
rece~ved full paymenta

Met Minimum Rent H1.gh reqU1.rements
at two bears but receJ.ved rnJ.n1.mum 0 0 0 0
payment

SAMPLE SIZE (61) ( 56) (53) (56)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent H~gh households act~ve at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enroll
ment J.ncomes over the eligibJ.lity lim1.ts and those l1.ving J.n theJ.r own homes or l.n subs1.d1.zed hous1.ng.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

a. Reasons include site admJ.nistrative error; failure to complete a pre-move housJ.ng evaluatJ.on withJ.n
three days follow1.ng a request; household S1.ze increase; unJ.t formerly met requirements.

b. Reasons include site admJ.n1.strat1.ve error; cross-sectJ.onal IJ.nkJ.ng procedures.
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APPENDIX IV

THE PROCESS OF MEETING HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

Th~s append~x presents the mob~l~ty and part~c~pat~on behav~or of the

var~ous experlmental samples In graphlc form. In order to make comparlsons

between Houslng Gap households and Control or Unconstralned households, the

partlclpatlon behavlor of each group must be deflned on a comparable basls.

Here, as throughout thlS report, households are determ1ned to have met the

partlcular houslng standard at a glven tlme 1£ they were I1vlng In a unlt

WhlCh elther met the houslng requlrement at the lndlcated cross sectlon or
I

had prevlously met the requlrement In that unlt.

Each flgure lilustrates, by slte, the proportlon of Experlrnental or Control

households that met the lndlcated requlrement lnltlallYi of those that lnl

tlally met or dld not meet the requlrement, the proportlon that moved; and

of those that moved or dld not move, the proportl0n that met the requlrement

at the end of two years. Also ~nd~cated are the number of households whose

status could not be deter~ned. Presented here are each Houslng Gap group

(Mlnlmum Standards, Mlnlmum Rent Low, and Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh) , wlth respect

to ltS own requlrement, and Control and Unconstralned groups meetlng each

of the three d~fferent per~ods. F~gures IV-I through IV-9 show the ent~re

two-year per~od, and F~gures IV-IO through IV-IS and F~gures IV-19 through

IV-27 show the flrst and second years of actlvlty, respectlvely.

I
Thus, not all households treated analyt~cally as meet~ng the~r

requlrement at, say, two years were actually 11vlng In a unlt that met
that requlrement at the tlme of the two-year evaluatl0n. However, the
household would have met at some tlme ln that unlt and, 1£ a Housing Gap
household,would consequently recelve a full allowance payment. See
Append~x III for more deta~ls.
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Flgure IV-l

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS
MI~IMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLOS,

BETWEEN ENROLLMENT ANO TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G H

44% (N=68)

Old not move

56% (N=88)

Met at two years
(N=ZZ)

Met at two years
(N=33)

Met at two years
N=Z8

!'1et at two years
(N=6)

Old not meet at two years
(N=40)

Old not meet at two years
(N=4)

Old not meet at two years
(N=O)

Old not meet at two years
75% (N=66)

Hoved

Moved

(N=lO)

(N=33)
Old not move

77%

Met
Mmlmum

Standaras
Requ 1rements

at
Enrollment

(N=43)

Old not meet
Mmlffium

Standards
Requlrements

at
Enrollment

(N=156)

(mlsslng values
= 5 )

ACTIVE

Izz"AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=Z04)

PHOENIX

Met at two years
Met Moved (N=lZ)

MmlmUM
52% (N=l7) Old not meet at two yearsStandards

ReqUl rements (N=5)
at Met at two years

ACTIVE I Enrollment Old not move (N=16)
I (N=33) 48% (N=16) Old not meet at tWQ years

AT Izo% N=O

ITWO ~let at two years, Old not meet "1oved (N=45)

I 80%
Mmlmum

(N=77) Old not meet at two
YEARS Standards 57% years

Requl remen ts (N=3Z)

(N=174 ) at Met at two years
Enrollment Old not move (N=ZO)

43% (N=57) Dld not meet at two years
PI=134 ) (N=37)

(mlsslng values
7 )

SAMPLE Mlnlmum Standards households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the el19lbll1ty llmlts and those 11vlng 1n thelrown homes or In SubsldlZed houslng.

DATA SOURCES Inl tl a1 and monthly Ilouseho1d Report Forms, Basel 1ne and Perl0dlc Intervl ews, and
payments hl e.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 77 In Plttsburgh and 155 ln Phoenlx
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Figure IV-2

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANOAROS REQUIREMENTS

CONTROL HOUSEHOLOS,
BETWEEN ENROLL/lENT AND TWO YEARS

? ITT S BUR G H

ACTIVE

AT 20~

Met Moved 50%
M1nlmUm

1 26%Standards (N=16)
Requlrements I 50%

at
Enrollment Old not move 100%

(N=62) 74% (N=46) 0%

~let at two years
tN=8)

Old not meet at two years
(N=8)

Met at two "y'ears
(N=4o)

D1 d not meet at two years
(N=O)

TWO

YEARS

(N=321)

Old not meet
M,nlmum

Standards
Requ,rements

at
Enrollment

(N=241)

(mlsslng values
= 18 )

36"I •

64';

Hoved

(N=86)

Old not move
(N=155)

Met at two y'ears
(N=12)

Old not meet at two years
N=74

Met at two years
(N=18)

Old not meet at two years
(N=137)

ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=282 )

P HOE II I X

Met
1"46%

57% ~let at two years
Moved (N=13)

Mln1ffiUm
Standards (N=23) Old not meet at two years

RequJfements (N=10)
Met at two yearsEnrollment Old not move (N=27)

(N=50) 54% (N=27) O,d not meet at two years
19% (N=O)

Moved
~let at two years

Old not meet
I 52%

(N=39)
SH ~11nlmum

O,d not meet at two yearsStandards (N=1l3)
RequIrements (N=74 )

at Met at two yearsEnrollment Old not move (N=18),
(N=218) 48. Old not meet at two years(N=105 ) 83% (N=87)

(mlss,ng values
= 14 )

SAMPLE Mlnlmum Standards households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ellglblllty llmlts and those 'lvlng lr thelr own homes or ln SUbsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES In 1tl a1 and monthly Household Report Forms, Basellne and Perl OdlC Interv1 ews, and
payments fl1 e

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 1n Plttsburgh and 243 1n Phoenlx
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Figure IV-3

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR GH

Met Moved
~

~1et at two years

Mmlffium y
(N=I)

Standards (N=I) Old not meet at two years-Requlrements 0% (N=O)

ACTIVE

I
at

~
Met at(ltw~) years

Enrollment. Old not move <;: N=7
(N=8) (N=7) Old not meet at two years

AT (N=O)

TWO Met a~~w~) years

~
Old not meet Moved <=: N=4

Mmlmum y Old not meet at two years
YEARS Standards (N=22)

ReqUl rements
82% (N=18)

at

~ ~
Met at two years

(N=63) Enrollment Old not move (N=2)

(N=53) (N=31) 01 d not meet at two years
94% (N=29)

(mlss1ng values
= 2)

PHD E II I X

Met Moved :;;-- Met at two years
(N=2)

Mmlmum

~
Standards (N=3) ~ Old not meet at two years

Requlrements (N=I)

I
at

~
Met at two years

ACTIVE Enrollment J
Did not move S (N=6)

(N=9) 67% (N=6) Old not mee;\at two years
AT

0% (N=O

TWO Moved <::
~let at two years

Old not meet (N=7)

~
Mlnlmum

~ (N=19) Old not meet at two years
YEARS Standards 63% (N=12)

RequJrements

~
Met ai, t~~ years

(11=40) at Old not move <;:Enrollment N=3

(N=30) 37% (N=l1) Old not meet at two years
73% (N=8)

(mlsslng values
= 1 )

SAMPLE: Unconstramed households actlVe at two years after enrollment, excludmg those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the el191blllty l1mlts and those 11vlng ln thelr own homes or 1n subslalzed nouslng.

DATA SOURCES: IOltlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Basellne and Perl0d1c Intervlews, and
payments f,le.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 In Plttsburgh and 30 1n Phoenlx.
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Flgure IV-4

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS'

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS,
8ETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR GH

Met Moved
~

"'let at two years
Mmlmurn

7
(N=28)

Rent Low (N=28) Old not rne(et Dt two years
Requlrements 0% N=O

ACTIVE

V
at
I~ Met at (two6',earsEnrollment Old not move

~
N=5 )

(N=78)
Old not meet at two years

AT (N=50) 0% (N=O)

TWO
Met at (~~l:r'rrs

~
Old not meet Moved <:MlnlffiUlll

~
(N=l?) Old not meet at two yearsYEARS Rent Low

Requl rements 12% (N=2)
, at

~ <;;
Met at two years

(N=128) Enrollment Old not move (N=13)
(N=47) Old not meet at two years(N=30) 57. (N=l?)

(mlsslng values
= 3 )

PHOEtllX

flet Moved <;:
~let at tWO years

N=2?)
Mlnlffium

~
Old not meet at two yearsRent Low (N=29) 7%

Requlrements (N=2)

ACTI'/E

,I
at

~ Old not move

~
Met at two years

Enrollment (N=18)
(N=4?) (N=18) Dld not m'\'Nto~t two years

AT 0%

TWO
Moved

~
/'>let at two years

\'Z
Old not meet (N=2?)

Mmllllum

~,
Old not meet at two yearsYEARS Rent Low (N=34)

Requlrements 21% (N=?)
at

I~
~let at two years

(M=98) Enrollment Old not move <;:, (N=3)

(N=50) (N=16)
Old not meet at two years

8L. (N=13)

(ml 55l og values

I = 1 )

SAMPLE. M1nlmum Rent Low households act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th
enrollment 1ncomes over the el191bll1ty 11ffilts and those llvlng 1n the1r own homes or 1n SUbs1d1zed hous1ng

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms. Basel1ne and Perlodlc Intervlews, and
payments f1le

NOTE. The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 38 1" Plttsburgh and 77 1n Phoenlx.
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Fl gure IV-5

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

CONTROL HOUSEHOLOS.
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT ANO TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G H

~1et at two years
(N= 61

Old not meet at two years

12% f---::--:--:'7=----j
Met at two years

(N=128)

88%

100%

Moved

(N=69)

(N=128)

Old not move
65%

350/

Met
Mmunum
Rent Low

Requ 1rements
at

Enrollment
(N=197)

62%AT

ACTIVE
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(N=321)

38%
Old not meet

Mmlmum
Rel')t Low

Requlrements
at

Enrollment

(N=122 )

35%

65%

r10ved

(N=43)

Old not move

(N=79)

Met at two years
N=32

Old not meet at two years
(N=l1)

Met at two years
(N=l7)

Old not meet at two years
78% N=62

(m1Ssmg values
= 2 )

PHOEril X

Met Moved
~let at two years

(N=59)
Mlnlmum

57% Old not meet at two yearsRent Low (N=69)Requ 1rements N=lO)
at Met at two years

ACTIVE Enrollment Old not move (N=52)
43. (N=52) Old not meet at two years

AT 44% (N=121) 0% (N=O)

TWO Moved
~let at two years

D1Q not meet N=26
56% Mlmmum 48% (N=74) Old not meet at two years

YEARS Rent Low (N=48
Requl rements

Met ~~=.\yo yearsat Old not moveEnrollment(N=282) 52% Old not meet at two years
(N=155) (N=81) 95% N=77

(mlsslng values
6 )

SAMPLE Mlnlmum Rent Low households actlVe at two years after enrollment, excludmg those w1th
enrollment lncomes over the ellg1blllty 11mlts and those 11v1ng 1n thelr own homes or 1n Subsldlzed houslng

DATA SOURCES I01tlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Basel1ne and Perlodlc Intervlews, and
payments fll e

NOTE: The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 1n P1ttsburgh and 243 In Phoenlx.
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Flgure IV-6

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS'

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

o ITT S BUR G H

ACTIVE

AT 60%
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Rent Low

Requlrements
at

Enrollment
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46%

54%

Moved
(N=16)

Old not move
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~1et at two years
(N=16)
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01 d not meet at two years
N=O
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(N=6)
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N=2

Old not meet at two years
(N=13)76%

'-----'=-="-'-----'

75%t10ved
(N=8)

Old not move
(N=1?)

37"

Old not meet
Mmlmum
Rent Low

Requ 1 li't"'ents
Enrollment

(N=25 )

TWO
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(N=63 )

(mlsslng values
= 1 )

P HOE rl I X

I Met at two years

i
Met i Moved (N=9)Mmlmum

156% (N=10)Rent Low Old not meet at two years

I
Requ 1reme'1ts N=1

ACTIVE at Met at two years

!46%

Enrollment Old not move (N=8)

(N=18) 44% (N=8) Old not meet at two years
AT (N=O)

i

TWO I
~let a~ two years

Old not meet Moved N=8}
54% r,11nlffiUffi 62% (11=13) Old not meet at two yearsYEARS Rent Low

(N=5) IRequlrelJlents
at

~et at two years(N=40) Enrollment Dld not move N=l

(N=21) 38% (N=8) Old not meet at two years
(N=?)

(mlsslng values
1 )

SAMPLE Mlnlmum Rent Low households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment 1ncomes over the el1g1bll1ty llffilts and those llv1ng 1n thelr own homes or 1n SUbsld1zed houslng

DATA SOURCES Imtlal and monthly !lousehold Report Forms, Basellne and PerlOdlc Intervlews. and
payments fl 1e

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 1n Plt:sburgh and 30 1n PhoeOlx.
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Flgure IV-7

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINII1UM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR GH

Met Moved ~1et at two rears
(N=12

Mln1ffiUm 34% Old not meet at two yearsRent Hlgh _ (N=12)
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(N=21) (N=7) Old not meet at two years0% (N=O)AT 20%
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Old not meet (N=32)

Mlnlmum l:V Old not meet at two yearsYEARS Rent Hlgh (N=55)
Requlrements 42% (N=23\
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Met at two years

(N=109) Enrollment Old not move (N=I)

(N=84) Dld not ~eet P.~t two years
(N=29) 97% N-28

(mlssmg values
= 4 )

SAMPLE- Mlnlffium Rent Hlgh households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ellglblllty llmlts and those livlng 1n the1r own homes or 1n SUDsld1zed houslng

DATA SOURCES In1 tla1 and monthly Household Report Forms 1 Basel 1ne and Perl odl c Intervl ews. and
payments f11e.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 62 In Plttsburgh and 82 In PhoenlX.
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Flgure IV-8

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS'

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G H
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Met at two years
Enrollment Old not move (N=6)(N=282) (N=210) Old not meet at two yearsI 48% (N=100) 94% (N=94)

(ml 55' ng values
= 7 )

SAMPLE' Control households act,ve at two years after enrollment. exclud,ng those w,th
enrollment lncomes over the e11g1b,1,ty llm1ts and those 11vlng 1n the1r own homes or In SUbs1dlzed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES ln1tla1 and monthly Ilouseho1d Report Forms, Base11 ne and Perl odl C lntervl ews. and
payments fl 1e.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 ln Plttsburgh and 243 1n Phoenlx
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Flgure IV-9

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G Y
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71%
Old not meet

MlnllJRlm
Rent Hlgh

Requ1 rements
at

Enrollment

(N=44)

(mlsslng values
= 1 )

39%

61%

Moved

(N=l7)

Old not move

(N=27)

Met at two years
(N=l1)

Old not meet. at two years
\N=6)

Met at two years
(N=3)

Old not meet at two years
89% N=24

PHOEtllX

Met Moved
Met at two years

I N=3

I
~1mlmum

Dld not meet at two yearsRent H19h 44% (N=4)
Requ1rements N=

I at ~let at two yearsACTIVE I Enrollment Old not move (N=5)i Old not meet at two,
(N=9) 56% (N=5) years, 0%AT 123% N=O

I
TWO

,
~let at two years! Old not meet Moved (N=7)

77% Mmlmum
3% Old not meet at two yearsYEARS Rent Hlgh (N=19) (N=12)

Requlrements
at Met at two years

(N=40) Enrollment Old not move N=

(N=30) 37% (N=l1) Old not meet at two years
91% (N=lO)

~ (mlsslng values
= I )

SAMPLE Unconstralned households actlVe at two years after enrollment excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the e119lblllty llmlts and those l1v1ng 1" thelr own homes or ln SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES 1m tla1 and monthly t1ouseho1d Report Forms. Baselme and Perl odl c Intervl ews, and
payments f,l e.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 ln Plttsburgh and 30 1n Phoenlx.

A-46



F, gure IV-10

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS.

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

p r T T S BUR GH

ACTIVE

AT 22%

Met Moved
Mmllllum

118%Standards (N=B)
Requl rements ,

at
,

Enrollment I Old not move

(N=44) 82% (N=36)

62% ~1et at one year
N=5

Old not meet at one year
38% (N=3)

Met at one year
(N=36)

Old not meet at one year
(N=O)

Moved 57% ~let atone year
Old not meet N=35

80% Mmlmurn 45% Dld not meet at one yearStandards (N=61)
N=26ReqUl rements

Met at one yearat Old not moveEnrollment (N=2D)

(N=135) 55% (N=74) Old not meet at one year
73% N=

TWO

YEARS

(N=204)

I,
I
I

ACTIVE I
I

AT !20%

I
TWO 1

YEARS

(N=l74)

Old not meet
Mlnlmum

Standards
Requ 1rements

at
Enrollment

(N=158)

(mlssmg values
= 2 )

Met
Mm1mum

Standards
Requ1remen~

at
Enrollment

(N=33)

(mlss1ng values
= 6 )

28%

72%

P HOE rl I X

30%

70%

Moved

(N=44)

Old not move

(N=114)

Moved

(N=lO)

Old not move

(N=23)

Het at one year
(N=18)

Old not Pleet a)t one year
tN=26

Met at one year
(N=24)

Old not meet at one year
79% L-__..l.(~N=~9~0)e-__--J

~let at one year
(N=7)

Old not meet at one year
N=3

Met at one year
(N=23)

Old not meet at one year
(N=O)

SAMPLE Mlnl111um Standards nouseholds actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the el1g1blllty llmlts and those 11vlng 1n thelr own homes or ln SUbsldlzed houslng

DATA SOURCES 1m tla1 and monthly Household Report Forms. Base11 ne and Perl adl c Intervl ews. and
payments fl1 e.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 77 1n Plttsburgh and 155 1n Phoenlx
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Figure IV-I!

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS:

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

PIT T S BUR G H

ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=32l)

20%

Met
Mmlmum

Standards
Requlrements

at
Enrollment

(N=62)

Old not meet
Mmlffium

Standards 25%
Requlrements

at
Enrollment

(N=250)

(mlss1ng values
= 9 )

87%

75%

Moved

(N=8)

Old not move

(N=54)

Moved

(N=62)

Old not move

(N=188)

Met at one year
(N=2)

Old not meet at one year
N=

~et at one year
(N=54)

Old not meet at one year

Met at one year
N=8

Old not meet at one year
(N=54)

Met at one year
(N=16)

year

P HOE N I X

Met Moved

~
Met at one year

(N=6)
Mmlffium

~
Old not meet at oneStandards (N=l7) year

Requ 1 rements 65% (N=I!)

ACTIVE

II
at
~ Old not move

~
Met at,on\{ear

Enrollment N=33

(N=50) 66% (N=33) 01 d not meet rt one year
AT 0% N=O

TWO ! Moved

~
~let at one year

~
Old not meet (N=27)

Mmlrnum

~
Old not meet at One yearYEARS Standards (N=89)

Requlrements 70% (N=62)

at ~ Old not move

~
Met at,one,,;ear

(N=282) Enrollment
N-15

(N=l27) Old not meet at One year
(N=216) 88% (N=112)

(mlsslng values
= 16 )

SAMPLE Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th
enrollment lncomes over the el1g1b1l1ty llmlts and those llv1ng 1n thelr own homes or 1n Subsld1zed houslng

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Basel1ne and Perl0dlc Intervlews, and
payments f11 e.

NOTE. The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 10 Plttsburgh and 243 10 Phoen1X.
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Flgure IV-12

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS.

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS
BETWEEN EI~ROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

PIT T S SUR G H

Met Moved
~

~let at one year
{"=' IMmll1lum

~
Old not meet at oneStandards (N=])

F- _
year

Requlrements 0% (N=O)
ACTIVE

V
at ~ ~

Met at one year
Old not move (N=7\Enrollment

(N=S) 88% (N=?) Old not meet at one yearAT 0% (N=O)

TWO
Met at one year

~
Old not meet Moved

~
(N=i)

Mmlmum V Old not meet at one yearYEARS Standards (N=l?) (N=16)Requlrements 94%

(N=63) at ~ 9% Met at one year
Old not move r<; (N=3\Enrollment

(N=52) 67% (N=35) Dld not meet at ooe year
(N~??I

I (m1ss1ng values
= 3 )

P HOE N I X

I I Met

~
Met at one year

Moved INc?1
Mlmrnurn

~
Did not meet at one yearStandards (N=3) (N=!)Requlrements 33%

ACTIVE

I
at ~ Old not move

~
Met at one year

IN-6'"Enrollment
(N=9) 67% (N=6) 0%

Old not mfet ft one year
AT ii=-Q

TWO
Moved

~let at one year
Did not meet

~
(N=71

:~
Mlnll1lum V (N=15) Old not meet at one yearYEARS Standards

(N=8)Requlrements 53%

(N=40) at ~ ~I
Met at one year

Old not move (N=~)Enrollment
Old not meet at one year

(N=29) (N=14) 86% (N=l?)

(m155109 values
= 2 )

SAMPLE- Unconstralned households act1ve at two years after enrollment. exclud1ng those w1th
enrollment 1ncomes over the ellg1b111ty l1m1ts and those l1v1ng 1n thelr own homes or 1n SUbsldlzed hous1ng

DATA SOURCES In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms. Basel1ne and Penod1c Intervlews, and
payments f11e.

NOTE. The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 1n P1ttsburgh and 30 1n PhoeOlx
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Flgure IV-13

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

PIT T S BUR G H

~let at one year
N=23

Old not meet at one year
N=O

Old not meet at one year
0% N=O

I~et at one year
(N=5a)

Met I MovedI
Mln1mUm

129%Rent Low (N=23)
Requlrements I

at ! Old not moveEnrollment

(N=79) 71% (N=56)63~AT

ACTIVE

TWO

YEARS

(N=128)

37;';
Old not meet

Mlmffium
Rent Low 26%

Requ 1remen ts
at

Enrollment

(N=47) 74%

Moved

(N=12)

Old not move

(N=35)

Met at one year
N=8

Old not meet at one year
(N=4)

Met at one year
(N=15)

Old not Pleet )at one year
\N=20

(mlsslng values
2 )

P HOE N I X

Met

l~%
Moved

~let at one year

M1nlmUm
N=17

Rent Low (N=20)
Old notneet at one year

Requlrements
N=3)

ACTIVE at Old not move
filet at one year

Enrollment (N=26

I 57% (N=25)
Old not meet at one year

AT
I~~

(N=46) N=

TWO Net at one year
! Old not meet Moved (N=21)

52~ Mlnlffium 1 4%
YEARS Rent Low (N=27)

D1 d not meet at one year

Requlrements
(N=6)

(N=98) at Old not move
Met at one year

Enrollment N=3

(N=50) 46% (N=23) Old not meet at one year

87% (N=20)

(mlSS1"g values
= 2 )

SAMPLE' Mlnlmum Rent Low households actlve at two years after enrol1ment~ excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ell91b,11ty l1ffiltS and those 11vlng 1n the'r own homes or 10 SUbSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES. In1tlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Basel1ne and Perlodlc Intervlews. and
payments fl1e.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 38 10 Plttsburgh and 77 1" PhoenlX.
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Flgure IV-14

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS'

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

PIT T S BUR G H

Met I Moved 91% ~1et at one year
N=42Hlnlffium I

Rent Low !23% (N=46)
Old not meet at one year

Requlrements 9%
ACTIVE at Met at one year

Enrollment Old not move N=lSl

(N=197) 77% (N=lSl) Old not moet at one year
AT 62% 0% N=O)

TWO Met at one yearOld not meet Hoved
Mlnlmum

123% Old not meet at one yearYEARS Rent Low (N=28) (N=9)Requl rements I

(N=321 ) at Met at one year
Old not move (N=l3Enrollment

(N=122) 77% (N=94) Old not moet ~t one year
86% N=81

(mlsslng values
2 )

P HOE fl I X

Met Moved
~let at one year

Mlnlmum
01 d not meet at oneRent low (N=S])

year
Requ 1rements (N=8)

ACTIVE at Old not move !-let at one year
Enrollment (N=69)

i (N=12Q) S8% (N=69) 0%
Old not meet at one year

AT 143% N=O,

ITWO

snl I Net at one year! Old not meet Moved (N=19)IMlnlmum !40% (N=63) 01 d not meet at one yearYEARS Rent Low (N=44)Requlrements
Met at(~~!h year(N=282) at Old not move

Enrollment 60% Old not meet at one(N=94) year
(N=lS7) 9S% (N=89 )

(rnlsslng values
S )

SAMPLE Control households actlve at two years after enrollment. excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ellglblllty llmlts and those llvlng In t~elrown homes or In SUbsldlzed houslng

DATA SOURCES 1m tl a1 and monthly Household Report Forms J Basel 1ne and Perl odl C Intervl ews J and
payments fl1 e

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 1" Plttsburgh and 243 1n Phoenlx.
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Flgure IV-IS

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS.

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAq

PIT T S BUR GH

Met Moved
~

flet alt, on~/ear
N=13Mlnlmum V Old not meet at oneRent Low (N=14) year

Requlrements 7% (N=!)
ACTIVE

II
at ~ ~

Met atone year
Old not move (N=23)Enrollment

AT (N=3l) 62% (N=23) Old not meet at one year
0% IN=nl

TWO /!let at one year

~
Old not meet Moved ~ (N=S)

YEARS Mln1mum V ~ Old not meet at one year
Rent Low (N=S) IN-O'Requ 1rements

(N=63) at ~ k;::
Met at one year

Enrollment
Old not move (N=6)

. (N=2S) 80% (N=20) Old not In;ee~ lat one year70% N=I4

I
(mlsslOg values

= 1 )

P HOE tI I X

Met Moved f<:::
Met at one year

(N=6)
MmlIDum

~Rent Low (N=?) Old not meet at one year
Requlrements 14% (N=l)

ACTIVE

1/
at ~ Old not move

~
Met at one year

(N=lO)Enrollment

(N=1l) 59% (N=10) Old not (me~~ at one year
AT 0% N=O

TWO
Moved

~
~let at one year

~
Old not meet (N=l)

YEARS Mlnlmum V (N=ll) Old not meet at one year
Rent Low 36% (N=4)

(N=40)
Requ 1reffients

~
Met ~t ~~e yearat Old not move

~
N=lEnrollment Old not meet at one year

(N=21) (N=lO) 90~ (N=9)

(mlsslng values
= 2 )

SAMPLE: Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ellQlb1l1ty llm1ts and those llv1ng 1n the1r awn homes or 1n SUbS1d1zed hous1ng

DATA SOURCES. Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Baselme and Perlodlc Intervlews, and
payments f11e.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 1n Plttsburgh and 30 1n Phoen1x
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Flgure IV-16

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

MINIMUM RENT HIGY HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

PITTSBURGH

Met at one year
(N=ll)

Met at one year
N=12

Old not meet at one year

Old not meet at one year
83% L __-'l£Nt:=Z54±.L ---J

Met Moved 100% Net at one year
Mlnlmum

1
23%

(N=B)
Rent Hlgh (N=B)

Old not meet at one year
Requlrements 0%

at Old not move Net at one {ear
Enrollment (N=27

(N=35) 77% (N=27) Old not meet at one year
N=O

Old not meet Moved
70% Mln1mum

Rent Hlgh 21% (N=l7)
Requlrements

at Old not moveEnrollment
(N=82)

79%
(N=65)

(mlsslng values
0 )

30%AT

TWO

ACTIVE

YEARS

(N=117)

P HOE II I X

Met lo1oved
Met at one year

Mlnlffium
b9%

(N=12)

Rent H19h (N=13) Old not meet at one year
Requ, rements N=l

ACTIVE at
Old not move Met at one year

Enrollment

(N=22) 41% (N=9) 0%
0, d not meet at one year

AT 21% (N=O)

TWO
MovedOld not meet

79% Mlnlffiurn
YEARS Rent H19h 0% (N=50)

(N=109) Requlrements
at Old not moveEnrollment

(N=84) 40% (N=34)

(mlsslng values
= 3 )

SAMPLE M,nlmum Rent Hlgh households actlve at two years after enrollment. excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ellglblllty llffilts and those llvlng 10 thelr own homes or 1n SUbs1d1zed hous1ng

DATA SOURCES 1m tn1 and monthly I!ouseho1d Report Forms I Basel 1ne and Perl od1 c Intervl ews. and
payments f1le.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 62 1" P,ttsburgh and 82 In Phoen1x.
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F'9ure IV-17

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
8ETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

PIT T S 8 U R GH

Met ! Moved
~

~1et atone rear
Mlnlmum

~
(N=23

Rent Hlgh Old not meet at one year
(N=27) 15' (N=4)Requlrements

kACTIVE

II
at

~
Met at one year

Old not move {"=" ;Enrollment
AT (N=9S) 72% (N=71) Old not meet at one year

0% (N=O)

TWO Met at( one {ear

~
Did not meet r10ved

~
N=16

Mlnlmum b/ Old not meet at one yearYEARS Rent Hlgh (N=47)
66% (N=31)

Requlrements
(N=321) at ~ R

Met at one year
Old not move (N-14'-

I
Enrollment

(N=221) 79% (N=174) Old not meet at one year
92% (N=I60)

I I
,

I (ml SS 1ng values II
I = 2) J

P HOE II I X

I Met Moved
Met at one year

(N=20)

I
Mlmmum

Old not meet at one yearRent H'9h (N=24)
Requlrements (N=4

ACTIVE I at Old not move Met at one year
Enrollment N=4

I
(N=66) 64% (N=42) Old not meet at one year

AT ~4% (N=O)
I

TWO I
I ~let at one yearI Old not meet Moved N=15

I r41n1mUm
~3% Old not meet at one yearYEARS , Rent H'9h (N=90)I Requlrements N=75

(N=282) I at Met at one year

I Enrollment
Old not move (N=10)

I 57% Old not meet at one year
(N=211) (N=121 ) 92% N=ll

(mlsslng values
= 5 )

SAMPLE Control households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ellg1bll1ty 11mlts and those llV1ng ln thelr own homes or 1n SubsldlZed houslng

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Basellne and Perlodlc Intervlews. and
payments f11 e

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years Has 113 10 P1ttsburgh and 243 10 PhoenlX.
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F, gure IV-IS

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT nIGH REQUIREMENTS

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

PIT T S BUR G H

I Moved k-
Net at one year

IN=4l
Old not meet at one year(N=6) -33% IN=21

I

~
Met at one rearOld not move (N=I2

i 1-0% Old not meet at one- year
(N=12) (N=O)

Met
MlnlmUm

Rent H,gh
Requlrements

at
Enrollment

I
I

N
(N=18) I----

g~AT

ACTIVE

TWO

YEARS

(N=63)

Old not meet
Mlmmum

Rent Hlgh
Requ 1rernen ts

at
Enrollment

(N=44)

30%

70%

110ved

(N=13)

D1 d not move

(N=31 )

t1et at one year
(N=7)

Old not meet at one year
N=6

Met at one year

Old not meet at one year
97% N=30

(mlssmg values
= 1 )

PHOE(IIX

i Met at one yearMet Moved (N=3)I Mmlmum
I Rent !'hgh 44" (N=4) Old not meet at one year
I Requlrements!

ACTIVE i
at Old not move Met at one year

i (N=5),
EnrollmentI 56% Old not meet at one year

AT I (N=9) (N=5) N=O
1
m

I
TWO I

~let at one yeari Old not meet Moved
Mlnlmurn Old not meet at one yearYEARS Rent Hlgh (N=14)

Requl rements

(N=40) at
Old not move

Met at one year
Enrollment (N=I)

(N=29) 52% Old not meet at one year
(N=lS) 93%

(mlsslng values
= 2 )

SAMPLE Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment 1ncomes over the ellglb111ty llmlts and those 11vlng 1n thelr own homes or 1n SUbsld1zed houslng

DATA SOURCES 1m tl a1 and monthly Ilouseho1d Report Forms, Base11 ne and Perlodlc Intervl ews 1 and
payments flle.

HOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 1n Plttsburgh and 30 In Phoen1x
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F19ure IV-19

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS:

MINIMUM STANDAROS HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G H

I~et Moved
~

Met at two years

Mln1mUm V
(N=?)

Standards (N=12) - 01 d not meet at two years
Requl rements 42% IN=5\

ACTIVE

V
at ~ ~

Met at two years
One Year

Old not move (N=69)

(N=8l) B5% (N=69) F-oz Old not meet at two years
AT (N=O)

TWO Met at two years

~
Old not meet Moved

~
(N=IO)

YEARS Mln1mUm V Old not weet at two years
Standards (N=28) 64% 'N-18'Requlrements

~
Met at two yearsat

~I
(N=204) One Year Old not move (N=3)

(N=l17)
76%

(N=89) Old not ~ee\)at two years
97% N=86

I
!
I
I (mlssmg values

I = 6 )

P HOE II I X

Met Moved

~
Met at two years

IN=22\
Mlmmum V Old not meet at two yearsStandards (N=33)

Requ 1rements ,,,-,, ,
ACTIVE at ~ Old not move K:

Met at two years

One Year (N=51)

(N=84)
61% (N=5l) Old not (mee~, at two years

AT 51% 0% N=O

TWO
Moved

Net at two years

~
Old not meet

~
(N=16)

Mlnlmum V D, d not meet at two yearsYEARS Standards (N=29 )Requlrements 45% (N=13)

(N=174) I at ~ Old not move ~I
Met a,t t~~ years

I One Year N-5

(N=82) 65%
(N=53)

Old not meet at two years
91% (N=48)

(mlss1ng values
= 8 )

SAMPLE. M1n1mUm Standards households actlVe at two years after enrollment. exc1ud1ng those w1th
enrollment 1ncomes over the el1g1b1l1ty llm1ts and those l1v1ng 1" the1r own homes or 1n SUbsldlzed houslng

DATA SOURCES: 101 tl a1 and monthl y Ilouseho 1d Report Forms. Base11 ne and Perlodlc 1ntervl el'ls. and
payments fl1e.

NOTE: The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 77 1n P,ttsburgh and 155 1n Phoenlx.
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F19ure IV-20

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR GH

ACTIVE

AT 26%

Met f40ved 45%

M1nl nurn 14% (N=ll)Standards
Requl rements
at One Year Old not move

(N=80) 86% (N=69)

5

Met at two years
N=5

Old not meet at biD years
(N=6)

Met at two years

Old not meet at two years
(N=O)

TWO

YEARS

(N=321)

74%
Old not meet
Mlmmum
Standards
Requl rements
at One Year

(N=223)

(mlsslng values
= 18 )

86%

P HOE tI I X

/loved
(N=32)

Old not move

(N=191)

Met at two years
N=2

Old not meet at two years
(N=30)

Met at two years
(N=8)

Old not meet at two years
96% L-.__--"No;=""18"'3'-'- _

I I Met
~

Met at two years

I
Moved (N=9)

Mln1mUm

~
(N=I7) ~ Old not meet at two yearsStandards (N=8)Requlrements

ACTIVE

I
at One Year

~
Old not move <;: Net at two years

(N=65)
(N=82) (N=65)

Old not meet at two years
IAT 0% (N=O)

TWO
Moved r:; ~let at two years

Old not meet (I~=16)

~
Mmimum

V (N=61) Old not meet at two yearsYEARS Standards 74Requ 1rements (N=45)
at One Year

~ ~
Met ~t two years(N=282) Old not move ' t·,=,;·,

(N=183) (N=122) F---m- Old not meet at two years
(N=1l5)

(ml ss mg values •
= 17 )

SAMPLE Control households actlve at two years after enroll~ent, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the e1191bl11ty l1ffiltS and those 11V1n9 10 thelr own homes or 10 SUbSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES In1tl a1 and monthly Housel-to1d Report Forms. Basel, oe and Perl od, c Inter'll ews. and
payments f,le.

NOTE: The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 10 P,ttsburgh and 243 10 PhoenlX
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Flgure IV-21

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS.

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS

PITTSBURGH

ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=63)

Met ~loved

Ml nlmum 115%
(N=2)Standards I

Requlrements
at One Year Old not mOve

(N=I3) B5 (N=ll)

Old not meet Moved
79% Mlnlmum 16% (N=S)

Standards
Requlrements
at One Year Old not move

(N=49) B4 (N=4I)

(mlsslng values
= I )

t1et at two years
(N=l)

Old not meet at two years
(N=l)

Met at two years
{N=ll

Old not meet at two years
(N=O)

Met at two years
N=2

Old not meet at two years
(N=6)

Met at two years
(N=l)

Old not meet at two years
(N=40)

PHD E 11 I X

I Met I Moved
Met at two years

I 50 (N=2), M,mmum 24% (N=4) Old not meet at two yearsI
StandardsI (N=2)

I
ReqUl rements

~let at tuo yearsACTIVE at One Year Old not move 100% (N=13)

145%
(N=ll) 76% (N=13) 0%

Old not meet at two years
A1 (N=O)

I
I,

TWO

I Moved
Net at two years

Old not meet 17% (N=l)
55%

, (N=6) Old not meet at two yearsYEARS Mlnlmum 129%
Standards (N=5)
ReqUlrements Met at two years

(N=40) at One Year Old not move N=I
71 (N=15) Old not meet at two years

(N=21) (N=14)

(mlsslng values
= 2 )

S~PLE Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the el191b1l1ty llm1ts and those l1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or 1n SUbs1dlzed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Basellne and Pertod1C Interv1ews, and
payments f1 l e.

HOTE The number of enrollees t~at dropped out at two years was 12 1n P1ttsburgh and 30 1n Phoen1x
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Flgure IV-22

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS,
8E1';/EEN ONE YEAR AND 1';/0 YEARS

PIT T S BUR G H

Met Moved 100% ~1et at two years
(N=20)

Mln1mUm 20% (N=20) Old not meet at two years
Rent Low 0% N=

ReqU1 rernents Met at two yearsat Old not move (N=82)
One Year

80% Old not meet at two years
(N=102) (N=82) (N=O)

ACTIVE

I

I· AT

I 81~

I TWO
I
I

! YEARS

(N=128)

Old not meet Moved

19% Mlmmum
17"Rent Low (N=4)

RequlreJllents
at Old not move

One Year
83%

(N=24) (N=20)

(mlsslng values
= 2 )

11et at two years
IN=4)

Old not meet at tllO years
(N=O)

Met at two years
N=I

Old not meet at two years
(N=19)

Met at two years
(N=2)

~let at two years
(N=7)

Met at two years
(N=26)

Met at two years
(N=39)

Old not meet at two years
N=2

Old not meet at two years
(11=0

01 d not meet at two years
(N=5)

Old not meet at two years
88% L __...l.!!.N=:Jld5L .....l

58tMoved

Moved

(N=12)

(N=28)

(N=39 )

(N=I7)

Old not move

Dld not move

p HOE rI I X

I Met r',

I
Mln1mUm

142"Rent Low
Requlrements

ACTIVE ; at
I One Year

58%I
AT

170~
(N=67)

TWO I

I Old not meet

YEARS 30% I "11 nlI'fIum
Rent Low

(N=98)
Requlrements

at
One Year

(N=29 )

(mlss1ng values
2 )

SAMPlS- Mlnlmum Rent Low households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ellg1blllty liffiltS and those llvlng In thelr own homes or In SUbsld1zed houslng

DATA SOURCES Inlt1 a1 and monthly lIouseho1d Report Forms J Base 11 ne and Perl adl c !ntervl ews. and
payments fll e

NOTE The number of enrollees t~at dropped out at two years was 38 1n Plttsburgh and 77 ln Phoenlx.
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Fl gure IV-23

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G H

Met Moved
~

~1et at two rears
(N=30

~
~1lnlmum

(N=34) ~ - Old not meet at two years
Rent Low 12% (N=4)

ACTIVE

!
Requlrements

~
Met at two yearsat Dld not move ~One Year (N=191)

(N=22S) ~ Old not meet at two years
AT (N=191) (N=O)

TWO Met at two {ears

~
Old not meet Moved

~
(N=l1

YEARS Mmlmum
~ (N=16) Old not meet at two years

Rent Low 31% IN=S\
Requlrements

~
Met at two years

(N=321) at Old not move

~
(N=6)

One Year Old not meet at two years
(N=941 (N=78) 92% IN-721

I
(mlsslng values

I = 2 )

P HOE N I X

Met Moved
Met at two years

N=38
Mlmmum

36% (N=49) Old not meet at two yearsRent Low
Requlrements

Met at two yearsACTIVE at Old not move (N=86)One Year

1
49

%

64% (N=36) Old not meet at two years
AT (N=13S) 0% {N=O

TWO
Moved flet at two years

I Old not meet (N=9)
I

YEARS 51% Mlmmum 26 (N=36) Dld not meet at two years
Rent Low (N=27)

(N=282)
Requlrements Met at two years

at Dld not move (N=6)
One Year 74%

Old not meet at two years
(N=139) (N=103) 94% (N=97

(mlsslng values
= 8 )

SAMPLE' Mlnlmum Rent low households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ellglblllty llmlts and those llvlng 1n thelr own homes or 1n SUbsldlzed houslng,

DATA SOURCES IOltlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Basellne and Perlodlc Intervlews, and
payments fll e

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 ,n P,ttsburgh and 243 1n Phoenlx
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Flgure IV-24

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLOS,
BET'JEEN ONE YEAR ANO TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G H

ACTIVE

AT
75%

Met
r Moved

Ml mffium

! 17% (N=8)Rent low
Requ 1rements

at Old nat moveOne Year
83%

(N=47) (N=39 )

~let at two years
(N=7)

Old not meet at two years
N=1

Met at two years
(N=3g)

Old not meet at t\ro years
(N=O)

TWO

YEAR5

(N=63)

Old not meet Moved

5% Mlmmum I 19% (N=3)Rent Low
Requlrements

at Old not move
One Year 81% (N=13)

{N=l6

(mlssmg values
= 0 )

Met at two years
(N=2)

Old not meet at tHo years
N=1

Met at two years
(N=O)

Old not meet at two years
100% 1--__=N=:JdJ3'-__----J

P HOE N I X

Met Moved
~1et at two years

N=6
t11n1ffiUm

33% (N=8) Old not meej at two years
Rent Low (N=2

Requlrements Met at two yearsACTIVE at Old not move (N=15)One Year
67% (N=16) 0' d not meet at two years

AT (N=24) 0% N=
53

TWO
Moved

Net at two years
Old not meet (N=2)

YEARS Mlnlmum (N=3) Old not meet at two years
Rent Low (N=I)

(N=40) Requlrements
Old not mOve

Met at two years
at N=1

One Year 79% Old not meet at two years
(N=14) (N=ll) 91% (N=10)

(mlss1ng values
2 )

SAMPLE Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the el191bl11ty 11mltS and those llvlng 1n thelr own homes or 1n SubSldlZed houslng

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and monthly Household Report FOr!'ls. Basellne and Perlodlc Intervlews, and
payments flle

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 ln Plttsburgh and 30 ln Phoenlx
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Flgure IV-25

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MUUMUU RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G rl

~let at two years
(N=14)

Old not meet at two years
N=OOX

82%

100%

r----- ~ Old not meet at two years
18% 1----,,-_..I.(!:!:N=~31- _1

Met atN~~~)years

Moved

(N=41)

(N=Il)

Old not move
71%

Met

(N=S8l

Mlmmum
Rent Hlgh

Requlrements
at

One Year

0%
AT

ACTIVE

TWO

YEARS

(N=1l7)

62% Met at two years
Old not meet Moved (N=S)

50% MlnlmUrn 14% (N=8) Old not meet at two years
Rent Hlgh N=

Requlrements Met at two years
at Old not move (N=I)

One Year 86% 01 d not meet at two years
(N=S9) (N=S1) 9B% N=SD

(mlsslng values
o )

P HOE tl I X

Met Moved
Met at two years

(N=16)
Mlmmum

42% Old not meet at two years
Rent H,gh (N=20) (N=4)

Requlrements Met at two years
ACTIVE at Old not move (N=28One Year

58% (N=28) Old not meet at two years
AT (N=48) N=D

47";;

TWO Moved
Net at two years

Old not meet (N=8)

YEARS 29: (N=16) Old not meet at two years
MlnlmUm (N=B)

Rent Hlgh Met at two years

(N=109)
Requlrements Old not move N=lat 71% Old not meet at tHO yearsOne Year

N=55 (N=39) 97% (N=38)

(mlsslng values
3 )

SAMPLE. Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the el191bll1ty llrnlts and those llvlng In thelr own homes or 1" SUbsldlzed ~ouslrg

DATA SOURCES. 1m tl a1 and monthly Ilouseho1d Report Forms. Basel 1ne and Perlodlc Intervl ews. and
payments flle.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 62 ln Plttsburgh and 82 ln Phoemx
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F19ure IV-26

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
r1INIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIRElfENTS:

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR ftND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G H

Met at two years
(N=18)

Met at two years
(N=7)

Met at two rears .
(N=lOl

Met at two years
(N=lO)

Old not meet at two years
N=5

01 d not meet at two years
N=l?

0' d not meet at two years
N=O

Old not meet at two years
93% L __.lJ!:N=;::9:o1.3L -I

I
Met I Moved

Mlmmum ! 19% (N=23)
Rent Hlgh I

Requlrements
at Old not move

One Year 81%
(N=124) (N=lD!)

39"

61J

Old not meet [ Moved

Mlmmum 1
14%Rent Hlgh ' = \

Requlrements
Old not moveat

One Year 86.

(N=195) (N=168)

(mlssmg values
= 2 )

TWO

AT

YEARS

(N=321)

ACTIVE

P HOE N I X

I Moved
~let at two years

Met

131%

N=20
Mln1ffiUm

(N=27) Old not meet at two years
Rent Hlgh

ReqUl rements Met at two yearsACTIVE I at 01 d not move (N=59)
I One Year

69~,
0' d not meet at two years

AT I (~=86) (N=59 ) (N=O)
i32~

TWO I
~let at two yearsi Old rot meet Moved 16% (N=9)

68%
,

Old not meet at two yearsYEARS Mln1f'l1um !31'"
Rent I-jlgh (N=58) N=49

(N=282) Requlrements Met at two years
at Old not move (N=2)

One Year 69~ Old not meet at two years
N=18?' (N=129) (N=12?

(mlss1ng values
9 )

SAMPLE Ml nlmum Rent Hl gh househo 1ds act we at two years after enroll rnent, exc1 Udl ng those wah
enrollment lncomes over the e1191blllty 11mlts and those llvlng In the1r own homes or 1n SUbsldlzed hous1ng

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and monthly Household Report For'lJs. Sasel1ne and PerlOdlc Interv1ews, and
payments flle.

NOTE The number of e~rollees that dropped out at two years was 113 1n P1ttsburgh and 243 10 PhoenlX
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Flgure IV-27

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT ~IGH REQUIREMENTS'

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,
8ETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS

PIT T S BUR G H

TWO

AT

~1et at two years
(N=4)

Met at two years
IN=2D)

Met at two years
N=3

Met at two years
N=4

Old not meet at two years
N=O

Old not meet at two years
(N=4)

Old not meet at two years
N=D

Old not meet at two years
(N=28)

Moved

Moved

(N=4)

(N=32)

( N=7)

Old not move

(N=2D)

Old not move

83% I

82%

17%

18%

Met
M,nlmum

Rent Hlgh
Requlrements

at
One Year

(N=24)

M101mum
Rent Hlgh

Requlrements
at

One Year
(N=39)

Old not meet

(mlss1ng values
= 0 )

38%

ACTIVE

YEARS

(N=63)!

LJ
P HOE tI I X

Net Moved
~1et at two years

(N=2)
Mlmmum 20% Old not meet at two years

Rent Hlgh (N=3) N=l
ReqUl rements Met at two yearsACTIVE at 80% I Old not move

One Year N=I2

(N=15) (N=12) Old nut meet at two years
AT i 39% N=O

T'AO I Moved
;-'let at two years

Old not meet (N=2)
I

YEARS 1% M101mum 135% (N=8) Old not meet at two years
Rent Hlgh N=6

Requlrements 5% folet at two years
(N=40) at Old not move 'N=O

One Year Old not meet at two years
(N=23) (N=15) N=15

(mlsslng values
= 2 )

SAMPLE Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment 1ncomes over the ellglblllty llmlts and those llvlng ln thelro~n homes or 10 SUbS1d1zed houslng

DATA SOURCES. IOlt1al and monthly Ilousehold Report Forms, Basellne and Perlodlc Intervlews, and
payments fl1 e.

NOTE The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 1n Plttsburgh and 30 In PhoenlX.
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APPENDIX V

HOUSING EXPENDITURES AND
HOUSING SERVICES

Th~s append~x presents the actual mean houslng expendltures and houslng

serVlces of Experlmental and Control households at enrollment, at two

years after enrollment, and the change over that tlrne perl0d 1n dollars

and 1n percentage terms. Flgures are presented flrst for all households

(by type of houslng requlrement) and then for movers and nonmovers.
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Table V-I

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREA'IMENT TYPE (MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS) ALL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

HOUSING

AT
ENROlL
MENT

PIT!'SBURGH

EXPENDITURES

AT TWO
YEARS

CHANGE

AMOUNT

HI EXPENDITURES
PERCENTAGE

MEAN OF RATIO
RATIO OF MEANS

SAMPLE
SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS
Mln:ullWII Standards households
Control households
Unconstr,uned households

HOUSEHOLDS THAT HET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
MlnllllUlll Standards households
Control households
Unconstralned househOlds

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
HlnllllUlll Standards households
Control households
Unconstralned households

Met: at Enrollment
HlnlmWII Standards households
Control households
Unconstrillned households

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Mlnllll\lJll Standards households
Control households
Unconstralned households

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
HlnlmUlll StandardS households
ContrOl households
Unconstralned households

Met at Enrollment

Mlnlmum Standards households
Control households
Unconstr~lned households

ALL HOUSEHOLDS
Hlnimum Standards households
Control households
Unconstralned households

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Mlnlmum Standards hou~eholds

Control households
UncOnstral.ned households

Old Not Heet at Enrollment

Hlnl.lllUlll Standards households
Control households
Unconstralned households

Met at Enrollillent
Hlnl.lllUlll Standards households
Control households
Unconstralned households

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMEN'IS AT TWO YEARS
MlnllllUlll Standards households
Control householdS
UnconStralned households

Old Not Heet at Enrollment
MLnlmum Standards households
Control households
Unconstralned households

Ket at Enrolllll!lnt
MlnlmUlll Standards households
COntrol households
Unconstralned. households

$109
US
107

119
132

[121]

114
127

[100]

125
135

[137]

101
109
103

100
108
103

(129)
[1,491

PHOENIX

$124
129
135

135
144
153

128
140

[133)

150
150

[178J

114
120
118

108
117
112

fl921
(168J
(233]

$129
134
128

142
154

[133]

142
155

[121]

140
154

[1421

120
126
127

119
125
127

[144]
[157J

S151
145,.5
170,.8
187

170
173

[182]

,..,.3
[1931

128
133
144

125
129
137

[163J
[1891
12621

$21
18
21

23
22

1121

28
27

[21]

,.
19
[5)

19
17
24

19
17
24

115]
[8)

$25,.
30

34
24
34

"33
[49]

,.
13

115J

14
122.
17
12
2.

[-291
[21J
[291

022
018
022

024
017

[0 11]

031
023

10 20J

0.16
014

(0 04]

021
0.19
o 2.
021
018
o 2.

(0 13]
(0 20]

o 2.
018
035

o 35
023
o 39

044
0.33

[0 58]

013
012

(0 lSj

015
014
o 31

017
014
032

[-0 15]
fO 17J
[0121

o 19
o ,.
o 20

o 19
017

[0 10]

025
021

10.21J

013
014

[0 04]

0.19
o 1.
023

o 19
o 1.
023

(0 21]
[0 05J

o 20
o 12
o 22

025
017
022

033
024

fO 37]

011
009

[008J

o 12
o 10
022

o "o 10
023

1-0 151
[0 311
[0 20)

(193)
(302)

(59)

(87)
(83)
(14)

(49)
(29)

(8)

(38)
(54)

[8)

(106)
(219)

(45)

(102)
(210)

(45)

(4)
(8)

[0)

(163)
(256)

(37)

(9l)
(89)
(18)

(64)
(50)
(10)

(27)
(39)

(8)

(72)

(167)
(19)

(67)
(157)

(18)

(5)

(10)
(1)

SAMPLE Mlnlmum Standards, Control, and unconstrained households actLve at two years after enrollment, excludLng those wlth
enrollment lncomes over the ellglblilty llllUtS and those Ilving ln thelr own homes or LA SubsldLzed houslng

DATA SOURCES Initial il.nd IllOnthly Household Report Forms and paymen.ts hIe
NOTES Brackets lndLcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations Sample Slzes may dlffer between all households and other

groups due to il.vaLlablllty of data on housl.r19 requLrement status
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Table V-2

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENPDLutENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS) ALL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HBNT YEARS AMOUNT AATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITI'SBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS
Mlnllllum Rent Low households $109 Sl30 '" 0 23 o 19 (122)

Control households 115 134 18 0 18 o ,. (302)

unconscralned households 107 128 21 0 22 0.20 (59)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT M~;T REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
HlnlllllD Rent L<:;:M households 115 138 23 0 23 0 17 (104)

Control households 125 147 22 0 21 0 18 (228)

Unconstra1.ned households 117 142 25 0 25 0 21 (44)

Old Not Heet at Enrollment
HlnllllUlll Rent Low households 93 129 36 0 42 0 39 (27)

Control households 90 129 39 046 043 (48)

Unconstralned households 192] [129) [37] (0 42] (0 401 (10)

Het at Enrollment
Hln:J.mum Rent Lew households 123 141 18 o ,. o 15 (77)

Control households 134 152 18 o 15 o 13 (laO)

Unconstralned households 124 145 21 o 20 o 17 (34)

HOUSEHOLDS TKAT OlD NOT MEET FEQUlREH£NTS AT TWO YEARS
Mlnll:l\llll Rent Lo\i households 74 B6 12 o 20 o ,. (l8)

Control households 87 93 • o 09 o 07 (74)

Unconstralned households {79} [90) [11) [0 15] [0 14] (15)

Old Not Heet at Enl:ol.lment
MlnllllUlll Rent Low households 74 B6 12 0 20 0 ,. (18)

Control households 84 93 9 0 11 011 (69)

Unconstra1ned households (79] (90) 1111 '0 15' (0 14J (15)

Met at Enl:oll=ent
MJ.n111l\llll Rent Low households (0)

Control households (121] [88] [ -33] (-0 25J (-0 27] (5)

Unconstr,uned households (0)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS
HlnllllWII Rent Low households $124 $158 $34 o " 0 27 (89)

Control households 129 145 " o 18 0 12 (256)

Unconstralned households 135 165 30 035 0 22 (37)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT 'NO YEARS
HlnulW11 Rent Low households 133 172 39 o '0 0 29 (69)
Control households 1$4 182 27 026 0 18 (134)

llncOnStra1ned households 153 191 38 042 0 25 (25)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment

HlnUllWII Rent Low households 101 169 67 078 066 (27)
Control households 103 177 74 o 8' 072 (28)
Unconstralned households [108} [189) (81) [las) [0 75J (8)

Met at Enrollment
M1nluum Rent Low households 154 174 20 o 15 o 13 (42)
Control households 168 183 15 010 o 09 (106)
Unconstra1ned households 174 192 18 o 13 o 10 (17)

HOUSUIOLOS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUlREHEN'l'S AT TWO YEARS
MlnllllUlll Rent Low households 94 109 ,. 017 017 (20)
Control households 101 105 5 o 09 o 05 (122)
Unconstralned households [97] 11101 (131 [0 191 [0 13] (12)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
HlnllllUll1 Rent Low households 90 10' 15 0 17 o 17 (18)
Control households 95 10' 9 0 12 o 09 (113)
Unconstr'l.lned households [90) (Ill] (21) [0 25) [0 23) (11)

Ket at &nrollment
HlnlmUID Rent Low households [1311 [157) {26} [0 20) [0 20) (2)
Control households [169) [1l5} I-54} 1-0 32) (-0 32) (9,
Unconstra1ned households [180) (lOS] 1-7S) 1-0 41) [-0 42) (1)

SAMPLE HlnllllUll1 Rent Low, Control. and Unconstl:alned households actlve at two years after enrollment. exc1ud:l.ng those Wltlt
enrollment lncollleS over the e11gLln!:l.ty 1l1ll1tS and those 11vJ.ng ln thelr own homes or ln subs:l.d1:1:ed houslng

DATA SOURCES In:l.t:l.al and lIOnthly Household Report Forms and payments hle
NOTES Brackets 1ndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatlons SalrFle si:l:es may differ between all households and other

groups due to ava:l.lab:l.llty of data on hous1ng requlrement status
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Table V-3

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO 'tEARS AFTER ENROLlMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM REm' HIGH REQUIREMENTS) ALL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN FXPENDITURES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLO GROUP MEtIT YEARS AMOlmT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PI'I'I'SBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS
HJ.nilllWll Rent HJ.¢I households $113 $139 $25 0 " 022 (111)
Control households 115 134 18 0 18 016 (302)

Unconstr&lned households 107 128 21 0 22 o 20 (59)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO 'tEARS
HJ.n1.IllUlll Rent HJ.gt. households 127 165 31 0 34 0 29 (59)

Control households 131 16' 27 025 0 20 (136)

UnconstraJ.ned households 124 156 31 o 31 0 25 (27)

OJ.d Not Meet at Enrollment
MlnJ.lllUlll Rent Hlgh households 105 166 62 060 0.59 (26)

Control households 106 154 '8 o 50 045 (47)

UnconstraJ.ned households 1102) [157] [55] 10 58J [0 541 (12)

Het at Enrollwmt
MJ.nJ.IllWll Rent H1gh households 145 16' 19 o 13 013 {33}
Control households 153 169 16 012 010 (89)
UnconstraJ.ned households [142] [155] (13) [0 09] fO 09] (15)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MeET PEQUlREMENTS AT TWO 'tEARS
M1nl.l!IWll Rent Hlgh households 97 109 12 o 13 012 \52)
Control households 98 109 11 0.13 O.ll (166)
Unconstralned households 93 106 13 015 0.14 (32)

OJ.d Not Meet at Enrollment

MlnlmWll Rent HJ.gh households .7 109 12 013 012 (52)

Control households 96 109 13 o " o 1< (163)

Unconstralned households ., 104 13 o 16 014 (30)

Met at Enrollment
HlnJ.mum Rent Hlgh households (0)

Control households [l72J {l23] [-49] {-0.31] I-a 28] (3)

Unconstralned households [123] il28] [6J [0.04) (0 05J [2)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS
H1nUllWll Rent Hlgh households $126 $166 $'0 o 36 032 (93)

Control households 12' 145 16 o 18 o 12 (256)

Unconstralned households 135 165 30 035 022 (37)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT ME'!' REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Hln:l.lflWll Rent HJ.gh households '" 20S 59 o 49 040 (46)
Control households 170 199 29 o 26 o 17 (85)
UnconstraJ.ned households 15' 199 40 045 o 25 (l6)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment

MJ.nJ.mWll Rent HJ.gh households 128 213 8' 073 o 66 (28)
Control households 132 201 6. 0.66 052 (28)

Unconstralned households [117) (1881 [71] [0 85] (0 6lJ [B)

Met at Enrollment
MJ.nltllWll Rent HJ.gh households 183 202 ,. 011 010 (lS)

COntrol households 18' 199 10 o 06 0.05 (57)

Unconstralned households [202J {21O] [8) [0 05J [0 04] IB)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO 'tEARS
Ml.nlmWll Rent HJ.gh households 103 124 22 023 o 21 (47)

Control households lOB 118 10 013 009 (171)

UnconstraJ.ned households 116 13' 22 027 019 (21)

DJ.d Not Meet at Enrollment
MJ.nJ.mum Rent HJ.gh households 100 118 lB 0 20 o 1B (45)
Control households 106 llB 11 0 " o 10 (l66)
UncQnstral.ned households 113 141 27 0 30 024 (20)

Met at: Enrollment
MJ.nJ.IllWll Rent HJ.gh households [165] (275] [110J (072] [0 67J [2)

Control households [l71J [138J [-33J (-0 19] (-0 19] (5)

UnconstraJ.ned households [180] [lOS} [-75] [-0.41] (-0 04J [l)

SAMPLE MJ.nJ.mUlll Rent HJ.gh, Control, and Unconstralned households actJ.ve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those WJ.th
enrollment J.ncomes over the ellglblll.ty IlmJ.ts and those ll.vJ.ng J.n thel.r own homes or J.n subsl.du:ed houslng

DATA SOURCES In1 tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments fJ.le
tlOTES. Brackets J.ndJ.cate a1WuntS based on 15 or fewer observatlons Sa1llple sJ.zes may dl.ffer bet\oieen all households and other

groups due to avaJ.labl.lJ.ty of data on hous1ng reqmrement status
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Table V-4

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS) ALL S'I'AYERS

HOlJSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT "'" MEAN OF RA'l'IO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PIT'rSBlJRCH
ALL STAYERS

H.l.n.l.lllUlll Standards household $110 $121 S12 0 13 011 (116)

Control households 113 127 ,. 0 13 o 12 (201)

Unconstralned households 10' 119 13 0 12 o 12 (37)

~TAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
HJ.nl.lllWll Standard:. households 121 135 ,. 0 15 0.12 (54)

Control households 130 150 20 016 o 15 (63)

Unconstra.l.ned households 1125] 11321 [8] (0 06] [0 061 [9]

old Not Meet at. Enrolllllent
M.l.nllllUlll Standards households 11. 126 9 o H 008 (22)

Cortrol households 132 158 26 021 o 20 (17)

Unconstra.l.ned households (90) 196) ['] 10 06J [0 06J [2J

Met at Enrollment
Mln:a.lllUIII Standards households 126 141 15 016 0 12 (32)

Control households 130 148 18 014 014 (46)

Unconstralned households [135] (l43J [8] [0 06) (006J [7]

STAYERS THAT 010 NOT KEl:.f REQUIRBMENl'S AT TWO YEARS
M.l.n1.lllUlll Standards households 100 109 9 0 11 o 09 (62)

Control households 105 117 12 0 12 011 (138)

Unconstra.l.ned households 100 H' 14 0 16 o 14 (28)

D.l.d Not Meet at Enrol1lllent
MlnllllUlll Standards households 100 109 9 OH 0.09 (62)
Control households 105 117 12 o 12 OH (l38)

Unconstra.l.ned households 100 H' ,. o 16 o ,. (28)

Met at Enrolll!lent
M.l.nl.lllUlll Standards households [0]

Control hou.seholds [0]

Unconstroll..l.ned [0]

PHOENIX

ALL STAYERS
M.l.n:a.lllUlll Standdrds households $120 $127 $8 o 07 o 07 (73)

Control households 125 132 7 o 07 o 0' (129)

Unconstr,uned households 145 151 7 o 08 o 05 (16)

STAYERS THAT MET R1:.QUlREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
M.l.n.l.lllWll Standards households 135 142 7 o 05 o 05 (36)
Control households 148 155 7 o 07 o 05 (44)
Unconstra1ned households (182) (187] [5] (0 05] (0.03) [9]

01d Not Meet at EnrOllment
M.l.nl.lllWll Standards households 127 131 5 004 o O. (20)
Control households 161 165 3 o 02 o 02 (l7)
Unconstralned hOUSeholds [l71) (181) [10) (0 07J (0 06) [3]

Met at Enrollment
H.l.n.l.AUllI StandardS households 144 155 11 o 07 o 08 (16)

Control households 139 149 10 o 10 o 07 (27)

Unconstra1ned households (1881 1190] [2] [0 04J (0 01) [']

STAYERS THAT DID NOT MEET flEQUIRDlENTS AT TWO YUR$
M1nilllUlll Standards households 105 113 8 009 o 08 (37)
Control households 113 120 7 o 07 o 0' (85)
Unconstra1ncd households (96] (106] [9] [0 12] [0 09} (7)

Old Hot Meet at Enroll~nt

M1nbl1llll Standards households 105 H3 8 o 09 o 08 [37)
Control households 113 120 7 o 07 006 (85)
Unconstra1ned households [96) (106) [9] 10 12) [0 091 [7]

Met at Enrollment
M1n.l.mUlll Standards households [0]

Control households [0]

Unoonstra1ned householdS [0]

SAMPLE M:a.nllllWll Standards, Control, and Unconstra1ned househOlds actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those .....l.th
enrollment .lnCOll:leS over the el.lglblilty hmlts and those 11v1ng 1n thelr o....n homes or 1n subsld1zed hous1ng

DATA SOURCES In1tlal and monthly Household Report Forms and payments flle
NOTES Brackets lnd.l.cate amounts based on 15 or fe....er observations Sample sizes may dlffer bet....een all households and other

groups due to availabl11ty of data on hous1ng requlrellll!nt status
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Table V-5

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROH ENROLLMENT TO ThI:) YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS) ALL STAYERS

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT "'" MEAN OF RATIO S»lPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HENT "'ARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITTSBURGH
ALL STAYERS

Mlnlmum Rent Low households .$110 $123 $13 014 012 (78)

Control households 113 127 14 013 o 12 (201)

Unconstr,l1ned household~ 10. 11' 13 o 12 o 12 (37)

STAYERS THAT Mt.T REQUlRE.H!c:NTS AT'lWO 'EARS
loIlnlmwa Rent La.i households 11' 132 13 012 011 (62)
Control households 125 141 ,. o 14 013 (l41)
UnconstrOllned households 120 133 14 o 12 o 12 (24)

Dtd Not Meet at Enrollment
M1nttll.UIIl. Rent Lo.... households !lOOJ (119] [19] [0 211 [0 19) (12)
Control households 93 III 18 0 21 0 19 (16)
Unconstralned households '0 110 20 0 24 0 22 (4)

Met at Enrollment
l'!ln1l1lUlll. Rent Lo.... households 123 135 11 o 10 o 0' (50)
Control households 129 145 ,. 013 o 12 (125)
Unconstral.ned households 12. 138 12 o 10 o 10 (20)

STAYERS THAT DID NOT ME~T RE.QOlREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Mln1Jll1.llll Rent Low households 75 as 13 019 017 (l6)

Control households 84 94 10 013 012 (60)

Unconstralned households (81J [91J [l1J [0 13J 10 14] (13)

Old Not. Meet at Enrollment

Mlnl.lIll.\lll Rent Lo.... households 75 88 13 019 0 17 (16)

Control households 84 94 10 o 13 0 12 (60)

Unconstral.ned households [81J [91J [11] 10 13} [0 14( (13)

Met at Enrollment
MlnllllUlll Rent Low households (0)
Control households W)
UnconstrOltned W)

PHOENIX

ALL STA'iERS
MinllllUill. Rent Low households $118 .$l30 '" 012 o 10 (31)
Control households 125 132 7 o 07 o O. (129)
Unconstra1ned households 145 15> 7 o 08 o 05 (16)

STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
MlnllllUlll Rent Low households 142 15. 14 o 12 o 10 {l9}
Control households ,., 177 7 o 05 o 04 (55)
OnconstrOllned households (189] (l96J [7) [0 06} [0 03) (9)

Dld Not Meet at Enrollment
MlnllnUill. Rent Low households [114] [135] [21] [0 22] [0 18] (3)
Control households 11161 [128] [12) [0 1O} (O 101 (3)
Unconstralned households [265) [261) [-4] [-0 02) [-0 02) [1)

Met at EnrollDlent
MlnllnUlll Rent Low households '147 ,.0 13 0 10 o 0' (16)
Control households 172 179 7 o 04 o 04 (52)
Onconstra1ned households (180] (188] [8) (0 07) (0 04) [8)

STAYERS THAT DID NOT Mf::£'I' REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Ml.nl.lDUlll Rent Low households 80 '0 10 o 13 o 12 {I21
Control households 92 '8 7 o 0' o 08 (74)
Unconstralned households [87] (94] [7) (0 H) [0 08] [7)

D1d Noe Meet at hnrollroent
HlnlllUll Rent l.cI..> households (80] (90] 110) [0 13] [0 13] (12l
Control households 92 98 7 o 0' o 08 (74)
Unconstralned households 187] (94) [7) (011] (0 08] [7)

Met at Enrollment
Mlnlmum Rent Low households (0)
Control hOUSllholds (0)
Unconstralned households (0)

SAMPLE HlnllllUlll Rent Low, Control, and Unconst.ral.ned households actlve at two years after enrOllment, excludlng those Wlth
enrollment lnCOItleS over the e11gtb111ty hlll1ts -.nd those hV1ng 1n the1r own homes or in SubSldl.~ed hous1ng

OATA SOURCES Inltu.l and llDnthly Household Report Forms and payments f11e.
NOTES Brackets J.ndl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatlons Sample Sl~es may dlffer bet....een all households and other

groups due to aVOlllablllty of daU on houSl.ng requl.re~nt status
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Table V-6

CW.~ES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLUoIENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLlMENT
BY TR£A'DoI.ENT TYPE (HHIIHUM RENT HIGH REQUlREMEm'S) ALL STA'iERS

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AIo'OUN'I' RATIO OF MUNS SIZE

PI'M:SBURGH
ALL STAYERS

MlnullUlll Rent Hl.<:]h hou~eholds $112 $128 '16 0 14 0 14 (72)
ConCJ;;ol households 113 127 14 0 13 0 12 (201)
UnCQnstr~l.ned households 10' 119 13 0 12 0 12 (37)

STAYERS 'mAT MET Rl:.QUIRDtENTS AT TWO YEARS

l'!1nuum Rent Hl.gh households 133 154 22 0 18 0 17 (30)

Control households 141 159 18 0 14 o 13 (76)

UnconstraJ.ned households (134J (1491 [15] [0 12) {OIl} (13)

Old Not Neet at Enrollment

Hln:LmUlll Rent Hlo#! households [103J [139J [37) [0 35] [0 36] (9)

Control householcb 119 150 31 o 26 0 26 (19)
Unconstral.ned households fI201 (143) (23) (0 19] [0 191 (3)

Met at Enrollment
Ml.nlmum Rent: H1gh households 146 '" 15 o 10 0 10 (21)

Control households 148 162 14 0.10 o 09 (57)

Unconstr'iI.J.ned household:s 1138J [151J [l3} [0 10) (0 09] (10)

STAY£~ THAT DID NOT MEET IU:.QUlRe:M£NTS AT TWO YEARS

MlnJJllUlll Rent H1.gh housoaholds 97 109 12 o 12 0 12 (42)
Control households 96 108 12 013 0 13 (12S)
Uncon:str.uned households 91 102 11 013 0 12 (24)

Old Not Heet at Enrollment

MlnlDou:r. Rent Hl<jh households 97 109 12 0 12 o 14 (42)

Control hOUSeholds 96 108 12 013 o 13 (125)

Unc;:onstr..lned households 91 102 11 0.13 o 12 (24)

Het .t Enrollment
M.l.m.mUlll Rent H1.qh householdS (OJ

Control households (O)

Onconstralned (01

PHOENIX

ALL STAYERS

HlnllllUlli Rent Hlgh households $117 $128 $11 o 10 o 09 (31)
Control households 125 132 7 o 07 00' (l29)
Unc:onstrdlned households 145 151 7 o 08 o 05 (l6)

STAYERS THAT ME'I' IU:.QUlREMENTS AT 'NO Y£ARS

Mln11lUlll Rent Hlgh households [1891 (197). (9) [0 05] (0 OS) (7)
Control householdS 18' 192 , o OJ o 03 (37)
Unconstralned hOUSeholds [197] {202} [5] (0 OS) [0 03) (6)

Old Not Heet At Enrollment
Hlnllfl1.1llI Rent HIgh households [OJ
Control households [151] [162] [l1J [0.07) 10 07] {5}

UnconstraIned households (99] (127J (28J (0 28] fO 03) {l}

Met at Enrollillent
MInImum Rent HIgh households (189) (197) (9) 10 05J (0.05] [7)
Control households 191 197 , o 03 o OJ (32)
UnconstraIned households [217] (~17J [0] (0 01] (0 00) [S}

STAYERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUI~NTS AT TWO YEARS
MlnlltlUlll Rent HIgh households 96 108 12 o 12 o 13 (24)
Control households 100 107 7 o 08 007 (92)
Unconstrained households (113] [121] [8] (0 10J (0 07] (10)

Old Not Meet at £nrolllllent
!o!lnl_ Rent HIgh households 96 108 12 0 12 o 13 (24)
COntrol households 100 107 7 o 08 o 07 (92)
UnconstraIned households [1131 J (121] [8] [0 10] [0 07] (l0)

Met at Enrollm,mt
Ml.nl.lllUlll Rent HIgh households (0)
Control households (0)
UnconstraIned households {OJ

SAMPLE MlnUllUlll Rent Hl.gh, Control, and UnconstraIned households actIve at two years after enrollment, excludIng those Wl.th
enrollment InCOlll,eS over the ell.gl.bIllty llllllts and those ll.VIng In theIr own homes or l.n subsl.dIZed housIng

~TA SOURCES InItIal and ll'Qnthly Household Report Forms and paY=ents hIe
NOTES Brackets IndIc.te .llDunts based on 15 or fewer observatIons Sample Sl.zes may differ between all househOldS and other

groups due to aVal.labllity of data on hoUSIng reqUIrement status
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Table V-7

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLlMENT TO '!WO YEARS AFTER ENROLlMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS) ALL MOVEFS

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES

AT PERCENTAGE
gNl~OLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL KOVERS
M1.nJ.lIIl,lID. Standards households $108 $142 ,34 0 37 031 (77l
Control households 121 147 26 o 2. o 21 (101)

Unconstrained households 10' 145 3' 039 o 33 (22)

~VERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT '!WO YEARS
K1.n1Jll1,lID. Standards households 115 152 37 o 40 032 (33)

Control households 13. ,.7 29 023 o 21 (20)

Unconstrained households [115] (134) [19) [0 19} (0 17) (5)

01.d Not Keet at Enrollment

M1.n1.lIIl,lID. Standards households 115 15. 41 045 o 3. (27)

COntrol households 120 150 30 o 2' 0.25 (12l

Unconstra1.nec. households (106) [134) (28) (0.27) [0 26} (4)

Met at Enrollment
H1.n1.lIIum Standards households 1118) {136} [17] [0 16] [0 14) ")
COntrol households (164] (191) {27} {017} [0 16J ,.)
Unconstra1.ned households (i53] 1137) (-16) (-0 10) {-O 10] (l)

MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
H1.nUllllltl Standards households 103 135 32 035 031 (44)
Control households 117 142 2' 0.30 0.22 (81)

Unconstra1.ned households 107 ". 41 044 o 3. (7)

D1.d Not Meet at Enrollment
Ml.n1.lIIU11l Standards households 100 134 34 0 37 0 34 (40)

Control households 113 140 27 0 30 0 24 (72)

Unconstral.ned households 107 14. 41 0 44 0 3B (17)

Met at Enrollment
H1.n1.tQl,lID. Standards households {l29] [144J [15} [0 13} (0 12] (4)

Control households [149} U571 ,.) [0 201 {O OS} ,.)
Unconstra1.ned householdS (0)

PHOENIX

ALL HOVERS
M1.nimum Standards households $130 $170 '39 0.42 o 30 (90)
COntrol households 133 159 2. o 2. 020 (127)
Onconlltr.!l.ned households 12. 175 4. 055 o 3B (2l)

HOVERS THAT HET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
HJ.nl.mUlll. Stand4rds households 135 ,.7 52 054 o 39 (55)
Control households 141 ,., 41 o 40 029 (4S)
Unconstra1.ned households [124J [187] {64} (0 72] [0 52) (9)

01.d Not Meet at Enro11lllent
Hl.nl.mum Standards households 129 ,.8 59 o '2 o 4. (44l
Control households 129 177 4. 049 037 (33)
Unconstralned households 11171 {l83} [66] [0 80) 10 56J (7)

Met at Enroll~ent

M1.n1JllUlll Standards households [157J [181J (24] (0 20] '0 21) (11)
Control households [173J [194] (21) fO 16] [0 121 (12l
Unconstra1.ned households [148) [203] ISS) {O 45] (0 37) (2)

MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YFARS
Ml.n1JllUlll Standards households 123 143 20 022 o ,. (35)
Control households 12. 147 18 o 22 o 14 (82)
UnconStrained households [131] {l66) (36) (0.42) [0 27} (12)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
M.1.n1.1111,lID. Standards households 112 140 28 0 2. 025 (30)
Control households 123 141 ,. 023 o 15 (72)
Unconstra1.ned hOuseholds [121] (157) (36] [0 44) 10 30) (11)

Met at Enrollment
Hln1.111um Standards households {l92] [163] [-29) {-o 15] (-0 l3J (5)
Control households [168] [189J {21] [017] [0 13J (10)
Unconstralned households [233] [262] [21] [0 121 1009} (1)

SAMPLE Ml.n1.mum Standards, Control and Unconstra.l.ned households act1.ve at t ....o years after enrollment, exclud1.n<j those 'oIl.th
enrollment 1.ncomes over the el1.g1.b1.l1.ty 11.lIUts and those 11.v1.ng 1.n theJ.r OWn homes or 1.n subs1.dJ.zad hous1.n<j

DATA SOURCES In1.tHl,l and IlX:Inthly Household Report Forms and payll'lents hIe
NOTES Brackets 1.nd1.cate alllOunts based on 15 or fewer observat1.ons Sallple sizes !lay d1.ffer between all households and other

groups due to aVill.lab1.11.ty of data on hous1.ng requ1.rement status
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Table V-8

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLLMENT TO 'NO YEMS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREA'IMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS) ALL MOVERS

HOUSING EXPENDI'IURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROOP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL MOVERS
M1.rn.mUlll Rent Low households $107 $143 '" o 38 034 (44)
Control households 121 147 26 o 28 021 (10l)
Unconstra1.ned households 109 145 36 o 38 033 (22)

!'r:JVERS THAT MET REQUIR£KENTS AT TWO YEARS
M1.n1.mum Rent Low householda 109 147 38 0 39 0 35 (42)
Control households 124 157 33 0 34 0 27 (87)
Unconstra1.ned households 113 151 3B 0 39 0 34 (20)

D1.d Not Meet ~t Enroll~nt

H1.nllllWll Rent Low households " 138 50 0 59 057 (IS)

Control householdS 89 138 49 059 055 (32)

unconstra1.nec households (93] (141) [48] [0 53] (0 52] (6)

Met at Enroll~nt

M1.n1.lIlUlll Rent Low households 122 152 30 0 28 0 25 (27)
control households 145 168 23 o 20 0 16 (55)
Unconstralned households [122] [156J (34) (0 33] [0 28J (14)

HOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Hlnlmum Rent Low households [62) [68) (6J [0 23J [0 10) (2J
Control households (99] (891 [-11] (-0 08J (-0 11) (14)
Unconstralned households {64! ISII [17] (0 31) [0 27J (2]

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
MJ.n1.mWll Rent Low households (62] (681 16) (0 231 (0 09] (2)

Control households fS7) [88] [IJ [0 01] 10 01] (9)

Unconstralned households (64] (Sl] [17] (0 311 [0 27] (2J

Het at Enrollment
MlnimUlll Rent Low households (0)
Control households (121] (88J [-33) 1-0 25J (-0 02J (5J

Unconstralned households (OJ

PHOENIX

ALL HOVERS
Mlnimum Rent Low households $128 $173 $45 046 o 35 (58)

Control households 133 159 26 o 28 o 20 (l27)

Unconstralned households 128 175 '8 055 o 38 (2l)

MOVERS THAT MET REQUlREMEN'l'S AT TWO YEARS
Hlnlmum Rent Low households 130 178 '8 0 50 037 (SO)
Control households 144 185 41 o '0 028 (79)
Unconstralned households 133 189 56 o 63 042 (l6)

Did Not Meet at Enrollment
H1.nlll\um Rent Low households 100 173 73 o 85 073 (24)
Control households 101 182 81 o 93 080 (25)
Unconstrained households (86J (179) (93) [1 20] (1 08] (7]

Met at Enrollment
M.HU1ll.um Rent Low households 158 183 25 0 17 0 16 (26)
Control households 16' 187 22 016 o 13 (54)
Unconstril1.ned households Il69] (196) (27] (0 18] (0 16) (9l

MOVERS -mAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT 'IWO YFARS
MlnllllUlll Rent Low households {114J (1391 (25] [0 24] [0 221 (8J
Contrel households 11' 116 2 o 09 o 02 (48)
Unconstra1.ned households 1112] (133) [21J {O 30J 10 19) (5)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
H..1.nllllWll Rent LoW' households [lOSJ (133] (25) [0 25] (0 23] (6)

Control households 101 116 16 o 18 016 (39)
Unconstrained households (95J [140J (45) (0 481 (0 47) (4]

Met at Enrollment
HlnllllUlll Rent Low householda 1t311 (157J (26) (0 20) (0.20] "J
Control households (169) [1151 (-54J {-O 32] (-0 32] (9)
unconstrained households [1801 [1051 {-75} (-0 42] 1-0 42] (ll

SAHPLE HlnllllUlll Rent Low, Control, and Unconstralned households active at two years after enrollment, excludlng those Wlth
enrollment lnccces over the ehgibll1.ty lilllits and those livlng ln thelr own homes or in subsidized housing

DATA SOURCES Ini tlal and 1llOnthly Household Report FOrms and payments flle
terES Bracket.s lndu.ate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations Sample Slzes may dlffer between all households and other

groups due to aV411ablllty of data on hous1.ng reqUlrement status
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Table '1-9

CKANGES IN HOUl:>ING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLI1'IENT TO 'I"~ YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TRl:.ATHENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS) ALL MOVERS

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CIIANGE IN EXPENDITUR£S

'T PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- 'T 'l'WO MEAN OF RATIO S1.MPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP ""NT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PI'I"I'SBUf!CH

ALL MOVERS
Mlnlml.llll Rent Hlgh households $115 $159 '43 042 o 37 (39)

Control households 121 147 26 028 021 (101)

Unconstra1ned households 109 W 3G 0.38 o 33 (22)

M:lVERS TltAT MET REQUIREMurrs AT TWO 'EARS
Mlnlllll.llll Rent IIlgh household!> 121 175 54 o 51 0 45 (29)

Control households 132 170 38 o 39 o 29 (60)

Unconstra1ned households (115] (162J [46J (0 48) (0 40] (l4)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
Mln1mUlll Rent Hlgh households lOG 180 75 0 73 0 71 (17)

Control households 98 157 GO o GG o G1 (28)

Unconstra:l.nec. households (96] fl61] [66] (0 71] 10 69J (9)

Met at Enrollment
Mln1lllum Rent H1gh households [144] (168] [25) [0 19] [0 17) (12)

Control households 1G2 182 19 o 15 o 12 (32)

Unconstra:l.ned households (151] 1162] [12J 10 07) 10 08J (5)

MOVERS TltAT DID NOT MEeT REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Hln11ll1.llll Rent H1gh households 197] (110J (13] 10 18) [0 13J (l0)

Control households '" 113 9 013 o 09 (411

Unconstr~llned households 1981 [116J [18] [0 21] [0 18] (8)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment

M1nllll\llll Rent H19h households (97) (110) 113] [0 18] [0 131 (l0)

Control households 99 113 14 D.17 0.14 (38)

Unconstralned households [891 [112J (23) [0 27] 10 26J (G)

Met at Enrollment
Mln.ullum Rent Hlgh households (O)

Control households [172] [123) [-49) I-a 31] [-0 28J (3)

Unconstrained households (123J [128J 'G) [0 04] 10 D4J (2)

PHOENIX

ALL MOVERS
M1nilllum Rent High households $130 $185 '54 0 48 o 42 (62)

Control households 133 159 2G o 28 020 (l27)

Uncon:.trained hou.:oeholds 128 175 48 055 0.38 (21)

MOVERS THAT ME'!' REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
M1nillll.llll Rent Hlgh households 142 210 G8 057 048 (39)

Control households 158 205 47 043 030 (48)

Unconstra1ned households (137] [197] [61] 10 69] [0.451 (l0)

Did Not Meet at Enrollment
M1nimUlll Rent Hlgh households 128 213 84 073 o GG (28)

Control households 128 210 81 o 79 o G3 (23)

Unconstrained households [119J (1971 [78J (0 93) [0 66J (7)

Met at Enrollment
Kl.n1mUlll Rent !fl9'h households (179j {204] (25J (0 151 [014J (ll)

Control households 185 201 15 o 10 o 08 (25)

Unconstrained households 1178] 1199J (21J 10.12) [0 12) (3)

MOVERS THAT 010 NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
HlnlllllJlll Rent H1gh households 109 141 32 034 o 29 (23)

Control households 117 131 13 019 011 (29)

Unconstrained households {119} {ISS! [ 36) [0 42) (0 30) (11)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
H.l.nilllUlll Rent H1gh households 104 128 24 0 30 023 (21)
Control households 11. 130 17 022 o 15 (74)
Unconstra1ned households {1l3] 1160] (47] [0 511 (0 42] (l0)

Met at Enrollm~nt

l'ilinillllJlll Rent Hlgh households [1651 12751 1110] (0 72) [0 67] (2)

Con trol households [1711 [139) (-33] [-0 19] (-0 19] (5)

Unconstrained households [180J [105) [-751 [-0 42J (-0 42] (l)

SAMPLE Mlniml.llll Rent High, Control, and Unconstrained households actlve at two years after enrollment, excluding those With
enrollment lnCODeS over the el1guul1ty lllll.lts and those 11ving in their own homes or 1n subs1dized housl.ng

DATA SOURCES In1l::1,,1 and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTES Brackets 1ndlcate aIllO.lllts based on 15 or fewer observations Sample S1zes may differ between all household$ and othl!r

groups due to avail.nility of d..ta on hOUSing requlrement status
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Table V-IO

CHMlGES IN HOUSING SERVICES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS) ALL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

HOUSING SERVICES

AT
ENROLL- AT TWO
MEt-lT YEARS

CHJlN(,J:, IN SERVICES

PERCEN1'AGE
MEAN OF RATIO

AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS
SAMPLE
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Hlnlll~um Standards house.holds S110 $116 ,. 0.07 0.06 (179)

Control households H' 120 5 0.06 0.04 (273)

Uneons tralned households 106 H' H 012 o 10 (52)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT Ht-.'T REQUIR£l1EN'I'S AT T'...a YEARS
Mlfll.ml,Ull Standards households 120 128 8 0.09 007 (82)

Conu:ol households 129 135 • 0.06 OOS (78)

Unconstra.l.ned household<;; [1191 [129] [10) (Ol1i [0 08] (14)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
HlnUl\Ul!l Standards households H3 127 15 0.15 0.13 (45)

Control households 121 132 12
o "

o 10 (27)

Unconstral.ned households (100] [125] (251 (0.27) (0.25) (O)

Met olt Enrollment
!olln~mUlll Standards households 127 128 1 0.01 0.01 (37)

Con trol households 133 136 3 0.02 0.02 (51)

Unccnstr,uned households [1331 (132] (-1) 1-0 00] [-0.01] (8)

1I0USEHOLDS THA.T DID NOT MEET f1EQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Hln~mUlll SUndards households 101 106 , OOS 004 (97)

Control households 109 11' 5 oOS Oos (l95)

UnconStralned households 101 112 H o 13 o 01 (38)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
HlnlllUfll Standards households 101 lOS , 0.05 OOS (94)

Control households 108 H3 5 0.05 0.05 (189)

Unconstralned households 101 112 H o 13 0.11 (38)

Met at Enrolllllent
HlnlmWll Standards households (117) [130] [14] (0.12) 10 12] (3)

Control households 1130] [1311 (1( (O 03] [0 01) (6)

Unconstr~lned households (0)

PHOENIX

""" HOUSEHOLDS
Hlnllllum Standards households $128 $146 '18 o 17 0.14 (128)

Control households 129 145 16 0.16 0.12 (229)

Unccnstralned households 135 161 " 0.31 0.19 (33)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT '!WO YEARS
HlnllllUlll Standards households 136 '" " 0.23 0.19 (72)

Control households 143 166 2J 0.24 0.16 (83)

UncOnstralned households 151 178 27 o 31 017 (17)

Old Not Meet olt Enrollment

HlnlmUlll Standards households 130 160 31 0.29 024 (51)
Control households 132 171 39 0.41 030 (47)

Unconstra~ned households [133] [1791 [46} {a 57] [0 35] (91

Met at Enrollment
HlnlfllUltl Standards households 153 16. " 0.10 0.09 (21)
Control househOlds 158 158 1 0.01 0.01 (36)
Unconstralned households [l71J [177] [5) [0.03) [0 03] (8)

HOUSEHOLDS THA.T DID NOT MEET REQUIR£M~NTS AT TWO Y~RS

Hlnulum Standards households H8 126 8 0 08 007 (56)
Control households 121 133 12 0 12 0.10 (l46)
Unconstralned households 117 142 25 0 30 0.21 (l6)

Old Not Heet olt Enrollment
Mln~IIlUlll Standards households 112 122 9 0 10 008 (51)
Control households 119 131 12 012 o 10 (l41)
UncOnStralned households [1131 [137J {2S} !O 31] (a 22J US)

Met at Enrollllltlnt
Mlnlmum Standards households [169] [160) [-8] [-0.05] (-O.OSI (5)

Control households [163) {183] (19) 10.12J (D.17} (5)

Unconstralned households (18SJ [2161 [32] [0.17) 10.17] (1)

S.vtPLE. Mlnunum Standards, control, and Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, exclud:l.ng those Wlth
enrollment lnccmes over the ellglblllty lunltS and those llvlng In thell;: own homes or In Subsldized houslng.

DATA SOURCES Inltloll and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~n<J Evaluatloll Forms, 1970 Census of Populat~on, Basellne and
Perl<xhc Il'ltervlews, olnd payments flle

NOTN Brackets lndlcate <UllOunts based on 15 or fewer observatlons.
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Table V-ll

CHANGES IN HOUSING SERVICES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS) ALL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES

AT PERCENTAGE
EtlROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT '''''RS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PI'I'I'SBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS
MAn1mum Rent Low households $110 $U5 $5 0.06 0.05 (106)
Control households 114 120 , 0.06 0.04 (273)
Unconstralned households 106 11' 11 0.13 0.12 (52)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT M!.'T REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Mlnllllum Rent Low households 113 118 , 0.06 0.04 (89)
Control households 121 127 , 0.07 0.05 (200)
Un<;:onstralned households 113 125 13 0.15 0.12 (38)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
HlnllllUlll Rent Low households 104 114 10 011 0.10 (21)

Control households lO' 117 14 0.17 014 (42)

Unconstralned households [1.04) (124) (19) [0 191 [0.18) (9)

Met at Enrollment
Hlnlmum Rent Low households 116 120 4 0.05 0.03 (68)
Con trol households 125 130 4 0.04 0.03 (l58)
Unconstralned households 11' 126 11 o 14 0.10 (29)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET PEQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Mlnlmum Rent Low households 95 '7 2 0.06 0.02 (l7)
Control households .7 •• 2 0.02 0.02 (73)
Unconstralned households [87J 192} [5) (006) [0.06] (14)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
MlnlmUlll Rent LOw households ., .7 2 0.06 0.02 (17)
Control households ., .8 2 0.02 002 (67)
Unconstralned households 187} 192} [5) [0.06) {a 06] 114}

Met at Enrollment

Hlnlmum Rent LoW' households (0)
Control households (1.08J (112) [4) [O.04J {a 04} [,)

Unconstralned households [0)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS
Mlnlmum Rent Low households $126 $148 '" 0.21 0.18 {74}

Control households 12. 14' 16 0.16 0.12 (229)

Unconstralned households 135 161 26 0.31 0.19 (33)

HOUSEliOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEAAS

Mlnlmum Rent Low households 134 161 27 024 0.20 (55)

Control households 148 168 20 0.19 0.14 (114)

Unconstr,ilned households US 178 '0 o 34 0.20 (23)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment

M1nlmum Rent Low households llO 150 40 o 41 0.36 (20)
Control households 10' 15. 53 0.59 0.50 (27)
Unconstralned households {1l7} [180] [63] (0.84J [0.54] [7)

Met .. t Enrollment
Mlnlmum Rent LOw households 148 167 ,. 0.15 0.13 135}
Control households 161 171 10 0~07 0.06 (87)
Unconstralned hou~eholds 162 176 16 0.12 o 10 (l6)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
HlnAIlIUll\ Rent Low households .00 ll2 11 0.12 011 (l9)
Control households 110 121 11 013 0.10 (115)
Unconstralned households [103} {120J {17] {O 24} [0.17J (lO)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
MlnlmWll Rent Low households '8 10' 11 012 0.11 • (17)
Control households 10' "' 12 o 14 0.11 (109)
Unconstralned househOlds (98J [121] 123] [0.30J [O.23) (9)

Het at EnrolllllElnt
HAnlmUlll Rent Low households [116] [134} (181 (O.lS) [0.16] (2)
COntrol households (174] [169} (-5) {0.02J 10.03] (6)

Unconstralned households [154J (112) (-411 I-a 27) 1-0.27J [')

SAMPLE MlnllllUIll Rent Low, Control, and Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those Wlth
enrollment lnCCGles over the ellglblll\.y lllllltS and those Ilvlng In their own hCGles or ln SUbSld12:ed houslng.

DATA SOURCES Inlt.lal and monthly Household Report FOrllls, H0U511l9 Evaluation FOrll,i1, 1970 Census of population, Baseline ..nd
Perlochc Intervlews, and payments flle.

NOTE BraCkets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations
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Table V-12

CHANGES IN HOUSING SERVICES FROM ENROLLMENT 'I'O TWO YEARS AFTER ENroLLMENT
BY TREATM.£NT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS) ALL HOUS&tlOLDS

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES

AT PERCENTAGE:
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSUfOLD GROUP "'''''' YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

MlnllllUlll Rent HJ.gh hO\.\lseholds $113 $118 $ , 0.05 0.04 (101)
Cont~ol households 11' 120 , 0.06 0.04 (273)
Unconstralned households 10. 116 11 o 12 0.10 (52)

HOUS1:.!tOLOS THAT m;T REQUIRMlEN'I'S AT TWO ""'RS
M1.n:l.lIIU1U Rent H1gh households 122 12. 7 007 0.06 (55)
Control households 127 13. 8 o.oa 0.06 (119)
Unc:onstralned households 118 133 I. o 19 o " (24)

Old Not Meet at Enroll~nt

MlnlmUlll Rent H1.9h households 109 124 14 013 0.13 (24)

Control households III 12. " 0.15 0.14 (40)

Unconstralned households [1041 [133] (29) (0.35] (O 28] (11)

Met at Enrollmemt
M~nLmum Rent H~gh households 132 133 1 0.02 o 01 (31)
Con trol households 135 140 , 0.04 0.04 (79)
Uncon$tra~ned households (1291 (133) ") {O.OS} [0 03} U3J

HOUSI::HOLOS Tm.T DID NOT MEET F.EQUlREMENTS AT 'IWO YEARS
M~n~mum Rent H~gh households 102 lOS 3 004 0.03 (46)
Control households 104 107 3 0.04 0.03 US4)
Unconstra~ned households ,. 102 • 007 0.07 (2a)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
MlnUI11/n Rent Hlgh households 102 lOS 3 0.04 0.03 (46)

Control households 104 107 3 0.04 0.03 (151)

Unconstra1ned households ,. 101 , 0.06 0.05 (26)

Met at Enroll~nt

HlnllllU= Rent 81gh households
Control households 1139} [139} ,OJ {0.02} {O.OO} (3)
Unconstra1ned households [a7} {llo} {23} [0.28} (O.26} (2)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS
Mlnlmum Rent High households $131 $151 $19 0.17 0.15 (83)
Control households 129 145 I. 0.16 0.12 (229)
Unconstra1ned households 135 ,., 2. 0.31 0.19 (33)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT 'IWO YEARS
Hln1mum Rent H1gh households 142 176 34 0.29 024 {42J
Control households 15. 179 20 0.19 0.13 ('111
Unconstra1ned households (1521 U7aJ (26J {0.26J (0 17) (15)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
HlnllllUM Rent Hlgh households 127 174 48 0 ., 0.3a (24)

Control households 127 172 .5 047 0.35 (22)

Unconstralned households {127} (1711 [44J {O 46] [0.35J (8)

Met at Enrollillent
H~nllllUill Rent 81gh households I.' 179 " 0.11 009 (l7)
Control households 174 182 • o ,. o 05 (49)
Unconstralned households [lal} (la7) (7) (0.03J [0.04) (7J

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQuIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Mln1frlu:ll Rent 81gh households 121 124 • 0.05 0.03 (41)
Control households 115 129 14 o 15 o 12 USa)
Unconstralned households 120 ". 2. 0.35 0.22 (la)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
Hlnllllum Rent 81gh households n, 125 , 0.06 004 (40)
Control households 11. 128 14 o 15 0.12 US6)
Unconstralned households 118 148 30 038 o 25 (l7)

Her at £nrollll'lElnt
Mlnlmum Rent 81gh households [l69} U07} (-63) {-0.37] 1-0.37] (l)

Control households {16S} {la6} (21) [0 l3} 10 13] (2)

Unconstra1ned households [lS4} [112} [-4l} [-0 27} 1-0 27] (lJ

SAMPLE Hlnllnlll\\ Rent 81gh, Control, and Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrolltnent, excludlng those Wlth
enrollment lnCCQes over the ehglbll:l,ty l:ulllts and thostl Ilvlng ln thelr own homes or In SUbsldlzed hous:l,ng

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and monthly household Report Fo:rms, Houslng Evaluatlon Forms, 1970 Census of Populatlon, Basellne ilnd
Perlodlc Intervlews, and payments flle.

NOTE- Brac)cets lndicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatlons

A-77



Table V-13

CHANI.,f:.S IN 1l0USING SERVICES FROM f.NROLLMEN'r '1'0 TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
Bt TREATMENT TtPE: (MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS) ALL STAYERS

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT 'IWO MEAN OF RATIO SlIMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITTSBURGH
ALL STAYERS

MJ.nJ.lllum Standard" hou,,~holds $112 $113 " 001 001 (112)
Control hous~hold" 11' 11' 2 002 o 02 (lSI)
Unconstralned hous~holds 106 loa 2 001 002 (33)

~TAYERS THAT KE:T Rl:.QUI~f:.NTS AT TWO yEARS

Hln:ullum Standald" hous~hold" 124 125 1 0 02 001 (51)

COntrol households 129 131 1 o 01 o 01 (59)

UncOnStralned households (123] (126] 13) (0 03) [0 02] (9)

Old Not Meet at Enrolllllent
Mlnllrlum Standards households 11' 122 , 0 OS OOS (20)
Control household» 128 127 -1 -0 01 -0 01 (16)

UncOnStralned hous~holds (9S) 1106] [8) [0 OS] (0 OS] (2)

Met at Enrollment
Mlnl.IllUlll Standards households 128 126 -2 -0 01 -0 02 (31)

Control households 130 132 2 o 01 002 (43)

Unconstraln~d households [130J [131] (1) 10 01] [0 01] (7)

STAYE:RS THAT DID NOT MEl:.T REQUIlU:.MEN'rs AT TWO YEARS
Ml.nllllUlll Standard" households 102 lOJ 0 01 o 01 (61)

Control households 107 110 0 02 002 (122)

Unconstral.ned housl!holds 100 101 0 01 001 (24)

Old Not Meet at f:.nrollment

MJ.nJ.IlIU1l1 Standard" households 102 103 1 001 001 (61)

COntrol household" 107 110 2 002 002 (122)

UnconStralned households 100 101 1 o 01 001 (24)

Met at Enroll(l\l!nt
MlnllllUlJ, Standards householdS (OJ

ContrOl households [0)

UnconStralned (0)

PHOENIX

ALL STAYERS
Mlnl.lllum Standards households $129 $136 " 006 o 05 (63)
Contl:ol households 131 135 4 004 OOJ (121)
Unconstralned households [146] 11541 (9) [0 07] (0 061 (lS)

STAYERS THAT Ml:.T Rl:.QUlIU:.MENTS AT TWO 'EARS
Mlnllllum Standards households 144 152 8 006 006 (32)
Control householdS 152 156 4 OOJ 002 (41)
UnconStral.ned households [167] 11721 [5) 10 03] (0 03] (9)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
Hl.nlmUlll Standards hOU3eholds 138 145 7 006 OOS (20)

Control households (153] !l60] (8) (0 06] [0 OS] (14)

Unconstralned households [165] [l77] [12) [0 08J [0 07] (J)

Met at Enrollment

MlnllllWll Standards households 1155] (164) [l0] [0 07] [0 06] (12)
Control households 1$2 153 2 002 001 (27)
UnconStralned households [168] (170] III (0 01J [0 01] (6)

$TAYERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUI!UMEtlI'S AT TWO YEARS
Mlm.llIum Standal:ds households 112 11' 7 007 00' (31)
Control households 120 124 4 004 003 (80)

Unconstralned hous~ho1ds (114] [12S] [l4] [013J (O 12] [6)

Old ~ot Meet at f:.nrollment
Mlnl= Standards households 112 11' 7 007 006 (31)
Control households 120 124 4 004 003 (80)
Unconstralned households (114] [128J [l4] [0 13) 10 12] [6}

Met at Enl:ollment
Hlnllllum Standal:d.s hou"eholds 'O}
Control housl!ho1ds [O}

UnconStralned hous~holds 'O}

SAMPLE Mlnl.mum Standal:d.s. Control, and Unconstl:alned hOUSeholds actlve at two years aftel: enl:ollment. excludln9 those Wl.th
enl:ollment Hlcomes OV"I: the e119l.blllty ll.mlt" and those Ilvlng In thel.r own homes or In subsJ.dlzed housln9

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and monthly Household Report Porms, Housln9 Ev.aluatlon Ponns, 1970 Census of Popul.atlon. Base11ne and
P"rlodlC !nterv~elo/s. alld payments fl.le

OOTE Brackets l.ndlc.ate am::lunts based on 15 or f~wer observatlons
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Table '1-14

CHM~ES IN 1I0USING SERVICES ~'RO'l ENROLLMENT 'l'O TI-K:I 'tEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREA'IMEN'I' TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS) ALL STAYERS

HOUSING SERV!CES CHANGE IN SERVICES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT 'NO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITTSaURGH
AIL STAYERS

HlnllllUlll Rent Low households HIl $113 $I 0 02 o 01 (72)
Control h.ouseholds 114 11' 2 0 02 o 02 (181)
Unconstr.alned households 10' 10' 2 0 01 o 02 (33)

STAYERS THAT liE'l' Rl:.QUlill:J>IENTS AT TWO y",,,,,

Mlnlmum Rent Low households US 117 2 0 02 o 02 (57)
COntrol household:. 122 125 2 o 02 002 (l23)

Unconstral.ned households 11' 117 1 001 001 12l}

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
HJ.nulIum Rent Low hou:.eholds (113) [Ill] 1-2] [-0 all (-0 02J (ll)

Control households (110) (1121 (2( [0 02J fa 03] (l41
UncQnscralned households (97J 1105] ['J (0 09) {O 08] (4J

Met at Enrollment
H1.nllllUlll. Rent Low householdS 11' 119 2 003 002 (46)
Control households 124 126 2 002 002 (109)
UncOllstralned hou~eholds 120 120 -1 -0 01 -0 01 (17)

S'fAn.RS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
MlnllllUlll Rent Low households 98 98 -1 000 001 (15)
Control households 98 99 1 o 01 o 01 (58)
Unconstralned households [891 [9l} [2J (0 02) IO 02] (12)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment

MlnlmUlll Rent Low households (98] [98] (-lJ [0 OO} f-O Ol} (15)
Control households 98 99 1 o 01 o 01 (58)
Unconstralned households [89] [91J (2J fa 02} 10 02] (12)

Met <l.t Enrollll\l!nt
Mlnull~ Rent Low households [OJ
Control households !OJ
Unconstralned (0)

PHOENIX

ALL STA'iERS
Mlnlmum Rent Loot households $124 $132 $8 ooa 006 (32)
Control households 131 135 • 004 003 (121)
Unconstralned households (146} (154} £9J [0 071 fa 06} (IS)

STAYERS TMAT MEr REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Mlnlmum Rent Low households 145 154 9 006 006 (18)
Control households '" 164 3 002 002 (52)
Unconstralned households [l71J {l76J (5J 10 03} (0 03] [9J

Old Not Meet at Enrolllllent
Mlnllnum Rent Low households [l06J IllS} £9J [0 08J [0 08} (2J
Control households [1111 (H6} (5J {O OS} [0.05] (3)
UnConstralned households 12111 (234} (23} (0 11) [011] (lJ

Met. at Enrollment

MlnlmUIII Rent Lo.... households 1SO 159 9 006 006 (16)
Control households 164 167 3 002 002 (49)
Unconstriuned households [1661 (1691 (3J (0 02] (0 02J [8J

STA'iERS THAT 010 NOT MEET flEQUIRDlENTS AT TWO YEARS
Mlnllllum Rent La<i households {97J [l04} (7J (0 09J [0 07J (14)
Control households loa 113 4 OOS 004 (69)
Unconstra.lned households [107) [122] 1l4} 10 lIl] [013J ('J

Old Not Meet at l:.nrollment
Mlnllll,llll Rent Low households 197} [1041 [7J (0 09) [0 07] (l4)
COntrol households loa 112 4 OOS 004 (69)
Unconstralned households [IDS} {l22J (14) (0 14) [0131 ('J

Met at Enrollmoont
Mlnllllum Rent Low househOlds [OJ
Control hou~eholds !O)
Unconstral.ned households !O)

SAMPLE MlnllllUltl Rt:nt Low, Control, and Unconstralned householdS actlve at two years after enrollment, excludl.ng t.hose .... lth
enrollment lncanes over the eh91bl.llty llml.ts and those Il.Vln9 In thel.r own homes or In SubSldl.zed houslnq

DATA SOURCES Inl.tlal and Illonthly Household Report Fo:r:ms, Houslng Evaluatl.on Forms, 1970 Census of Population, s."Sellne and
Penodlc Intervlews, and payments flle

NOTE: Brilckets Indlcilte amounts based on 15 or fe'o/er obServatlOn~
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Table V-IS

CHANGES IN HOUSING SERVICES FROM ENROLLMENT 'IO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREA'I'MEN'I' TYPE (MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS) ALL STAYERS

HOOSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAHPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PIT'rSBij5lGH
ALL STA'iERS

H.lnlll1Ul1l Rent H1gh households $113 $114 $1 o 02 o 01 (67)
Control households 11' 11' 2 o 02 o 02 (lSl)
Uneonstra1ned households 10' lOB 2 o 01 o 02 (33)

STAY~RS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEAIlS

H.J.nill1Ul1l Rent H1gh households 129 127 -2 -0 01 -0 01 (29)

Control households 131 134 3 o 03 o 02 (67)

Unconstr~Lnedhouseholds (12SJ [124] [-lJ [-0 Oll {-o 01] (11)

OLd Not Meet at Enrollment
IUm.mUll1 Rent HLgh households (113J [115] (lJ (0 01] (0 OIl (8)

Control households 120 126 5 o 05 o 0' (l8)

Unconstra1.ned household~ (116] (114] (-3) (-0 02) 1-0 02] (3)

Met at Enrollment
Mlm.lllUlll Rent H1.<;Ih households 134 132 -3 -0 01 -0 02 (21)

Control households 135 137 2 o 02 o 02 (49)

Unconstra1.ned households 1129) [128J (-lJ [-0 Oll (-0 OlJ (B)

STA'iERS THAT DID NOT l'lliET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

H1nUl1W1l Rent H1.gh households 101 10' 3 o 0' o 03 (38)
Control households 105 10' 1 o 01 o 01 (114)
Unconstra1ned households 97 100 3 o 03 o 03 (22)

D1.d Not Heet at Enrollment
HJ.nJ.II1Ul1l Rent H1gh households 101 10' 3 o 0' o 03 (38)
Control households 105 10' 1 o 01 o 01 (1l4)
Unconstralned households 97 100 3 o 03 0.03 (22)

Met at Enrollment
H.J.nJ.II1Ul1l Rent H1.gh households (0)
Control households (0)
UnconstraLned (0)

PHOENIX

ALL STAYERS
MJ.nlmUlll Rent Hlgh households $131 $139 " o OB o 0' (Jl)

Control households 131 135 , 0.04 o 03 (121)

UnconstraJ.ned households (146) {l54} (9J [0 071 [006] US)

STAYERS THAt' MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YE.\!\S
HJ.nJ.II1Ul1l Rent Hl9h households (170) I177J (7) [0 041 (0 OS) (7)

Control households 171 174 3 o 02 o OB (3S)
Unconstralned households [170] [174] (3] (0 02J (008] (6)

D1.d Not Heet at Enrollment
HJ.nJ.IlIUl1l Rent H1gh households (0)

Control households (15lJ 1150J [-I) [0 OOJ [-0 OlJ (5)

Unconstra1ned households (120J (136J 116] (0 l4J {(O.13J (1)

Met at Enrollment
MLnilllUlll Rent H1.gh households (170) (I77J (7) (0 04] 10 04] (7)

Control households 174 17B , o 03 o 02 (30)
IJnconstra1ned households 1180J (181] (1) (0 OOJ [0 Oll (5)

STA'iERS THAT DID NOT MU:T REQlJIRDlENTS AT TWO YEARS
~nLmum Rent HJ.gh households 120 12B 9 o 09 o OB (24)
Control households 11' 11B , o 0' o 0' (86)
UnconstraJ.ned households (129) (142] [12J (O 10) [0 09J (9)

OLd Not Heet at Enrollment
Mlnilll.\lll Rent lllgh households 120 128 9 o 0' o OB (24)
COntrol households 11' 11B , o 0' o 0' (86)
UnconstraJ.ned households [129] [142} (12J (0 lOl (009J (9)

Met at Enrollment
MJ.nLIlIUlll Rent HLgh households (0)

Control housoholds (0)

Onc:onstraJ.ned household5 (0)

S»\PLE MLnLlllUlll Rent HLgh, Control, and IJnconstralned households actlve at two years after enrolllllent, excludJ.n'1 those wJ.th
enrollment 1nCOilles over the elJ.qJ.bil1.ty llm1ts and those 11V1.ng Ln their Cfo'n hol1'>es or J.n subs1.dLZed hou51.n'1

PATA SOURCES. InitJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, HoUSln'1 Evaluatlon Fonas, 1970 Cen5us of Populatlon, Basel1ne and
Per10dic Interviews, and payments hIe

NOTE Brackets 1.ndJ.cate atlIOunts based on 15 or fewer observatLons
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Table V-15

CHAN:>ES IN HOUSING SERVICES FRO"! ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREA'IMENT TYPE (MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS) ALL MOVERS

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES
AT PERCENTAGE
£NROLL- AT "'" MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP "'NT YEARS AMOUl\'T RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOVERS
Mlon1.mum Standards household!> $105 $121 $15 o 17 o 14 (57)

Control households 114 126 12 013 o 11 (92)

Unconstraloned households lOS 131 27 o 31 o 28 {l9\

K.:lVER$ TUAT MET REQUIR£MUrrS AT 'NO YEARS
Hlonunum Standards households 112 132 20 0 21 o 12 {31J
Control households 127 148 21 0 23 o 17 (l9)
Unconstr~ned households [111J 11351 [24] [0 27J {O 22] (5)

Clod Not Meet at Enrollment

Ml.nllnum Standards households 110 132 22 0 24 0 20 (25)

Control households [110] {HOI (30J [0 35) (0 27] (11)

Unconstral.nec. households [lOlJ [1351 [34] (0 38] [0 34] (4)

Met olt Enroll~l)t

Hl.nunum Standards households (121] (135) [14] (0 11J (0 12] (8)

Control household~ [150J 11591 ( 9] (005J (0 06J (8)

Unconstraloned households (150J [136J 1-14] (-0 09J [-0 09J (1)

MOVERS THAT DID NOT M.C.I,:T ~QUIRUl.ENTS AT TWO YEARS
Hlonunum Standards households 100 111 10 o 14 o 10 (36)

Control households 111 120 9 010 o 08 (73)

UnconStraloned households [103] {130} (27] [0 33J (0 26] (l4)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment

M1.n1.mum St<lnd<llds hou:.ehold!> 99 109 10 014 o 10 (33)
Control households 109 119 10 011 o 09 (67)
Unconstra1.ned households [103j 1130J (27] {O 33J (O 26] (14)

Met: at Enrollment
Ml.nl.mum Standards households [117J (130) [14] (0 121 [0 12] (3)

Control households (130] (131J ( 1] (0 03l (0 01] (8)
Unconstral.ned households (0)

PHOENIX

ALL MOVERS
Ml.nl.mum Stilndards households $128 $156 "8 0 27 022 (65)

Control households 127 158 29 0 30 023 (108)

Unconstral.ned households 125 188 41 0 50 0.33 (18)

MOVERS THAT MET REQUIRUIENTS AT 'NO YEARS
MJ.nl.mum Standards households 130 170 40 0 37 0 31 (40)

ContrOl households 134 175 41 044 031 (42)

Unconstralned households {l33J (laS] {52J fO 64J (0 39J (8)

C1.d Not Meet at Enrollment
lollnlmum Standards households 124 170 48 0.44 o 37 (31)

Control households m 178 53 o 58 043 (33)

Unconstralned hOl,lseholds (117] (180J [63] [0 82J (0 54] (8)

Het at Enrollment
MJ.nUllUlQ Standards households (150] [169J [19} (0.14) 10.l2J (9)

Control households (175J [1731 (-2] (-0 001 (-O.OlJ (9)

Unconstral.ned households (181] [198J (17) (0 09] (0 09J (2)

MOVERS TIIAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT 'lWO YEARS
M1.nl.mUlQ Standards householdS 125 134 9 0 12 007 (25)

Control households 122 144 22 021 018 (66)

Unconstral.ned households [119J [151] (32J (0 40] {O 271 (10)

C1.d Not Meet at Enrollment
MJ.n1.mwn St<lnd<lrds households 114 127 13 o 18 0 11 (2-0)
COnt:r:ol households 118 140 22 022 o 19 (51)
Unconstral.ned households {HlJ (144] {32] {O 42} fO 29) (9)

Met at Enrollment
Ml.nl.lIlum. Standards households [159! 1150J (-8) (-0 05] [-0 OS) (5)

Control households (163] 1183] (191 [0 12] 10 121 (5)

Unconstral.ned households (185] {216} [32) (0 17] (0 171 (1]

SAMPLE Hl.nl.III\ll1l Standards, Control, and Unconstra1.ned househOlds active at t ....o years after enrollment, exludl.ng those Wl.th
enrollment loncolllt!s over the ell.gl.bl.1J.ty ll.lllJ.ts and those ll.Vlng l.n the1.r own homes or l.n SubSldl.zed housl.ng

DATA SOtIRCES Inltl.<ll <lnd monthly Household Report Forms, Homing Evaluatl.on Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Baseline and
Perl.odl.C Intervlews, and pilyllll!nts fl.le

NYrE Brackets l.ndl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatl.ons
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Table v-17

CHA~ES IN HOUSING SERVICES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS) ALL MOVERS

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GRCUP MENT YE.\RS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL MOVERS
Mlnllll\llll Rent Low' householdl> $106 $119 $13 0 15 012 {34}

Control households 11' 126 12 0 13 011 {92}

Unconstralned households 105 131 27 0 31 025 (19)

"'-lV.t.kS THAT M..t.T R..t.QUIR..t.MUI'I'S AT TWO YEARS
IUnllllUlll Rent Low households lOB 121 12 013 0 11 (32)

Control households llB 131 13 o 14 011 (77)

unconst.ralned households lOB 135 27 o 32 025 (17)

Old Not Meet. dt. Enrollllk!nt.
Mlnlmum Rent Low houl>eholds {94] 016] (22] '0 24J '0 23l (10)

Control households 99 120 21 0 24 o 21 (28)

Unconst.ralnec. households (110) (138] 128] 10 26' (0 251 (5)

Met. Olt Ent.olllOOnt.
MlnllllUlll Rent Low households 115 123 B 0 OB 0 07 (22)

Cont.rol households 129 137 B OOB 006 (49)

Unconstralned households (l07] [134) [27) (0 341 [0 25] (12)

HOVERS THAT DID NOT Ml:.ET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Mlnlmum Rent. Low households (72) {92} {20J [0 50J [0.28] (2)

Cont.rol households (95) [lOlJ (6' [0 07] [0 06J (is)

Onconst.r~lned households (76J (98] 122) [0 29] [0 29] (2)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment.
MJ.nJ.lllUlll Rent Low householdS {n} 1921 (20) 10 50] {O 28] (2)

Control households {87J {94] (7J [0 09] [0 OEl] (9)

Unconstralned households (761 [98J {22] {O 29] [0 29] (2)

Met. at. Enrollment.
MlnllllUlll Rent Low hou:.eholds (0)

Cont.rol households {l08] [112) (4' [0 04] [0.04] (6)

Unconstralned households (0)

PHOENIX

ALl. MOVERS
MlnUllUlll Rent Low households $127 $160 '34 0 31 027 (42)

Control households 127 156 29 0 30 0.23 (l08)

Unconl>t.ralned households 125 16' " 0 50 033 (l8)

MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
HlnllllUlll Rent Low households 129 164 35 033 027 (37)

Control households 137 172 35 034 025 (62)

Unconst.ralned households (133] {l80} [46) [0 53] {O 35] (14)

OJ.d Not Meet at Enrollment.
MlnllllUlll Rent Low households III 154 44 044 0 40 (I8)

Cont.rol households lOS 165 59 065 056 (24)

Unconstral.ned householdS [101] (171) [70] [0961 [0 69} (61

M",t at. Enrollm",nt
Hlnlmum Rent Low households 147 17< 27 0 22 0 ,. (I9)

Control households 157 177 19 0 14 o 12 (38)

UnconSt.ralned households {l58} [la6) [29] 10 21' [0 18} (B)

MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YFARS
HlnllllUlll Rent Low households 1109] {l32] {23] [0 22] (0 211 (5)

Control households 112 134 22 025 0 20 (46)
UnconstraJ.ned households [97) IllS] [2l! 10 40] 10 221 (4)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment.
Mlnlmum Rent Low households (l04) [131] (27] 10 27] 10 26] (3)

Control households 103 129 26 o 29 025 (40)
Unconst.ralned households [7a) (120] 142) 10 63] [0 54] (3)

Mlilt at Enrollm~nt.

Mlnl.lllUlll Rent. Low households (U6] (l34) (18) [0 15] [0.16] (2)

Con erol households 1174) (169] (-51 [-0 02] [-0 03] (61
UnconstraJ.ned households [154] [112] [-41} (-0 27] (-0 27] (l)

SAMPLE MlnllllUIII Rtont Low, Control, and Unconstr,uned households act:l.ve at. two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng tnose wJ.t.h
enrolllDent J.ncomes over the el191blll.ty IllllltS ana those !J.vl.ng ln their own homes or in Subsldi::ed houstng

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and IIlOnthly Household Report FoIll\S, HOUSlng Evaluation FOrlllS, 1970 Census of Popu14l.tJ.on, Basellne 4I.nd
PerJ.odtc Intervlews, and payments hIe

NOTE 8rackets lndJ.c.ate amounts b4l.sea on 15 or fewer obser ..atlons
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Table V-18

CHANGES IN HOUSING SERVICES FROM ENROLLMENT TO 'IWO YEAPS AFTER ENROLIMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS) ALL MOVERS

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES
AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT "'" MEAN OF AATIO SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROOP HENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOVERS
M1m.mum Rent H1gh households $113 $125 $12 012 011 (34)

Control households 114 12. 12 013 011 (92)

Unc:onstriuned households 105 131 27 o 31 0.26 (19)

HOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT '!WO YEAPS
M1nllllum Rent H19h households 115 130 ,. o 15 o 14 (26)
Control households 122 137 15 015 o 12 (52)
UncQnstra1ned households (Ill) 1141] (3a] [0 36] fa 27] (13)

Old Not Meet at Enrollment
M1n1mUlll Rent H1gh households 107 128 21 o '0 0'" (16)

Control households 104 127 23 o 24 022 (22)

UncOnStralne~ households [991 [1401 [41J (0 49) fO 41] cal
Met dt Enrollfl'lent

MlnlmUlll Rent H1gh households (127] (134] (71 [0 07] (006) (10)
Control households 13. 145 9 o oa o 07 (30)
Unconstralned householas [131] [143] [121 [0 14] [009J (5)

HOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
HlnlmUlll Rent Hlgh households [107J [106J (-I] (a 00] [-0 all (a)
Control households 10. 111 a o 10 o oa (40)
Unconstralned households (91) (110J [19] [0 23J [0 2lJ (')

Old Not Meet ilt Enrollment

H.lnllll\~ Rent Hlgh households [107J (106) [-lJ (0 00] (-0.01] (8)
Control househol<is 101 10' a 011 0.08 (37)
UnconStralned householas [93J [1101 [17] [0 20] (0.18J (4)

Met at Enrollment
MlnulUlll Rent Hlgh households (O)

Control households [139J 1139J [OJ [0 02J [0 OO} [3}
Unconstra1ned households 1871 {110] [23] fO 28] (0 26J (2)

PHOENIX

ALL MOVERS
MlnlDUlll Rent Hlgh households $132 $157 ". 0 23 0.20 (52)
Control househol<is 127 15. 29 0 30 023 (lOS)
Uncon..tralned households 125 ,.. 41 0 50 033 (i8)

MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT 'IWO YEARS
HlnunUlll Rent Hlgh households 13. 176 40 0 34 o 2' (35)
Control households 148 184 3' 034 024 (36)
UnconSt1:aJ.ned households (140) [182] (42) [0.42] (a 30J (91

DJ.d Not Meet at Enrollment
H1nllllUlll Rent HJ.gh households 127 174 48 o 41 038 (25)
Control households 120 178 58 o ., 0.48 (171
Unconstralned households [128J (176] (48] [0 50) [0 38] (7)

Met at Enrollment
H.ln.l.llll,llll Rent HJ.gh households (160] (1811 f20) [0 15) (0.13] (10)
Control households 173 189 ,. 011 o 0' (I9)
Unconstr,uned households [1811 [202J [21) [0 l2} (0 OIl (2)

HOVERS THAT DID NOT Mf:.ET REQUIREMENTS AT '!WO YFARS
MlnllllUlll R.mt Hlgh households 122 11' -3 0 00 -0 02 (17)
Control households 116 142 2. 028 022 (72)
Unconstralned households [1111 (150] (40J 10 59] [0 361 (91

DJ.d Not Meet at Enrollment
H.lnllllUlll Rent Hlgh households 119 120 1 o 02 o 01 (I6)
Control households 11. 141 2. o 29 023 (70)
Unc:onstral.ned households 1105] [1551 (50] (0 70j [0 48] ta)

'tet at Enrol~nt

HlnimUlll Rent HJ.gh households 1169] [107] [-63) '-0 37l [-0 37) (1)
Con trol households (165] fla6] f2l] [0 13J 1013] (2)
unconstrained households (154J f112] (-41) (-0.27] [-0 27) (ll

SAMPLE HlnJ.llUlD. Rent Hlgh, Control, Unconstralned households actJ.ve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those with
enrollment lncome5 over the ellgllullty Illlllts and those Ilvlng 1n theJ.r own homes or In subsJ.(hzed housJ.ng

DATA SOUfll::ES Inltl.ill and monthly Household Report Forms, llous1ng Evaluatlon Forms, 1970 Census of POpuliltlon, Base1J.ne ~d

PenOd1C Intervl.eWS, and payments flle
oon: 8rackets J.ndlcate allDunts based on 15 or fewer observCltJ.ons
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APPENDIX VI

ADDITIONAL TABLES

Th~s append~x presents some add~t~onal tables referred to ~n Chapter 2

through 7.
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Table VI-l

MEAN RENT BURDENS AT ENFOLUIENT AND TWO YEARS AFl'ER ENROLIMENT
BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

(Payment as Rent Reductl,on)

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

MW RENT ID1RQEN

:rOllmenta ~:a:g

PITTSBURGH

MEAN
REDUCTION IN
RENT ElCfRDEN

C SAMPLE

SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Ml,n1mum Standards households

Control households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLL"iENT

Ml,nl,mum Standards households

Control households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLIl-mNT

Ml,nJ.1flum Standards households

Control households

390

39

37

38

42

39

190 -20 (85)

32 -6 (78)

17 -20 (47)

32 ... (28)

22 -20 (38)

33 -6 (50)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TOO YEARS

Ml,nl,mum Standards households 41\ 200 -21 (90)

Control households 39 34 -5 (89)

DID NOT MEET REQUIRfMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Ml,nl,mum Standards households 39 18 -22 (63 )

Control households 40 35 ... (SO)

ME'!' REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

MI.nUItum Standards households 45 27 -18 (27)

Control households 37 34 -3 (39)

SAMPLE ~l,n1mum Standards and Control households actl,ve and meet1ng reqUl.rements at two years after
enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ.gl.bJ.IJ.ty lJ.ml.ts and those lJ.vl,ng J.n theJ.r
own homes or J.n subsl,dJ.zed housl,nq

DATA SOURCES InJ.tl,al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments fl,le
a Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R = enrollment rent and Y = enrollment J.ncome
b Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, where R = rent at two years after enrollment,

P payment J.n the two-year unl,t, and Y = l,ncome at two years after enrollment.
c Percentage poJ.nts.
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Table VI-2

MEAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLL.'.mN'l' AND '!WO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMSNT
BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT srATUS FOR MINIMUM RENT LCM HOUSEHOLDS

(Payment as Rent Reduct~on)

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

M~nl.mum. Rent Low households

Control households

MEANREMT BlJROEN MEAN
At At ""g REDUCTION IN SAMPLE
Enrollmenta Years RENT BUROEN

C
SIZE

PIT'I'SBURGH

40' 22' -18 (101)

3. 31 -4 (217)

DID NOT MBE'l' REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent Low households

Control households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent Low households

Control households

31 18 -14 (27)

25 29 +4 (46)

43 23 -19 (74)

3' 32 -7 U7l)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TiiQ YEARS

MJ.n~mum Rent Low households 41' 21' -19 (68)

Control households 39 39 -1 (132)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent Low households 37 17 -20 (26)

Control households 29 40 +11 (28)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M~nl.mum Rent Low households 43 24 -19 (42)
Control households 41 39 -4 (104)

SAMPLE M~nl.mum Rent Low and Control households act~ve and meet~ng requ~rements at two years after
enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~gib~l2ty l2m2ts and those l2v2ng ~n the~r

own nomes or ~n subs2d1zed hous2ng

DATA SOURCES In2t2al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f21e.
a Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R = enrollment rent and Y = enrollment ~ncome

b. Rent burden at two years computed as {R-P)/Y, where R = rent at two years after enrollment,
P payment 2n the two-year un2t, and Y = ~ncome at two years after enrollment.

c Percentage po~nts.
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Table VI-3

MEAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLLMENT AND 'IWO YEARS AFI'ER ENROLLMENT
BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

(payment as Rent Reduction)

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

M~n~mum Rent H1gh households

Control households

MEAN BENT EURPEN MEAN
At At Two REDUCTION IN SAMPLE
Enrollmenta Years b RENT BURDENc

SIZE

PITTSBURGH

42% 28\ -14 (58)

40 36 -4 (129)

36 2. -8 (25)

30 36 +6 (45)

46 27 -i. (33)

45 35 -10 (84)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent H1gh households

Control households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent H~gh households

Control households

PHOENIX

ALL HOOSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

M~n~mum Rent H~gh households 42\ 24\ -17 (46)

Control households 40 3. -3 (83)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLI>lENT

M~n~mum Rent H1gh households 36 22 -14 (28)

Control households 32 40 +. (28)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent H1gh households 50 29 -22 (18)

Control households 44 37 -9 (55)

SAMPLE M~n~mum Rent H~gh and Control households act~ve and rneet~ng req~rernents at two years
after enrollment, exclueb.ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~b~l~ty LUlUts and those lJ.v~ng ~n

the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed nousJ.ng
DATA SOURCES. In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments fJ.le.
a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R!Y, where R:: enrollment rent and Y = enrollment ~ncome

b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-Pl!Y, where R = rent at two years after enrollment,
P payment Jon the two-year un~t, and Y = J.ncome at two years after enrollment.

c. Percentage po~nts.
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Table VI-4

MEAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

MEAN RENT
At
Enrollmenta

BURDEN
At Twg
Years

MEAN
REDUCTION IN
RENT BURDENC

SAMPLE
SIZE

Unconstra~ned households

Unconstra~ned households

PITTSBURGH

39%

PHOENIX

40

23%

24

-16

-16

(49)

(26)

SAMPLE: Unconstra~ned households act~ve at two years after enrollment,
exclud~ng those w~th enrollment 1ncornes over the e11g1b111ty l1m1ts and those
l1v~ng 1n the~r own homes or 1n Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES' In~t~al and monthly Household Report "Forms and payments
f~le"

a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R = enrollment rent
and Y = enrollment 1ncome.

b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, where R = rent at two
years after enrollment, P = payment 1n the two-year un1t, and Y = 1ncome at
two years after enrollment.

c. Percentage p01nts.
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Table VI-5

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RENT BURDEN FOR MII'iIMUM STANDAPDS HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

RENT BUPDEN RANGE

DISTRIBUTION OF
At
Enrollmenta

RENT BURDEN
At Two
Yearsb

DISTRIBUTION OF
At
Enrollmenta

RENT BURDEN
At Two
Yearsb

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT ME'!' MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQU IRE/'o'.ENTS AT TWO YEARS

<10\

10-20

20-25

25-30

30-40

40-50

>50

Sample sJ.ze

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

<10'

10-20

20-25

25-30

30-40

40-50

>50

Sample sJ.ze

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

<10\

10-20

20-25

25-30

30-40

40-50

>50

Sample sJ.ze

O. 12> O. 21'

8 35 9 27

9 16 13 14

14 17 13 10

28 14 27 20

21 6 17 6

21 0 21 3

(80) (81) (70) (71)

0 18 0 25

5 30 12 31

9 25 16 12

21 14 16 12

30 11 24 16

14 2 16 2

21 0 16 2

(43) (44) (50) (51)

0 5 0 10

11 41 0 15

8 5 5 20

5 22 5 5

24 16 35 30

30 11 20 15

22 0 35 5

(37) (37) (20) (20)

SAMPLE MJ.nJ.mum Standards households actJ.ve and meetJ.ng requJ.rements at two years after enrollment,
excludJ.ng those WJ.tn enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ.gJ.bJ.lJ.ty IJ.mJ.ts and those lJ.vJ.ng J.n theJ.r own homes or
J.n subsJ.dJ.zed nousJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES· InJ.tJ.al and montnly Household Report Forms and payments fJ.le
a Rent Durden at enrollment computed as R/Y, wnere R = enrollment rent and Y = enrollment J.ncome.
b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, where R = rent at two years after enrollment,

P payment J.n tne two-year unJ.t, and Y = J.ncome at two years after enrollment.
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Table VI-6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RENT BURDEN FOR MINIMUM ..RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

DISTRIBUTION OF RENT BURDEN DISTRIBUTION OF RENT BURDEN
At At Two At a At Two

RENT BURDEN RANGE Enrollmenta Yearsb Enrollment Yearsb

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

<10\ 0% 9' 2\ 9'
10-20 4 32 4 27

20-25 13 17 9 24

25-30 19 15 15 13

30-40 27 16 29 16

40-50 20 5 9 9

>50 1B 7 33 2

Sample sJ..ze (85) (88) (55) (55)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

<10\ 0 10 5 15

10-20 10 40 10 35

20-25 25 15 15 25

25-30 20 20 10 5

30-40 30 5 30 5

40-50 5 10 0 10
>50 10 0 30 5

Sample Sloze (20) (20) (20) (20)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

<10\ 0 9 0 6

10-20 2 29 0 23

20-25 9 1B 6 23

25-30 1B 13 17 17

30-40 26 19 29 23

40-50 25 3 14 9

>50 20 9 34 0

Sample Sloze (65) (6B) (35) (35)

SAMPLE. MJ..nJ..mum Rent Low nouseholds actJ..ve and meetJ..ng requJ..rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those wl.th enrollment J..ncomes over the elJ..gJ..bJ..lJ..ty ll.mJ..ts and those IJ..vJ..ng J..n theJ..r own homes or
J..n subsJ..dJ..zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES. InJ..tJ..al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments fJ.le
a Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R '"' enrollment rent and Y = enrollment J.ncome
b. Rent burden at two yea::::,s computed as (R-P)Y, where R =- rent at two years after enrollment,

P payment l.n the two-year unl.t, and Y = l.ncome at two years after enrollment
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Table VI-7

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RENT BURDEN FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH

RENT BURDEN RANGE

DISTRIBUTION OF
At
Enrollmenta

RENT BURDEN
At '!We
Yearsb

PHOENIX

DISTRIBUTION OF RENT BURDEN
At At '!We
Enrollmenta Yearsb

O. 2. O. 7%

2 9 5 12

11 25 7 24

4 20 15 17

35 29 34 29

24 11 15 7

24 4 24 2

(54) (55) (41) (41)Sample sJ..ze

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

<10%

10-20

20-25

25-30

30-40

40-50

>50

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

<10%

10-20

20-25

25-30

30-40

40-50

>50

Sanp1e sJ..ze

0 0 0 12

4 12 8 8

13 25 12 25

4 12 21 25

39 38 42 25

30 8 0 4

9 4 17 0

(23) (24) (24) (24)

0 3 0 0

0 6 0 18

10 26 0 24

3 26 6 6

32 23 24 35

19 13 35 12

35 3 35 6

(31) (31) (17) (17)Sample SJ..ze

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

<10\

10-20

20-25

25-30

30-40

40-50

>50

SAMPLE- MJ..nJ..mum Rent HJ..gh households actJ..ve and meetJ..ng requJ..rements at two years after enrollment,
excludJ..og those wJ..th enrollment J..ncomes over the elJ..g~J..l].ty 1J..~ts and those lJ..v].ng J..n the].r own homes or
J..n subsJ..dJ..zed housJ..ng

DATA SOURCES InJ..tJ..al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments fJ..le.
a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R: enrollment rent and Y ~ enrollment J..ncome
o. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, where R = rent at two years after enrollment,

P payment J..n the two-year unJ..t, and Y ~ J..ncome at two years after enrollment_
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Table VI-8

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RENT BURDEN FOR
UNCONSTRAINED AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

RENT BURDEN RANGE

DISTRIBUTION OF
At
Enro11menta

RENT BURDEN DISTRIBUTION OF
At
Enrollmenta

RENT BURDEN
At Two
Yearsb

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS
<10%

10-20
20-25
25-30
30-40
40-50

>50

Sample s~ze

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
<10%

10-20
20-25
25-30
30-40
40-50

>50

Sample s~ze

0', 9% 0% 20%
8 37 14 17

12 16 8 20
14 18 19 13
32 14 32 20
14 4 8 3
20 4 19 7

(59) (57) (37) (30)

0% 0% 1% 0%
13 21 14 11
19 18 15 12
22 16 13 20
20 21 29 27
15 13 17 14
11 12 11 16

(290) (301) (254) (256)

SAMPLE: Unconstra1ned and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng
those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the e11g1b111ty 11m1ts and those I1v1ng 1n their own homes or 1n
subsidized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R = enrollment rent and Y = enrollment 1ncome.
b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, where R = rent at two years after enrollment,

P = payment 1n the two-year un1t, and Y = 1ncome at two years after enrollment.



Table VI-9

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS AT TWO YEARS AFTE~ ENROLLMENT
FOR HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEAN MEAN MEAN MEAN
MONTHLY HOUSEHOLD MEAN MONTHLY HOUSEHOLD MEAN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP INCOME SIZE PAYMENT INCOME SIZE PAYMENT

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D1d not meet requ1rements at
enrollment $424 3.4 $66 $409 3.0 $94

Met requ1rements at enrollment 362 2.6 64 435 2.0 52

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
:J" RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
I

"' D1d not meet requ1rements at
"'" enrollment 401 3.7 61 383 3.4 109

Met requ1rements at enrollment 385 3.0 56 450 2.9 71

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

D1d not meet requ1rements at
enrollment 426 3.2 50 425 3.8 114

Met requ1rements at enrollment 411 2.3 52 439 2.4 85

SAMPLE: Hous1ng Gap households active and meeting requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those W1th enrollment incomes over the e11g1b111ty 11m1ts and those I1ving 1n the1r own homes
or 1n subs1d1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments hIe.



Table VI-lO

CHANGES IN HOUSING ADEQUACY rOR MINIMUU STANDARDS, CONTROL, AND UNCONSTRAINCD
HOUSEUOl,DS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMCNT& AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PERCENTAGE IN MINIMALLY PERCENTAGe IN CLEARLY
ADEQUATE nOUSING INADEQUATE HOUSING

At At Two At At Two SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years CHANGEa Enrollment Years CHANGEa SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Minimum Standards households 42' 50' +8 24' 10' -14 (88)
Control'households 63 61 -2 13 13 0 (84)
Unconstrained households (29J [93J {+64J (21) (0] [-211 (14)

OlD NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M~nlmum Standards households 10 49 +39 41 10 -31 (49)
Control households 23 57 +34 37 17 -20 (30)
Unconstrained households (0) (lOOJ [+100) [50) (0) [-50) (6)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

II> M~n~mum standards households 82 51 -31 3 10 +7 (39)
I Control households 85 63 -22 0 11 +11 (54)\D

U1 Unconstra~ned households (50J (88J (+38) [0] (0) (0) (8)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSI-.HOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMCNTS AT TWO yEARS

M~n~mum Standards households 50 72 +22 28 4 -24 (92)
Control households 56 79 +23 23 6 -17 (96)
Unconstrained households 44 67 +23 33 11 -22 (l8)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Mlnlmum Standards households 36 72 +36 41 5 -36 (64)
Control households 29 84 , 55 38 7 -31 (56)
Unconstrained households (10) [70] [iGOJ (60) (10) [-50) (10)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Mlnlmum Standards households 82 71 -11 0 4 +4 (28)
Control households 95 72 -23 2 5 +3 (40)
Unconstralned households [88] (62] (-26J (0) (11) [+111 (8)

SAMPLE Mlnlmum Standards, Unconstralned, and Control households active and meet~ng requlrements at two years after enrollment,
exclud~ng those wJ..th enrollment lncome<; over the ell.g1b~1J..ty l~mlts and those Ilv~ng J-n the~r own homes or ~n Sub'Hdlzed houslng

DATA SOURCES Inlbal and monthly Household Report Forms and payments hIe
NOTE Brackets lndlcata amounts based on 15 or fewer observatlons
a Percentage pOlnts.



Table VI-ll

CHANGES IN HOUSING ADEQUACY FOR MINIMUM RI:NT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO Y!:ARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PERCFNTAGE IN MINIMALLY PERCENTAGE IN CLEARLY
ADEQUATE HOUSING INADEQUATE HOUSING

At At Two At At Two SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years CHANGEa Enrollment Years CHANGEa SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS T1IAT MET MINIMUM ReNT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Minimum Rent Low households 24t 25> +1 42> 38' -4 (l06)

Control households 35 32 -3 29 26 -3 (227)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Ml.n1mum Rent Low households 3 17 +14 66 31 -35 (29)

Control households 9 17 +9 53 30 -23 (47)

MET REQUIREM~NTS AT ENROLLMENT

l>' Ml.nl.mum Rent Low households 31 29 -2 34 40 +6 (77)
I

'" Control hous~holds 42 36 -6 23 26 +3 (180)

'"
PHOENIX

ALL HOUSCHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

M1nl.mum Rent LoW households 44 51 +7 34 17 -17 (70)

Control households 53 58 +5 24 15 -9 (135)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Ml.nimum Rent Low households 29 32 +3 46 29 -17 (28)

Control households 17 55 +38 66 24 -42 (29)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Minl.mum Rent Low households 55 64 +9 26 10 -16 (42)

Control households 63 58 -5 12 12 0 (106)

SAMPLE Ml.n1mum Rent Low and Control households actl.ve and me~t1ng requl.rements at two years after enrollment, excludl.ng those wl.th
enrollment l.ncomes over the el1g1bl.ll.ty 11ml.ts and those l1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or l.n subs1d1zed housl.ng

011.'£11. SOURCES Init1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f11e.
a Percentage points



Table VI-l2

CHANGES IN HOUSING ADEQUACY rOR MINIUUM RI:NT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PERCENTAGE IN MINIMALLY PERCENTAGE IN CLEARLY
ADEQUATE HOUSING INADEQUATE HOUSING

At At Two At At Two SAMPLE
HOUSEIIOLD GROUP Enrollment Years CHANGEa Enrollment Years CHANGEa SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RI::NT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

M1.n1.mum Rent High households 31% 32> +1 36> 25\ -ll (59)

Control households 43 39 -4 26 19 -7 (135)

DID NOT MEeT REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M1.n1.mum Rent H1.9h households 23 23 0 58 35 -23 (26)

Control household~ 20 22 +2 50 26 -24 (46)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

0/
M1.n1.mum Rent H1.gh households 36 39 +3 18 18 0 (33)

"' Control households 55 48 -7 13 16 +3 (89)
-J

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MUUMUM RLNT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEA.RS

M1.n1.mum Rent H1.gh households 49 53 +4 38 II -27 (47)

Control households 59 69 >10 19 6 -13 (86)

OlD NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Min1.mum Rent High households 31 41 +10 52 10 -42 (29)

Control hous.eholds 38 62 +24 38 10 -28 (29)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Minimum Rent H1.gh households 78 72 -6 17 II -6 (J 8)

Control households 70 72 +2 9 4 -5 (57)

SAMPLE M1.n1.mum Rent lI1.gh and Control households act1. ve and meetlng X'equlrcments at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those
w1.th enrollment 1ncomes over the el1.g1.b1.l1.ty limits and those l1vl.nq 1n the1r own hom~s or in subsl.d1.zed hou~l.ng

DA'l'A SOURCE';; Inlt1.al and monthly Hou~ehold Report rorms and payments fl.lp
a Percentage p01nts



Table VI-13

PERCENTAGE OF MINIMUM RENT HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

PERCENTAGE
PASSING AT
ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PERCENTAGE
PASSING AT
TWO YEARS
AFTER
ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

M~nl.mum Rent Low households 19% (127)

Ml.nimum Rent H~gh households 19 (116)
:J;
I

'"0)

PHOENIX

MJ.nimum Rent Low households 21 (97)

Ml.nl.mum Rent H~gh households 22 (106)

26%

23

39

35

(128)

(117)

(98)

(109)

SAMPLE: Min~mum Rent households act~ve at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th

enrollment l.ncornes over the eligl.b1.11.ty limits and those ll.vl.ng 1.ll their own homes or 1.U subsl.dl.zed
housing.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.



Table VI-14

RESIDUAL OF PREDICTED RENT AT ENROLLMENT FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DROPPED OUT OF THE PROGRAM BEFORE TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

HOUSEHOLD GROUP RESIDUAL t-STATISTIC RESIDUAL t-STATISTIC

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS -0.029 1.12 0.016 0.95

Dld not meet requlrements
at enrollment -0.026 0.93 0.011 0.56

Met requlrements at
enrollment -0.067 0.92 0.042 1.05

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS -0.012 0.37 0.017 0.78

Dld not meet requlrements
at enrollment -0.054 0.69 0.035 0.78

Met requlrements at
enrollment 0.011 0.41 0.005 0.24

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS -0.021 0.74 0.006 0.30

Dld not meet reqmrements
at enrollment -0.037 1.03 0.014 0.54

Met requlrements at
enrollment 0.014 0.33 0.011 0.41

SAMPLE: Houslng Gap enrollees that dropped out of the program
before two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment lncornes
over the ellg~111ty 11mlts and those I1vlng 1n thelr own homes or 1n sub
sldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments hIe.

NOTE: t-statlstlcs not slgniflcant at the 0.10 level.
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Table VI-15

SAMPLE SIZES OF EACH TREATMENT GROUP BY INITIAL HOUSING STATUS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

TREATMENT GROUP

SAMPLE SIZE
FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT
MEET REQUIRE
MENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE SIZE
FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET
REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE SIZE
FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT
MEET REQUIRE
MENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

SAMPLE SIZE
FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT MET
REQUIREMENTS
AT ENROLLMENT

l'.....
o
o

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS
Plan 1
Plan 2
Plan 3
Plan 10
Plan 11

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS
Plan 4
Plan 5
Plan 6

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS
Plan 7
Plan 8
Plan 9

8 7 14
12 10 13

6 4 9
16 11 17

5 5 10

6 19 10
12 26 10

9 29 6

5 10 8
12 14 14

8 8 6

4
5
8
4
6

8
16
18

7
6
4

SAMPLE: All Hous1ng Gap households active and meet1ng requirelnents at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those w1th enrollment incomes over the e11g1b1l1ty l1m1ts and thosa l1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or
1n subsid1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: Payments hIe.



Table VI-l6

ESTL.'1ATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLME..~T

PIT'I'SBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP RESIDUALa OVERPAYMENT SIZE RESIDUAL

a OVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households 0.0277 2.8% (81) -0.0171 -1.7' (87)
(0.0175) (1.8) (0.0200) (2.0)

MinLmUm Standards households 0.0033 0.3 (83) 0.0176 1.8 (84)
(0.0232) (2.3) (0.0294) (3.0)

Unconstral.ned households [-0.0300] [-3.0J (14) 0.0528 5.4 (17)
(0.0509) (4.9) (0.0583) (6.2)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT

ENROLLMENT
Control households 0.0148 1.5 (29) -0.0583 -5.7

<0.0093) (0.9) (0.0687) (6.5)

M~n1mum Standards households 0.0021 0.2 (45) 0.0108 1.1
(0.0297) (3.0) <0.0341) <3.5)

Unconstra~ned house~olds {-0.1072J [-10.2] (6) (0.0332J [3.4J
(0.0764) (6.9) <0.0796) (8.3)

ME'r REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLL."1ENT
Control households 0.0349 3.6 (52) 0.0361 3.7

(0.0223) (2.3) (0.0443) (4.6)

Ml.n~mum Standards households 0.0046 0.5 (38) 0.0335 3.4
(0.0325) (3.3) (0.0514) (5.3)

Unconstral.ned households {0.O2791 [2.8J (8) {O.0747l [7.8J
(0.0675) (7.0) (0.0879) (9.5)

(49)

(59)

(9)

(38)

(25)

(8)

SAMPLE. M~n~mum Standards, Unconstra~ned, and Control households actl.ve and meetl.ng requ~rements

at two years after enrollment, excludmg those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g3.bJ-lJ.ty 11.IlU.ts and
those l~v~ng l.n theJ-r own homes or ~n subs~dJ.zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES InJ.t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census
of Populat~on, BaselJ.ne and PerJ.od1c Interv~ews, and payments f~le.

NOTES Brackets l.nd~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatl.ons. Standard error 'n parentheses.
Est~mated overpayment for Control and UnconstraJ.ned households not s~gnl.fJ.cantly dJ.fferent from that of
M~J-mum Standards households at the 0.10 level.

a. Corrected for J.nflat~on us~ng mean for all Control households.
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Table VI-17

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET THE MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP RESIDUAL
a OVERPAi'MENT SIZE RESIDUAL

a
OVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
""NT LOYl REQUIREMENTS AT TOO YEARS

Control households 0.0481** 4.9\ (214) 0.0758'*'* 7.9% (125)
(0.0059) (0.6) (0.0142) (1.5)

MinJ.mUIll Rent Low households 0.0660** 6.B (95) 0.0863'* 9.0 (63)
(0.2016) (2.3) (0.0337) (3.7)

Unconstra~ned households 0.0266 2.7 (39) 0.0531 5.5 (23)
(0.0312) (3.2) (0.0519) (5.5)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLL..'1ENT

Control households -0.0217** -2 ..1 (43) 0.0719*'* 7.5 (28)
(0.0027) (0.3) (0.0139) (1.5)

M.J.n1.mUlll Rent Low households 0.0366 3.7 (24) 0.1270* 13.5 (25)
(0.0405) (4.2) (0.0519) (5.9)

Unconstra~ned households [-0.0833] [-B.O) (10) [0.0192] [1.9] (7)

(0.0613) (5.7) <0.0947) (9.7)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROI..I...."!ENT
Control households 0.0657*"" 6.B (171) 0.0770*'* B.O (97)

(0.0078) (0.8) (0.0143) (1.5)

>Un1lllum Rent Low households 0.0759** 7.9 (71) 0.0595 6.1 (3B)

(0.0237) (2.6) (0.0416) (4.4)

Unconstra1ned households 0.0644t 6.7 (29) 0.0679 7.0 (16)

(0.0349) (3.7) (0.0615) (6.6)

SAMPLE. M~n~murn Rent Low, Unconstra~ned and Control households act~ve and meet~ng req~rements at
two years after enrollment, exclu~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~b~l~ty l~m1ts and those
l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes or 1n subs~d1zed ~ous1ng.

DATA SOURCES' In1t~al and monthly Household Report Forns, Hous1ng Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census
of Populat~on, Basel~ne and Per1od1c Interv~ews, and payments f~le

NOTES Brackets 1nd~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat10ns Standard error 1n parentheses.
Est1mated overpayment for Control and Unconstra1ned households not s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from that of
M~n1mum Rent Low nousenolds at the 0.10 level.

a Corrected for ll1flatJ..on US:Lng mean for all Control 'louse.'lolds.
S1g~f1cant at the 0 10 level
S1gn~f~cant at ~~e 0.05 level.

** S~gn~f~cant at ~~e 0.01 level.
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Table VI-IS

ESTL'1ATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE '00 THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLL!1ENT
FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TI;Q YEARS AFTER ENROLL.'1ENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLI:
HOUSEHOLD GROUP RESIDUAL

a OVERPAYMENT SIZE RESIDUAL
a CVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TOO YEARS

O.1034**bControl households 10.9\ (129) 0.0992** 10.4\ (80)
(0.0108) (1.2) (0.0206) (2.3)

Min~ Rent 81gh households 0.1627** 17.7 (58) 0.1323** 14 ..1 (44)
(O.O264) <3.1) (0.0383) (4.4)

Unconstra1ned households a.. 0427c
4.4 (25) (0.1316] T (14.1J (15)

(0.0383) (4.0) (0.0622) (7.1)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT

ENROLLMENT
Control households O.0733**b 7.6 (41) 0.0871** 9.1 (26)

(0.0078) (0.8) (0.0185) (2.0)

MJ..nl.mum Rent HJ,gh households 0.1852** 20.3 (25) 0 ..1387** 14.9 (26)
(0.0393) (4 7) (0.0493) (5.7)

Unconstralned households (-0.0119]e 1-1.2J (12) [0.1127J [11.9J (8)
(0.0556) (5.5) (0.0858) (9.7)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
Control households 0.1175** 12.5 (88) 0.1050** 11.1 (54)

(0.0119) (1.3) (0.0226) (2.5)

M~m..mum Rent H"~gh households 0.1456** 15.7 (33) 0.1230+ 13.1 (18)
(0.0335) (3.9) (0.0594) (6.7)

Unconstra1ned households [0.0932] ... [9.8) (13) [0.1532) [16.6] (7)
(0.0517) (5.7) (0.0931) (10.9)

SAMPLE. M~nJ.mum. Re'1t H"J.gh, UnconstraJ.ned, and Control households actJ.ve and meetJ.ng reqUJ.rements
at two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over t!'l.e elJ.gJ..bJ.lJ.ty IJ.mJ.ts and
those IJ.v~ng :I.n theJ.r own homes or J.n subsJ.dJ.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, HousJ.ng EvaluatJ.on Forms, 1970 Census
of populatJ.on, BaselJ.ne and Per:I.odJ.c Inter~ews, and payments fJ.1e

NOTES. Braclcets ~ndJ.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatJ.ons. Standard error J.n parentheses.
a. Corrected =or J.nflatJ.on uSJ.ng mean for all Control ~ouseholds

b EstJ.mated overpayment sJ.gm.fJ.cantly dJ.fferent from that of '.l:I.nJ.mum Rent HJ.gh households at the
0.05 level.

c. EstJ.mated overpayment sJ.gnJ.fJ.cantly dJ.fferent from that of MJ.nl.mum Rent 8J.gh households at tne
0.01 level.

t SJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.10 level.
** SJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table VI-l9

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR STAYERS THAT MET THE MINIUUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLl.1ENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP RESIDUALa OVERPAYMENT SIZE RESIDUAL

a
OVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TOO YEARS

Control households 0.0428* 4.4% (62) 0.0084 0.8% (44)
(0.0182) (L9) (0.0246) (2.5)

MJ.n:t.ntUm Standards households 0.0007 0.1 (52) -0.0469 -4.6 (34)
(0.0273) (2.7) (0.0389) <3.7)

UnconstraJ.ned households (0.0229) [2.3J (9) (0.0191] (1.9J (9)
(0.0597) (6.1) (0.0694) (7.1)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Control households 0.072l*b 7.5 (18) 0.0436 4.5 (17)
(0.0302) (3.2) (0.1253) (13.2)

MJ.nJ.lllUnl Standards households -0.0374 -3.7 (20) -0.0578 -5.6 (20)
(0.0406) (3.9) (0.0476) (4.5)

UnconstraJ.ned households (-0.0404] {-4.01 (21 [-0.0538] {-5.21 (3)
(0.1229) (11.9) (0.1155) (11.1)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
Control households 0.0308* 3.1 (44) -0.0138 -1.4 (27)

(0.0131) (1.4) (0.0411) (4.1)

MJ.nJ.mum Standards households 0.0245 2.5 (32) -0.0313] [-3.1J (14)
(0.0334) (3.4) (0.0576) (5.6)

Unconstra:Lned households [0.0410J (4.2J (7) [0.0556] [5.7J (6)
(0.0673) (7.0) (0.0855) (9.1)

SAMPLE MJ.nJ.mum Standards, UnconstraJ.ned and Control stayers act:t.ve and meetJ.ng requJ.rements at
two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment :Lncornes over the el:Lg:Lb~lJ.ty l:LmJ.ts and those
l:LvJ.ng J.n theJ.r own homes or 1.n subsJ.dJ.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES 1nJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, HousJ.ng EvaluatJ.on Forms, 1970 Census
of populatJ.on, BaselJ.ne and PerJ.od.l.c Interv:t.ews, and payments fJ.le

NOTES Brackets :Lnd:Lcate amoWlts ba~ed on 15 or fewer observatJ.Ons. Standard error :Ln parentheses.
a. Corrected for :LnflatJ.on uSJ.ng mean for all Control stayers •
.0. Est:Lmated overpayment s:LgnJ.f:Lcantly dJ.fferent from that of M:LnJ.mum Standards households at the

o 10 level.
* SJ.gnJ.f~cant at the 0 05 level
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Table VI-20

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLL."1ENT
FOR STAYERS THAT MET THE MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP RESIDUAL

a
OVERPAYMENT SIZE RESIDUAL

a
OVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO "tEARS

Control households 0.0544** 5.6\ (134) o 1027** 10.8% (54)
(0.0074) (0 08) (0.0187) (2.1)

M~n~mum Rent Low households 0.0618* 6.4 (62) 0.0654 6.8 (19)
(0 0243) (2.6) (0 0489) (5.2)

Unconstra~ned households o 0751T 7.8 (21) {0.0447] [4.6] (9)
(0.0383) (4.1) (0.0686) (7 2)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Control households [-0.0404]** [-4.0] (15) (0.2272]** [25.5] (3)
(0.0054) (0.5) (0.0406) (5.1)

Mulunum Rent Low households (0.0292] [3.0] (13) [0.1112] (11.8l (3)
(0.0482) (5.0) (0.1159) (13.1)

Unconstra~ned households (0.0248] [2.5) (4) (_0.4672]b (-37.31 (1)
(0.0850) (8.8) (0.1992) (12.9)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
Control households 0.0663** 6.9 (119) 0.0954** 10.0 (51)

(0.0092) (LO) (0.0171) (l 9)

MJ.nunum Rent Low households 0.0705* 7.3 (49) 0.0568 5.8 (161
(0.0272) (2.9) (0.0520) (5 5)

UnconstraJ.ned households o 0869 r 9 1 (17) (0.1087J [11 5) (8)
(0.0431) (4.7) (0.0715) (8.0)

SAMPLE: MJ.n:unum Rent Low, UnconstraJ.ned, and Control stayers actl.ve and meetJ..ng requl.rements at
two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ..th enrollment J..ncomes over the elJ.gibJ.lJ.ty lJ..mJ.ts and those
11.vJ..ng l.n theJ..r own homes or l.n subsJ.dJ..zed housJ.ng

DATA SOURCES: InJ.tJ..al and monthly Household Report Forms, IfousJ.ng Eva1uatJ.on Forms, 1970 Census of
PopulatJ.on, Basell.ne and PerJ.~c IntervJ.ews, and payments fJ.le

NOTES: Brackets J.ndJ..cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatJ.ons. Standard error ~n parentheses.
a Corrected for ~nflatJ.on uSJ..ng mean for Control stayers.
b. Est1mated overpayment sJ.gn1fJ.cantly d~fferent from that of MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low households at the

0.10 level.
t SJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at tne a 10 level.
* S~gnJ..fJ..cant at the a 05 level.
** S~gnJ..fJ.cant at the 0.01 level
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Table VI-21

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWo YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR STAYERS THAT '1ET THE MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP RESIDUAL
a

OVERPAYMENT SIZE RESIDUAL
a

OVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households o 1194** 12.7\ (74) 0.1202** 12 S% (37)
(0.0129) (1.5) (0.0256) (2 9)

Minunum Rent HJ..gh households 0.1523** 16.5 (30) (0.1:63) [12 3) (7)
(0.0323) (3.8) (0.0773) (S.7)

Unconstra~ned households [0 1495]* 16 1 (11) (0.1703]t [18.5] (6)
(0 0510) (5.9) (0 0831) (9 9)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT

ENROLLMENT
Control households o 0909** 9.5 (18) [0.1429]** [15 41 (5)

(0.0100) (1.0) (0.0304) 13.5)

M~n1mum Rent H~gn households (0 1764] * [19.3] (9) (0)
(0 0578) (6.9)

Unconstra~ned nouseholds [0 18S6] [20 8] (3) (0.0698] [7 2) (1)

(0.0986) (12.0) (0.2006) (22.2)

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
Control households 0.1285** 13.7 (56) 0.1166** 12.4 (32)

(0 0141) (1.6) (0 0249) (2.8)

M~n~mum Rent H~gh households o 1419** 15.2 (21) [0 11631 [12.31 (7)
(0.0385) (4 4) (0.0775) (8.7)

Unconstra1ned households [0.1349]t [14.4) (8) [0.1904]t [21.0) (5)
(0.0605) (6.9) (0.0910) (1l.1)

SAMPLE. M~n~mum Rent Hl.gh, Unconstra~ned and Control stayers act~ve and meet~ng requ~rements at
two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~gib~l~ty l~m~ts and those
l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~ci~zed nous~ng.

DATA SOURCES In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng EvaluatJ.on Forms, 1970 Census of
Populat~on, Basel~ne and Per~od1c Interv~ews, and payments f~le

NOTES Brackets ~nd~cate amounts cased on 15 or fewer observat~ons Standard error ~n parentheses
Est~mated overpayment of Control and Unconstra~ned households not S~g~f~cantly d~fferent from that of
"'Unl.Dlun Pent HJ.g'1. nousenolds at t.~e 0 10 level.

a. Corrected for ~nflatJ.on us~ng mean for all Control stayers.
t S~gnJ.f~cant at the 0 10 level
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0 05 level.
** SJ.gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table VI-22

ESTIMATED OVERPAnlENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLL.\1ENT
FOR MOVERS Tl{AT MET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TOO YEARS AFTER ENROLL."1ENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE SAMPLE PERCENTAGE SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP RESIDUAL

a
OVERPAYMENT SIZE RESlDUAL

a OVERPAYMENT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINL'-IUM
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

-0 0400
c

Control households -0 0276 -2.7% (19) -3.9\ (43)
(0.0425) (4.1) (0.0307) (3.0)

MinJ.Ilrum Standards households 0 0096 1.0 (31) O.0792t 8.2 (50)
(0 0428) (4 3) (0.0432) (4.7)

Unconstra~ned households [-0.12381 (-11.6! (5) [0.0894] [9 4] (8)
(0 0947) (8.4) (0.0932) (10.3)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLL."1ENT

Control households [-0 0767] (-7.4J (11) -O.0883
b -8.5 (32)

(0.1178) (1l.0) (0 0691) (6.3)

M~n.1.mum Standards households 0.0404 4.1 (25) a 0710 7.4 (39)
(0.0464) (4 8) (O.O482) (5.2)

Unconstra1ned households (-0.1324] [-12.4J (4) [0.1023] [10 8J (6)
(0 1052) (9.3) (0 1089) (12.2)

~T REQUIREMENTS AT~ ENROLLMENT
Control households [0.0399] [4 1] (8) [0.1004] [10 6] (11)

(0.0641) (6 7) (0.0843) (9 4)

M2n2mum St~~dards households [-0 !laG} [-11.2J [6) [0 lOB3} [11.4J (11)
(0 0908) (8.1) (0 0880) (9.9)

Unconstra1ned nouseholds [-0.0894J [-8.6J (1) {o.OSC?] [5.2J (2)
(0 2168) (20.5) (0.198B) (21.5)

SAMPLE. .'iJ.nJ.mum Standards, Ur.constraJ.ned, and Control movers actJ.ve and meetJ.ng reqUJ.rements at
two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those ~J.th enrollment J.ncames over the elJ.gJ.bJ.lLty IJ.~ts and those
lJ.vJ.ng 1.n theJ..r own homes or 1.0 subsJ.dJ.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES: InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, HousJ.ng EvaluatJ.on Forms. 1970 Census
of PopulatJ.on, BaselJ.ne and PerJ.odJ.c IntervJ.ews, and payments £11e.

NOTE Brackets J.~dJ.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatJ.ons. Standard error ~n parentheses.
a. Corrected for ~nflat~on us~ng mean for all Control movers
b. Est~mated overpayme~t s~gn~f~cantly d~fferent from that of M~n~mum Standards households at the

o 10 level.
e Estkmated overpayment s~gn~f~cantly d~fferent from tnat of M~n~mum Standards households at the

J 05 level.
I S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
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Table VI-23

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT REIATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLL."l.ENT
FOR MOVERS THAT MET THE MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS Tm.T MET .:-iINIMUM
RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households

Min1mum Rent Low households

Unconstra1ned households

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Control households

M1nl..mUnt Rent Low households

Unconstra1ned households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
Control households

M1nl..mum Rent Low households

Unconstra1ned households

RESIDUALa

0.0397**
(0.0084)

0.0747+
(0.0424)

-0.0253
(0.0539)

-0 40037**
(0.0008)

[0.0501]
(0.0726)

[-0 1481)
(0 0959)

o 0630**
(0 0123)

0.0871t
(0 0466)

[0 0361]
(0.0603)

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

4.0\
(0.9)

7.8
(4.6)

-2.5
(5.3)

-0.4
(0.1)

(5.1J
(7.7)

[-13 8J
(8.3)

6 5
(1.3)

9.1
(5 1)

[3.71
(6.3)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(80)

(33)

(18)

(28)

(11)

(6)

(52)

(22)

(12)

RESIDUALa

0.0697**
(0.0187)

0.1238*
(0.0468)

(0.0778]
(0.0747)

0.0950**
(0.0266)

0.1703*
(0.0644)

[0 1401]
(0.1160)

o 0560**
(0 0152)

0.0773
(0.0627)

[0 0312]
(040985)

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

7.2!!J;
(2.0)

13.2
(5.3)

[8.1J
(8.1)

10.0
(2 9)

18 6
(7 7)

15 0
(13.5)

5.8
(1.6)

8.0
(6.8)

(3.2J
(10.2)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(711

(44)

(14)

(25)

(22)

(6)

(46)

(22)

(8)

SAMPLE. M1n1mum Rent Low, Unconstra1ned, and Control movers act1ve and meet1ng requ1rements at
two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty I1m1ts and those
11v1ng 1n the1r own nomes or 1n subs1d1zed hOUS1ng.

DATA SOURCES. InJ.t1al and montnly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census
of populat10n, Base11ne and Per10d1c Interv1ews, and payments f11e

NOTES Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat10ns. Standard error 10 parentheses.
Est1mated overpayment for Control and Unconstra1ned households not s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from that of
M1n1mum Rent Low housenolds at tne 0.10 level.

a4 Corrected for 1nflat1on uS1ng mean for all Control movers
+ S~gn1f~cant at the 0 10 level.
* S1gn~f1cant at the 0 05 level
** SJ.gn1fJ.cant at the 0.01 level
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Table VI-24

ESTIMATED OVERPAYMENT RELATIVE TO THE MARKET AVERAGE AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR MOVERS THAT MET THE MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Control households

Min~murn Rent ~gh households

Unconstra~ned households

DID NOT "tEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Control households

MLn~um Rent H~gh households

Unconstra~ned households

MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
Control households

M~n1mum Rent ~gh households

Unconstra1ned households

RESIDUALa

0.0857**C
(0.0167)

0.1791**
(0 0452)

[_0.0344]d
(0.0602)

0.0662**b
(0.0132)

0.1981**
(0.0586)

{_0.0697]d
(0.0756)

0.0998**
(0.0190)

[0 l539l*
(0 0642)

[0 0290]
(0 0962)

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

8.9\
(L8)

19.6
(5 4)

(-3.4)
(5.8)

6.8
(1.4)

21.9
(" 2)

[-6.7J
(7 1)

10 5
(2.1)

[16.6)
(7 5)

[2.9]
(10 0)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(55)

(28)

(14)

(23)

(16)

(9)

(32)

(12)

(5)

RESIDUAL
a

0.0912**
(0.0300)

o 1741**
(0.0483)

[0 1242}
(0.0884)

0.1105**
(0.0375)

0.1856**
(0.0571)

[0.1596]
(0.1024)

0.0727*
(0.0259)

[0 1470]
(0.0872)

[0.0002]
(0 1970)

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
OVERPAYMENT

9 5.
(3 3)

19.0
(5.8)

[13.2J
(10.1)

117
(4.2)

20.4
(6.9)

{l7.3]
(12.1)

7 5
(2.8)

[15.8J
(10.2)

[O.Ol
(20 3)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(43)

(37)

(9)

(21)

(26)

(7)

(22)

(11)

(2)

SAMPLE. M1n1mum Rent H1gh, Unconstra1ned, and Control movers act1ve and meet1ng requ1rements at
two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the e1J.gJ.bJ.1J.ty lJ.nlJ.ts and
those 11v2ng 2n the2r own homes or J.n subs1d1zed houSJ.ng

DATA SOURCES InJ.t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census
of PopulatJ.on, Base11ne and Per10dJ.c Interv1ews, and paYments fJ.le

NOTES: Brackets J.nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer ODservat10ns Standard error 2n parentheses
a. Corrected for 2nflat10n uSJ.ng mean for all Control movers.
b. Est:unated overpayment s:1.gm..fJ.cantly d1fferent from that of M1n:1.mum Rent H1gh households at the

0.10 level.
c. EstJ.mated overpayment s2gnJ.f1cantly dJ.fferent from that of MJ.nJ.mum Rent 81gh households at the

0.05 level.
d. EstJ.mated overpayment sJ.gnI.f1cantly dJ.fferent from that of MJ.nJ.mum Rent H1gh householsd at the

a 01 level
•
••

SJ.gn1f~cant at the 0.05 level •
S~gn1f~cant at the 0 01 level •
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Table VI-25

MEDIAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLIRENT AND '!WO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR

MINIMUM STANDARDS, UNCONSTRAINED, AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(PAYMENT AS INCOME SUPPLEMENT)

HOUSEHOLD GROuP

MEDIAN RENT BURDEN
At At Two
Enrollment

a
Yearsb

MEDIAN
REDUcrION IN
RENT BURDENC

SAMPLE
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

AU. HOUSEHOLDS THAT :-fET "'lINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUlRE.."fENTS ~T TWO YEARS

"Un:l.mum Standards households 37\ 31% -7 (85)

Control households 34 32 -3 (78)

DID 'lOT "iEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLr.'1ENT

"l:l.n:l.mum Standards households 36 30 -6 (47)

Control households 32 32 -1 (28)

"tET REQUIREb!ENTS AT ~ROLL.'£NT

'l.J..n:l.mum Standards households 40 32 -7 (38)

Control households 35 32 -5 (50)

PHOENI""

ALL '!OUSEHOLDS 'mAT '"!ET "lINIMUM STANDARDS
~QUlREMENTS AT '!WO YE',ARS

IA...l.n:l.mum Standards 'lOuseholds 36' 3S> -3 (90)

Control households 34 32 -2 (89)

DID "'OT ~.EET REQUIREMENTS AT

ENROLLMENT

"U.nJ.mum Standards '1.ouseholds 34 35 -1 (63)

Control '1.ouseholds 33 32 -2 (50)

'1ET REQUIRE."lENTS AT !::N'ROLLMENT

'!:l.nunum Standards "louseholds 39 35 -6 (27)

Control households 34 31 -2 (39)

SAlo'2LE: M.1.n:l.mum Standards, Unconstra:l.ned, and Control households act:l.ve and meet.:l.ng requl.rements at
cwo years after enrollment, exclud1.ng those w.1.th enrollment l.ncomes over the ell.gJ.b:l.l:l.ty IJ.ml.ts and those
11.Vlng :l.n theJ.r own "tomes or .1.n SubSld:l.zed "tous:l.ng.

JATA SOURCSS !nJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments fJ.le.
a. Rent ~urden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R = enrollment rent and Y = enrollment income.
b. ~nt :::lurden at two years computed as (R-P)!y, where R = rent at two year.;: after enrollment,

p payment ~n ~~e two-year un1t. and Y = :l.ncome at two years after enrollment
c. ?ercentage p01nts.
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Table VI-26

MEAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLL.'fENT AND TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLL.'fENT
BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

(PAYMENT AS INCCME SUPPLEMENT)

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT "'-ET "l.INIMUM STANDARIl':'i
lU:QUlREME..~TS AT TOO YEARS

"IJ.nJ.lI\um Standards households

Control households

M£bNRENT BURDEN _EAN
At At Two REDUCTION IN SAMPLE
&nrollment

a
Yearsb RENT BURDEN

c
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

39' 32> -7 (a5)

39 34 -5 (78)

37 30 -a (47)

38 33 -4 (28)

42 35 -7 (38)

39 34 -5 (50)

H1n1mum Standards ~ouseholds

Control households

DID NOT "IEET REQUIREMENTS AT
SNROLL.'l.EN'X

"f1.nJ.lI\UID Standards households

Control households

"lET REQUIREMENTS AT SNROLlliENT

PHOENIX

ALL -l.OUSEHOLDS THAT "1ET "'IMI."IUM STlINDARDS
~QUIRE'.."IENTS AT ~ Y=:ARS

"l3.nJ.'tIum Standards ~ouseholds 41' 36. -5 (90)

Control households 39 36 -3 (a9)

DID NOT "tEET REQUIREMENTS AT
'::NRDLL."1ENT

"1J.nJ.mum Standards 'louseholds 39 36 -3 (63)

Control "louseholds 40 36 -4 (50)

"iET REQUIRE."l.ENTS :;'T ENROLL."fENT

\hnJ.mum Standards louseholds 45 37 -8 (27)

Control 'touseholds 37 35 -2 (39)

SAMPLE. :.hnJ.mum Standards and Control households act1.ve and 1IleetJ.ng reqw.rements at two years after
enrollment, exclmhng those .....J.th enrollment J.ncomes over the el.1.gw3.!J.ty !J.nu.ts and those livl.ng J.n theJ.r
own homes or 3.n subsJ.dJ.zed nOUSJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES: InJ.tJ.a! and monthly Household Report Forms and payments fJ.le.
a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as RfY, where R = enrollment rent and Y = enrollment J.ncome.
b. Rent burden at two years computea as (R-Pl/Y, .....here R := rent at two years after enrollment,

P payment 1n the two-year UI1J.t, and Y = 3.ncome at two years after enrollment.
c Percentage poJ.nts
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HOUSEHOLD GROUP

Table VI-27

MEDIAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLL."iENT BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR

MINIMUM RENT Lew AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(PAYMENT AS INCOME SuPPLEMENT)

MEDIAN RENT BURDEN
At At Two
Enrollment

a
Yearsb

MEDIAN
REDucrroN IN
RENT BURDENc

SAMPLE
SIZE

PITTSBURGH

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMtIM RENT .LCM
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Ml.nJ.mum Rent I.aoi households 35> 31\ -. (101)

Control households 31 31 -2 (217)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

Ml.nJ.mum Rent Low households 28 30 -1 (27)

Control households 25 28 +3 (46)

"1ET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLL.\lENT

Ml.nJ,.mum Rent !OIl households 37 3. -5 (74)

Control households 3. 31 -. (171)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

MJ.nJ.mum Rent !AM households 37% 33> -5 (68)

Control households 3. 3. 0 (132)

DID NOT "IEET REQUIREME'iTS AT
£NROLLMENT

"UnJ.mum Rent L:Jw' households 3. 32 -2 (26)

Control households 2. 35 +9 (28)

"1ET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLL."1ENT

"UnJ,.mwn Rent L:Jw' households 38 33 -6 (42)

Control households 35 3. -3 (104)

SAMPLE: MJ.IU.mUIll. Rent rn.t and Control households actJ..ve and meetJ.ng reqw.rements at
two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those WJ.th enrollment 1.ncomes over the elJ.gJ.bJ.lity 1J.nu.ts and tl10se
lJ.vJ,.ng 1.n theJ.r own homes or 1.0 subsJ.dJ.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES InJ.tJ.al and mont.... ly Household Report Fo:ans and payments: hIe.
a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R "" enrollment rent and Y :: enrollment 1.ncorne.
b Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P}/Y, where R"" rent at two years after enrollment,

p payment ~n ~~e two-year unJ.t, and Y = ~ncorne at two years after enrollment
C4 Percentage pOJ.nts.
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Table VI-28

MEAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLL."iENT rlND THO YEARS AFl'ER ENROLL.'1ENT
BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR MINIMUM ~NT fJJW HOUSEHOLDS

(PAYMENT AS INCOME SuPPLEMENT)

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINL"iUM RENT LCM
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

M.ln.lmwn Rent L<::M households

Control households

1'!EAN RENT BURDEN MEAN

't ~:a:g
REDUCTION DC SAMPLE

Enrollment
a

RENT BURDEN
c

SIZE

PITTSBURGH

40' 3" -6 (101)

36 33 -3 (217)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT

M.ln~mum Rent Lew households

Control households

'1ET ~QUIREt'1ENTS AT ENROLLMENT

"l:J.n~mum Rent loW households

Control households

31 30 -1 (27)

2S 30 +S (46)

43 3S -8 (74)

3. 34 -5 (171)

PHOENIX

ALL IiOUSEHOLDS THAT "l.ET ~INIMUM RENT Wi
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

I>l.l.n.lmum Rent Lew households 41> 37' -4 (68)

Control households 3. 40 +l (132)

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLL'1ENT

M:J.n:s.mum Rent Low households 37 38 +2 (26)

Control ~ouseholds 2. 42 +12 (28)

"1ET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

M:s.n1.mum Rent LCY<i households 43 35 -7 (42)

Control households 41 40 -2 (104)

SAMPLE. MJ.mmum Rent Low and Control households actJ.ve and "l\eetJ.ng reqtnrements at two years after
enrollmant, exclud1.ng those wl.th enrollment 1.ncomes over the el~gJ.bJ.l:s.ty l:l1ru.ts and those l:s.v1.ng :s.n t.'le:s.x
cwn hornes or :s.n subs1.dJ.zed hous:s.ng.

DATA SOURCES In~t:s.al and rronthly Household Report Forms and paytrents f:s.le.
a. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/y, where R : enrolltrent rent and Y ::: enrollment .lnconte.
b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P) /Y I where R ::: rent at two years after enrollment,

P paytrent 1.n the "two-year unJ. t, and Y = l.ncome at two years after enrollment
c. Percentage po:s.nts.
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HOUSEHOLD GROUP

Table VI-29

MEDIIill' RENT BUROENS AT ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT BY HOUSING l:£QUlREMENT STATUS FOR

MINIMUM ~ HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(PAYMENT AS INCOME SuPPLEMENT)

MEDIAN RENT BURDEN
At At Two
Enrollmenta Yearsb

MEDIAN
ttEDUCTION IN
ttENT BURDEN c

SAMPLE
SIZE

PI'l'TSBURQf

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT '1ET MINIMUM RENT IIrGE
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO Y'EARS

"U.nJ.mwn Rent HJ.gb ~ouseholds 380 36' -3 (58)

Control ~ouseholds 36 3. -3 (129)

DID ~OT "{gET REQUIREMENTS 'T
5:NROLUmNT

)tJ.nJ.mum Rent BJ.gh households 3' 36 +3 (25)

Control households 27 32 +5 (45)

"iET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

"U.nJ.nrutt\ Rent HJ.gh households 43 35 -8 (33)

Control ~ouseholds 40 35 -5 (84)

PHOENIX

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT "!ET "UNIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT '!"WO YEAPS

fum.mum. Rent High ~ous~olds 34> 41\ +1 (46)

Control households 3' 33 -2 (83)

DID NOT "IEET ~QU!REMEN'IS AT
ENROLLMENT

'1J.nJ.mum Rent HJ.gh households 31 41 +9 (28)

Control ~ouseholds 26 36 +10 (28)

'1ET REQUIRE.."1ENTS AT E~ROLL"1ENT

'1l.nJ.mum Rent HJ.c:h '1.ouseholds 46 46 -7 (18)

Control households 36 33 -4 (55)

SAMPLE. Miml1lUD1 Rent High and Control households act].ve and meetJ.ng reqtllrements at
cwo years after enroll:nent. excludJ.ng those W'].th enrollment J.ncomes over the el1.gJ.h1.!1.ty 11.I!U.ts and those
l~V1ng 1.0 t.~eJ.r own ~orres or l.n s\lbsJ.<u'zed "tousJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES In1. tJ.al and "TIont.'1,ly dousehold Report E'orms and payments fJ.le.
a Rent ~urden at enrol~nt computed as RjY, where R = enrollment rent and Y = enrollment J.ncome
~. Rent ~urde'l at two .fears computed as (R-Pl/Y, whez-e l:l. ::::t ::-ent at two years after enrollment,

P payment J.n ~'1,e two-year un1.t, and Y = J.ncome at two years after enrollment
c. Percentage poJ.nts.
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Table VI-3D

MEAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS AFtER ENROLLMENT
BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

(PAYMENT AS INCOME SUPPIEMENT)

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

MEANRWT
At
EnrolJ.I:r\l!nt

a

PITTSBURGH

BURDEN
At Two
Yearsb

MEAN
REDUCTION IN
RENT BURDEN

C SAMPLE
SIZE

~L ~OUSEHOLOS THAT ~ET ~INIMUM RENT HIGH
~QUlREMENTS AT TWO y~~

'11.n1.mum Rent ~gh households 42. 37. -5 (58l

Control ~ouseholds 40 37 -3 (129)

DID ~OT ~EET REQUIREMENTS AT
E:NROLL.0.4ENT

:'!l.n1.mum ~nt H1.gh households 36 37 +1 (25l

Control ~ouseholds 30 37 +7 (45)

~ET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLL."iENT

~1.n1.mum R8nt H~gh ~ouseholds 46 37 -9 (33)

Conerol ~ousenolds 45 37 -8 (84)

ALl. UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

PHOENIX

ALL ~OO SEHOLDS THAT MET "l:INIMUM RENT RIGa
~QUlREMENTS 1\T TWO YEARS

'11.n1.mum Rent H1.gh nouseholds 42\ 41. 0 (46)

Conerol "'l.ouseholds 40 39 -2 (83)

DID NOT ~EET REQUI~ENTS AT
£.NROLL'1ENT

~1.n.l.mum Rene H1.gh households 36 40 +4 (28)

Control ~ouseholds 32 42 +9 (28)

'1.ET REQUIREMENTS 1\T ENROLLMENT

'11.n1.mum Rent H~gh ~ouseholds 50 43 -7 (18)

Control nouseholds 44 38 -8 (55)

ALl. ~NCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS

SAMPLE. Ml.n~Imml Rent H1.gh and Control households act1.ve and meet1.ng reqU1.rements at two years
after enrollment, exclu<h.ng those W1.th enrollment .l.ncomes over the el~g1.1)l.1~ty 1.l.nu.ts and those 1.l.v1.ng l.n
the.l.r ~n homes or Ul subs~<h.zed hOUS1.ng.

DATA SOURCES In1.b.al and monthly Household Report FontS and payments file.
a Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R :r enrollment rent and Y "" enrollment l.ncome.
b. Rent burden at tw'o years computed as (R-P)/y, where R"" rent at tw'o years after enrollment,

P payment l.n the two-year wut, and Y "" l.ncome at two years after enrollment.
c Percentage po~nts.
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APPENDIX VII

LOGIT FUNCTIONS

This append~x presents the est~ated probab~l~t~es of meet~ng the hous~ng

requ1rements and of occupying m1n1mally adequate or clearly 1nadequate

hous~ng (as defined by Budd~ng, 1978). These funct~ons were used ~n the

dlScussl0ns of Chapters 2 and 3.

The determlnants of household behaVl0r lncluded as explanatory varlables are:

(1) var~ables ~ncluded in an independent analys~s of Mob~l~ty

1978); (2) a var~able measur~ng the d~stance from the hous~ng

(see MacM~llan,

1
requlrementi

and (3) exper=ental variables. As d~scussed ~n Chapters 2 and 3, two samples

were used to estimate same of these functlons. One sample lncluded only the

households that remalned actlve 10 the experlment at two years after enroll

ment. The other lncluded, 10 addltlon to the actlve households, households

that dropped out of the program voluntar~ly. Because ~ t was not known if

these households met the houslng requlrement at two years, they were treated

as malntalning thelr enrollment status.

Meet~ng the M~n~mum Standards

Log~t funct~ons of the probab~l~ty of meet~ng the M~nimum Standards were est~

mated uSlng the samples of Mln~um Standards, Control and Unconstralned house

holds that d~d not l~ve ~n un~ts that met the M~n=um Standards requ~rements

at enrollment.

The est~ated funct~ons are presented ~n Tables VII-I and 2. At both s~tes

the allowance offer had a s1gnif1cant effect on meet1ng the M1nimum Standards. 2

Payment var1at1ons were s1gn1f1cant only 1n p1ttsburgh, however. The co

eff1c1ent for the Unconstra1ned households was 1ns1gn1f1cant indicat1ng that

the ~ncreased probab~lity of meet~ng for M~n=um Standards households was

1
When the requ1rement analyzed was a m1n~um rent the d1stance was

measured as the requ1red rent m1nus actual rent at enrollment. When the
requl.rement analyzed was M1nllUum Standards or min1lUally adequate hous1.ng,
d1.stance was measured as C* (the estimated cost of standard hous1.ng) m1.nus
actual enrollment rent.

2
Note that those tables suggest that sample attr~t~on affected only

the magn1tude, but not the d1.rect1.on, of effects.
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caused by the condit~onal nature of the allowance offer and not by ~ts

~ncome effect.

The effect of the M~nlffium Rent plans on meet~ng the M~n~mum Standards

requ~rement ~s shown ~n Tables VII-3 and VII-4. No s~gn~f~cant effects

were found.

Meet~ng the M~n~um Rent Requ~rements

LOg1t funct~ons of the probab~lity of meet1ng the M1n1mum Rent requ~rements

at two years were estlffiated us~ng the sample of M1n~mum Rent, Control and

Unconstra1ned households that did not meet these requ1rements at enrollment.

The estunated funct10ns are shown 1n Tables VII-S to VII-So The results

1nd~cate that the M1nlffium Rent requ1rement d1d cause households to meet

the1r requ1rement.

Occupy1ng M1nunally Adeqaate Housing

LOg1t funct10ns of the probab111ty of occupy1ng at least m1n1mally adequate

hous1ng or clearly 1nadequate hous1ng are shown 1n Tables VII-9 through VII-16.
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Table VII-l

PROB.'BILITY OF MEeTING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQJIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
FOR HOOSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQJIREMENTS AT ENROLUIENT ACTIVE $AMPLE ONLY

COEFFICIENTINDEPENDENT VARIABLES

PI'ITSOORGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC COEFFICIENT

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATIS'I'IC

CONSTANT

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (l.n decades)

Number of ch.tldren

OTHER HCUSEHOLD CHARAC'I'£.RISTICS
Female he...d of household

Years of eduC4t.1.on of household head

NWllber of IllOves .tn three years pr.tor to the exper.tment

HOUSING AND NEIGiUlORHOOD FACTORS
NUIllber of household members per bedrOOlll

C* J:L1.nus enrollment rent

SOCIAL BONDS
Posit.tve feel.tngs toward ne.tghbors

Length of res.tdence .tn enrollment un.tt (.tn years)

DISSATISFACTION
D.tSS4t.tsf4ct.ton w.tth un.tt 4t enrollment

D.tssat.tsf4ct1Oft w.tth ne.tghborhood. at enrollment

PRmlSPOSITION TO HOVE

Would move W1th an .tncre...se .tn IIIOney av,l1lable for rent

PROGRAM FACTORS'"
M.tn.tmUll1 Standards household that d.td not llleet
requ.trelllents at enrollment

CLVL
b

Unconstra.tned household

Likel.thood r ...t1o (slgn1f.tcancel

Observed proport.tonlS

Coeff1.C1ent of deteJ:m1nat.ton

Sa:nple S1ze

-0 773
(1 068)

-0 015
(0 010)

-0 041
(0 095)

o 081
(0 225)

o 010
(0 056)

o 059
(0 096)

o 000
(0 153)

-0 019
(0 004)

-0 058
(0 041)

o 003
(0 002)

-0 160
'0 300)

-0 341
(0 281

-0 159
(0 280)

1 381
(O 244)

o 608
(O 338)

-1 094
(0 298)

o 113
(0 403)

65 562
(0 01)

o 188

o 157

(431)

072

1 52

043

036

017

o 61

o 00

4 32**

1 43

1 88t

053

122

057

5.65*"

1 80t

3 67""

o 2.

2 12' 2 71**
(0 787)

-0 002 033
(O.OO?)

-0 089 -102
(O 087)

a 112 053
(0 210)

o 125 3 48**
(O 036)

o 194 2 98**
(0 065)

o 134 1 14
(0 117)

-0.010 3.18**
(0 003)

-0 001 002
(0 062)

-0 001 022
(0 002)

-0 029 o 12
(O 247)

-0 017 007
(0 260)

o 123 o 61
(0 202)

1 241 5 16""
(O 241)

o 288 102
(O 284)

-0 168 o 59
(O 283)

o 418 o 97
(0 432)

74 ~69

(0 01)

o 351

o 157

(368)

SAMPLE M.tn.tmWll Standards, unconstra.tned, and Control householdS act.tve at two years after enrollment that d.td not meet
requ.trements at enrollll>ent. exclud.tng those w.tth enrollment .tncomes over the e1J.gW.tlJ.ty IJ.mJ.ts and those l.tvJ.ng .tn the.tr own homes
or .tn subs.td.tzed hous_ng

DATA SOURCES In.ttJ.al Household Report Fonns, Basel.tne IntervJ.ews, and payments f.tle
NOTE Standard error .tn parentheses

a. Reference group .t5 Control households that d.td not meet M.tn.tmWll Standards requJ.rements at enrollment
b See Table 5-6 for defl.nJ.t.ton of these varlables
t t-St4t.tst.tC :5J.gn.tf.tcant at the 0 10 level

t-statJ.st.tc sJ.gn.tfJ.cant 4t the 0.01 level
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Table VII-2

PROBA8ILI'U' OF MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT 'niO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR HOOSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLUolENT ACTIVE AND VOLUNTARY A'ITRITION SAMPLE

COEFFICIENTINDEPENDENT VARIABLES

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATIS'I'IC COEFFICIENT

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

CONSTANT

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (~n decades)

Number of ch~ldren

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female head of household

Years of educat~on of household head

Number of moves ~n three years pr10r to the experJ.ment

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household melllbers per bedroom

C* lIlU1US enrollment rent

SOC:tAL BONOS
Pos1t1ve feel~ngs toward ne1ghbors

Length of res1dence 1n enrollment un1t (In years)

DISSATISFACTION
D1ssat1sf1ed w1th un1t at enrollment

D~ssausfled with ne1ghborhood at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION TO HOVE
Would move W1th an 1ncrease 1n money ava1lable for rent

PROGRAM. FACI'ORS
a

MJ.nJ.mWll Standards household that .hd not meet requ1re
ments at enrollment

CLVL
b

Unconstra1ned household

L1kel1hood rat10 (sJ.gn1f1cance)

Observed proport1ons

CoeffJ.clent of determJ.nat1on

Sample Slze

-0 767
(l 033)

-0 013
(0 009)

-0 047
(0 091)

o 179
(0 233)

-0 005
{O OS6}

o 052
{OOSS}

o ass
(0 152)

-0 01S
(0.004)

-0 094
(0.064)

o 003
(0 0021

-0 183
(0 257)

-0 215
(O 287)

-0 090
(0 243)

1 027
(0 227)

o 506
(0 311)

-0 963
(OZ74)

o 102
(0 406)

53 517
(0 01)

0171

o 123

(475)

o 74

1 35

053

077

o 09

o .0

o 3.

4 25**

1 4.

1 72t

071

075

037

4 S3**

1.62

3.51**

025

-1 795 2 51*
(0716)

-0 001 '0 15
(-0 007)

-0 112 1 2'
(0 087)

o 099 o 5.
(0 178)

o 077 2 27"
(0 034)

o 202 3 92**
(O 052)

o 128 1 ,.
(0 110)

-0 009 3.29**
(0 003)

o 046 0.98
(0 047)

-0 001 033
(O 002)

-0 014 o O.
(0 215)

0 200 o ••
(0 239)

-0 062 o 2.
(0 237)

0 5•• 2 87**
'0 205)

0 240 o 94
(0 254)

o 363 149
(0 243)

o 414 0.99
(0 418)

57 598
(0 01)

0 314

0111

(417)

SAMPLE Mlnl.m.um Standards, UnconstraJ.ned, and Control households actlve at two years after enrollment that dld not Illeet reqw..re
ments at enrol1lnent and Kln1mum Standards households that dld not meet at enrollment and voluntar~ly dropped out of the pro<Jram, excluding
those wlth enrollment J.nCOllles over the e1lglbJ.l1ty lJ.lllJ.ts and those 11VJ.ng J.n theJ.r own homes or ~n subsJ.d1zed hou:nng

DATA SOURCES Inltlal Houaehold Report FOr1llS, Basellne IntervleWS, and payments fJ.le
NOTE Standard error J.n parentheaes.
a Reference group 1S Control households that dld not meet HinllllUlll Standards requlrements at enrollment.
b se. Table 5-6 for defJ.nltlon of these varJ.ables
t t-statlstJ.C s1gnlflcant a.t the 0 10 level

t-Stll.t1Stl.C sl.gn1flcant at the 0 OS level
t-statlstlc s1gnifJ.cant at the 0.01 level

A-120



Table VII-3

PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TIiO YEARS AFTER ENROLDlENT
FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW hOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLIMENT

PITTSBURGH

INDEPENDENT VARI1IBLES

CONSTANT

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household he~d (~n decades)

Number of ch~ldren

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female heAd of household

Years of educatlon of household head

Number of IllOves In three years prlOr to the experlment

HOUSING AND NEIGHOORHOOD FACTORS

Number of household Illembers per bedroolll

C" 1Il1nUS enrollment rent

SOCIAL BONDS
POSltlVe feel1ngs toward ne~ghbors

Length of reS1dence 1n enrollment unlt (In years)

DISS1ITISFACTION
D1ssat1sfled W1th un1t at enrollment

D1ssaUsf1ed w1th ne1ghborhood at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION 'IO HOVE
Would IllOve W1th an 1ncrease 1n money avallable for rent

PROGRAM FACTORS
a

M1n~~ Rent Low household

Unconstralned household

L.l.kellhood rat10 (slgnlf~cance)

Observed proport~ons

Coeff~c~ent of determ~nat~on

Sample s~ze

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

-1 007 0.72
(1 398)

-0 010 0.84
(0 012)

-0 107 0.79
(0 135)

o 124 0.42
(0 299)

0.049 0.67
(0 073)

0.182 1.62
(0.113)

-0.179 0.74
(0 244)

-0.018 3.76**
CO.005)

-0.029 0.49
(0 059)

0.003 1.59
(0.002)

0.167 0.45
(0.372)

-0.516 1.35
(0.382)

-0.873 2.68"·
(0.325)

0.378 1.17
(0.323)

-0.046 0.09
(0.484)

36.214
(0.01)

a 129

o 124

(380)

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFIeIENT t-STATISTIC

-1 280 1.46
(O 874)

-0.008 089
(O 009)

o 034 0.38
(0 092)

0.015 0.06
(0.272)

0.118 2.64....
(0.045)

-0.019 0.22
CO 087)

0.025 0.19
(0.130)

-0.011 3.12
(0.004)

-0.015 0.21
(0 070)

0000 0.01
(0003)

0.212 0.81
(0 26l)

-0.288 1.00
10.288)

0.037 0.14
(O.263)

0.183 0.69
(0.263)

a 559 1.32
(0.423)

35.828
(0.01)

o 277

0.096

(307)

SA."U'LE Minlll1Wll Rent Low. Unconstral.ned. a.nd COntrol households act.l.ve a.t two years after enrollment that did not meet the
M.l.n~UllI Standards requ.l.rements at enro11Jllent, excludlng those W.l.th enrollment .l.nCOllleS over the el.l.g.l.b.l.l.l.ty !lIIl.l.tS and those liv.l.ng in
the1r own halles or 1n !JubS1dlZed hous~ng.

OATA SOURCES InitJ.a.l and lIlonthly Household Report Foans, Baseline Interv~e",s, and payments hIe.
NOTE Stand4rd error ~n parentheses.
a.. Reference group 1s Control households that dld not llleet M~nimUlll Standards requ~rements at enrollment
... t-stat~st~c s19nlf~cGnt Gt the 0 01 level.
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Table VII-4

PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT T\<l) YEARS AFTER ENROLlMENT
FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT DIP NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLtMENT

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

-2 630 2.97**
(0 885)

0.007 0.72
(0 009)

-0.006 0.05
(0.106)

o 337 1.46
(0 231)

o 140 3.25**
(O.043)

0.043 0.50
(0.086)

0.023 0.16
(0.146)

-0.012 3.64**
(0.003)

0.043 0.71
(0.060)

-0.002 0.44
(0.004)

o 121 0.45
(0.271)

-0.238 076
(0 314)

0.531 1.90+
(0.279)

0.207 0.76
(0.273)

0.563 1.35
(0 417)

086

0.12

0.58

0.06

0.95

2.90**

052

o 09

o 01

0.59

1.38

1.62

0.34

1.64

1.33

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

-1 178
(1.378)

-0.451
(0.339)

-0.119
(0 349)

0.002
(0.444)

-0.008
(0.093)

0.003
(0 002)

0.017
(0.277)

0.038
(0 074)

o 181
W.llO)

-0.219
(0.382)

-0.224
(0.381)

-0 029
(0 243)

-0 014
(0.005)

-0 012
(0 012)

-0.211
(0.lS3)

COEFFICIENTINDEPENDENT VARIABLES

C* ll11.nus enroillnent rent

length of res1.dence 1n enrollment un1.t (1.n years)

Years of educ:at1on of household head

SOCIAL BONDS
Pos1.t1.ve feel1.ngs tOlolard ne1.ghbors

Number of ~ves 1.n three years pr10r to the exper1mtlnt

D1ssat1.sf1.ed w1.th ne1.gbborhood at enrollment

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household members per bedrooll1

Unconstra1.ned household

CONS'I'ANT

DISSA'I'ISFACTION
D1.ssat1.sf1.ed W1.th lln1.t at enrollment

LIFE CYCLE FActORS
Age of household head (1.n decades)

PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE
Would move W1.th an 1.ncrease 1.n money ava1.1able for rent

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female head of household

PROGRAM FACTORS
a

K1.rn.mu:a Rent H1gh household

L1.ke1:l.hood rat1.0 (s1.gn1.fJ.ciJJ1ce) 24.160 41. 731
(O 05) (0.01)

Observed proport1.ons o 119 0272

Coeff1.c1.ent of dete~nat1on 0.089 o 115-

Sample Sl:e (371) (309)

SAMPLE K1nl.lllUlll Rent H1.gh, Unconstruned, and Control households act.1.V@ at two years after enrollment that d1.d not meet the
HJ,IUlllUlll Standaxds requ:u::eaents at enrol1=ent, excluding those WJ,th enrollInent l.nCOllleS over the el1g1.bJ.1J.ty IllllJ.tS and those 11.ving in
the1.r OIo/n haDes or J.n subsJ.dJ.zed housJ.n').

DATA SOURCES In1.t1.a.l and tIlonthly Household Report Fonns, BaselJ.ne IntervJ.ews, and paYlllents f1.1a.
NOTE StAndard error 1n parentheses.
a. Reference group J.S Control hou,eholcls that dJ.d not tIleet HJ.nJ.tIlum Standards requ1reroents .t enrollment
+ t-statJ.stJ.C sign1fJ.cant at the 0.10 level.
** t-st&tlstic s1.gn1.ficant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 'JII-5

PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TIO YEARS AF1'ER ENROLLMENT
FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT ACTIVE SAMPLE ONLY

COEFFICIENTINDEPENDENT VARIABLES

PITTSBlJRGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC COEFFICIENT

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

CONSTAHT

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head h.n decades)

Number of chlldren

OTHER HOOSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female he.,d of household

Years of educat10n of household head

NUllIber of lIlOves 1n three years pr10r to the experunent

HOUSING AlID NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
NWIlber of household members per bedroom

0.7C· l:llnus enrollment un1t

SOCIAL BONDS
Pos1t1ve feel1ngs toward nelghbors

Length of resldence In enrollment unlt (1n years)

DISSATISFACTION
Dlssatlsf1ed wlth unlt at enrollment

D1SSatlsf1ed w1th ne1ghborhood. at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE
WOuld lDOve Ioflth an lncrease In money ava1lable for rent

PROGRAM FACTORS
a

Mln111lUlll Rent Low household that dJ.d not meet reqUlre
ments i.t enrollment

Unconstra1ned household

-1 795
(1 452)

-0 006
(O 013)

o 102
(0 114)

o 031
(0 282)

o 125
(0 078)

o 394
(0 149)

-0 038
(0 223)

-0 058
(O 012)

-0 076
(0 095)

o 004
(0 002)

o 114
(O 327)

-0 561
(0 364)

1 319
(0 388)

1417
(O 374)

-0 189
(0 412)

o 320
(0 472)

124

047

o 89

011

1 .,

264**

017

o 80

o 35

1 54

3 40**

o ••

o .e

0.305 027
(0 112)

-0.049 362**
(O 013)

-0 223 1 92t
(O 116)

o 338 0.91
(0 370)

o 116 2.08·
(0 056)

0073 0.63
(0116)

o 079 o .8
(O 164)

-0 027 3 04··
(0 009)

-0 164 1 72t
(0 096)

o 006 1.43
(0 004)

o 524 1 ,.
(0 360)

-0 344 o 9'
(O 365)

0 337 088
(0 382)

2.696 • 20**
(O 435)

o 700 1 '9
(O 469)

1 490 2 86**
(O 522)

Llkellhood ratlo (s1gn1f1cance)

Observed proportlons

CoefflC1ent of detenunatlon

Sample S1:z:e

49 453 85 513
(0 Oll (O 01)

0 ... 0 31'

0 193 0 327

(l86) (210)

SAMPLE MlnlmUlll Rent Low, Unconstra1ned, and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment that dl.d not meet requlre-
ments at enrollment, excludlng those w1th enrollment lncomes over the ellglbl11ty lllll1ts and those llv1ng :m the1r own homes or 1n Sublll
d1Zed hous1ng

DATA SOURCES Inltlal Household Report Forms, Base11ne Intervlews, and payments f1le
NOTE Standard error In parentheses
a Reference group 1S Control households that dld not lIleet M1nlmum Rent Low requlrements at enrollment
b See Table 5-6 for deflnlt10n of thlS varlable.
t t-statl.st1c IIl.gnlf1c-.nt at the 0 10 level
* t-statlSt1c s1gnlflcant at the 0 as level

t-Statl.StlC slgnlfl.cant at the 0 01 level.
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Table VII-6

PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUlRE2'lEN'I'S AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLUlENT ACTIVE AND VOLUNTARY ATI'RITION SAMPLE

COEFFICIENTINDEPENDENT VARIABLES

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC COEFFICIENT

PHOENIX

ASYMP1'OTIC
t-STATISTIC

CONSTANT

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (1.0 deCades)

Number of cRJ.ldren

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Fe~le head of household

'tears of educat10n of household head

Number of lIlOves 1.0 three years prJ.or to the experJ.lIlent

liOUSING AND NEIGHBORllOOD FACTORS

Number of household members per bedroom

o 7C· lUnus enrollment rent

SOCIAL BONDS
PosJ.tJ.ve feell.nss toward nel.Shbors

Lensth of resl.dence J.n enrollment unl.t (in years)

DISSATISFAC'rION
Dl.ssatJ.sfl.ed wl.th Ufll.t at enrollment

DJ.ssatl.sfJ.ed wJ.th nel.shborhood at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION 10 MOVE
Would ~ve wJ.th an lncrease in money avaJ.lable for rent

PROORAM FACTORSa
H.l.nJ.mum Rent Low household that dl.d not meet requJ.re
ments at enrolllllent

UnconstraJ.ned household

-0 979
(1.351)

-0.006
(O 013)

o 105
(O 112)

o 018
(0 260)

o 104
(0 738)

o 324
(0 131)

-0 097
(0 186)

-0 049
(0013)

-0 159
(0 088)

o 003
(0 002)

o 307
(0 278)

-0 515
(0 348)

o 958
(0 353)

o 829
(0 311)

o 154
(0 352)

o 298
(0 402)

o 72

o .,

o 9.

007

1 .,

2.48*

052

3.96*"

1.79t

1.70t

1 10

1 .,

2.71**

2 70*"

o ••

074

0.040 o O.
(1.044)

-0 040 3 26**
(O 012)

-0 227 2 "-(0 104)

0 395 1 31
(O 302)

o 100 1 90t
(0 052)

o 077 071
(0 108)

o 082 055
(0 151)

-0 017 2.24*
(0 008)

-0 188 2 01*
(0 094)

o 004 1.22
(0 004)

o 380
1 "(0 331)

~O 259 077
(0 337)

0 195 osa
{O 338}

1 669 , 14**
(0 325)

o 496 1 39
(0 357)

1 293 2 '"(O 512)

LJ.kelJ.hood ratJ.O (s1<jnJ.fJ.cance) 40 249 65 228
(O 01) (O.Oll

Observed proportJ.ons o 431 o 296

CoefhcJ.ent of deterlnlnatlOn o 151 o 24l.

Sample sJ.ze (l95) (223)

SAMPLE MJ.n.unum Rent Low, Unconstral.ned, and Control hOuseholds actJ.ve at two years after enrollment that dl.d not meet reqUJ.rements
at enrollment and MJ.nUllum Rent Low households that dl.d not meet at enrollment and voluntarily dropped out of the program, excludl.ng those
wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the ell.gl.lnlJ.ty IJ.mJ.ts and those ll.vJ.ns J.n theJ.r own homes or l.n subsidJ.zed housl.ng

OATA SOURCES Inl.tJ.al and m;mthly Household Report Forms, BaselJ.ne IntervJ.ews, and payments fJ.1e.
NOTE Standard error J.n parentheses
a Reference group J.S Control households that dJ.d not meet MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low requirements at enrollment
b See Table 5-6 for deflnl.tJ.on of thJ.s varJ.able
t t-statJ.stJ.c signifJ.cant at the 0 10 level

t-statJ.stJ.c sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0 05 level
t-statJ.stJ.C sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0 01 level
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Table VII-7

PROBABILITY OF ME£'l'ING HINlMUH RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFl'ER ENROLLHENT
FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID Nor MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT ACTIVE SAMPLE ONLY

PITTSBURGH

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

CONSTANT

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (1n decades)

Number of ch11dren

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Fellldle head of household

'tears of educat10n of household head

Number of IllOves 1n three years pr10r to the exper1ment

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household IIIelIlJ:lers per bedroom

o 9C* lIIl.nus enrollment rent

SOCIAL BONDS
Pos1t1ve fee11ngS toward nelghbors

Length of resldence ln enrollment llnlt (In years)

DISSATISFACTION
D1.ssatlsf1.ed w1.th lln1.t at enrollment

Dlssat1.sf1.ed w1.th ne1.ghborhood at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE
Would IllOve ....1.th an 1nCrease 1.n money ava1.lable for rent

PROORAH. FACTORS
a

M1.n1.llI.um Rent H1.gh household that d1.d not meet
requ1.rements at enrollment

CLVL
b

Unconstralned household

COEFFICIENT

0.247
(0.120)

-0.025
10.011)

-0.088
(0.069)

0.317
10.219)

o 092
(0 067)

0.065
(0 113)

o 016
(0 107)

-0.036
(0.009)

-0 235
(0.076)

o 003
(0.002)

o 535
(0.261)

-0 912
(0.316)

o 259
(0 294)

o 601
(0 279)

o 264
(0.326)

0.466
(0 389)

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

021

2 36*

1.00

145

1.38

0.57

0.15

3.98**

310'"

142

2.05*

2.89**

0.88

2 IS*

O.Bl

1.12

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t~STATISTIC

0.122 0.11
(1.150)

-0 034 2.86*'"
(0 012)

0.061 0.48
(0.129)

o 208 075
(0.276)

o 008 0.16
10.051)

o 109 1.49
(0.073)

-0.283 1.29
(0.220)

-0.032 5 58*'"
(0.006)

o 027 o 28
(0.095)

0.008 2.18*
(0.004)

0.837 2.65--
(0.316)

-0.210 0.63
10.336)

0.834 2.39*
(0.348)

1.739 5 44**
(0.320)

0.360 1.01
(0.358)

1.052 2.28*
(0.461)

L.1.ke1l.hood ratlo (s1.gn1.flcance) 58.439 79.827
10.01) 10 01)

Observed proport1.ons 0.254 0.212

Coeff1.c1.ent of dete~nat1.on 0.154 0.256

Sample s1.ze (335) (302)

SAMPLE M1.nlmU!ll Rent H1.gh, Unconstra1.ned, and Control households act:l.ve at two years after enrollment that did not meet
requ1.rements at enrollment, excludlng those w1.th enrollment 1.ncomes over the el1.g1.b1.l1.ty ll.lll1.ts and those I1.v1.ng 1.n thelr own hCllles
or 1.n subsldized houslng.

DATA SOURCES Inlt1.al monthly Household Report FOJ;1Ils, Basellne Intecvlews, and payments fl1e
NOTE. Standard error In parentheses.

a. Reference group 1.S Control households that dld not meet Mlnllllum Rent Hlgh reqUlrements at enrollment.
b See Table 5-6 for def1.n1.t1.on of thlS vilrlable

t-statlst1.c slgnlf1.cant ilt the 0 05 level.
t-statlst1.c signlf1.c~t at the 0 01 level.
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Table VII-S

PROBABILITY OF ~ETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT THO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HICH REQUIREMeNTS AT ENROUJolENT ACTIVE AND VOWN'rARY A'I'I'RITION SAMPLE

COEFFICIENTINDEPENDENT VARIABLES

CONSTANT

LIFE CYCLE FAC'tORS
Age of household head (J..n decades)

NUll'lber of chJ..ldren

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Fel!lale head of household

Years of educatJ..on of household head

Nwnber of moves J..n three years prJ..or to the experJ..ment

HQOSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household llleflIbers per bedroolll

a.9C* lIunU5 enrollment rent

socIII OONDS
P05J..tJ..ve feelJ..ngs toward neJ.ghbors

Length of resJ.dence J.n enrollll1ent unJ..t (J.n years)

DISSATISFACTION
Dls~atJ..Sfled wlth UfiJ.t Olt enrollment

DJ..ssat1sfJ.ed w1th ne:t.ghborhood at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION 'to MOVE
Would lIlOve ....1th an 1ncrease 1n money avallable for rent

PROGRAM. FACTORS
a

MlnlmUll1 Rent Hlgh household that dld not lIleet
requ1refllents at enrollment

CLVL
b

Unconstralned household

Llke11hood rat10 (sJ..gnJ.flcance)

Observed proportlons

Coeff1c1ent of determlnat10n

Sa.cnple Slze

a 492
(1 167)

-a a26
(0. all)

-0.102
(0 08S)

a 324
(0.214)

a 077
(0.066)

0.059
(0.107)

0.025
(0.133)

-0 036
(O.OOS)

-0.243
(0.075)

0.003
(0.002)

0.624
(O 258)

-0 832
(0 323)

0.415
(0.2S4)

0.268
(0.273)

0.149
(0.304)

0.469
(0.403)

PI'I'TSBURGH

ASYMPT01'IC
t-STATISTIC

0.42

2.37*

1.15

152

117

0.55

0.19

4.34**

3.24**

1 40

2.42*

2.57*

051

0.98

0.49

1.16

56.107
(0,01)

o 240

o 144

(354)

COEFFICIENT

-0 309
(1.072)

-0 027
(0.011)

0.048
(0.108)

o 352
(0 260)

0.005
(0 046)

0.142
(0.073)

-0 326
(0 OS4)

-0.024
(0.005)

0.039
(0.089)

o 006
(O.OU)

0.625
(0.294)

0.034
(a 305)

o 663
(0.266)

0.SS3
(0.287)

0.458
(0.315)

0.908
(0.471)

PHOENIX

61.521
(0.01)

0.196

0.16a

(328)

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

0.29

2.40*

0.44

1.35

011

1.93t

3.91**

5.30**

0.44

1 S2f

2.12*

0.11

2 32*

3 OS**

1.46

1.93

SAMPLE M1nllllUlll Rent H1gh, UnconstraJaled, and Control households actJ.ve at two years after enrollment that did not meet requlre
lIlents at enrollment and M1nllllurli. Rent KJ.gh households that dld not meet at enrollment and voluntar11y dropped out of the program, excluQing
those W1th enrollment 1ncanes over the elJ.g1b:t.lJ.ty 111111t5 and those IlVl.ng ln the1r own homes or 1n sUbsJ..du:ed housJ.nq.

DATA SOURCES InJ.t1al Household Report FOrllls, Basellne Interviews and payments f11e.
NOTE Standard error 1n parentheses.
a. Reference group 1S Control households that dJ.d not meet Kinilllwn Rent H1gh requJ..rem.ents at enrollment.
b. See Table 5-6 for deflnJ.tJ.on of th1S varJ..able.
t t-stat15t1c signifJ.c"nt at the 0.10 level

t-stat:t.stic sign1f1c"nt at the 0.05 level
t-Stat:t.St1C slgn:t.fic"nt at the a 01 level
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Table VII-9

OVERALL HOUSING ADEQUACY PROBABILITY OF OCCUPYING AT LEAST
MINIMALLY AOEQUATE HOUSING AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PI'I'TSBURGH PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC ASYMPTOTIC
INOEPENOENT VARIABLES COEFFICIENT - t-STATISTIC COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

CONSTANT 1.085 1.50 ~1.739 3.09"
(0 7.l2) (0 563)

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Aqe of household head. (In decad.es) -0.006 096 0.007 1.46

(0 006) (O.OOs)

Number of chlldren 0.066 1.00 0.061 0.89
(0.066) (0.069)

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female he.d. of household o 054 0.38 -0 021 0.15

(0 140) (0.145)

Years of educatlon of household head 0.055 1.47 0.138 5.30··
(0.376) (0 026)

Number of ltlOves In three years prlor to the experllnent -0.010 0.16 o 010 0.19
(0.065) (0.054)

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household IIlelllbers per bedroom -0 039 0.33 o 079 0.88

(O 120) (0.090)

C· ~lnUS enrollment rent -0.021 7.96·· -0.015 6.43*·
(0.003) (0.002)

SOCIAL BONOS
PosltlVe feellnqs to....ard nelghbors 0.004 0.09 o 018 0.40

(0.049) (O 044)

Length of resldence In enrol1Jnent unlt (In years) 0.002 1.98· -0.003 1.68t
(0 001) (0.002)

DISSATISFACTION
DlssatlSfled. ....lth unlt at enrollment 0.288 1.70t -0.353 2.07

(0.169) (0.170)

D1SS.tlSfl.ed. .... lth nelghborhood at enrollment -0.058 0.27 0.065 0.34
(0 213) (0 191)

PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE
Would move .... lth an lncrease ln money avallable for rent 0.069 o 50 0.376 2 28*

(0.138) (~.164)

PROGRAM FACTORS
a

Ml.nl.mum Stand.ards household o 220 1.09 a 441 2.34*
(0 201) (0.188)

Mlnlmum Rent L"'" household -0 097 o 40 0.217 0.91
(0.244) (0.238)

Mlnl.mum Rent Hlgh household -0.194 0.77 0.249 1 06
(0.253) (0.235)

Unconstralned household 0.450 1.44 o 422 1.20
(0 314) (0 351)

Llkellhood ratlo (S19 nlflcance) 83.992 126.788
(0.01) (0 01)

Observed prOportlOnS 0.215 o 417

Coeffl.cl.ent of determl.natl.on 0.096 a 146

Sample SlZe (772)
.

(641)

SAMPLE Houslnq Gap, Unconstrained, and Control households actlve at t ....o years after enrollment, excluchng those ....lth enrol1.lllsnt
lnccmes over the e11qlblllty hllllts and those llvlng 1n thelr OW'n hOllIes or in SUbSld12:ed. hous1ng.

OATA SOURCES Inlt1al and Illonthly Household Report Forms, Houslng Evaluatlon Forms, Basellne Intervlews, and payments file.
NOTE; Standard error In parentheses.
a. Reference group 1S Control households.
t t-statlstlC slqnlfl.cant at the 0 10 level

t-statlstlC slgnlflcant at the 0.05 level
•• t-statlstlC slgnlf1cant at the 0 01 level.
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Table VII-lO

OVERALL HOUSING ADEQUACY PROBABILITY OF OCCUPYING AT LEAST MINIMALLY ADEQUATE HOUSn~ AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLUlENT FOR MINIMUM S'l'lINDAllDS AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLOS

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIeNT t-STATIS'I'IC

-2.369 3.29'"
(0.721)

0.009 1.50
(0.006)

0.055 0.62
(0.089)

-0.067 0.38
(0.177)

0.114 3.45"
(0.330)

0.095 1.62
(0.059)

0.154 1.38
(0.1l2)

-0 013 4.62**
(0.003)

0.065 1.31
(0.049)

-0.004 1.93+
(0 002)

-0.310 1.59
(0.195)

0.191 0.76
(0.253)

0.523 2.30*
(0.227)

1.006 2.95**
(0.341)

o 917 2.35*
(0.391)

0.524 2.30*
(O.228)

3.90'"

0.55

1.39

0.71

0.32

0.28

0.38

0.15

1.31

1.02

1.05

1.42

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATIS'I'IC

-0.086
(0.065)

0.001
(a 000)

~0.422

(0.193)

-0.218
(O 213)

0.098
(0 177)

0.111
(0 157)

-0.017
(O.003)

-0.062
(0.224)

0.048
(O.046)

-0.029
<0.089)

1.269
(0.892)

1.357
(0.281)

1.394
(O.3S7)

0.298
(0.214)

-0.003
(0.008)

0.066
(0.083)

COEFFICIENT

Length of reS1dence 1n enrollment un1t (l.n years)

Number of moves l.n three years prl.or to the exper111lent

-SOCIAL BONDS
Posl.tl.ve feell.ngs toward ne1ghbors

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Felllale head of household

Years of educat10n of household head

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household merobers per bedrOOlll

Dlssatl.sfled wlth nelghborhood at enrollment

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (in decades)

CONSTANT

C* llunus enrol1lllent rent

PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE
Would move W1th an lncrease ln money avallable for rent

Number of c:hl.ldren

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

PROGRAM FACTORS
a

Control household that lIlet M1nllllUlll Standards
reqlurelllents at enrol1lllent

M1nllllUlll Standards household that met
requlrelllents at enrollment

M1nllllum Standards household that dld not
lIleet requlrements at enrolltllent

DISSATISFACTION
D1ssat1sf1ed wl.th un1t at ~nrollment

Llkellhood rauo (S19nlflcance) 79 329 88.488
(0 01) (0 01)

Observed proportlons 0.259 o 415

Coefflc1ent of determlnatlon 0.143 a 156

Sample Sl1.:e , (486) (417)

SAMPLE MlnlIlll,llll. Standards and Control households actlve at two years after enroll!tlent, exclud1ng those wlth enrol1lllent lncomes
over the ellglbl11ty llIll1tS and those ll.vlng In thelr own h<Xnes or In SUbS1dl1.:ed hous1ng.

DATA SOUrcES Inlt1.a1 and lIlonthly Household Report Fonns, Houslng Evaluatlon Forms, Basellne Intexvlews, and paynlents flle.
NOTE Standard er.x:or In parentheses.
a. Reference group lS Control households that d1d not meet H1nlIllUIII Standards requlrements at enrollment.
t t-statlst1c slgniflcant at the 0 10 level

t-St.l.tlStlC slgnlflcant at the 0.05 level.
t~Stat1StlC s1gnlflcant at the a 01 level.
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Table VII-ll

OVERALL HOUSING ADEQUACY PROBABILITY OF OCCUPYIOO AT LEAST MINIMALLY ADEQUATE HOUSING
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROJ.LMENT FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL OOUSEHOLDS

PHOENIX

ASyMPTOtIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

-1.492 I.90t
(0.786)

0.003 0.40
(0.007)

-0.038 0.46
(0.083)

-0.083 o 3.
(0.212)

0.075 1.94t
(0.038)

-0.004 0.06
(0.076)

0.150 1.22
(0.123)

-0.013 4.62**
(0.003)

-0.024 0.34
(0.072)

-0.001 0.24
(0.O03)

-0.432 1.85
(0.233)

-0.299 1.15
(0.260)

0.128 0.54
(0.235)

0.346 345
(0.238)

o 803 2.36*
(0.340)

0.052 0.16
(0.327)

0.44

0.68

094

3.83**

0.70

0.15

0.30

2.11*

0.44

0.13

0.37

0.12

0.21

1.69t

1.11

1.09

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

2 179
(0 032)

0.647
(0.383)

0.402
(0.430)

o 349
(0.498)

0.093
(0.214)

0.056
(O.0511

-0.012
(0.095)

-0.009
(0 072)

-0.001
(0.002)

-0 117
(0 170)

-0.077
(a 210)

0.103
(0.235)

o 001
(O 007)

-0 013
(O.062)

-0.155
(0 143)

-0.017
(0 004)

COEFFICIENTINOEPENDENT VARIABLES

HOUSING AND NEIGHOORHOOO FACTORS
Number of household members per bedroom

Length of res1dence Ln enrollment unLt (Ln years)

C* m1nus enrollment rent

Number of ch1ldren

PREDISPOSITION TO HOVE
Would move wLth an loncrease lon money avallable for rent

Number of moves 1n three years pr10r to the exper1ment

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (In decades)

CONSTANT

Years of educat10n of household head

Dlossat1sfloed wloth neLghborhood at enrollment

soc IAL BONDS
Pos1tLve feel1ngs toward neL9hbors

PRCXiRAM FAcrORS
a

Control Household that met H1nimuu Rent Low
requu:ements at enrol1Jrlent

MJ.n1.lll.um Rent Low household that met requJ.re
ments at enrollment

Mlon1.lll.um Rent Low household that dJ.d not meet
requJ.re=ents at enrol1Jrlent

OTHER ROUSEHOLO CHARACTERISTICS
Felllale head of household

DISSATISFACTION
OlossatLsfLed wloth W'll.t at enrollment

L1ke1J.hood ratLo (sLgnlofJ.cance) 50.819 62.691
(0.01) (0.01)

Observed proportlons
0.243 0.401

CoeffJ.c1ent of dete:rtrIJ.natloon a 110 0.136

Sample sJ.ze (415) (432)

SAMPLE HJ.n1.lll.um Rent Low and Control households actl.ve at two years !lfter enrolllllent, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment incomes
over the elJ.glob1lloty llJIlJ.ts !lnd those lJ.vJ.ng J.n theJ.r own homes or in sUbsldJ.zed housing.

DATA SOURCES Inl.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Homnng EvaluatJ.Qn Forms, BaselJ.ne Interv2ews, ~nd payments f1le.
NCfI'E Standard el::ror Ln parentheses.
a. Reference group 1S Control households that dJ.d not meet M1nJ..m.um Rent Low requirements at enrollment.
t t-StatJ.St1C sJ.gn1fLcant at the 0.10 level.

t-stat1stloC sl.gn1fJ.cant at the 0.05 level.
t-stat1stloC slogniflocant at the 0 01 level.
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Table VII-12

OVERALL HOUSING ADEQUACY PROBABILITY OF OCCUPYING AT L~ST MINIMALLY ADEQUATE HOUSING
AT 'l"WO YEARS AFTER ENROLlloIENT FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOIDS

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

CONSTANT

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (In decades)

Number of chlldren

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Fe=.ale head of household

Years of educat1.on of household head

Number of moves 1.n three ye~rs pr1.or to the exper1.ment

HOUSING ANO NEIGHBORHOOD FAC'I'ORS
Number of household CIetIlbers per bedroOlll

C* 111.nus enrollment rent

SOCIAL SONDS
Posltlve feellnqs toward ne1.ghbors

Length of resldence In enrollment unlt 11.n years)

DISSATISFACTION
Qlssatlsf1.ed Wlth um.t at enrollment

DlSSatlSfled wlth nelghborhood at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION TO HOVE
Would lllOve .....lth an lnCreaSe 1.n lllOney avallable for rent

PROORAM FACTORS
a

Control household that met Hlnl.!l1Ul1l Rent Hlgh
requlrements at enrol1»ent

MJ.nl.mUCl Rent Hlgh household that lIlet
requJ.reltlents at enrollment

MlnllllUlll Rent Hlgh household that dJ.d not lIleet
requl.rell1ents at enrollment

PITTSBURGH

COEFFICIENT

2.246
(0 985)

-0 004
(0 008)

0.034
(0.086)

0.227
(0.22l)

0.131
(D.054)

-0.001
(D.097)

-0.020
(0.154)

-0.222
(0.006)

-0 003
(0 063)

o 002
(0 002)

-0.317
10.262)

-0.141
(0.249)

-0.061
(0 227)

0.094
(0 425)

-0.133
(0.54l)

-0.271
(0.30e)

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

2.28·

0.49

0.40

1.03

2.40*

o 01

0.13

3.70u.
0.02

o BB

1.21

0.56

0.27

0.22

025

0.88

.
PHOENIX

ASYI1PT01'IC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

-1.926 2 40*
(0.802)

0.004 047
(0 008)

0.048 0.49
10.099)

-0.021 0.11
(0.190)

0.115 3.03*
(0.038)

-0.020 0.26
(0.076)

0.030 022
(O.l38)

-0 008 1.73t
(0 005)

0.054 1.09
(0.050)

-0.003 0.97
CO.003)

-0.299 1.14
(0.262)

10.075 0.29
10 260)

0.155 0.63
(0.245)

0.987 2.10*
(D.469)

1.287 2.13*
(0.603)

0.290 1.09
(0.267)

LJ.kellhood ratlo (slgnJ.fJ.cance) 64.661 69 353
(0 01) CO.Ol}

Observed proportlons o 244 0 394

CoeffJ.clent of dete~natl.On o 144 0 150

S~ple Sll!:e (405) (345)

SAMPLE M1.nJ.IIlUlll Rent High and Control households actiVE: at two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng those with enrollment incanes
over the eUglbihty hllllts and those hVJ.ng In thelr own hanes or in subsl.dized housing.

DATA SOURCES' Inl.tlal and llIonthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluatl.on Forms, Basell.ne Intet'V1.ews, and payments file.
NOTE Stand.rd error in p«rentheses.
a Reference group J.S Control households that dld not meet MlnllIlum Rent f'lgh requlrements at enrollment
t t-statl.st1.C sl.gnificant at the 0.10 level.

t-statlstl.C sl.gnJ.ficant at the 0.05 level.
t-Stl.tJ.stl.C sl.gnl.f1.cant at the 0 01 level.
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Table VII-13

OVERALL HOUSING ADEQUACY PROBABILITY OF OCCUPYING CLEARLY
Iw.DEQUATE HOUSING AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENroLLMENT

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

0.236 0.38
(0.619)

-0.001 0.13
(O.006)

-0 071 o 97
(0.074)

0.190 1.17
(0.162) .
-0.178 6.ll*'"
(O 029)

-0.087 1.66t
(0.053)

9.036 0.41
(0.087)

0.022 8 10*'"
(0.003)

-0.046 1.01
(0 046)

0.003 1.83t
(O,O02)

0.042 0,20
(0.211)

0.328 151
(O.217)

-0.357 1.76t
(0.203)

-0.636 3,ll*'"
(0.204)

-0.540 2.00"
(O 270)

-0.478 2.00*
(0.239)

-0 984 2.77**
(0.355)

221 599
(0.01)

o 354

0.266

(641)

2 24*

0.64

0.73

1.37

1 77t

o 29

047

0.46

0.48

1 70t

042

0.24

1.09

(772)

0.009

93 384
(0 01)

a 365

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

-1.433
(0.640)

-0 078
(0.161)

0.378
(o 125)

-0 045
(0.033)

0.104
<0.059)

0.266
(0.156)

-0.071
(0 153)

0.030
(0 106)

0.024
(0 003)

-0.030
(0.042)

-0.004
(0,001)

0.013
(O 006)

-0 037
(0 058)

-0.090
(0.194)

0.053
(0 225)

a 252
(0.230)

-0.127
(0 302)

COEFFICIENTINDEPENOENT VARIABLES

CONSTANT

HlnlI:lUlll Rent Low household

C" Illlnus enrol1lllent rent

HOUSING AND N£IGHOORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household P>embers per bedroom

HlnllllUlll Rent Hlgh household

Number of tr>Oves In three years prlor to the experlment

Unconstralned household

Years of educatlon of household head

Olssatlsfled wlth nelghborhood at enrollment

Number of chlldren

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female head of household

Length of resldence In enrolllllent unlt (In yearsl

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (In decades)

SOCIAL OONDS
POSlt:lVe feellngs toward nelghbors

DISSATISFACTION
OlSSatlSfled wleh unlt .t enrollment

PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE
Would IllOve wlth an lncrease In IllOney avallable for rent

PROGRAM FACTORS
a

Hlnlmum Standards household

Llkellhood ratlo (S19nlflcance)

Observed proportlons

Coefflclent of determlnatlon

Sample Slze

SAMPLE HOUSlng Gap, Unconstralned, and Control households actlve at two years after enrollnlent, excludlng those Wlth enrol1lllent
lnCCCles over the ellglblilty llmlts and those llvlng In thelr own hCCles or In SubSld12:ed houslng.

DATA SOURCES Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Houslng Evaluatlon Forms, Basellne Intervlews, and payments flle
NOTE Standard error In parentheses.
a. Reference group lS Control households.
t t-StatlstlC slgnlfu;:ant at tbe 0.10 level

t-statlstlC: slgnlflc~t at the 0.05 level.
t-statlstlc signlflcant at the 0.01 level
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Table VII-14

OVERALL HOUSING ADEQUACY PROBABILITY OF OCCUPYING CLEARLY UlADE~A'l'E ROUSHl3
AT TW:l YEARS AF'l'ER ENROLlMENT FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

0.100 013
(0.793)

o 009 1 19
(0008)

-0.040 0.44
(0 091)

o 303 134
(0 227)

-0.170 5.25**
(0 032)

-0.090 1.25
(0.072)

-0.100 1.05
(0.095)

0.021 7.83·...
(0.003)

-0 057 1 ,.
(0.047)

0.004 1 4.
(O.002)

0.056 0.28
(0.200)

0.187 0.71
(0.265)

-0.111 0.51
(O.2i8)

-2.458 3.80'"
(0.646)

-2.509 2.90*'"
(0.866)

-0.797 3 54"""
(0 225)

2.16*

0.08

3.43*'"

5.54"""

2.64**

0.15

0.26

0.74

0.98

2.34*

2 26*

0.94

1.96'"

1 54

1 61

1 81t

PI'I"I'SBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STA'l'ISTIC

0.448
(O.191)

-0.030
(O 201)

-0.145
(0.196)

-0.900
(0 342)

-1.459
(0.425)

-0.017
(0.200)

o 014
(0 008)

o 064
(0 069)

0.010
(0.036)

-0.003
(0.001)

-0.271
(0 138)

0.023
(0.004)

-1 302
(0811)

o 429
(0 189)

-0 042
(0 042)

0.127
(O 083)

COEFFICIENTINDEPENDENT VARIABU.S

CONSTANT

Length of res~dence 1n enrollment un~t (1n years)

Number of moves ~n three years pr~or to the exper~ment

•
Years of educat~on of household head

SOCIAl. BONDS
Pos~t~ve feel1ngs toward ne1ghbors

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household members per bedroom

C* m~nus enrollment rent

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (~n decades)

OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female head of household

DJ..ssatl.sfl.ed ....~th nel.ghborhood at enrollment

PREOISPOSITION TO MOVE
Would move ....l.th an l.ncrease ~n money ava11able for rent

Number of ch~ldren

DISSATISFACTION
Dl.ssat~sfl.O!~d ....l.th Ufil.t at enrollment

PROGRAM FACTORS
a

Control household that met MJ..nJ..mum Standards
requJ..rements at enrollment

M1n1lIlum. Standards household that met
requ1rements at enrollment

M1nllUutrI Standards household that d1d not
meet reqll1rEilllents at enrollment

L.1kellhood rat10 (slgn1f1cance) 83.560 173.918
(DOL) (0.01)

Observed proport10ns 0.350 0.369

Coeff:l.c1ent of determJ.nat10n o 133 0.317

Sample Slze (486) (417)

SAMPLE M1n1mum Standards and Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those with llnrollment
l.nCCllles over the e11g1b1h.ty luuts and those 11v1ng 1n thel.r cwn hanes or 1n subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report FODllS, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, Baseline Intervl.ews, and paYJllllnts fl.la.
NOTE Standard error 1n parentheses.
a. Reference group lS Control households that dl.d not meet M1n1lIlutrl Standards requ1rements at enrollment.
t t-Stat1St1C s1gn1f1cant at the 0.10 level.

t-Sta.t1st1c slgn1f1cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statl.st1c signl.ficant at the 0.01 level
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Table VII-IS

OVERALL HOUSING ADEQUACY PROBABILITY OF OCCUPYING CLEARLY INADEQUATE HOUSING
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

COEFFICIENTINDEPENDEN'l' VARIABLES

CONSTANT

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (J.n decades)

N~er of ch11dren

OTHER HOUSEHOI.D CHARACTERISTICS
Female head of household

Years of educat10n of household head

N~er of moves 1n three years pr10r to the exper1111ent

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
N~er of household members per bedroom

C* 1111nus enrollment rent

SOCIAL BOIiDS
Pos1t1ve feel1ngs toward ne19hbors

Length of residence 10 enrol1ll1ent unH: (in years)

DISSATISFACTION
D1Ssat1sf1ed w1th un1t at enrollment

01ssat1sf1ed w1th ne1ghborhood at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION TO HOVE
Would move w1th an 1ncrease in IlIOney ava1lahle for rent

PROGRAM. FACTORS
a

Control household that met M1nimum Rent Low
requirements at enrollment

Minimum Rent Low household that met requue
ments at enrollment

M1nunu= Rent Low household that d1d not meet
requ1rements at enrollment

L1kel1hood rat10 (s1gnihcance)

Observed prOport1ORS

Coeff1c1ent of dete~nat10n

Sample S1ze

-0.745
(0.872)

0.015
(0.007)

0.166
(0.078)

0.267
(0 212)

-0 060
(0 047)

0.125
(O.093)

-0.162
(0.158)

o 025
(0.052)

0.040
(O.047)

-0.004
(0.002)

0.262
(0 197)

-0 148
(0 218)

-0.009
(O.224)

0.174
(0 319)

0.574
(O.347)

-0.576
(0.353)

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

085

2.14*

2.13*

126

1.28

1.34

1.02

4 71**

2 48*

1.33

o 68

0.55

1.6ot

1.63

50 095
(O.Ol)

0.359

0.092

(415)

COEFFICIENT

0.231
(O.825)

o 006
(0.008)

0.110
{O.960l

0.342
(0.232)

-0.092
(0.039)

-0.034
(0.072)

-0 080
(0.129)

o 022
(O.004)

-0.051
(O 047)

0.003
(O.002)

-0.185
(0.264)

0.313
(0.277)

-0.080
(0.258)

-0.585
(0.239)

-1 336
{0.366)

-0.428
(0.321)

PHOENIX

ASYHPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

0.28

o 76

1.48

o 46

0.62

5.93**

1 08

1.04

0.70

1.13

031

2.45*

3 65""

1.33

121 136
(0.0l)

0.377

o 267

(342)

over
SAMPLE H1n:unum Rent Low and Cont:co1 households act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th e lIm

the el1g1bll1ty l:un1ts and those Ilving 1n the1r own hcmes or 10 Subs1d1zed hous1ng nro ent

=AESOUs~CEdS dlm.t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Eva1uat1on FO~S, 2ase11ne Interviews and payments
..an ar error 1n parentheses '

at' Reference group 1S Control households that d1d not meet M1nl.lllum. Rent Low requ1rements at enrollment
t-stat1st.l.C slgnl.flcant at the 0.10 level.
t-stat1st.l.C S1.9n1f1cant at the 0.05 level.
t-statist.lc slgn1f1cant at the a 01 level
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Table VII-16

OVERALL HOUSING ADEQUACY PROBABILITY OF OCCUP¥IN3 CLEARLY INADEQUATE HOUSING
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

o 124 0.14
<0.843)

-0.003 0.38
(0.009)

-0.798 0.10
(0 08l)

0.479 2.14*
(0.224)

-0.120 2.96'"
(0.041)

-0.M8 0.69
(0.069)

-0.062 0.52
(0.119)

o 024 5.14'"
(0 005)

-0.077 1.52
(0.051)

o 004 1.66t
(0.003)

-0.243 1 03
(0 237)

o 092 0.36
(0.255)

-0.095 0.36
(0.260)

-1.287 1.74t
(0.742)

-0.243 032
(0.771)

-0 659 2 52*
(0.262)

0.96

0.97

0.36

0.88

287'"

2.44*

2.44*

o 40

0.69

1 10

0.49

1.09

1.53

1.13

1.01

1.98*

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

0.195
(0.222)

0.150
(0.216)

0.086
<0.056)

-0.005
(O 002)

0.050
(0.137)

o 016
(0.006)

o 213
(0.196)

-0.045
(0.047)

0.093
(o.on)

-1.743
(0.878)

0.018
(0 007)

o 075
(0 068)

o 065
(0.163)

-0.410
(0.363)

-0.277
(0.466)

0.241
(0.248)

COEFFICIENTINDEPENDENT YARIABUS

CONSTANT

so::::tAL OOtiOS
Pos1t.lVe feel1ngS toward ne.1ghbors

Years of educ..t1on of household he lid

Number of ch1ldren

Dlssatlsf1ed 'oilth ne1",hborhood at enrollment

Length of resldence In enrolllDent unlt (in years)

NUll'lber of IllOves 1n three years pr10r to the experlment

LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age. of household head (In decades)

C* ll11nUS enrollment rent

HOOSING AND NEIGHOORHOOO FACTORS
Number of household members per bedroom

PROGRAM FACTORS"

Control household that met lollnl.ll\UCl Rent Il1.gh
requlrements at enl:ollment

Mlnlmum Rent H1gh household that met
requlrements at enl:01lment

MlnlmUCl Rent Hlgh households that dld not meet
requ1rem.ents at enl:ollment

OTHER HOOSEHOLO CHARACTERISTICS
Felllo\le helld of household.

PREDISPOSITION TO HOVE

Would move 'oi1th an lncrease in money aval1able for rent

DISSATISFACTION
Dlssat1sf1ed 'oi1th mllt at enrollment

L1kel1hoocl rat10 (slgn.lflCance) 53.411 125.714
(0.01) (0.01)

Observed proportlons 0.363 0.388

CoefflC.l.ent of detenll.l.natlon o 101 o 273

Sample Sl:l;e ('lOS) (345)

SAMPLE Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh and Control households actlve at tlo'O yeal:s after enrollment, excludlng those Io'lth enrollment incomes
over the ellglb111ty lUlIlts and those llvlng In thelr own homes or In SUbsldlzed houslng

DATA SQUICES rnlt1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluatlon Forms, Basellne Interv1elo's, and payments flle.
NOTE· Stand&rd el:ror 1.11 parentheses.
a. Refecence group 1.S Control households that dld not meet Mlnltllum Rent H1gh cequlrements at enrollment.
t t-StatlStlC sl<Jn1.flcant at the 0.10 level

t-statlst1C s1gn1flcant at the 0.05 level.
t-StatlSt1C slgn1flcant at the 0.01 level
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APPENDIX VIII

PREDICTING EQUATIONS

AppendlX VIII presents the estlmated equatl0ns used for predlctlng normal

expendltures and houslng serVlces~ Tables VIII-l through VIII-3 are pre

dlctlng equatl0ns for rent, for all households, movers, and nonrnovers,

respectlvely. Tables VIII-4 through VIII-6 present the equatlons for

houslng serVlces for the same groups.
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Table VIII-l

PREDICTING EQUATIONS FOR NORMAL LOG HOUSING
EXPENDITURES: ALL HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH

COEFFICIENTS

PHOENIX

COEFFICIENTS
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

At
Two Years

At
Enrollment

At
Two Years

At
Enrollment

Constant

Log (monthly ~ncome)

Non~nor~ty s~ngle-person

householda

Non~nor~ty s~ngle head of
household W~~~ others

apresent

M~nor~ty s~ngle-person

householda

~nor~ty s~ngle head of
household w~th others

a
present

M~nor~ty household headed
a

by a couple

Enrollment un~ t passed
M1n1mgm Standards requ1re
ments

Enrollment un~t passed
M1n~Eum Rent Low requ1re
ment

Enrollment un~t passed
~n~~um Rent H~gh req~re

ment

Ser1al correlat1on

Correlat~on of actual and
predJ.cted rent

Standard error of est~mate

Sample s~ze

3.838 3.673 3.303 3.556
(0.235) (0.184) (0.264) (0.191)

0.132 0.127 0.244 0.174
(0.037) (0.030) (0.043) (0.031)

-0.152 -0.184 -0.210 -0.183
(0.051) (0.038) (0.062) (0.049)

0.026 0.009 -0.045 -0.025
(0.036) (0.027) (0.049) (0.037)

-0.222 -0.035 -0.308 -0.414
(0.109) (0.094) (0.118) (0.124)

0.055 0.119 0.067 -0.022
(0.047) (0.035) (0.063) (0.043)

0.036 0.037 -0.087 -0.041
(0.057) (0.046) (0.057) (0.040)

0.043 0.051 0.045 -0.031
(0.036) (0.028) (0.053) (0.039)

0.205 0.284 0.311 0.395
(0.034) (0.266) (0.049) (0.037)

0.247 0.326 0.142 0.252
(0.036) (0.028) (0.059) (0.043)

0.417 0.431

0.77 0.77

0.20 0.26

(289) (256)

SAMPLE: Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng
those Wlth enrollment lucornes over the elJ.glbJ..llty 111m.ts and those 11vJ.ng 1n thelr
own homes or 1n subsJ.dlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

a. Dummy varJ..ables; onutted category 1.5 nonrm.norl.ty household headed by
a couple.

b. Dummy var~ables.
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Table VIII-2

PREDICTING EQUATIONS FOR NORMAL LOG HOUSING
EXPENDITURES: ALL MOVERS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

At
Two Years

At
Enrollment

At
Two Years

At
Enrollment

Constant 3.244 3.037 3.241 3.427
(0.516) (0.363) (0.401) (0.317)

Log (monthly lncome) 0.247 0.228 0.280 0.198
(0.083) (0.060) (0.065) (0.051)

Nonrrunor1.ty slngle-person 0.111 0.186 -0.225 -0.156
household

a (0.124) (0.103) (0.102) (0.096)

NOnmJ.norlty slngle head of
0.116 0.854 -0.089 0.002

household Wlth others
(0.069) (0.049) (0.072) (0.056)a

present

M1.nor1.ty 51.ogle-person 0.000 0.000 -0.273 -0.496
household

a (0.000) (0.000) (0.177) (0.226)

Mlnorlty slngle head of
0.069 0.174 0.132 0.003household wlth others

(0.084) (0.060) (0.094) (0.065)a
present

Mlnorlty household headed 0.041 0.012 -0.172 -0.004
a (0.129) (0.100) (0.092) (0.060)by a couple

Enrollment unlt passed 0.048 0.037 0.108 -0.016
MlnJ.mum Standards requlre- (0.079) (0.059) (0.085) (0.062)
mentsb

Enrollment unlt passed' 0.073 0.295 0.212 0.375
~n1.Eum Rent Low requ1.re- (0.070) (0.050) (0.072) (0.052)
ment

Enrollment unlt passed 0.226 0.391 0.059 0.215
Mlnl~um Rent Hlgh reqUlre- (0.072) (0.053) (0.087) (0.062)
ment

Ser1.al correlation 0.107 0.247

Correlat1.on of actual and
predJ.cted rent 0.63 0.66

Standard error of est1.mate 0.24 0.28

Sample S1.ze (94) (126)

SAMPLE: Control households act1.ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng
those w1.th enrollment l.ncomes over the el1.g1.b1.11ty lLm1.ts and those Ilvlng 1.n the1.r
own homes or 1.0 subs1.d1zed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms and payments flle.
a. Dummy varlablesi ornltted category 15 nonm1.nor1.ty household headed by

a couple.
b. Dummy varlables.
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Table VIII-3

PREDICTING EQUATIONS FOR NORMAL LOG HOUSING
EXPENDITURES: ALL STAYERS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

COEFFICIENTS
At At

TWo Years Enrollment

COEFFICIENTS
At At

Two Years Enrollment

constant 4.117 4.179 3.841 3.914
(0.223) (0.195) (0.280) (0.223)

Log (monthly ~ncome) 0.077 0.046 0.136 0.113
(0.035) (0.032) (0.046) (0.037)

NOnmJ.nor1~ sJ.ngle-person -0.206 -0.229 -0.209 -0.224

household
a (0.049) (0.041) (0.068) (0.060)

Nonnunorl.ty sl.nqle head of -0.038 -0.040 -0.082 -0.068
household W:I.th others (0.038) (0.031) (0.059) (0.055)
presenta

Ml.norl.ty sl.ngle-person -0.191 0.107 -0.299 -0.329
household

a (0.097) (0.091) (0.131) (0.143)

M:I.nor:I.ty s:I.ngle head of 0.056 0.078 -0.132 -0.065
household W:I.th others (0.052) (0.043) (0.073) (0.060)apresent

M:I.nor:I.ty household headed 0.028 0.036 -0.032 -0.066
a (0.061) (0.051) (0.062) (0.056)by a couple

Enrollment un:I. t passed 0.066 0.060 0.012 -0.038
MJ.nJ.mgm Standards reqw.re- (0.038) (0.032) (0.058) (0.053)
ments

Enrollment un:I.t passed
0.284 0.282 0.400 0.413

M:I.n:I.~um Rent Low requ:I.re- (0.037) (0.032) (0.062) (0.056)
ment

Enrollment un:I.t passed 0.231 0.291 0.228 0.293
M:I.n:I.~um Rent H:I.gh requ:I.re- (0.039) (0.033) (0.071) (0.063)
ment

Serl.al correlatl.on 0.659 0.690

CorrelatJ.on 0 f actual and
predJ.cted rent 0.89 0.92

Standard error of est.una.te 0.15 0.16

Sample S:I.ze (195) (130)

SAMPLE: Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment, excludJ.ng
those wl.th enrollment l.ncornes over the eligwl.ll.ty ll.nuts and those ll.vl.ng J.n the.1.r
Own homes or l.n subsl.cllzed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In:I.t:I.al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f:I.le.
a.. DUImnY var1ables; oml.tted category 15 nOnml.nOr1ty household headed by

a couple.
b.. Dummy varl.ables.
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Table VIII-4

PREDICTING EQUATIONS FOR NORMAL LOG HOUSING
SERVICES: ALL HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

COEFFICIENTS COE<""FICIENTS
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

At
Tw'o Years

At
Enrollment

At
Two Years

At
Enrollment

Constant 3.739 3.665 3.737 3.955
(0.196) (0.174) (0.223) (0.180)

Log (mont.'lly ~ncome) 0.141 0.148 0.181 0.120
(0.031) (0.029) (0.036) (0.030)

NOlUlW1or~ty s~ngle-person -0.041 -0.047 -0.124 -0.113
householda (0.043) (0.035) (0.053) (0.045)

NOnllUnonty s~ngle head of
0.025) 0.018 -0.003 -0.020

household w~th others (0.032) (0.025) (0.042) (0.035)
presenta

~nor~ty s~ngle-person -0.046 -0.012 -0.346 -0.487
household

a (0.089) (0.075) (0.120) (0.111)

MJ.nor~ty sUlgle head of 0.129 0.069 0.003 -0.103
household w~th others (0.042) (0.034) (0.051) (0.039)a
present

MJ.nor~ty nousehold headed -0.043 0.021 -0.066 -0.088
a (0.052) (0.043) (0.047) (0.038)by a couple

Enrollment un~ t passed
0.072 0.108 0.030 0.114

M.l.nJ.m.um Standards reqw.re- (0.032 ) (0.027) (0.045) (0.036)mentsD

Enrollment un~t passed 0.101 0.107 0.193 0.275
MJ.J;l~Num Rent Lo'" reqw.re- (0.031) (0.026) (0.043) (0.352)
ment

Enrollme:nt unl. t passed 0.164 0.187 0.153 0.152
Min~E"'" Rent High req=re- (0.033) (0.027) (0.051) (0.040)
ment

Ser.l.al correlatl.on 0.539 0.388

Correlatl.on of actual and
pre~cted housing serv.l.ces 0.77 0.75

Standard error of estl.mate 0.16 0.21

Sample sloze (254) (230)

SAMPLE: Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment, excludl.ng
those Wl.th enrollment J.ncomes over the ell.gw.l.ll.ty IJ.nUts and those ll.vJ.ng 1.n thel.r
own homes or 1n subsl.d1.zed housl.ng ..

DATA SOURCES: 1n1.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms I Housl.ng Evaluatl.on
Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, BaseIl.ne and Perl.o~c Intervl.ews, and payments f11e.

a. Dummy var~ables; onu.tted category ~s nonnunor~ty household headed by a
couple.

b. Dummy var~ables.
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Table VIII-5

PREDICTING EQUATIONS FOR NORMAL LOG HOUSING
SERVICES: ALL MOVERS

INDEPENDENT
VAIW\BLES

constant

Log (monthly Ulcome)

NOnm1nor~ty s1ngle-person
househo1d

a

NOlUl\J.nor:l.ty s:l.ng1e head of
household W:l.th others
presenta

M2nor~ty s~ngle-person

househo1d
a

MJ.nor~ty sl.ngle head of
household WJ,.th others

a
present

M!.nor:l.ty household headed
a

by a couple

Enrollment un:l.t passed
~nl.mum Standards req~re

mentsb

Enrollment un:l.t passed
~nl.~ Rent Low re~re

ment

Enrollment un:l.t passed
M:m:l.Eum Rent H:l.gh requ:I.re
ment

Serl.al correlatl.on

Correlatl.on of actual and
predJ.cted housing services

Standard error of est~te

sample Sl.ze

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS

At At At At
TWo Years Enrollment Two Years Enrollment

3.084 3.381 3.392 3.626
(0.459) (0.340) (0.326) (0.283)

0.258 0.187 0.261 0.166
(0.740) (0.057) (0.053) (0.046)

0.155 -0.138 -0.119 -0.063
(0.109) (0.092) (0.093) (0.087)

0.080 0.076 -0.065 0.024
(0.064) (0.046) (0.061) (0.052)

0.000 0.000 -0.505 -0.605
(0.000) (0.000) (0.242) (0.194)

0.333 0.102 0.048 0.014
(0.083) (0.060) (0.075) (0.059 )

-0.235 -0.004 -0.093 -0.086
(0.113) (0.090) (0.075) (0.057)

0.038 0.100 -0.050 0.100
(0.075) (0.058) (0.077) (0.061)

0.003 0.112 0.127 0.295
(0.065) (0.049) (0.067) (0.052)

0.144 0.232 0.170 0.161
(0.067) (0.051) (0.076) (0.060)

0.282 0.108

0.68 0.67

0.20 0.22

(83) (108)

SAMPLE: Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment, exclucnng
those Wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the e11g1bl.ll.ty l~ts and those ll.vl.ng l.n thel.r
own homes or 10 subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: Inl.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluatl.on
Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Basel1ne and Per~o~c Interv~ews, and payments f~le.

a. Dummy var~ables; onutted category ~s nonrru.nor~ty household headed by a
couple.

b. Dummy varJ.ables.
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Table VIII-6

PREDICTING EQUATIONS FOR NORMAL LOG HOUSING
SERVICES: ALL STAYERS

PITTSBURGH

COEFFICIENTS

PHOENIX

COEFFICIENTS
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

At At
Two Years Enrollment

At At
'I'"o Years Enrollment

Constant 3.998 4.041 4.480 4.508
(0.165) (0.171) (0.173) (0.161)

Log (monthly J.ncome) 0.095 0.089 0.040 0.034
(0.026) (0.028) (0.028) (0.027)

NonmJ.norJ.ty sJ.ngle-person -0.084 -0.073 -0.129 -0.169
householda

(0.039) (0.036) (0.050) (0.050)

Nonnu.nor~ty s~ngle head of
-0.028 -0.086-0.007 -0.024household wJ.th others

(0.030) (0.027) (0.040) (0.041)apresent

~nor~ty s~ngle-person -0.028 -0.047 -0.270 -0.362
householda

(0.072) (0.068) (0.088) (0.104)

MJ.norJ.ty sJ.ngle head of
0.034 0.032 -0.160 -0.213

household WJ.th others (0.043) (0.039) (0.055) (0.051)apresent

MJ.norJ.ty household headed 0.016 0.027 -0.058 -0.087
a (0.051) (0.046) (0.049) (0.049)oy a couple

Enrollment unJ. t passed
0.094 0.105 0.072 0.096

MJ.nJ.lllum Standards reqUJ.re- (0.033) (0.031) (0.046) (0.046)
mentsb

Enrollment unJ.t passed 0.131 0.108 0.278 0.306
MJ.nJ.j!}"'" Rent Low reqUJ.re- (0.033) (0.031) (0.049) (0.049)
ment

Enrollment unJ. t passed
0.158 0.176 0.173 0.143MJ.nJ.j!}"'" Rent HJ.gh reqUJ.re- (0.035) (0.033) (0.057) (0.056)

ment

Ser1al correlat1on 0.796 0.858

Correlat1on of actual and
pre~cted hous~g serv1ces 0.92 0.96

Standard error of estJ.mate 0.09 0.08

Sample s~ze (171) (122)

SAMPLE: Control households actJ..ve at two years after enrollntent, excludJ.ng
those wJ..th enrollment J..nc.omes over the eligwJ..lJ..ty l~l.ts and those IJ..vmg J..n theJ..r
own homes or J..n subsJ..dJ.zed housJ..ng.

DATA SOURCES: InJ..tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housl.ng Evaluatl.on
Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Basell.ne and Perl.o~c Intervl.ews, and payments fl.le.

a.. Dummy varl-ablesi oml.tted category 15 nonnunorl.ty household headed by a
couple.

b. Dummy var~ables.
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APPENDIX IX

ESTIMATES OF EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT ON
HOUSING EXPENDITURES AND SERVICES

ThlS appendlX presents the estlrnate of the experlmental effect on expendl

tures and houslng SerVlces. The experlmental effect for each household 18

measured as the dlfference between actual log rent (servlces) and predlcted

log rent (servlces). The overall experlmental effect B 18 therefore the

mean of thlS dlfference for households In a partlcular group. The estlrnated

meulan change above normal 18 computed as exp(S)-l, wlth standard error

exp(S) • [exp(2a2 ) - exp(a2 J]1/2, where a lS the estlmated standard of S.

These estlmated effects for Hous1.ng Gap and Unconstra1.ned households are

presented ln Tables IX-l to IX-S.

The estlrnated effects may, however, be subJect to blas. As d1.scussed l.n

Chapter 4, two methods of comput1.ng the blas, y, were used--one based on

nonpartlclpant Houslng Gap households and one based on Control households

that dld not meet the hous1ng requ1rements. As 1ndlcated 1n Chapter 4, the

blas lS proportlonal to the estlmated effects of these households:

(1) y as
where "all equals the negat1ve of the rat10 of the number of Hous1ng Gap non

part1clpants to the number of part1c1pants and lS taken as f1xed. Therefore,

the t-statlstlc determ1n1ng the slgnlflcance of the blas lS equal to the

t-stat1st1c of the estlmated effect, as shown below. The t-statlstlc of

the effect lS:

(2) =
a

The standard error of the blas lS [a2&2]1/2, so the t-statlstlc of the blas

lS:

(3 )
as

=
a

The estlmated effects for Houslng Gap and Control households that dld not

meet the requlrements, the slgn1f1cance of the computed b1ases, and the

experlmental effects on part1clpants corrected for blas are all presented

ln Tables IX-9 through IX-36.
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F~nally, Tables IX-37 through Ix-44 present some compar~sons among the

Hous~ng Gap groups and between the Hous~ng Gap and the Unconstra~ned

groups.
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Table IX-l

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM STAND~RDS HOYSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN 6AMI\LE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.0418 4.3% (84) 0.1502** 16.2% (90)
(0.0258) (2.7) (0.0336) (3.9)

Did not meet requirements 0.0719* 7.5 (47) 0.2118** 23.6 (63)
at enrollment (0.0358) (3.9) (0.0437) (5.4)

Met requ~rements at 0.0105 1.1 (37) -0.0072 -0.7 (27)
enrollment (0.0343) (3.5) (0.0385) (3.8)

ALL MOVERS 0.0781 8.1 (31 ) 0.1756** 19.2 (54)
(0.0485) (5.3) (0.0464) (5.5)

:r Did not meet requirements 0.0945 t 9.9 (26) 0.2400** 27.1 (43)
f-' at enrollment (0.0552) (6.1) (0.0575) (7.3)
"'"tn Met requirements at [-0.0663l [-6.4l (5 ) [-0.0407] [-4.0J (11)

enrollment (0.0992) (9.4 ) (0.0655) (6.3)

ALL STAYERS 0.0141 1.4 (53) 0.0306 3.1 (36 )
(0.0240) (2.4) (0.0288) (3.0)

Did not meet requirements -0.0055 -0.5 (21) 0.0381 3.9 (20)
at enrollment (0.0372) (3.7) (0.0403) (4.2)

Met requirements at 0.0331 3.4 (32) -0.0079 -0.8 (16)
enrollment (0.0321) (3.3) (0.0395) (3.9)

SAMPLE, M~n~mum Standards households active and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
exclUding those with enrollment inco~es over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or ~n

subs~dized housing.
DATA SOURCES, Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE, Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.
a. No selection effect.
t Significant at the 0.10 level.
* Significant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gnificant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-2

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMIlLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEIIOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL HOUSEIIOLDS 0.0499* 5.1% (101) 0.1789** 19.6% (68)
(0.0243) (2.6) (0.0374) (4.5)

Did not meet requirements 0.1575** 17.1 (27) 0.4153** 5l.5 (26)
at enrollment (0.0454) (5.3) (0.0625) (9.5)

Met requirements at 0.0235 2.4 (74) -0.0124 -l.2 (42)
enrollment (0.0282) (2.9) (0.0335) (3.3)

ALL MOVERS 0.0657 6.8 (41) 0.1650** 17.9 (49)
(0.0442) (4.7) (0.0479) (5.7)

:r Did not meet requirements [0.0942J [9.9J (15 ) 0.3267** 38.6 (23)
.... at enrollment (0.0693) (7.6) (0.0718) (10.0)..
'" Met requirements at 0.0831 8.7 (26) -0.0286 -2.8 (26)

enrollment (0.0561) (6.1) (0.0498) (4.8)

ALL STAYERS -0.0019 -0.2 (60) 0.0403 4.1 (19)
(0.0231) (2.3) (0.0379) (4.0)

Did not meet requirements [0.0979J* [10.3] (12) [0.1359J [14.6J (3)
at enrollment (0.0475) (5.2) (0.0966) (1l.1)

Met requirements at -0.0208 -2.1 (48) -0.0082 -0.8 (16)
enrollment (0.0293) (2.9) (0.0392) (3.9)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent Low households active and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or 1n

subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.
a. No selection effect.
* Significant at the 0.05 level.
** Significant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-3

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PI'l"fSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMI'LE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.1390*' 14.9% (57) 0.3027*' 35.4% (45)
(0.0299) (3.4) (0.0443) (6.0)

Did not meet requlrements 0.2720** 31.3 (25 ) 0.4295** 53.6 (28)
at enrollment (0.0466) (6.1) (0.0605) (9.3)

Met requlrements at 0.0454 4.6 (32) 0.0715 7.4 (17 )
enrollment (0.0356) (3.7) (0.0463) (5.0)

ALL MOVERS 0.1735** 18.9 (29) 0.2830** 32.7 (39)
(0.0494) (5.9) (0.0521) (6.9)

:r- Did not meet requirements 0.2693** 30.9 (17) 0.3646** 44.0 (28)
.... at enrollment (0.0645) (e. 5) (0.0666) (9.6)...
-.J

Met requirements at [0.0480] [4.9] (12) [0.0743J [7.7J (11)
enrollment (0.0696) (7.3) (0.0657) (7.1)

ALL STAYERS 0.0505 5.2 (28) [0.0540J [5.5] (6)
(0.0310) (3.3) (0.0639) (6.8)

Did not meet requirements [0.1440]* [15.5J (8) (0 )
at enrollment (0.0575) (6.7)

Met requirements at 0.0229 2.3 (20 ) [0.0160] [1.6] (6 )
enrollment (0.0372) (3.8) (0.0577) (5.9)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households actlve and meeting requirements at two years after enrOllment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in
suhsid1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.
a. No selection effect.
* Significant at the 0.05 level.
** S1gnifioant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-4

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE IN:REASE IN

HOUSING~P~~~ABO~=~tF~~=~~~;:Dp~=~~SAT

PITTSBUllGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSFJiOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.0264 2.6\
(59) 0.1477** 16.0\ (37)

(O 0297) (3.1) (0.0482) (5.6)

D~d not meet M~n~ Standards 0.0410 4.2
(51) 0.1517* 16.4 (29)

req~rements at enrollment (O 0336) C3.5) (O 0577) (G 8)

D~d not meet MJ.mmum Rent Low 0.0224 2.2 0.2596** 29.7 (20)
requ~rements at enrollment (0.0483) (4.9) (25)

(0.0745) (9.6)

D~d not meet MJ.n1.mum Rent Hl.gh 0.0473 4.8
(42) 0.1999** 22.1 (29)

re~rements at enrollment (0.0376) (4.0) (0.0564) (G.9)

Met MJ.n~mum Standards [-0 0543] [-5.3]
(8) [0.1573]t [17.0]

(8)
re~rements at enrollment (0 063l) (G 0) (0 0765) (8.9)

Met M~n:unum Rent Low 0.0336 3.5
(34)

0.0354 3.6 (17)
re~rements at enrollment (0.0368) (3.8) (0.0487) (5 1)

Met MJ.n.unum Rent H~gh -0.0138 -1.4
(17)

(-0.0155] (-1.6) (8)
re~rements at enrollment (0.0423) (4.1) (0.0657) (6.5)

ALL MOVERS 0.0358 3.7
(22) 0.1653** 17.9 (22)

(0.0557) (5.8) (0.0657) (7.8)

D~d not meet MJ.n1.mum Standards o 0583 6.0 (21) 0.1633* 17 7 (19)
reqw.rements at enrollment (0.0606) (6.5) (0.0762) (9.0)

D~d not meet Ml.n;unum Rent Low {O.026l] [2.6]
(8) [0.27051* [31.0]

(12)
requ~rements at enrollment (O 0974) (10.0) (0 1048) (13.9)

D~d not meet Ml.ru.mum Rent Hl.gh [0.0980] [10.3]
(15) 0.2170** 24.2 (18)

reqw.rements at enrollment (0.0699) (7.7) (0.0756) (9.5)

Met M~n~mum Standards (-0 2568] [-22.7]
(1) (0.2149]t [24.01 (3)

re~rements at enrollment (0.1706) (13.5) (0.1218) (15.3)

Met MJ.nunum Rent Low (0.0558] [5.8]
(14) [0.0410] [4.21 (10)

re~rements at enrollment (0.0700) (7.4) (0.0751) (7 8)

Met M1.n~mum Rent Hl.gh [-0.0624) [6.4]
(7) {-0.07461 -7.2

(4)reqmrements at enrollment (0.0893) (9 5) (Q.1l22) (10 5)

ALL STAYERS o 0055 0.5
(37) [0.0448] [4.6J (15)

(0.0276) (2 8) (0.0419) (4.4)

D~d not meet MJ.n~mum Standards 0.0176 1.8
(30) [0.0549] [5.7] (10)

reqw.rements at enrollment (0 0310) (3.2) (0.0534) (5.6)

D~d not meet M~n~mum Rent Low 0.0154 1.5 (17) [0.091:8] [9.6J (8)
reqw.rements at enrollment (0.0370) (3.8) (0.OG97) (77)

D~d not meet MJ.nlnlum Rent H~gh 0.0078 0.8 (27) [0.06521 [6.7]
(11)

requ~rements at enrollment (0 0344) C3.4) (0 0538) (5 8)

Met MJ.n1.mUIl\ Standards [-0.0404] [-3.91
(7) [0.0154] [1.5] (5)

re~rements at enrollment (0.0602) (5.8) (0.0711) (7.2)

Met M~n~mum Rent Low -0.0079 -0.8 (20) [0.0144] [1 4]
(7)reqw.rements at enrollment (0.0380) (3.8) (0 0440) (4.5)

Met foUnJ.mum Rent Hl.gh [0 0001] [O.OJ (10) (0 00671 [0 7]
(4)

requ~rements at enrollment (0.0348) (3 5) (0.0668) (6.8)

SAMPLE; Unconstral.ned households aCb-ve at two yeaIs after enrollment, exclud.I.ng those w~th enroll-
ment ~ncomes over the el~g~bJ.lJ.ty lJ.nU.ts and those lJ.vJ.ng ~n theJ.r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES; Imb-al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTE- Brackets l.Dd.I.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatJ.ons.
a. No selecb.on effect.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
• S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level •
•• S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-5

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENl'AL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.0416* 4.2% (79) 0.1370** 14.7 (71)
(0.0206) (2.1) (0.0306) (3.5)

D~d not meet requ~rements 0.0711* 7.4 (43) 0.1547** 16.7 (50)
at enrollment (0.0306) (3.3) (0.0387) (4.5)

Met requirements at 0.0080 0.8 (36) 0.0787t 8.2 (21)
enrollment (0.0258) (2.6) (0.0452) (4.9)

ALL MOVERS 0.0414 4.2 (29) 0.1122* 11.9 (39 )
(0.0428) (4.4) (0.0466) (5.2 )

:r Did not meet requirements 0.0453 4.6 (24) 0.1332* 14.2 (30 )
>-' at enrollment (0.0515) (5.4) (0.0553) (6.3)
'"'" Met requ1rements at [0.0111] [1.1J (5 ) [0.0286J [2.9] (9)

enrollment (0.0847) (8.6 ) (0.0830) (8.6)

ALL S~'AYERS 0.0072 0.7 (50) 0.0556** 5.7 (32)
(0.0148) (1.5) (0.0167) (1.8)

Old not meet requirements 0.043H 4.4 (19) 0.0426t 4.4 (20)
at enrollment (0.0225) (2.3) (0.0216) (2.3)

Met requirements at -0.0193 -1.9 (31) [0.0693]* [7.2J (12)
enrollment (0.0209) (2.1) (0.0267) (2.9)

SAMPLE: M~nlmum Standards households active and meetlng requirements at two years after enrollment,
excluding thos~ with enrollment incomes over the elig~bility limits and those living ~n their own homes or in
subs~d~zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Population, Basellne and Periodlc Interv1ews, and payments file.

WOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.
a. No selection effect.
I S~gnif~cant at the 0.10 level.
* Significant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-6

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES
ABOV-!' NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREa1ENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMEN1'AL CIIANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CIIANGE IN SAMPLE

1I0USEIIOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

ALL 1I0USEIIOLDS 0.0100 1.0% (85) 0.1228** 13.1% (55)
(0.0202) (2.0) (0.0338) (3.8)

Did not meet requirements 0.0328 3.3 (20) 0.2375** 26.8 (20)
at enrollment (0.0425) (4.4) (0.0568) (7.2)

Met requ~rements at 0.0045) 0.5 (65) 0.0250 2.5 (35)
enrollment (0.0220) (2.2) (0.0385) (4.0)

ALL MOVERS 0.0115 1.2 (30) 0.1276* 13.6 (37)
(0.0423) (4.3) (0.0474) (5.4)

:r Did not meet requirements
.

[-0.0266] [-2.6] (9) 0.2091** 23.3 (18)
f-' at enrollment (0.0770) (7.5) (0.0671) (8.3)'"0

Met requ1rements at 0.0326 3.3 (21) -0.0035 -0.3 (19)
enrollment (0.0510) (5.3) (0.0678) (6.8)

ALL S1'AYERS -0.0013 -0.1 (55) 0.0393t 4.0 (18)
(0.0145) (1.4) (0.0215) (2.2)

Did not meet requirements [-0.0017] [-0.2] (11) [0.0439] [4.5] (2)
at enrollment (0.0286) (2.9) (0.0628) (6.6)

Met requ1rements at -0.0082 -0.8 (44) 0.0290 2.9 (16)
enrollment (0.0197) (2.0) (0.0240 ) (2.5)

SAMPLE: Mln1mum Rent Low households act1ve and meet1ng requirements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in
subsidized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, IIDusing Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census of
Population, Base11ne and Per10dic Interviews, and payments file.

NOTE: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.
a. No select~on effect.
t S1gnif1cant at the 0.10 level.
• S1gnificant at the 0.05 level.
*. S1gn1ficant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-7

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMEN1'AL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.0310 3.1% (53) 0.1900** 20.9% (41)
(0.0239) (2.5) (0.0381) 4.6

D~d not meet requ~rements 0.0821* _8.6 (23) 0.2725** 31. 3 (25)
at enrollment (0.0397) (4.3) (0.0514) (6.8)

Met requirements at -0.0074 -0.7 (30) 0.0413 4.2 (16)

enrollment (0.0270) (2.7) (0.0502) (5.2)

ALL MOVERS 0.0794t 8.3 (26) 0.1458** 15.7 (35)
(0.0442) (4.8) (0.0484 ) (5.6)

:r 01d not meet requ1rements 0.1204t 12.8 (16) 0.2074** 23.0 (25)
.....
'" at enrollment (0.0596) (6.7) (0.0590) (7.3).....

Met requirements at [0.0140] [1.4] (10) [-0.0319] [-3.1] (10)

enrollment (0.0637) (6.5) (0.0803) (7.8)

ALL STAYERS -0.0252 -2.5 (27) [0.0206] [2.1] (6)
(0.0189) (1.8) (0.0353) (3.6)

D1d not meet requirements [-0.0143] [-1.4) (7) (0)
at enrollment (0.0353) (3.5 )
Met requ1rements at -0.0332 -3.3 (20) [0.0088] [0.9] (6)
enrollment (0.0238) (2.3) (0.0350) (3.5)

SAMPLE: M1n1mum Rent H1gh hou&eholds act1ve and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those w~th enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in
subsid1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of
Population, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file.

NOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.
a. No selection effect.
t S~gnificant at the 0.10 level.
• Significant at the 0.05 level.
** S1gn~ficant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-8

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN

HOUSI~S=E~~~~=~~RC~=~=~~~RH:~~~AT

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Dl.d not meet Ml.nJ.mum Standards
requl.rements at enrollment

Dl.d not meet Ml.UJ,mum Rent Low

requJ.rements at enrollment

Dl.d not meet ~nJ.mum Rent Hl.gh
reqw.rements at enrollment

Met !U.nl.mum Standards
requl.rements at enrollment

Met M.1.nJ.mum Rent Low
reqw.rements at enrollment

Met ~nJ.mum Rent HJ.gh
requl.rements at enrollment

ALL MOVERS

Dl.d not meet MJ.nl.mum Standards
requl.rements at enrollment

Dl.d not meet Ul.nl.mum Rent Low
reqUl.rements at enrollment

Dl.d not meet ~nl.mum Rent Hl.gh
reqw.rements at enrollment

Met Ml.nl.mum Standards
requl.rements at enrollment

Met Ml.nunum Rent Low
requl.rements at enrollment

Met Ml.nl.mum Rent Hl.gh
requl.rements at enrollment

ALL STAYERS

Dl.d not meet ~nl.mum Standards
reqUl.rements at enrollment

Dl.d not meet Ml.nl.mum Rent Low
requl.rements at enrollment

Dl.d not meet MJ.nl.mum Rent Hl.gh
requl.re:ments at enrollment

Uet Ml.nl.mum Standards
requl.rements at enrollment

Met Ml.1ll.mum Rent Low
requl.rements at enrollment

Met ~nl.mum Rent Hl.gh
reqUl.rements at enrollment

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

0.0334
(0.0242)

0.0366
(0.0295)

0.0189
(0.0430)

0.0467
(0.0322)

[0.OD6]
(0 0473)

0.0491
(0.0292)

{O.00561
(0.0349)

0.0884T
(0 0505)

o 1075t
(0 0604)

[0.0781]
(0.1043)

{0.1406It
(0.0730)

{-0.08761
(0.1564)

[0.1387]*
(0.0586)

[0 0571]
(0 0677)

0.0010
(0.0174)

-0.0205
(0.0246)

-0.0038
(0.0317)

o 0019
(0.0269)

{0.0332]
(0.0490)

-0.0159
(O 0304)

[-0 0383]
(0.0371)

PI'l'TSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

3.4%
(2.5)

3 7
(3.1>

1.9
(4.4)

4 8
(3.4)

[1.8J
(4 8)

5.0
(3.1)

[0 6]
(3.5)

9.2
(5.5)

11.3
(6.7)

[8.1]
(11.4)

(15.1]
(8.4)

[-8 4]
(14.6)

[14.9]
(6.7)

[5.9]
(7 2)

0.1
(1.7)

-2.0
(2.4)

-0.4
(3.2)

0.2
(2.7)

[3 4]
(5.1)

-1.6
(3 0)

[-3.8]
(3.6)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(52)

(44)

(23)

(37)

(8)

(29)

(15)

(19)

(18)

(7)

(12)

(1)

(12)

(7)

(33)

(26)

(16)

(25)

(7)

(17)

(8)

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

o 1190**
(0 0419)

0.1166*
(0 0485)

0.1948**
(0.0673)

0.1686**
(0.0485)

[0.1203]
(0 0711)

o 0443
(0.0485)

[-0.0617]
(0.0619)

0.1256t
(O 0634)

[0 0839]
(0.0688)

[O.1926]T
(0.1008)

[0.1504]*
(0.0688)

[0.2508}
(0.1399)

[0.0377]
(0.0789)

[-0 1232]
(0 1080)

[0.0648]*
(0.0232)

[0.1179]*
(0.0465)

[0.1992]*
(0 0615)

[0 1564]**
(O 0498)

[0 0305]
(0.0766)

[0.0412]
(0.0501)

(-0.0204J
(0.0726)

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
SERVICES

12.6'
(4.7)

12 4
(5.5)

21.5
(8.2)

18.4
(5.8)

[12.8]
(8.0)

4.5
(5.1)

(-6.0J
(5.8)

DA
(7.2)

[8.8]
(7.5)

(21.2]
(12.3)

{l6.2J
(8.0)

[28 5]
(18.2)

(3.8]
(8.2)

[-11.6J
(9 6)

[6 7]
(2.5)

[12.5]
(5.2)

[22.0]
(7 5)

[l6.9]
(5.8)

(3.11
(7 9)

(4 2)
(5 2)

[-2.0)
(7.1)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(33)

(25)

(17)

(26)

(8)

(16)

(7)

(l8)

(15)

(9)

(15)

(3)

(9)

(3)

(15)

(l0)

(8)

(11)

(5)

(7)

(4)

SAMPLE UnconstraJ.ned househOlds actl.ve at two years after enrollment, exc1udJ.ng those Wl.th enroll-
ment l.ncorres over the ell.gJ..bl.ll.ty ll.nu.ts and those ll.vl.ng l.n thel.r own homes or l.n subsl.dJ.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES; Imtl.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluatl.on Forms, 1970 Census of
PopulatJ.On, Base1l.ne and Per~odJ.c Intervl.ews, and payments fl.1e.

NOTE Brackets l.ndJ.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatl.ons
a. No se1ectl.on effect.
T Sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0 10 level.
* Sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.05 level.
** Sl.gnl.f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-9

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLIMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0042 (102) -0.0311 (71)
(0.0229) (0.0379)

Did not meet requirements -0.0122 (98) -0.0053 (66)
at enrollment (0.0250) (0.0422)

ALL MOVERS 0.0091 (42) -0.0918 (34)
(0.0439) (0.0587)

D~d not meet reqU1rements -0.0067 (38) -0.0490 (29)
at enrollment (0.0484) (0.0664)

ALL STAYERS -0.0268 (60) 0.0019 (37)
(0.0206) (0.0530)

D~d not meet requirements -0.0314 (60) 0.0089 (37)
at enrollment (0.0220) (0.0592)

SAMPLE: M~nJ.mum Standards households active and not meet~ng requ~re

rnents at two years after enrollment, excluding those w~th enrollment ~ncomes

over the e11gibi11ty l~its and those I1v1ng in the1r own homes or in SubS1
d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments f~le.
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Table IX-IO
ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.1226* (19) 0.0878 (21)
(0.0466) <0.0642)

D~d not meet requl.rements -0.1257* (19) 0.1078 (19)
at enrollment (0.0482) (0.0710)

ALL MOVERS [-0.4623] (2) [0.0484] (8)
(0.1666) (0.1126)

D~d not meet req1ll.rements [-0.4737] (2) [0.1446] (6)

at enrollment (0.1682) (0.1364)

ALL STAYERS 0.0001 (17) [0.2581] ** (13)

(0.0350) (0.0820)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0024 (17) [0.2650] * (13)
at enrollment (0.0362) (0.0901)

SAMPLE: Ml.n1..Inum Rent Low households actl.ve and not meetl.ng requl.re
ments at two years after enrollment, excludl.ng those Wl.th enrollment incomes
over the ell.gibl.ll.ty 11..Inl.ts and those ll.vl.ng 10 thel.r own homes or 10 subSl.

dized housl.ng.
DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report FOl:Ills and

payments f~le.

NOTE: Brackets l.ndl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatl.ons.
* Signif~cant at the 0.05 level.
** Sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-ll
ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0689* (50) 0.0057 (46)
(0.0300) (0.0454)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0781* (50) -0.0026 (44)
at enrollment (0.0315) (0.0494)

ALL MOVERS [-0.1513Jt (9) 0.0273 (22)
(0.0810) (0.0702)

D~d not meet re~rements [-0.1786Jt (9) -0.0045 (20)
at enrollment (0.0831) (0.0769)

ALL STAYERS -0.0284 (41) 0.0347 (24)
(0.0236) (0.0635)

D~d not meet reqULrements -0.0348 (41) 0.0417 (24)

at enrollment (0.0249) (0.0701)

SAMPLE: Min~um Rent H~gh households act~ve and not meet~ng requ~re

ments at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those with enrollment incomes
over the elig~b11ity 1~1ts and those I1v1ng 1n thelr own homes or 1n subsi
d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and pay-
ments f~le.

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatlons ..
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table IX-12

SUMMARY TABLE INDICATING SIGNIFICANCE OF BIAS ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES COMPUTED USING
HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS NS 0.05 0.05 NS NS NS

Did not meet requirements NS 0.05 0.05 NS NS NS
at enrollment

:yo ALL MOVERS NS [NS] [0.10] NS [NS] NS
f-'
tJ'

'" Did not meet requirements NS [NS] [0.10] NS [NS] NS
at enrollment

ALL STAYERS NS NS NS NS [0.01] NS

Did not meet requirements NS NS NS NS [0.05] NS
at enrollment

SAMPLE: Hous~ng Gap households act~ve and not meet~ng requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~gib~l~ty l~mits and those l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes
or in SUbS1d1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets ind~cate est~mates based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. S~gnificance level ~s

of est~ated effect.
NS: Not s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.



Table IX-13

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS AND
CORRECTED USING MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

AI,L HOUSEHOLDS 0.037 3.8% 0.126** 13.4%
(0.038) (3.9) (0.045) (5.1)

Did not meet requirements 0.046 4.7 0.206** 22.9
at enrollment (0.063) (6.6) (0.062) (7.6)

l' ALL MOVERS 0.090 9.4 0.118* 12.5
I-' (0.077) (8.5) (0.059) (6.7)
<J1
-..) Did not meet requirements 0.085 8.9 0.207** 23.0

at enrollment (0.090) (9.9) (0.073) (9.0)

ALL STAYERS -0.016 -1.6 0.033 3.4
(0.033) (3.3) (0.062) (6.4)

Did not meet requirements -0,095 -9.1 0.055 5.7
at enrollment (0.073) (6.7) (0.117) (12,5)

SAMPLE: M1n1mum Standards households act1ve and meet1ng requ1rernents at two years after
enrOllment, excluding those with enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g1b11ity limits and those I1v1ng
1n their own homes or 1n SUbs1d1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In1tial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: See Table IX-l for sample sizes and for results for households that met

requ1rements at enrollment.
* S1gn1f1cant at the 0.05 level.
** S1gn1ficant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-14

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS AND
CORRECTED USING MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS

18.9a

(6.1)

43.9
a

(11.6)

22.9%
(5.2)

63.9
(13.3)

24.2
a

(8.5)

[261.1j a
(164.0)

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

0.217**a
(0.068)

[1.284] *a
(0.402)

0.206**
(0.042)

0.494**
(0.081)

0.173**a
(0.051)

0.364**a
(0.080)

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN
EFFECT EXPENDITURES

0.027 2.7%
(0.026) (2.7)

0.069 7.1
(0.057) (6.1)

0.043a 4.4a

(0.045) (4.7)

[0.031ja [3.1ja
(0.073) (7.6)

-0.002 -0.2
(0.025) (2.5)

[0.095] [lO.Oj
(0.070) (7.7)

D~d not meet requirements
at enrollment

Did not meet requirements
at enrollment

Did not meet requirements
at enrollment

AJ,L HOUSEHOLDS

ALL MOVERS

ALL STAYERS

HOUSEHOLD GROUP

SAMPLE: M1n~um Rent Low households active and meet1ng requirements at two years after
enrollment, excluding those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty limits and those living
1n the1r own homes or 1n Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report'Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets ind~cate ma~n effects based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. See Table IX-2

for sample S1zes and for results for households that met requirements at enrollment o

a. Correction based on 15 or fewer M1n~um Rent Low household ohservat10ns.
* S~gn~ficant at the 0.05 level.
** Significant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-IS

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLHEN~', CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS AND
CORRECTED USING MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

AJ,L HOUSEHOLDS 0.079t 8.2% 0.309** 36.2%
(0.040) (4.3) (0.064) (8.7)

Did not meet requirements 0.116 12.3 0.425** 53.0
at enrollment (0.078) (8.8) (0.098) (15.1)

:r ALL MOVERS 0.127*a l3.5
a

0.298** 34.7
I-' (0.055) (6.3) (0.065) (8.8)lJ'
'!l

Did not meet requirements 0.175*a 19.1
a

0.361** 43.5
at enrollment (0,078) (9.3) (0.086) (12.4)

ALL STAYERS 0.009 0.9 [0.193] [21.3]
(0.046) (4.6) (0.262) (33.5)

Did not meet requirements [-0.034] [-3.3]
at enrollment (0.140) (13.7)

SAMPLE: M~n~um Rent H~gh households act~ve and meet~ng requirements at two years after
enrollment, exclud~ng those with enrollment ~nComes over the el~gibil~ty limits and those living
~n the~r own homes or 1n SUbs1d1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets ~nd~cate ma~n effects based on 15 or fewer observations. See Table IX-3

for sample s~zes and for results for households that met requ~rements at enrollment.
a. Correct1on based on 15 or fewer M1nimum Rent H1gh observations.
t S~gn1ficant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gnificant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn1f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-16

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0043 (211) -0.0172 (166)
(0.0140) (0.0193)

DJ.d not meet requirements -0.0045 (204) -0.0237 (156)

at enrollment (0.0141) (0.0199)

ALL MOVERS 0.0090 (76) -0.0204 (80)
(0.0245) (0.0281)

D~d not meet reqU1rements 0.0157 (69) -0.0272 (70)
at enrollment (0.0263) (0.0310)

ALL STAYERS -0.0115 (135) 0.0090 (86)
(0.0124) (0.0188)

DJ.d not meet requJ.rernents -0.0115 (135) 0.0090 (86)
at enrollment (0.0124) (0.0188)

SAMPLE: Control households active and not meetJ.ng MJ.nirnurn Standards
requirements at two yars after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment
~ncomes over the el~g1b111ty 1~1ts and those I1ving in the1r own homes or
in Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: InJ.tJ.a1 and monthly Household Report Forms and pay
ments £11e ...

A-160



Table IX-17

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.1196** (73) -0.1055** ' (124)
(0.0201) (0.0223)

D~d not meet requ1rements -0.1062** (69) -0.0886** ' (115)
at enrollment (0.0186) (0.0232)

ALL MOVERS [-0.3207]** (13) -0.1844** (49)
(0.0653) (0.0397)

D~d not meet requ~rements [-0.3070] ** (9) -0.1558** (40)
at enrollment (0.0735) (0.0472)

ALL STAYERS -0.0185 (60) -0.0044) (75)
(0.0142) (0.0218)

D~d not ~eet requ1rements -0.0185 (60) -0.0044 (75)
at enrollment (0.0142) (0.0218)

SAMPLE: Control households act~ve and not meet~ng M~n=um Rent Low
requ1rements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those Wlth enrollment
lncornes over the ellg1bl11ty 11mlts and those Ilvlng 1n thelr own homes or
1n Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
file.

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatlons.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-18

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0646** (161) -0.0514** (173)
(0.0147) (0.0194)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0627** (159) -;0.0476* (168)
at enrollment (0.0149) (0.0196)

ALL MOVERS -0.1385** (40) -0.0861** (80)
(0.0336) (0.0311)

D~d not meet reqU1rements -0.1339** (38) -0.0794* (75)
at enrollment (0.0352) (0.0324)

ALL STAYERS -0.0201 (121) -0.0017 (93)
(0.0142) (0.0182)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0201 (121) -0.0017 (93)
at enrollment (0.0142) (0.0182)

SAMPLE: Control households act~ve and not meet~ng Min=um Rent H~gh

requ~rements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those with enrollment
1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty lLm1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or
10 Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
f~le.

S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S1gn1f1cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-19

SUMMARY TABLE INDICATING SIGNIFICANCE OF BIAS ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES COMPUTED USING
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS NS 0.01 0.01 NS 0.01 0.01

D~d not meet requirements
NS 0.01 0.01 NS 0.01 0.05at enrollment

:r ALL MOVERS NS [0.011 0.01 NS 0.01 0.01f-'
0"\
w

Did not meet requirements NS [0.01] 0.01 NS 0.01 0.05
at enrollment

ALL STAYERS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Did not meet requirements NS NS NS NS NS NS
at enrollment

level ~s of

,
f~le.

S1gn1ficance

SAMPLE: Control households act~ve and not meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud~ng those with enrollment 1naomes over the e11gib111ty I1mits and those 11ving 1n their own homes
or 1n subsid1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
NOTE: Brackets ind1cate est1mates based on 15 or fewer observat10ns.

mean residual of normal rent.
NS: Not s~gnificant at the 0.10 level.



Table IX-20

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NOffi4AL FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS AND
CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

AI,I, HOUSEHOLDS 0.037 3.8% 0.137** 14.7%
(0.031) (3.2) (0.037) (4.2)

Did not meet requirements 0.063 6.5 0.187** 20.6
at enrollment (0.046) (4.9) (0.048) (5.8)

:r ALL MOVERS 0.090 9.4 0.163** 17.7
l;; (0.059) (6.5) (0.050) (5.9)..

Did not meet requirements 0.1l7t 12.4 0.222** 24.9
at enrollment (0.067) (7.6) (0.061) (7.6)

ALL STAYERS 0.001 0.1 0.040 4.1
(0.028) (2.8) (0.035) (3.6)

Did not meet requirements -0.038 -3.7 0.055 5.7
at enrollment (0.051) (4.9) (0.053) (5.6)

SAMPLE: M~nDnum Standards households active and meet~ng requirements at two years after
enrollment,exc1uding those with enrollment incomes over the e1~gibility limits and those l~v~ng ~n

their own homes or in subs~d~zed hous1ng.
DATA SOURCES: Init~a1 and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTE: See Table IX-1 for sample s~zes and for results for households that met requ~rements

at enrollment.
t S~gnif~cant at the 0.10 level.
** S~gnif~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-2l

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS AND
CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

AJ,L HOUSEHOLDS 0.027 2.8% 0.146** 15.7%
(0.025) (2.5) (0.038) (4.4)

Did not meet requirements 0.083t 8.7 0.351** 42.0
at enrollment (0.047) (5.1) (0.065) (9.3)

ALL MOVERS 0.050
a

5.1
a

0.135** 14.5
l' (0.044) (4.6) (0.048) (5.5)
b':

Did not meet requirements [0.053] a [5.4] aU1 0.286** 33.1
at enrollment (0.070 (7.4) (0.073) (9.8)

ALL STAYERS -0.007 -0.7 0.037 3.8
(0.023) (2.3) (0.041) (4.3)

Did not meet requirements [0.072] [7.5] [0.117] [12.4]
at enrollment (0.052) (5.6) (0.135) (15.4)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low households active and meeting requ~rements at two years after
enrollment,exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~b~l~ty limits and those liv~ng in
the~r own homes or ~n subsid1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets ~ndicate ma~n effects based on 15 or fewer observations. See Table IX-2

for sample sizes and for results for households that met requ1rements at enrollment.
a. Correct1on based on 15 or fewer Control household observations.
t Sign~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-22

ESTIlf~TED EXPERIMENTAL EFF~CT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS AND
CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

AI,T, HOUSEHOLDS 0.082- 8.5% 0.250-- 28.4%
(0.033) (3.6) (0.049) (6.3)

Did not meet requirements 0.147- 15.8 0.355-- 42.6
at enrollment (0.055) (6.4) (0.068) (9.7)

:r ALL MOVERS 0.131- 14.0 0.234-- 26.4

t;:: (0.050) (5.7) (0.055) (7.0)
Q)

36.1Did not meet requirements 0.198-- 21.9 0.308--
at enrollment (0.067) (8.2) (0.071) (9.7)

ALL STAYERS 0.021 2.1 (0.047] (4.8]
(0.037) (3.8) (0.097) (10.2)

D~d not meet requirements (0.041] [4.2]
at enrollment (0.093) (9.8)

SAMPLE: M~nimum Rent H~gh households act~ve and meet~ng requ~rernents at two years after
enrollmen~ exclud~ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the el1g1b111ty limits and those I1v1ng 10
the1r own homes or in SUbs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets ind~cate main effects based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. See Table IX-3

for sample S1zes and for results for households that met requirements at enrollment.
- S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
-- S~gnificant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-23

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR
MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS

REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0338t (91) -0.1089** (58)
(0.0186) (0.0315)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0377t (88) -0.1035** (53)
at enrollment (0.0203) (0.0353)

ALL MOVERS -0.1188** (33) -0.1901** (25)
(0.0432) <0.0534)

D~d not meet reqUl.rements -0.1429** (30) -0.1958** (20)
at enrollment (0.0492) (0.0627)

ALL STAYERS -0.0218 (58) 0.0041 (33)
(0.0139) (0.0184)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0094 (58) 0.0057 (33)
at enrollment (0.0142) <0.0201)

SAMPLE: M~nl.IDum Standards households active and not meet~ng requ~re

ments at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those W1th enrollment incomes
over the e11g1b111ty 11m1ts and those 11ving 1n the1r own homes or 1n
Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing
Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census of Populat1on, Base11ne and Period1c Inter
v1ews, and payments f11e.

t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-24

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR
MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW

REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0269 (17) -0.0324 (19)
(0.0377) (0.0510)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0244 (17) -0.0222 (17)
at enrollment (0.0391) (0.0570)

ALL MOVERS [-0.0817] (2) [-0.0210] (6)
(0.1484) (0.1015)

D~d not meet reqU1rements [-0.0866] (2) [0.0982] (4)
at enrollment (0.1554) (0.1314)

ALL STAYERS [-0.0113] (15) [00.0051] (13)
(0.0244) (0.0272)

D1d not meet requ1rements [-0.0066] (15) [-0.0035] (13)
at enrollment (0.0240) (0.0292)

SAMPLE: Ml.nJ..mum Rent Low households actl.ve and not meetl.ng require
ments at two years after enrollment, excludl.ng those Wl.th enrol~ent loneames
over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty IJ..ml.ts and those ll.vl.ng in thel.r own homes or 10 sub
s1dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl.on Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Basell.ne and Perl.odl.c Inter
vl.ews, and payments file.

NOTE: Brackets l.ndl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatl.ons.
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Table IX-25

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR
MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH

REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0656* (41) -0.0632t (42)
(0.0251) (0.0359)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0666* (41) -0.0523 (41)
at enrollment (0.0265) (0.0389)

ALL MOVERS [-0.2113] t (6) -0.1840** (18)
(0.0872) (0.0611)

D~d not meet req~rements [-0./199] t (6) -0.1701* (17)
at enrollment (0.0925) (0.0668)

ALL STAYERS -0.0043 (35) 0.0322 (24)
(0.0166) (0.0209)

D~d not meet req~rements -0.0020 (35) 0.0338 (24)
at enrollment (0.0167) (0.0227)

SAMPLE: M~n~um Rent H~gh households act~ve and not meet~ng requ~re

ments at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment 1ncomes
over the eliglbl1ity I1ffiltS and those I1vlng 10 thelr own homes or 10 sub
sidl-zed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatlon Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl0n, Basellne and Perl0dlc Interviews,
and payments file.

NOTE: Brackets J.nd1.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatJ.ons.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-26

SUMMARY TABLE INDICATING SIGNIFICANCE OF BIAS ON HOUSING SERVICES COMPUTED USING
HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.10 NS 0.05 0.01 NS 0.10

Did not meet requirements
0.10 NS 0.05 0.01 NS NSat enrollment

ALL MOVERS 0.01 [NS] 0.10 0.01 [NS] 0.01
:r
I-'...,

Did not meet req~irements0 0.01 [NS) 0.10 0.01 [NS) 0.05
at enrollment

ALL STAYERS NS [NSl NS NS [NS] NS

Did not meet requirements NS [NS) NS NS [NS] NS
at enrollment

SAMPLE: Housing Gap households active and not meet1ng requirements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those W1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b11ity 11mits and those 11v1ng 1n the1r own homes
or in subs~dized hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census
of Populat~on, Basel~ne and Per~odic Interviews, and payments f~le.

NOTE: Brackets ~nd~cate est1mates based on 15 or fewer observations. Significance level 15 of
estimated effect.

NS: Not s1gn1f1cant at the 0.10 level.



Table IX-27

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM
STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR

PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTi\L CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.0027 0.3% 0.0480 409%
(0.0297) (3.0) (0.0400) (4.2)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0061 -006 0.0450 4.6
at enrollment (0.0516) (5.1) (0.0538) (5.6)

l' ALL MOVERS -0.0938 -9.0 -000097 -1,0
I-' (0.0652) (6.0) (0.0578) (5.7)...,
I-'

D~d not meet req~rements -0.1333 -12.5 0.0027 0.3
at enrollment (0.0802) (7.1) (0.0693) (7.0)

ALL STAYERS -0.0076 -008 0.0598' 6.2
(0.0219) (2.2) (0.0253) (2.7)

D~d not meet requ~rements 0.0144 1,5 0.0485 5.0
at entollment (0.0488) (5.0) (0.0299) (3.1)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards households act~ve at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th

enrollment incomes over the el~g~b~lity l~~ts and those l~ving in the~r own homes or in subs~d1zed housingo
DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census

of Population, Base11ne and Periodic Interv1ews, and payments f11e.
NOTE: See Table IX-5 for sample s~zes and for results for households that met requ~rements at

enrollment.
, S~gn~ficant at the 0.05 level.



Table IX-28

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM
RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR

PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.0046 0.5% 0.1116** 11.8%
(0.0216) (2.2) (0,0381) (4.3)

D1d not meet requ1rements 0.0121 1.2 0.2164* 24.2
at enrollment (0.0540) (5.5) (0.0785) (9.8)

l'
ALL MOVERS 0.0061

a
0.6

a 0.1242*a 13.2a

(0.0434) (4.4) (0.0502) (5.7)
t-'
-J

[-0.0458]a [_4.5]a 0.2309**a 26.0
atv Did not meet requ~rements

at enrollment (0.0844) (8.1) (0.0732) (9.3)

ALL STAYERS -0.0044a a
0.0356a

3.6
a

-0.4

• (0.0160) (1. 6) (0.0291) (3.0)

Did not meet requirements [-0.0107] a [_1.1]a [0.0212]a [2.1] a
at enrollment (0.0435) (4.3) (0.1999) (21.0)

SAMPLE: M~n=um Rent Low households act~ve at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th

enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1bi11ty I1m1ts and those living in the1r own homes or 1n subsid1zed
housing.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census
of Populat1on, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments f11e.

NOTE: Brackets ind~cate main effects based on 15 or fewer observations. See Table IX-6 for
sample s~zes and for results for households that met requirements at enrollment.

a. Correction based on 15 or fewer Min~um Rent Low household observat10ns.
* S~gnificant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~ficant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-29

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM
RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR

PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0197 -2.0% 0.1253* 13.3%
(0.0308) (3.0) (0.0530) (6.0)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0366 -3.6 0.1867* 20.5
at enrollment (0.0617) (6.0) (0.0819) (9.9)

ALL MOVERS 0.0306
a

3.l
a

0.0512 5.3
:;- <0.0486) (5.0) (0.0577) (6.1)
f-'....,

D~d not meet requ~rements 0.0379
a

3.9
aw 0.0917 9.6

at enrollment (0.0690) (7.2) (0.0745) (8.2)

ALL STAYERS -0.0308 -3.0 [0.1494] [16.1]
(0.0286) (2.8) (0.0907) (lO.6)

D~d not meet requ~rements [-0.0243] [-2.4]
at enrollment (0.0907) (8.9)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent H~gh households act~ve and meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud~ng those w~th enrollment incomes over the el~gibility l~m~ts and those l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes
or in subs~d~zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census
of Population, Baseline and Per10d1c Interviews, and payments f11e.

NOTE: Brackets ~nd~cate main effects based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. See Table IX-7 for
sample s~zes and for results for households that met requ~rements at enrollment.

a. Correction based on 15 or fewer Minimum Rent H~gh household observations.
* S~gn~ficant at the 0.05 level.



Table IX-30

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0099 (183) -0.0489** (147)
(0.0113) (0.0156)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0081 (178) -0.0514** (142)
at enrollment (0.0116) (0.0160)

ALL MOVERS -0.0220 (66) -0.0603* (66)
(0.0234) (0.0253)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0148 (61) -0.0638* (61)
at enrollment (0.0251) (0.0270)

ALL STAYERS 0.0025 (117) -0.0031 (81)
(0.0077) (0.0100)

D~d not meet requ~rements 0.0025 (117) -0.0031 (81)
at enrollment (0.0077) (0.0100)

SAMPLE: Control households act~ve and not meet1ng MinLmUffi Standards
requ1rements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those W1th enrollment
1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty I1m1ts and those liv1ng 1n the1r own homes or
1n SUbs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~a1 and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluat10n For:ms, 1970 Census of Populat1on, Base11ne and Per10d1c Inter
v1ews, and payments £11e.

* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-31

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0;0505** (69) -0.0533** (117)
(0.0157) (0.0187)

DJ.d not meet requJ.rements -0.0493** (65) -0.0559** (111)
at enrollment (0.0163) (0.0190)

ALL MOVERS [-0.1219) t (12) -0.0736* (47)
(0.0593) (0.0335)

DJ.d not meet reqUJ.rements [-0.1116] (8) -0.0768* (41)
at enrollment (0.0885) (0.0360)

ALL STAYERS -0.0054 (57) -0.0011 (70)
(0.0095) (0.0113)

DJ.d not meet reqUJ.rements -0.0054 (57) -0.0011 (70)
at enrollment (0.0095) (0.0113)

SAMPLE: Control households act1ve and not meeting M1nl.mUIn Rent Low
requ1rements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment
1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty lim1ts and those 11v1ng 10 the1r own homes
or 10 SUbs1dized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, HousJ.ng
Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census of populat1on, Base11ne and Per10d1C Inter
v1ews, and payments f11e.

NOTE: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1ons.
t SJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.10 level.
* SJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.05 level.
** SJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IX-32

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.0287* (143) -0.0235 (160)
(0.0136) (0.0163)

D~d not meet requ~rements -0.0288* (142) -0.0250 (158)

at enrollment (0.0137) (0.0164)

ALL MOVERS -0.0487 (36) -0.0298 (73)
(0.0374) (0.0260)

D~d not meet reqlll.rements -0.0503 (35) -0.0306 (71)

at enrollment (000384) (0.0268)

ALL STAYERS -0.0076 (107) 0.0013 (87)
(0.0086) (O.Oq96)

D~d not meet reqU1rements -0.0076 (107) 0.0013 (87)

at enrollment (0.0086) (0.0096)

SAMPLE: Control households active and not meeting M~n~mum Rent fugh
requ~rements at two years after enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment
lucernes over the ell.gibl.ll.ty ll.nuts and those Iivl.ng 1n theJ.r own homes or
1.0 subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl.on Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Basell.ne and Perl.odl.c Inter
vl.ews, and payments f1.1e.

* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table IX-33

SUMMARY TABLE INDICATING SIGNIFICANCE OF BIAS ON HOUSING SERVICES COMPUTED USING
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLD GROUP HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

ALL HOUSEHOLDS NS 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.01 NS

Did not meet requirements
NS 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.01at enrollment NS

:r ALL MOVERS NS [o.lOl NS 0.05 0.05 NS
I-'........ Did not meet requirements

at enrollment NS [NS] NS 0.05 0.05 NS

ALL STAYERS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Did not meet requirements NS NS NSat enrollment NS NS NS

SAMPLE: control households active and not meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b11ity limits and those living in the1r own homes
or in subs~dized hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census
of Populat~on, Baseline and Per~od~c Interv~ews, and payments f~le.

NOTE: Brackets ind~cate est~mates based on 15 or fewer observat~ons. Signif~cance level ~s of
mean res~dual of hous~ng services ~ndex.

NS: Not s1gn1f1cant at the 0.10 level.



Table IX-34

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM
STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT CONTROLLING FOR

PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.030 3.1% 0.097" 10.2%
(0.024) (2.5) (0.033) (3.7)

D1d not meet requ1rements 0.054 5.6 0.100' 10.5
at enrollment (0.039) (4.1) (0.042) (4.7)

l' ALL MOVERS 0.016 1.7 0.074 7.6
f-'

(0.050) (5.1) (0.049)-.J (5.3)
O:J

D1d not meet requ1rements 0.027 2.7 0.091 9.5
at enrollment (0.060) (6.2) (0.058) (6.4)

ALL STAYERS 0.010 1.0 0.052' 5.4
(0.017) (1. 7) (0.020) (2.1)

D1d not meet requ1rements 0.051 5.2 0.039 4.0
at enrollment (0.032) (3.4) (0.024) (2.5)

SAMPLE: M1n~um Standards households active and meet1ng requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those w1th enrollment incomes over the eligib111ty lim1ts and those living in their own homes or
in subsidized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census
of populat10n, Baseline and,Per1od1c Interviews, and payments file.

NOTE: See Table IX-5 for sample sizes and for results for households that met requirements at
enrollment.

, S1gn1f1cant at the 0.05 level.
" S1gn1f1cant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-35

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM
RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT CONTROLLING FOR

PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.000 -9.9% 0.104** 11.0%
(0.020) (2.0) (0.034) (3.8)

D1d not meet requ1rements -0.009 -0.9 0.184** 20.2
at enrollment (0.045) (4.4) (0.060) (7.2)

0.003
a a

0.116*:r ALL MOVERS 0.3 12.3
(0.042) (4.3) (0.048) (5.4)>-'

-.]

'" Did not meet requ1rements [-0.051ja [-5.0] a 0.192* 21.2at enrollment (0.080) (7.6) (0.068) (8.2)

ALL STAYERS -0.003 -0.3 0.038 3.9
(0.015) (1. 5) (0.023) (2.4)

D1d not meet requirements [-0.009] [-0.9] [0.037] [3.7]
at enrollment (0.031) (3.1) (0.097) (10.1)

SAMPLE: M1nLmum Rent Low households act1ve and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those with enrollment incomes over the e11gib111ty limits and those 11ving 1n their own homes
or in SUbS1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census
of Populat1on, Base11ne and Period1c Interv1ews, and payments £11e.

NOTE: Brackets indicate main effects based on 15 or fewer observat10ns. See Table IX-6 for
sample sizes and for results for households that met requ1rements at enrollment.

a o Correct1on based on 15 or fewer Control household observations.
* Sign1ficant at the 0.05 level.
** Sign1f1cant at the 0.01 level.

~---------------------------------'



Table IX-36

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR MINIMUM
RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR

PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.009 0.9% 0.166** 18.0%
(0.026) (2.6) (0.042) (4.9)

D1d not meet requ1rements 0.031 3.1 0.232** 26.0
at enrollment (0.047) (4.8) (0.058) (7.3)

:r ALL MOVERS 0.068 7.1 0.130* 13.9
f-' (0.045) (4.8) (0.050) (5.7)
00
0 Did not meet requirements 0.102 10.7 0.187** 20.5

at enrollment (0.061) (6.8) (0.062) (7.5)

ALL STAYERS -0.035 -3.4 [0.026] [2.6]
(0.022) (2.1) (0.052) (5.4)

D1d not meet requ1rements [-0.052] [-5.1]
at enrollment (0.056) (5.3)

SAMPLE: M1n1ffium Rent H1gh households active and meet1ng requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the e11g1b1l1ty limits and those living in the1r own homes
or 1n subsid1zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, 1970 Census
of populat1on, Basel1ne and Per10dic Interv16ws, and payments f11e.

NOTE: Brackets 1ndicate main effects based on 15 or fewer observat10ns. See Table IX-7 for
sample sizes and for results for households that met requirements at enrollment.

* S1gn1ficant at the 0.05 level.
** Signif1cant at the 0.01 level.



Table IX-37

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL COMPARING MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT WITH
UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.015 1 .. 5% 0.003 0.3%
(0.026) (2.6) (0.034) (3.4)

D~d not meet require- 0.031 3.1 0.060 6.2
ments at enrollment (0.049) (5.1) (0.072) (7.7)

Met reqlll.rements at 0.06Sb 6.7 -0.164tb -15.2
enrollment (0.072) (7.7) (0.086) (7.3)

ALL MOVERS 0.042 4.3 0.010 1.0
(0.049) (5.1) (0.046) (4.7)

D~d not meet reqlll.re- 0.036 3.7 0.077 8.0
ments at enrollment (0.082) (8.5) (0.096) (10.4)

Met reqlll.rements at [0.190J [21.0J [-0.256J [-22.6]
enrollment c (-- ) (0.138) (10.9)(---)

ALL STAYERS 0.009 0.9 -0.b14b -1.4
(0.024) (2.4) (0.029) (2.9)

D~d not meet reqlll.re- -0.023 -2.3 -0.017b -1. 7
ments at enrollment (0.048) (4.7) (0.067) (6.6)

Met requ~rements at 0.074b 7.6 -0.023b -2.3
enrollment (0.068) (7.4) (0.081) (8.0)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards households act~ve and meet~ng requr~ements and
Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lncornes over the ellg1bl11ty 11IDltS and those 11vlng In thelr own homes
or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
f~le.

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer Mlnlmum Standards
observatlons.

a. No selectlon effect for Mlnlmum Standards households. Effect represents
lncrease In expendltures for Mlnlmum Standards households above that for Uncon
stralned households.

b. Compar~son based on 15 or fewer Unconstra~nedhousehold observatlons.
c. Only 1 Unconstra~ned household observat~on.

t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.

A-181



Table IX-38

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL COI1PARING MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT WITH
UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS

a

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.001 0.1% -0.002 -0.2%
(0.039) (3.9) (0.038) (3.8)

D~d not meet reqU1re- 0.061 6.2 0.091 9.6
ments at enrollment (0.067) (7.2) (0.099) (10.9)

Met req~rements at -0.010 -1.0 -0.047 -4.6
enrollment<> (0.046) (4.6) (0.059) (5.7)

c
ALL MOVERS 0.014 1.4 -0.030 -3.0

(0.044) (4.5 ) (0.048) (4.7)

D~d not meet reqU1re- [0.027] c,d [2.7] 0.016 d 1.6
ments at enrollment (0 .120) (12.5) (0 .128) (13 .1)

Met req~rements at a.027 d 2.8 -0.070
d -6.8

enrollment<> (0.090) (9.3) (0.090) (8.5)

ALL STAYERS -0.013 -1.3 -0.008
d -0.8

(0.023) (2.3) (0 .041) (4.1)

D~d not meet reqU1re- [0.057] [5.8] [0.025] [2.6]
ments at enrollment (0.064) (6.8) (0 .152) (15.8)

Met requ~rements at -0.013 -1.3 -0.022d -2.2
enrollmenti:> (0.048) (4.7) (0 .059) (5.8)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Rent Low households actlve and meetlng requlrements and
Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lucornes over the ellglbl11ty llIDlts and those I1vlng 10 thelr own homes
or 10 SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
hIe.

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer MlnlIDum Rent Low
observatl0ns ..

a.. Estlmates for Mlnlmum Rent Low households corrected for selectl0n blas
uSlng Control households that dld not meet the Mlnlmum Rent Low requlrernents at
two years after enrollment. Effect represents ~ncrease ~n expend~tures for
M~n~mum Rent Low households above that for Unconstrallled households.

b. No select~on effect for M~n~rnum Rent Low households.
c. Correct~on based on 15 or fewer Control household observat~ons.

d. Cornpar~son based on 15 or fewer Unconstra~ned household observat~ons.

* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.

A-182



Table IX-39

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL COMPARING MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT WITH
UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0. 056t 5.S% 0.102- 10.7%
(0.033) (3.5) (0.049) (5.4)

Did not meet req~re- 0.100 10.5 o.155t l6.S
ments at enrollment (0.067) (7.4) (O.OSS) (10.4)

Met req~rements at 0.059 6.1 O.OSSo 9.1
enrollment;!> (0.056) (5.9) (O.OSO) (S .S)

ALL MOVERS 0.095t 10.0 0.069 7.1
(0.050) (5.5) (0.055) (5.9)

D~d not meet req~re- 0.100° 10.5 0.091 9.5
ments at enrollment (0.097) (lO.S) (0.104) (11. 4)

Met req~rements at [0.110]° [11.7] [0.149]° [16.0J
enrollment!' (0.114) (12.S) (0.130) (15.3)

ALL STAYERS 0.016 1.6 [0 .002J ° [0.2 J
(0.037) (3.S) (0.097) (9. S)

D~d not meet req~re- [O.033J [3.4]
ments at enrollment (0.099) (10.3)

Met requlrements at 0.023 2.3 [0.009]° [0.9]
enrollment!' (0.051) (5.2) (O.OSS) (9.0)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households actlve and meetlng requlrements and
Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lucornes over the ellglhl11ty 11mlts and those 11vlng 1n thelr own homes
or 10 SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
hIe.

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh
observatlons.

a. Estlmates for Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households corrected for selectlon blas
us~ng Control households that d~d not meet the M~n~mum Rent H~gh requ~rements at
two years after enrollment. Effect represents lncrease 1.n expendl.tures for
M1n1mum Rent H1gh households above that for Unconstra1ned households.

b. No select10n effect for M1n1mum Rent H1gh households ..
c. Compar1son based on 15 or fewer Unconstra1ned household observat10ns.
t S~gn~f~oant at the 0.10 level.
- S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.

A-lS3



Table IX-40

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL COMPARING MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT WITH
MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.015 -1.5% -0.004 -0.4%
(0.036) (3.5) (0.038) (3.8)

D~d not meet req~re- 0.011 1.1 0.139* 14.9
ment~ at enrollment (0.047) (4.8) (0.065) (7.5)

Met req~rements at 0.013 1.3 -0.005 -0.5
enrollment!:> (0.044) (4.5) (0.051) (5.1)

ALL MOVERS -0.028
c _2.8c

-0.041 -4.0
(0.044) (4.3) (0.048) (4.6)

D~d not meet require- [-0.042]c [_4.I]c 0.046 4.7
menta at enrollment (0.070) (6.7) (0.073) (7.7)

::~o~::~'f,ments
at 0.149

d 16.1d 0.012
d

1.2
d

(0.114) (13.4) (0.082) (8.3)

ALL STAYERS -0.021 -2.1 0.006 0.6
(0.023) (2.3) (0.041) (4.1)

D~d not meet req~re- [0.078] [8.1] [0.079] [8.2]
ments at enrollment (0.052) (5.6) (0.135) (14.8)

::~o~~~~~~~ments
at -0.054 -5.3 0.000 0.0

(0.043) (4.1) (0.056) (5.6)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent Low and M~nlmum Standards households actlve and
meetlng thelr own requlrements at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lucornes over the ellglbl11ty 11mlts and those I1vlng In thelr own homes
or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
hIe.

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer Mlnlmum Rent Low
observatl0ns.

a. No selectl0n effect for Mlnlmum Standards households; Mlnlrnum Rent
Low corrected for selectl0n blas uSlng Control households that dld not meet the
M~n~mum Rent Low requ~rements at two years after enrollment. Effect represents
~ncrease ~n expend~tures for M~n~mum Rent Low households above that for M~n1mum

Standards households.
b. No select10n effect for e1ther M1n~mum Standards or M~n1mum Rent Low

households.
c.
d.

*
**

Correct~on based on 15 or fewer Control observat~ons.

Compar1son based on 15 or fewer M~n~mum Standards observat~ons.

Significant at the 0.05 level.
S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.

A-184



Table IX-41

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL COMPARING MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS
MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT WITH

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 0.040 4.1% 0.100' 10.5%
(0.033) (3.4) (0.049) (5.4)

Did not meet reqU1re- 0.075 7.8 0.143* 15.4
ments at enrollment (0.055) (5.9) (0.068) (7.9)

Met reqU1r~ents at 0.035 3.6 0.079 8.2
enrollment (0.049) (5.1) (0.060) (6.5)

ALL MOVERS 0.053 5.4 0.058 6.0
(0.050) (5.3) (0.055) (5.8)

D~d not meet reqU1re- 0.104 11.0 0.068 7.0
ments at enrollment (0.067) (7.5) (0.071) (7.6)•
Met requirements at [0.114]c [12.1]c [0.115]c [12.2]c
enrollment b (0.121) (13.7) (0.093) (10.5)

ALL STAYERS 0.007 0.7 [0.016] (1.6]
(0.037) (3.7) (0.097) (9.9 )

D~d not meet reqU1re- [0.047] [4.8]
ments at enrollment (0.093) (9.8)

Met requlrements at -0.010 -1.0 [0.024] [2.4]
enrollment b (0.049) (4.9) (0.070) (7.2)

SAMPLE, M~n~mum Rent H~gh and M~n~mum Standards households act~ve and
meet~ng thelr own requlrements at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lucornes over the ellglbl11ty Ilmlts and those I1vlng 1n thelr own homes
or 1ll Subsldlzed heuslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
hIe.

NOTE: Brackets lndl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer Ml.nJ.mum Rent Low
observatlons.

a. No selectJ.on effect for MJ.nimum Standards householdsi M1.nJ.Inum Rent
fugh corrected for select~on b~as us=g Control households that d~d not meet the
Mlnlmum Rent Hl.gh requlrements at two years after enrollment. Effect represents
l.ncrease 1n expendJ.tures for Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households above that for Ml.nJ.mum
Standards households.

b. No select~on effect for e~ther M~nimum Standards or M~n~mum Rent H~gh

households.
c.
•

Compar~son based on 15 or fewer M~n~mum Standards observat~ons.

S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level •
A-185



Table IX-42

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL COMPARING MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
WITH UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS

a

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -00003 -0.3% -00022 -202%
(0.034) (304) (0.053) (502)

D~d not meet req~re- 0.017 1.7 -0.017 -1. 7
ments at enrollment (0.049 ) (5.0) (00064) (603)

Met reqU1rements at _O.Olob _LOb -OoOU
b _400b

enrollment (00054) (5.4) (0.084) (801)

ALL MOVERS -0.072 -6.9 -0.052 -5.1
(0.071) (6.6) (0.080) (706)

D~d not meet reqU1re- -00081 -7.8 0.007 007
ments at enrollment (0.085) (7.9) (0.090) (901)

Met reqU1rements at [00099jb [10. 4jb [-0. 222j b [-1909jb
enrollment (0.178) (20.1) (0.163) (13.3)

ALL STAYERS 0.009 009 -O.012
b _1.2b

(0.025) (2.5) (0.030) (3.0)

D~d not meet req~re- Oo071t 7.4 -0.079
b _7.6b

ments at enrollment (0.041) (4.4) (0.052) (4.8)

Met requ~rements at -0.053
b _5.2b [00039jb [4.0jb

enrollment (0.053) (500 ) (00081) (8.5)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Standards households actlve and meetlng requlrements and
Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lucornes over the ellglblilty 11mlts and those I1vlng 10 thelr own homes
or 10 SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluat~on

Forms, 1970 Census of Populatlon, Basellne and Perlodlc Intervlews, and payments
hIe.

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat~ons.

Standard error ~n parentheses.
a. No select10n effect for M~n~mum Standards households. Increase ~s that

above comparable Unconstra1ned households.
b. Compar~son based on 15 or fewer Unconstra~ned household observat1ons.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.

A-186



Table IX-43

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL COMPARING MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS ,AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
WITH UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS

a

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.033 -3.2% -0.015 -1.5%
(0.031) (3.0) (0.054 ) (5.3)

Dld not meet reqU1re- -0.02S -2.S -0.011 -1.1
ments at enrollment (0.062) (6.0 ) (0.090) (9.0)

-0.045 -4.4
.
-0.019 -1.9Met req~rements at

enrollment (0.037) (3.5) (0.062) (6.1)

ALL MOVERS -0.OS5 -S .1 -0.010 -1.0
(0.066) (6.1) (0.079) (7.9)

Old not meet reqUl.re- [_0.130]b,c [12.2]b,c -O.OOlb _O.lb

ments at enrollment (0.131) (11. 7) (0.121) (12.2)

Met reqU1rements at [-0.106]b [-lO.l]b -0.04l
b _4.0b

enrollment (0.07S) (7.0 ) (0.OS4) (S .1)

ALL STAYERS -0.004 -0.4 -0.026
b _2.6b

(0.023) (2.3) (0.033) (3.2)

D~d not meet req~re- [-0.005] [-0.5] [-0.OS2]b [_7.9]b

ments at enrollment (0.045) (4.5) (0.115) (10.7)

Met requlrernents at O.OOS O.S -0.012
b _1.2b

enrollment (0.036) (3.6) (0.056) (5.5)

SAMPLE: Ml.nl.mum Rent LoW households actl.ve and meetl.ng requlrernents and
Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludl.ng those wlth
enrollment lucornes over the ellg1bl1l.ty 11ffil.tS and those 11vlng 1n thelr own homes
or 1n Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng Evaluat~on

Forms, 1970 Census of Populatlon, Basellne and Perl0dlc Intervlews, and payments
£lIe.

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat10ns. Standard
error 1n parentheses.

a. Est1mates for M1n1murn Rent Low households corrected uS1ng Control house
holds that d1d not meet the requ1rernents. Increase 1S that above comparable
Unconstra1ned households.

b. Comparlson based on 15 or fewer Unconstra1ned household Observat1ons.
c. Correct10n based on 15 or fewer Control household observations.
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Table IX-44

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL COMPARING MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS

THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
WITH UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS

a

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

ALL HOUSEHOLDS -0.024 -2.4% 0.047 4.8%
(0.036) (3.5) (0.059) (6.2)

D~d not meet requ~re- -0.016 -1.6 0.063 6.5
ments at enrollment (0.057) (5.6) (0.076) (8.1)

Met req~rements at _o.013b _1.3b
0.108b 11.4b

enrollment (0.044) (4.3) (0.080) (9.0)

ALL MOVERS -0.0'20 -2.0 0.005 0.5
(0.068) (6.7) (0.081) (8.2)

b _3.8b 0.036b 3.7b
Dld not meet reqU1re- -0.039
ments at enrollment (0.095) (9.2) (0.092) (9.6)

Met reqU1rements at [-0. 043j b [_4.2]b [0.091jb [9.5]b
enrollment (0.093) (9.0) (0.102) (11. 3)

ALL STAYERS -0.036 -3.5 [-0.039]b [_3. 8j b
(0.028) (2.7) (0.057) (5.5)

Dld not meet reqU1re- [-0.054] [-5.3]
ments at enrollment (0.062) (5.9)

Met requlrements at 0.005
b

0.5
b [0.029]b [2.9]b

enrollment (0.044) (4.4) (0.081) (8.4)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households actlve and meetlng requlrements and
Unconstralned households actlve at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth
enrollment lucornes over the ellg1blllty 11IDltS and those Ilvlng 10 thelr own homes
or 10 SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Im.tlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Houslng Evaluatlon
Forms, 1970 Census of Populatlon, Basellne and Perlodlc Intervlews, and payments
flle.

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatlons. Standard
error ~n parentheses.

a. Estlmates for Mln~mum Rent Hlgh households corrected uSlng Control house
holds that dld not meet the requlrements. Increase 18 that above comparable Uncon
stralned households.

b. Compar~8on based on 15 or fewer Unconstralned household observatl0ns.
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APPENDIX X

DEMOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSE

Th~s append~x presents the estlmated experlmental effects on rent and hous

lng serVlces for all Houslng Gap households and on rent for households that

dld not meet requlrements at enrollment. For each measure of houslng con

sumptl0n, three types of tables are lncluded: estlmates uncorrected for

posslble selectl0n blas, estlmates of the experlmental effect for Control

households that dld not meet at enrollment, and experlmental effects estl

mates for partlclpants corrected for posslble selectl0n blas.
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Table X-I

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

Nonm~nor~ty households 0.0268 2.7% (66) 0.0813* 8.5% (63)
(0.0282) (2.9) (0.0362) (3.9)

Black households 0.0954 10.0 (18) [0.5542] * [74.1] (3)
(0.0642) (7.1) (0.2270) (41.1)

Span~sh American households 0.3350** 39.8 (19)

l' (0.0825) (11. 6)
I-' Nonelderly households n.8 (60) 0.1550** (66)<D 0.0654* 16.8
0

(0.0307) (3.3) (0.0396) (4.6)

Elderly households 0.0002 0.0 (24) 0.1573* 17.0 (24)
(0.0456) (4.6) (0.0600) (7.0)

Poverty households 0.0697t 7.2 (44) 0.2417** 27.3 (29)
(0.0387) (4.2) (0.0637) (8.1)

Nonpoverty households 0.0193 1.9 (40) 0.0905* 9.5 (61)
(0.0349) (3.6) (0.0376) (4.1)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards households act~ve and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the elig~b~l~ty l~mits and those l~ving ~n the~r own homes or
in subsid~zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets ind~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat10ns. Standard error 1n parentheses.
a. No select10n effect.
t Sign~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** Significant at the 0.01 level.



Table X-2

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

Nonm1nor1ty households 0.0452t 4.6% (75) 0.1473** 15.9% (42)
(0.0282) (3.0) (0.0431) (5.0)

Black households 0.0629 6.5 (25) [0.2373] [26.8] (5)
(0.0575) (6.1) (0.1836) (23.9)

Span~sh Amer~can households 0.2162* 24.1 (21)
(0.0796) (9.9)

::-
Nonelderly households 0.0425 4.3 (79) 0.1850** 20.3 (49)i-'

'" (0.0279) (2.9) (0.0444) (5.4)i-'

Elderly households 0.0803 8.4 (22) 0.1831* 20.1 (19)
(0.0473) (5.1) (0.0654) (7.9)

Poverty households 0.0854* 8.9 (63) 0.3287** 38.9 (30)
(Q .0344) (3.8) (0.0624) (8.7)

Nonpoverty households 0.0114 1.1 (38) 0.0612 6.3 (38)
(0.0355) (3.6) (0.0445) (4.7)

SAMPLE: M1n1mum Rent LOW households act1ve and meeting requirements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those W1th enrollment incomes over the e11gib111ty I1m1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or
1n subsidized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets ind1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1ons. Standard error 1n parentheses.
a. No select~on effect.
t Sign~ficant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gnif~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gnif~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table X-3

ESTIMATED, EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES
ABOVE NORMAL'FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE EFFECT EXPENDITURES SIZE

Nonm1nor1ty households 0.1388** 14.9% (51) 0.2585** 29.5% (30)
(0.0311) (3.6) (0.0486) (6.3)

Black households [0.1342] [14.4) (6) [0.4380] t [55.0) (3)
(0.1006) (11.6) (0.2508) (40.7)

Span1sh Amer1can households [0.3675)** [44.4) (12)
:J; (0.0987) (14.4)
1

to Nonelderly households 0.1448** 15.6 (47) 0.2959** 34.4 (37)
tv (0.0336) (3.9) (0.0499) (6.7)

Elderly households [0.0968) [10.2] (10) [0.3195) ** [37.6] (8)
(0.0643) (7.1) (0.0928) (12.9)

poverty households 0.1857** 20.4 (24) [0.4497]** [56.8) (15)
(0.0489) (5.9) (0.0836) (3.2)

Nonpoverty households 0.1058** 11.2 (33) 0.2114** 23.5 (30)
(0.0376) (4.2) (0.0492) (6.1)

SAMPLE: M~n~um Rent High households active and meeting requ1rements at two years after enrollment,
exclud1ng those w1th enrollment incomes over the eligib111ty 11mits and those 11ving in their own homes or
1n Subs1dized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f11e.
NOTE: Brackets ind1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error in parentheses.
a. No selection effect.
t Sign1ficant at the 0.10 level.
** Sign1ficant at the 0.01 level.



Table X-4

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

Nonm1nor~ty households -0.0120 (163) 0.0024 (93)
(0.0161) (0.0221)

Black households 0.0281 (45) -0.0607 (18)
(0.0291) (0.0763)

Span~sh Amer~can households -0.0366 (51)
(0.0394)

Nonelderly households 0.0082 (177) -0.0057 (136)
(0.0152) (0.0218)

Elderly households -0.0690* (34) -0.0693t (30)
(0.0333) (0.0388)

Poverty households -0.0071 (94) -0.0211 (97)
(0.0222) (0.0274)

Nonpoverty households -0.0020 (117) -0.0116 (69)
(0.0178) (0.0261)

SAMPLE: Control households act~ve and not meet~ng the M~n=um

Standards requ1rements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those W1th

enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty 1~1ts and those 11v1ng 1n their
own homes or 1n subsid1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments f~le.

NOTE: Standard error 1n parentheses.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.



Table X-5

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLHENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

No~nor1ty households -0.1271** (46) -0.0955** (63)
(0.0257) (0.0298)

Black households -0.1057** (26) -0.1598t (17)
(0.0339) (0.0806)

Span~sh American households -0.0938* (42)
(0.0361)

Nonelderly households -0.1098** (56) -0.0841** (89)
(0.0235) (0.0260)

Elderly households -0.1520** (17) -0.1600** (35)
(0.0380) (0.0425)

Poverty households -0.1162** (43) -0.0887** (85)
(0.0202) (0.0298)

Nonpoverty households -0.1245** (30) -0.1421** (39)
(0.0399) (0.0280)

SAMPLE: Control households actlve and not meetlng the Mln~um Rent
Low requlrements at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth enroll
ment lucornes over the ellg1bl11ty 11mlts and those 11vlng 1n thelr own homes
or 1n Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al-and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments f~le. -

NOTE: Standard error 1n parentheses.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-6

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

Nonrnanor~ty households -0.0622** (ll8) -0.0506* (97)
(0.0180) (0.0234)

Black households -0.0696** (42) -0.1237 (19)
(0.0255) (0.0761)

Spanish American households -0.0287 (53)
(0.0372)

Nonelderly households -0.0509** (134) -0.0226 (129)
(0.0165) (0.0224)

Elderly households -0.1325** (27) -0.1361** (44)
(0.0289) (0.0360)

Poverty households -0.0806** (78) -0.0357 (105)
(0.0187) (0.0278)

Nonpoverty households -0.0495* (83) -0.0757** (68)
(0.0225) (0.0242)

SAMPLE: Control households act1ve and not meet1ng the M1nlmum Rent
Hlgh requlrements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those with enroll
ment lucornes over the e11g1bl11ty I1mlts and those 11vlng In thelr own homes
or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments hIe.

NOTE: Standard error In parentheses.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-7

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET

MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECTHOUSEHOLD GROUP

0.075* 7.8
(0.036) (3.9)

-0.083 -8.0
(O.061) (5.6)

0.059 6.1
(O.051) (~.4)

0.018 1.8
(0.038) (3.9)

NOnmlnOrlty households

Black households

Span~sh American
households

Nonelderly households

Elderly households

Poverty households

Nonpoverty households

0.024
(0.028)

0.139t
(0.079)

2.5%
(2.9)

14.9
(9.1)

0.083* 8.6%
(O.039) (4.2)

[0.433] [54.2]
(0.274) (44.6)

0.283* 32.7
(0.100) (13.3)

0.151** 16.3
(0.043) (5.0)

0.094 9.8
(O.070) (7.7)

0.206* 22.9
(0.079) (9.7)

0.086* 9.0
(0.039) (4.2)

SAMPLE: Mln~um Standards households actlve and meetlng requlrements at
two years after enrollment, excludlng those Wlth enrollment lucornes over the
ellg1billty 11mlts and those I1vlng 1D thelr own homes or 1D subsidized houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer M1D1ffium Standards
observatlons. For sample Slzes see Table X-I. Standard error In parentheses.

t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** Slgnlflcant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-8

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET

MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

No~nor1ty households -0.009 -0.9% 0.123** 13.1%
(0.030) (3.0) (0.044) (5.0)

Black households 0.042 4.3 [0.173] [18.9]
(0.058) (6.1) (0.186) (22.8)

Span1sh Amer1can 0.181* 19.8
households (0.081) (9.7)

Nonelderly households 0.027 2.8 0.166** 18.1
(0.028) (2.9) (0.045) (5.3)

Elderly households 0.025 2.5 0.099 10.4
(0.049) (5.1) (0.069) (7.7)

Poverty households 0.058t 5.9 0.281** 32.5
(0.035) (3.7) (0.064) (8.6)

Nonpoverty households -0.001 -0.2 0.042 4.3
(0.036) (3.6) (0.045) (4.7)

SAMPLE: M~n~um Rent Low households act~ve and meet1ng requ1rements at
two years after enrollment, excludlng those W1th enrollment 1ncomes over the
e11gibl11ty l~ltS and those I1vlng 1n the1r own homes or 10 SubSld1zed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
f11e.

NOTE: Brackets 1ndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1ons.
For sample 51zes see Table X-2. Standard error 1n parentheses.

t S1gn1f1cant at the 0.10 level.
* S1gn1ficant at the 0.05 level.
** S1gn1f1cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-9

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET

MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

NonmlDorlty households 0.048 5.0% 0.221** 24.8%
(0.041) (4.3) (0.052) (6.4)

Black households [-0.051] [-5.0] [0.273] [31.4]
(0.121) (11.7) (0.270) (37.6)

Span~sh American [0.322]* [38.0]
households (0.115) (16.0)

Nonelderly households 0.108** 11.4 0.275** 31.7
(0.036) (4.0) (0.054) (7.1)

Elderly households [-0.115] [-10.9] [0.115] [12.2]
(0.079) (7.1) (0.107) (12.2)

Poverty households 0.092t 9.6 [0.376]** [45.6]
(0.054) (5.9) (0.101) (14.9)

Nonpoverty households 0.073 7.6 0.174** 19.0
(0.040) (4.4) (0.051) (6.0)

SAMPLE: MlnLmum Rent Hlgh households actlve and meetlng requlrements at
two years after enrollment, excludlng those Wlth enrollment lucornes over the
ellgiblilty 11mlts and those Ilvlng lD thelr own homes or lD SUbsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments

NOTE: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatlons.
For sample Slzes see Table X-3. Standard error In parentheses.

t Sign~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.

A-198



Table X-IO

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonm1nor1ty households 0.0312 3.2% (61) 0.0857* 8.9% (52)
(0.0220) (2.3) (0.0327) (3.6)

Black households 0.0762 7.9 (18) [O.3868lt 47.2 (3)
(0.0533) (5.8) (0.1342) (20.0)

Span~sh American households [0.2790J ** 32.2 (13)
(0.0859) (11.4)

:r Nonelderly households 0.0510* 5.2 (57) 0.1563** 16.9 (49)

iD (0.0250) (2.6) (0.0383) (4.5)

"' Elderly households 0.0278 (22) 9.7 (22)2.8 0.0929t
(0.0343) (3.5) (0.0455) (5.0)

Poverty households 0.0514 5.3 (41) 0.1811** 19.9 (25)
(0.0324) (3.4) (0.0555) (6.7)

Nonpoverty households 0.0340 3.5 (38) 0.1031** 10.9 (46)
(0.0266) (2.8) (0.0353) (3.9)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards households act~ve and meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enroll
ment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment incomes over the elig1b11ity I1m1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own
homes or 1n SUbs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census
of populat10n, Baseline and Per1od1C Interviews, and payments f11e. standard error 1n parentheses.

NOTE: Brackets ind1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat10ns.
a. No select10n effect.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* Sign~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** Sign~f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table X-ll

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES
ABOVE NORfmL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonm~nor~ty households 0.0170 1. 7% (65) 0.1046** 11.0% (37)
(0.0217) (2.2) (0.0373) (4.1)

Black households -0.0104 -1.0 (19) [0.0471] 4.8 (4)
(0.0527) (5.2) (0.1199) (12.7)

Spanish Amer~can households [0.1745] t 19.1 (13)

If'
(0.0865) (10.4)

IV Nonelderly households -0.0037 -0.4 (64) 0.1437** 15.5 (36)
0 (0.0241) (2.4) (0.0433) (5.0)0

Elderly households 0.0582 6.0 (21) 0.0950t 10.0 (19)
(0.0352) (3.7) (0.0479) (5.3)

Poverty households 0.0120 1.2 (54) 0.2438** 27.6 (23)
(0.0297) (3.0) (0.0568) (7.3)

Nonpoverty households 0.0102 1.0 (31) 0.0320 3.3 (32)
(0.0288) (2.9) (0.0401) (4.1)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent Low households act~ve and meet~ng requ~rements at two years after enroll
ment, exclud1ng those with enrollment 1ncomes over the e11gib11ity I1mits and those living in their own
homes or 1n SUbs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluat~on Forms, 1970 Census
of Population, Base11ne and Per10dic Interviews, and payments f11e. Standard error 1n parentheses.

NOTE: Brackets ~ndicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat~ons.

a. No selection effect.
t S~gnif~cant at the 0.10 level.
** Sign~f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table X-12

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonm~nor~ty households 0.0346 3.5% (48) 0.1536** 16.8% (27)
(0.0240) (2.5) (0.0424) (5.0)

Black households [0.0090] 0.9 (5) [0.0909] 9.5 (3)

(0.0902) (9.2) (0.1491) (16.6)

Span~sh Amer~can households [0.2727] * 3.14 (11)
(0.0918) (12.1)

~ Nonelderly households 0.0322 3.3 (44) 0.2068** 23.0 (32)
N
0 (0.0274) (2.8) (0.0455) (5.6),....

Elderly households [0.0626] 6.5 (9) [0.1206]t 12.8 (9)
(0.0352) (3.8) (0.0645) (7.3)

Poverty households 0.0560 5.8 (24) [0.3341] ** 39.7 (14)
(0.0395) (14.2) (0.0699) (9.8)

Nonpoverty households 0.0134 1.3 (29) 0.1044* 11.0 (27)
(0.0295) (3.0) (0.0431) (4.8)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent High households act~ve and meet~ng requirements at two years after enroll
ment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the eligibility l~m~ts and those l~v~ng in the~r own
homes or ~n subs~dized hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census
of Populat~on, Baseline and Period1c Interv1ews, and payments f116. Standard error 1n parentheses.

NOTE: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1ons.
a. No select~on effect.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.



Table X-13

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

Nonm~norlty households -0.0073 (140) -0.0289 (82)
(0.0130) (0.0190)

Black households -0.0205 (41) [-0.0587] (14)
(0.0242) (0.0442)

Spanish American households -0.0707* (47)
(0.0326)

Nonelderly households -0.0046 (153) -0.0422* (121)
<0.0128) (0.0180)

Elderly households -0.0367 (30) -0.0801** (26)
(0.0217) (0.0275)

Poverty households -0.0135 (80) -0.0627 (87)
(0.0181) (0.0207)

Nonpoverty households -0.0071 (103) -0.0289 (60)
(0.0145) (0.0235)

SAMPLE: Control households actlve and not meetlng the Mlnlmum
Standards requlrements at two years after enrollment, excludlng those with
enrolLment lncomes over the ellg1bl11ty 11mlts and those livlng in thelr
own homes or In Subsldlzed houslng. _

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl0n Forms, 1970 Census of Populatlon, Basellne and Perlodlc Intervlews,
and payments file.

NOTE: Standard error In parentheses.
* S~g~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** Signlflcant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-14

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINlMUI1 RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

Nonmlnor~ty households -0.0521 (43) -0.0348 (60)
(0.0205) (0.0251)

Black households -0.0492 (25) -0.0252 (17)
(0.0258) (0.0475)

Span1sh Amer1can households -0.0843 (38)
(0.0353)

Nonelderly households -0.0328 (52) -0.0568 (86)
(0.0183) (0.0231)

Elderly households -0.1045 (17) -0.0436 (31)
(0.0274) (0.0301)

Poverty households -0.0473* (40) -0.0520* (80)
(0.0225) (0.0242)

Nonpoverty households -0.0549* (29) -0.0560* (37)
(0.0213) (0.0283)

SAMPLE: Control households act~ve and not meet1ng the M1n~um Rent
Low requ1rements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enroll
ment 1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty 1~1ts and those I1v1ng 10 the1r own homes
or 1n Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: Init1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng
Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of Populat1on, Base11ne and Per10dic Inter
V1ews, and payments f11e.

NOTE: Standard error 1n parentheses.
* S1gn1f1cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table X-IS

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS

AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

NODm1nOrlty households -0.0329 (102) -0.0107 (89)
(0.0139) (0.0201)

Black households -0.0184 (40) -0.0069 (18)
(0.0339) (0.0484)

Spanlsh Amerlcan households -0.0409 (49)
(0.0339)

Nonelderly households -0.0185 (118) -0.0166 (121)
(0.0157) (0.0198)

Elderly households -0.0771 (25) -0.0448 (39)
(0.0222) (0.0260)

Poverty households -0.0222 (66) -0.0214 (98)
(0.0231) (0.0223)

Nonpoverty households -0.0344* (77) -0.0268 (62)
(0.0160) (0.0231)

SAMPLE: Control households actl.ve and not meetl.ng the Ml.nlmum Rent
Hlgh requlrements at two years after enrollment, excludlng those Wl.th enroll
ment lucornes over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty ll.ml.ts and those ll.vl.ng In thel.r own
homes or l.n SUbsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Im_t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl0n Forms, 1970 Census of populatl0n, Basellne and Perl.odJ.c Inter
Vlews f and payments fl1e.

NOTE: Standard error In parentheses.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table X-16

ESTIMATED-EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT ~D MEDI~ PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM ST~DARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS ~D CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET

MINIMUM ST~DARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

Nonwanorlty households 0.023 2.4% 0.068t 7.1%
(0.026) (2.7) (0.035) (3.7)

Black households 0.048 4.9 [0.289] a 33.5
(0.063) (6.6) (0.153) (20.8)

Span1sh Amer1can [0.159] 17.3
households (0.102) (12.1)

Nonelderly households .046 4.7 0.122** 13.0
(0.029) (3.0) (0.041) (4.6)

Elderly households -0.019 -1.9 0.027 2.8
(0.044) (4.3) (0.051) (5.2)

Poverty households 0.032 3.3 0.081 8.4
(0.041) (4.3) (0.065) (7.0)

Nonpoverty households 0.028 2.8 0.092 9.6
(0.029) (3.0) (0.036) (4.0)

SAMPLE: M~nimum Standards households actlve and meetlng requlrements
at two years after enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over
the ellg1bl11ty I1ffiltS and those I1vlng In thelr own homes or In Subsldlzed
houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng
Evaluatlon Forms, 1970 Census of Populatlon, Basellne and Perlodlc Inter
vlews, and payments £11e.

NOTES: Brackets ind1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer Mlnlmum
Standards observatlons. For sample Slzes, see Table X-IO. Standard error
In parentheses.

a. CorrectJ..on based on 15 or fewer observatJ..ons.
t S1gn1f1cant at the 0.10 level.
** S1gn1f1cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-17

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET

MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

Nonm~norlty households 0.007 0.7% 0.09S* 10.0%
(0.022) (2.2) (0.038) (4.2)

Black households -0.023 -2.3 [0.041] 4.2
(O.OS3) (S.2) (0.120) (12.7)

Spanlsh Amerlcan [0.129] 13.8
households (O.089) (10 .l)

Nonelderly households -0.009 -0.9 0.128** 13.6
(O.024) (2.4) (0. 044) (S.O)

Elderly households 0.023 2.4 0.074 7.7
(O.036) (3.7) (O.OSO) (S.4)

Poverty households 0.001 0.1 0.212** 23.6
(O.030) (3.0) (O.OS9) (7.3)

Nonpoverty households 0.003 0.3 0.023 2.4
(0.029) (2.9) (O.040) (4.l)

SAMPLE: Mlnl.mum Rent Low households actl.ve and meetl.ng requl.re
rnents at two years after enrollment, exc!udl.ng those wl.th enrol1ment
lncomes over the ell.gl.bl11.ty l~l.ts and those I1Vl.ng l.n thel.r own homes
or l.n subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl.on Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl.on, Basell.ne and Perl-cdl.c Inter
vl.ews, and payments £11e.

NOTES: Brackets l.ndl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer Mlnl.mum Rent
Low observanons. For sample 5l.ZeS, see Table X-II. Standard error l.n
parentheses.

* S~gn~f~cant at the O.OS level.
** Slgm.fl.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-18

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET

MINlMOM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES

Nonmanorlty households 0.018 1.8% 0.147 15.8%
<0.025) (2.6) (0.046) (5.3)

Black households [-0.046] -4.5 [0.086] 9.0
(0.136) (13.2) (0.153) (16.9)

Spanish Amer1can [0.210] t 23.3
households (0.106) (13 .1)

Nonelderly households 0.020 2.0 0.191** 21.0
(0.029) (3.0) (0.049) (6.0)

Elderly households [-0.040] -3.9 [0.066] 6.8
(0.046) (4.4) (0.072) (7.7)

Poverty households 0.037 3.7 [0.294] [34.2]
(0.044) (4.6) <0.081) (11. 0)

Nonpoverty households -0.010 -1.0 0.088t 9.3
(0.032) (3.1) (0.045) (4.9)

SAMPLE: M1n~um Rent Hlgh households act1ve and meet1ng requlrements
at two years after enrollment, excludlng those Wlth enrollment lucornes over
the ellg1bl11ty l~ltS and those 11ving 1n thelr own homes or 1n subsidlzed
houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~b.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl0n Forms, 1970 Census of Populatl0n, Basellne and Perlodlc Inter
vlews, and payments fl1e.

NOTES: Brackets lndlcate amounts based on 15 or fewer Mlnlrnum Rent
Hlgh observatl0ns. For sample slzes, see Table X-12. Standard error 1n
parentheses.

t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-19

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID
NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO YEARS AFTER

ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonm~nority households 0.0338 3.4% (37) 0.1308** 14.0% (41)
(0.0398) (4.1) (0.0512) (5.8)

Black households [0.20871* [23.21 (10) [0.5687]* [76.61 (3)
(0.0810) (10.0) (0.2250) (41. 3)

Span~sh Amer~can households [0.3969]** [48.71 (15)
(0.0902) (13.5)

:r
Nonelderly households 0.0965* 10.1 (38) 0.2135** 23.8 (50)IV

0 (0.0401) (4.4) (0.0498) (6.2)00

Elderly households [-0.03261 [-3.21 (9) [0.1890l* 20.8 (13)

(0.0737) (7.2) (0.0852) (10.3)

Poverty households 0.1226* 13.0 (24) 0.2600** 29.7 (23)
(0.0518) (5.9) (0.0726) (9.5)

Nonpoverty households 0.0191 1.9 (23) 0.1573** 17.0 (40)
(0.0497) (5.1) (0.0555) (6.5)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards households act~ve and meeting requirements at two years after enroll
ment that did not meet the requ~rements at enrOllment, exclud~ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the
el~g~b~lity l~mits and those living ~n the~r own homes or in subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments f~le.

NOTE: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat10ns. Standard error 1n parentheses.
a. No selection effect.
* Sign~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~ficant at the 0.01 level.



Table X-20

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID
NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO YEARS AFTER

ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonmlnorlty households 0.01432** 15.4% (16) [0.4428] ** [55.7%] (11)
(0.0573) (6.6) (0.0877) (13.7)

Black households [0.1827]* [20.0] (11) [0.2544] 29.0 (5)
(0.0776) (9.4) (0.1826) (24.1)

Spanlsh American households [0.5553]** [74.2] (8)
(0.1172) (20.6)

l'
Nonelderly households 0.1337* 14.3 (22) 0.3946** 48.4 (21)

tv (0.0508) (5.8) (0.0706) (10.5)
0

'" Elderly households [0.2587] * [29.5] (5) [0.4940]* [63.9] (5)
(0.0942) (12.3) (0.1255) (20.8)

Poverty households 0.2151 24.0 (18) 0.5195** 68.1 (14)
(Q .0584) (7.3) (0.0897) (15.2)

Nonpoverty households 0.0668 6.9 (9) 0.2825** 32.6 (12)
(0.0746) (8.0) (0.0872) (11. 6)

SAMPLE: Mlnimum Rent Low households actlve and meeting lequlrements at two years after enroll
ment that did not meet the requirements at enrollment, exclud~ng those with enrollment incomes over the
ellgibility 11mlts and those 11vlng In thelr own homes or in SUbsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Inltial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets ind~cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error in parentheses.
a. No select~on effect.
* Significant at the 0.05 level.
** Slgnlflcant at the 0.01 level.



Table X-21

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID
NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO YEARS AFTER

ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonm1nor1ty households 0.2814** 32.5% (21) 0.3943** 48.3% (17)
(0.0504) (6.7) (0.0724) (10.8)

Black households [0.2150) t 24.0 (4) [0.9626] [161.8] (1)
(0.1200) (15.0) (0.3692) (107.1)

Span1sh Amer1can households [0.4193]** [52.1] (10)
(0.1064) (16.3)

l' Nonelderly households 0.2484** 28.2 (23) 0.4063** 50.1 (25)
N (0.0493) (6.3) (0.0654) (9.8)
b

Elderly households [0.4094] 50.6 (2) [0.4904)t [63.3] (3)
(0.1436) (22.0) (0.1582) (26.3)

Poverty households [0.3262J ** [38.6] (14) 0.4955** 64.1 (12)
(0.0648) (9.0) (0.0966) (16.0)

Nonpoverty households [0.2104) ** [23.4] (11) 0.3589** 43.2 (16)
(0.0678) (8.4) (0.0772) (11.1)

SAMPLE: M1nimum Rent H1gh households act1ve and meet1ng requirements at two years after enroll
ment that d1d not meet the requirements at enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the
e11g1b111ty 1~1t5 and those I1ving 1n their own homes or in SUbs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: Init1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat1ons. Standard error 1n parentheses.
a. No select10n effect.
t Signif1cant at the 0.10 level.
** S1gnificant at the 0.01 level.



Table X-22

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT

TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

Nonmlnorlty households -0.0135 (157) -0.0027 (86)
(0.0163) (0.0225)

Black households 0.0324 (44) -0.0892 (16)
(0.0294) <0.0833)

Spanish Amer~can households -0.0384 (50)
<0.0401)

Nonelderly households 0.0104 (171) -0.0128 (126)
(0.0154) (0.0228)

Elderly households -0.0816* (33) -0.0693t (30)
(0.0318) (0.0388)

Poverty households -0.0080 (92) -0.0232 (96)
<0.0225) (0.0276)

Nonpoverty households -0.0015 (112) -0.0244 (60)
(0.0179) (0.0274)

SAMPLE: Control households actlve and not meetlng the Ml.nJ.tnum
Standards requl.rements at enrollment or at two years after enrollment,
excludl.ng those Wl.th enrollment l.ucornes over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty ll.rnl.ts and
those ll.vl.ng 1.n thel.r own homes or 1n subsl.dl.zed housl-ng.

DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments fl.Ie.

NOTE: Standard error 1.n parentheses.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table X-23

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT

TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

Non~norlty households -0.1154** (43) -0.0744* (58)
(0.0240) (0.0306)

Black households -0.0891** (25) -0.1527t (16)
(0.0307) (0.0855)

Span~sh Amer~can households -0.0802* (40)
(0.0366)

Nonelderly households -0.0912** (52) -0.0625* (81)
(0.0210) (0.0272)

Elderly households -1520** (17) -0.1509** (34)
(0.0380) (0.0427)

Poverty households -0.1040** (41) -0.0704 (79)
(0.0184) (0.0310)

Nonpoverty households -0.1093** (28) -0.1287** (36)
(0.0374) (0.0287)

SAMPLE: Control households actlve and not meetlng the MlnJ.Inum Rent
Low requlrements at enrollment or at two years after enrollment, excludlng
those wlth enrollment incomes over the eligibl11ty l1.Inlts and those livlng
10 thelr own homes or 10 SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments f~le.

NOTE: Standard error 1n parentheses.
i S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-24

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT

TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

Nonm~norlty households -0.0596** (116) -0.0413t (93)
(0.0182) (0.0236)

Black households -0.0696** (42) -0.1407t (18)
(0.0255) (0.0784)

Span~sh American households -0.0287 (53)
(0.0372)

Nonelderly households -0.0484** (132) -0.0199 (125)
(0.0166) (0.0228)

Elderly households -0.1325** (27) -0.1283** (43)
(0.0289) (0.0360)

Poverty households -0.0785 (77) -0.0378 (104)
(0.0188) (0.0280)

Nonpoverty households -0.0479* (82) -0.0636* (64)
(0.0228) (0.0243)

SAMPLE: Control households actlve and not meeting the Mln1mum Rent
Hlgh requlrements at enrollment or at two years after enrollment, excludlng
those wlth enrollment lncornes over the ellgiblllty l~ltS and those 11vlng
In thelr own homes or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments f~le.

NOTE: Standard error In parentheses.
t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gmf~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-25

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING
EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID

NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO
YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR

PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

NOnIDlnor~ty households 0.008 0.8% 0.129* 13.7%
(0.050) (5.1) (0.054) (6.2)

Black households [0.299] * [34.9] [0.420] [52.2]
(0.116) (15.7) (0.264) (42.4)

Spanl.sh Amerl.can [0.328] * [38.8]
households (0.116) (16.2)

Nonelderly households 0.115* 12.2 0.202** 22.4
(0.049) (5.5) (0.054) (6.6)

Elderly households [-0.296]* [-25.6] [0.072] [7.4]
(0.126) (9.5) (0.108) (11.7)

Poverty households 0.101 10.7 0.308** 36.1
(0.079) (8.8) (0.093) (12.7)

Nonpoverty households 0.017 1.7 0.147** 15.8
(0.056) (5.7) (0.057) (6.6)

SAMPLE: Ml.nl.mum Standards households actl.ve and meetl.ng requl.rements at
two years after enrollment that dl.d not meet the requl.rements at enrOllment,
excludl.ng those Wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty 11.IDl.ts and those
ll.vl.ng l.U thel.r own homes or l.U subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
file.

NOTES: Brackets l.ndl.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatl.ons.
See Table X-19 for sample Sl.Zes. Standard error l.U parentheses.

* Sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.05 level.
** Sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-26

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING
EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID

NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO
YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR

PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM
RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECT

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE IN
EXPENDITURES

EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECTHOUSEHOLD GROUP

0.088 9.2
(0.052) (5.7)

[0.016] [1.6]
(0.112) (11. 5)

0.128* 13.7
(0.060) (6.9)

[0.018 [1.8]
(0.076) (7.8)

Non~nor1ty households

Black households

Span~sh Amer~can

households

Nonelderly households

Elderly households

Poverty households

Nonpoverty households

0.042
(0.061)

[0.142] t
(0.079)

4.3%
(6.4)

[15.3]
(9.1)

0.389 47.5%
(0.090) (13.4)

[0.193] [21.3]
(0.186) (23.1)

[0.475] ** [60.8]*
(0.123) (20.0)

0.368** 44.5
(0.072) (10.4)

[0.192] [21.2]
(0.152) (18.7)

[0.444] [55.9]
(0.096) (15.0)

[0.240]* [27.1]
(0.088) (11.2)

SAMPLE: M1n1ffium Rent Low households act1ve and meeting requ1rements at
two years after enrollment that d1d not meet the requ1rements at enrollment,
exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b111ty lLm1ts and those
I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or in SUbS1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
f~le.

NOTES: Brackets 1nd1cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observat10ns.
See Table X-20 for sample 51zes. Standard error 1n parentheses.

t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-27

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING
EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID

NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO
YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR

PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES EFFECT EXPENDITURES

Nonmanorlty househOlds 0.191** 21.0% 0.343** 41.0%
(0.058) (7.0) (0.078) (11.0)

Black households [-0.063] [-6.1] [0.400] [49.2]
(0.158) (15.1) (0.484) (86.3)

Spanlsh Amerlcan [0.368]* [44.4]
households (0.126) (18.4)

Nonelderly households 0.177 19.4 0.381** 46.3
(0.055) (6.6) (0.072) (10.5)

Elderly households [-0.651] -47.8 [-0.023] [-2.3]
(0.272) (15.0) (0.214) (21.6)

Poverty households [0.169] * 18.4 [0.401]** 49.3
(0.075) (8.9) (0.119) (l8.0)

Nonpoverty households [0.115] 12.1 0.303 35.4
(0.082) (9.2) (0.080) (l0.9)

SAMPLE: MJ.DJ.mum Rent Hlgh households actJ.ve and meeting requJ.rements
at two years after enrollment that dld not meet the requJ.rements at enrollment,
excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment lucornes over the ellglbJ.lJ.ty IJ.mlts and those
livJ.ng in thelr own homes or 1n SUbsldJ.zed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
f~le.

NOTES: Brackets lndJ.cate amounts based on 15 or fewer observatJ.ons.
See Table X-21 for sample sJ.zes. Standard error 1D parentheses.

* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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APPENDIX XI

ALTERNATE ESTIMATION OF EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECTS FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS

THAT DID NOT MEET IN THEIR ENROLLMENT UNIT

Chapter 4 presented a methodology for est~at~ng normal rent that was based

solely on households' demographic characteristics (and ~ncome) at enrollment

and at two years after enrollment. The method presented ~n th~s append~x

takes account of, ~n addition, households' actual mob~l~ty and part2c1pat2on

behav10r over the exper~ental per2od. Section XI.l presents a~method of

est~ating the normal behavior of M~nimum Standards households w~th respect

to mob~l~ty and part~c~pat~on. Sect~on XI.2 descr~bes the methodology used

to estimate normal rent for Hous2ng Gap households that d1d not meet the2r

housing requJ.rements 10 the1r enrollment un1ts. Sect.l.on XI.3 then prov1des

same emp1r1cal results on expendJ.tures and on hous1ng servJ.ces.

XI-I NORMAL MOBILITY AND PARTICIPATION

A household that d~d not meet ~ts housing requ~rement at enrollment (and

consequently did not receive a housing allowance payment) had five choices:

stay 10 the enrollment un1t and contJ.nue not to meet the
requ1rements

Stay ~n the enrollment unit and upgrade the unit ~n order
to meet the requ1rements

Move to a un1t that also did not meet the requ1rements

Move, but to a un~t that met the requ~rements

Drop out of the program.

Mult~nomial log~t analysis (see The~l, 1969) is one method of character~z~ng

household behav~or in terms of these f~ve cho~ces. Mult~nom~al log~t

analys1s conceptualJ.zes the problem as a sarles of compar1sons between two

alternat1ves: the probab~l~ty of a household choosing A over B, assuming

the other poss~b~l~t~es are irrelevant for the part~cular compar~son under
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1nvestigation.
l

With f1ve cho1ces, four compar1sons are possible, W1th one

category serving as the reference group

the first cho1ce, stay and cont1nue not

(the reference group used here is
2

to meet). Further, only Min~um

Standards households are used to 1llustrate th1s techn1que.

The determ1nants of household behav10r 1ncluded as 1ndependent var1ables

are (1) var~ables ~ncluded ~n an ~ndependent analysis of mobil~ty (see

MacM1llan, 1978); (2) a var1able measur1ng the d1stance from the hous1ng
3 4

requ1rement; and (3) exper~ental variables, 1nclud1ng payment parameters.

The est1mated coeff1c1ents are presented 1n Table XI-I. Only the exper1

mental var1ables are d1scussed here. The dummy var1able represent1ng Mln~um

Standards households was slgnlficantly greater than zero 1n SlX of the eight

compar1sons computed for the two sltes (see Table XI-I). The 1ncreases in

the probab111tles, controlllng for demograph1c characteristlcs and 1n1t1al

poslt10n, reflect expectat1ons--the M1n~um standards housing allowance

offer 1ncreased the probabll1ty of stay1ng and meet1ng the M1n~um Standards

by 5 percentage p01nts 1n Plttsburgh and 4 1n Phoenix, and 1t 1ncreased the

probab~lity of mov~ng and meet~ng the M~n~mum Standards by 8 percentage
5

po~nts ~n P~ttsburgh and 15 ~n Phoen~x (see Table XI-2) • These ~ncreases

1The assumpt~on that the probab~l~ty of choos~ng A over B would not
change 1f addlt10nal cho1ces were offered has been termed u 1ndependence of
1rrelevant alternat1ves. 1I Th1S assumptlon 1S ~portant when the lndependent
var1ables 1nclude measures of character1st1cs of the cho1ces. The sltuatl0n
here focuses only on the characterlst1cs of the dec1s10n makers. See McFadden
(1974), for example, for a discussion of the ~pllcat1ons of such an assumption
1n the case where-cholce characterlstlcs are lncluded.

2The est~ated probabl11tles are normallzed to sum to one.
3

The dlstance was measured as C* ~the est~ated cost of standard
houslng) m1nus the actual rent at enrollment.

4
Only households voluntar~ly dropp~ng out of the program are ~ncluded;

households 1nvoluntar11y dropPlng out could not have made a free cho1ce among
the alternat1ves. See Chapter 2 for a llSt of reasOns.

5
It lS currently not poss1ble to est1mate the slgnlficance of such

changes ~n the est~ated probab~l~ty. It should be noted that these est~

mated effects are not d1rectly comparable to the b1nom1al lOglt est~ates

of Chapter 2 (Table 2-2). The b~nom~al est~ates were based on households
that d~d not drop out. If the est~ated probab~l~t~es ~n Table XI-2 are
mod~f~ed to refer only to households that d~d not drop out (by d~v~d~ng

by 1 m~nus the probab~l~ty of dropp~ng out), the ~pl~ed probab~lities are:
(footnote cont1nued on next page)
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1'~1. XI-l

KULTlNOMIAL ~IT COEl-'FICIENTS OF MOBILITY. PARTICIPATION, AND ATTRITION FOR HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET THE l1INIKUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLIJoIENT

1 STA"( AND MEET MINDlUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ASYMPTOl'IC IISYMPTOl'IC
INDEPENDENT VARlAaLES COEFFICIENT t-STATIS'l'IC COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

CONSTANT

-0.702 0.64 -2.366 1.98*
LIFE CYCLE FACTORS (l.lO"') (1.197)

Age of household head (in decades) -0 008 0.90 0.009 1.03
(0.009) (O 009)

Nl.Wber of ch.l.ldren -0.082 1.05 o 085 0.64
(O 078) (0.B3)

OTHER 1f()JS&HOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Fe_de hud of household

-0 152 0.64 o 302 1.00
(0.237) (O 301)

Years of educat.l.on of household head 0.017 0.33 0.125 3.04**
(0.051) (0.041)

NlDIber of &lOves 1n three year. pr.l.or to the exper1ment o 068 056 0.024 0.21
(0.121) (0.115)

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHooO FACTORS
N\laIber of household IIoeIllbers per bedroom -0.076 0.55 -0.359 114

(0 139) (0 314)
C* aJ.nus enrollment rent -0.024 5.32** -0.015 4.50**

(0 004) (0.003)

sex: IAL BONDS
Posit1ve feelings toward ne1ghbors -0.032 0.70 0.043 0.50

(0.046) (0.087)

Wingth of residence .l.n enrollment unJ.t (1n years) o 002 0.96 -0.009 1.46
(0.002) (O 003)

DISSATISFACTION
01ss.t1sf1ed w1th un1t at enrollment -0 032 0.08 -0.113 031

(0.406) (0.366)
D1ssat.l.sf1ed w1th ne1ghborhood. at enrollment -0.599 1.66t -0.382 0.82

(0 362) (0.469)

PRmISPOSITION TO MOVE
Would &lOve W1th an 1ncrease 1n money ava1loUile for rent -0 906 2.78** o 677 2.24*

(O 327) (0.302)

PflOGRAM FACTORS

K1tlUlum Standards household 1 360 4.63** 1.358 4.44**
(0 294) (0.30G)

CLVL
b

0.723 1 60 0.358 072
(0.454) (0 499)

BLVL
b

-1 018 2.43* -0.216 0.50
CO.420} (0.434)

Unc:onstra1.tled household -0.276 047 1.010 1.42
(0.583) CO.710)

(CONTINUED)
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Table XI~l (cont1nueo)

MOVE AND NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS
a

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

CONSTANT

LIFE CYCLE FAC'l'ORS
Age (If household head (In decades)

NUIIlber of ch1loren

OTHER HOOSEHOLO CHARACTERISTICS
Female he.,d of household

Years of educatlon of household head

NUIlIber of moves 1n three ye<lrs prlor to the exper1ment

HOUSING AND NEIGUOORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household members per bedroolll

C* 1II1nUS enro11lIlent rent

SOCIAL BONDS
Pos1uve feellngs toward ne1ghbors

Length of res1dence 1n enroll~ent unit (In years)

DISSATISFACTION
D1ssat1sf1ed w1th unlt at enrollment

D1ssat1Sf1ed w1th ne1ghborhood at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION TO KOVE
Would move W1th an 1ncrease 1n DIOney ava1lable for rent

PROGRAM FACl'ORS
M1nUllUlll Standards household

b
SLVL

Unconstra1ned household

PI'l"l'SIllIRGH

AS~PTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t~STATISTIC

o 296 0.36
(0.784)

~O 022 69"*
(0.006)

-0.043 0 68
(O 063)

o 256 1 54
(0 166)

-0.052 1.32
{0.039}

0.207 2 60*
(0.060)

0.391 3.54**
(o.llO)

-0.002 072
(C.003)

-0.060 1.75t
(0 045)

-0 009 5 21**
(0.002)

0.648 4.29**
(0 196)

-0.121 0.57
(0.213)

a 045 029
(0.155)

0.249 1.09
(a 228)

0.903 2.98**
(0 503)

-0.446 1.55
(C.287)

0.262 0.76
(0 346)

PHOENIX

ASYMP'rOTIC
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

0.555 1.07
(0 520)

-0.018 3.17**
(0.006)

-0 064 1.16
(0.055)

0.614 2.61*
(0 236)

-0.001 0.02
(0 027)

0.283 4.00**
(0 071)

0.020 0.29
(0.076)

-0.000 0.02
(0 003)

-0 230 4.70*"
(0.049)

-0 006 3.35u

(0 002)

0.271 0.98
(Q 236)

-0 352 1.14
(0.309)

0.946 3 67**
(0 258)

0.184 0.82
(0.226)

-0 211 0.59
(0.356)

0.051 0.16
(0.327)

0.915 1.64t
(0.496)

(CONTINUED)
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Table XI-l (contl-nued)

HOVE AND MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTSa

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

CONSTANT

LIFE C~CLE FACTORS
Age of household head (l-n decades)

Number of ch1.1dren

OTHER H<XlSEHOLD CHARAcrERISTICS
Felllale head of household

~ears of educat1.on of household heAd

Nwnber of tIlOves 1.n three yea;s pr:l.or to the experl-ment

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
Nwnber of household ltIelDllers per bedroom

C* m1.nus enrollJnent rent

soc IAL BONDS
Pos1.t1.ve feell-nqs toward ne1.ghbors

Length of reS1.dence 1.n enrollment unl-t (l-n years)

DISSATISFACTION
Dl-s$at1.sf1.ed with UOl-t at enrollment

DJ.ssat1.sf1.ed w1.th nelghborhood at enrollment

PREDISPOSITION TO HOVE
WOuld tIlOve W1.th an l.ncrease 1.n money aval-lable for rent

PROGRAM FACTORS

M1.nl.lll.\llD. Standards household

BLVL
b

Unconstrained household

PITTSSlJRGH PHOENIX

ASYMPTOTIC AS~HPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC

-072S 0.64 -0.722 l.Sot
(1 143) W.401)

-0.046 4.03** -0.029 4.51**
(0.01l) (0.006)

-0.122 1.21 -0.161 1 9'lt
(0.101) W.083)

o 627 2 37- 0.462 1.74t
(0.26'l) (0.266)

-0.070 1.0S 0.097 3.43-*
(0.065) (0.02S)

0.260 2.35* o 483 7 25"
(0.110) (0.067)

a 404 2.20* 0.119 1.10
(0 184) (0.108)

-0.012 2.70** -0.005 1.56
(O.OOS) (0.003)

-0 163 2.42* -0.184 3.59**
(0 067) (0.051)

0.002 08' -0.003 0.95
(0.002) (0.003)

0.354 1.14 0.287 0.97
(0 312) (O 294)

-0 128 0.39 -0 :210 0.82
(0 330) (O 330)

0.742 2 18- 0.456 1 9St
(0.339) (0.234)

1 621 5.01-* 1.302 4,98**
(0.324) <0 262)

1.100 2.43* 0.217 0.58
(0.453) (0.375)

-1.368 3 38** -0.203 0.59
W.404} (0.346)

0.703 1 31 0.992 1.79t
(0.S3S) (0.5S4)

(CONTINUED)
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Table XI-l (contJ.nued)

4. VOLUNTARILY OROP OUT OF PROSPAH
a

PHOENIX

AS\'MP'l'OTIC
COEFFICIENT t-S'!'A'l'IS'l'IC

0.539 1.34
(0.4041

-0.019 4.11**
(O.OOS)

0.049 o B2
(0.059)

0.099 0.43
(0.231)

0.084 3.09**
(0.027)

0.298 4 51**
(0.066)

-0.096 1.27
{O 076}

-0 002 0.76
(0 003)

-0 274 4.98**
(0 OSS)

-0 007 285"
{0.OO3}

0.111 0.41
(0.270)

-0 845 2.70**
(0 312)

a 618 3.05**
(0 202)

0.705 3.18**
(0.221)

-0.157 0.44
(0.3SS)

0.340 1.04
(0.325)

0.117 023
(0.S03)

218 47
(0 01)

0.256

0.081

0.238

0.186

0.240

0.146

(484)

2.81**

2.36*

0.20

2.29*

0.35

1.45

0.23

1.48

1.36

4.83**

1.7St

1.10

0.61

1.08

1.49

040

0.438

o 079

0.250

o OBI

a 153

0.145

(509)

206 36
(0 01)

PITTSBURGH

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

~O.OlS

(0.005)

-0 219
(0.07S)

-1 256
(0.533)

0.583
(O.2S4)

-0.101
(0.253)

-0 242
(0 219)

0.063
(0.043)

-0.002
(0 00l)

o 066
(0 188)

0.048
(0 033)

-0.020
(0.089)

0.028
(0.140)

0.004
(0.003)

1.172
{0.243}

0.514
(0.346)

-0.249
(0 323)

-0.260
(0.428)

COEFFIClfJlT

LIFE CYCU: FACTORS
ASO of household head (in decades)

NWIlDer of clu.ldren

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

BI.vLb

D1.5sat1.sf1.ed "nth nel.ghborhood at enrollment

Years of educatJ.on of household head

Ll.kell.hood rat10 (s1gn1fl.cance)

C· m1nus enrollment rent

Len'i'th of resldence 1n enrollt'1ent unl.t Cln years)

Number of tIlOves 10 three years prlor to the experlment

Unconstra1.ned household

Sample SIZe

Observed proport1ons
Stay and not meet M1nllllUlll Standards requ1rements

Stay and meet M1nllllU'll Standards requ1rements

Move and not meet H1nl1llUl!\ Standards reqU1rements

Hove oilnd meet H1nltnUlll Standards reqlurements

Volwltanly drop out of program

COt:lff1C1ent of dete[lll1nat10n

CONSTANT

H<XJSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FAcroRS
Number of household members per bedroom

DISSATISFACTION
Ol.5SatlSfl.ed W1.th WI1.t. at enrollment

soc IAL BONOS
Pos1tJ.ve feel1.ng5 toward ne1ghbors

OTHER HOOSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
FClll4le he.d of household

PREDISPOSITION '1'0 MOVE
Would lllOve W1.th an lncrease 1n money ilvallable for rent

PROGRAM FAC'I'QRS
MUI1.lllum Standards household

SAMPLE H1n.unum Standards, Unconstra1ned, and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment that did not meet the
M1n:l.lllUlll Standards requ1rements at enrollment and households that d1d not meet reqU1rements at enrollment and voluntar1ly dropped out .of
the program, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the el1g1bll1ty llm1ts and those IlVl.ng 1n the1r own hccnes or 1n subsl.d1:z:ed
hous1ng

DATA SQURCES- In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Basel1ne Interv1ews and payments f1le.
NOTE Standard error 1n parentheses
a Reference group (0lIl1ttedJ Control households that stayed and cont1nued not to meet the },ln1mum Standards requ1rements
b See Table 5-6 for def1n1t10n of these var1ables
t t-stat1st1c slgn1flcant at the 0 10 level

t-Stat1st1C slgn1,flcant at the 0 OS level
t-stat1st1c slgn1flcant oilt the 0 01 level
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Table XI-2

MULTINOMIAL LOGIT PROBABILITIES OF MOBILITY, PARTICIPATION, AND
ATTRITION FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

Normal probab~l~ty

of each statea

Effect of thebHous~ng

Gap allowance ,0

Effect of the Uncog
stra1ned allowance

Sample s~ze

STAY AND NOT
MEET MINIMUM
STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS

0.55

-0.21

-0.04

STAY AND MEET MOVE AND NOT MOVE AND MEET
MINIMUM MEET MINIMUM MINIMUM VOLUNTARILY
STANDARDS STANDARDS STANDARDS DROP OUT OF
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS THE PROGRAM

PITTSBURGH

0.04 0.25 0.04 0.13

+0.05 -0.15 +0.08 +0.13

-0.01 +0.05 +0.03 -0.04

(509)

PHOENIX
Normal probab~l~ty

of each state
a

Effect of the Hous~ng

Gap allowanceb,c

Effect of the Uncon
stra1ned allowanceb

Sample s~ze

0.25

-0.11

-0.11

0.04

+0.04

+0.02

0.29

-0.10

+0.12

(484)

0.15

+0.15

+0.08

0.28

+0.03

-0.10

SAMPLE: M1nimum Standards, Unconstra1ned, and Control households act1ve at two years after enroll
ment that d~d not meet the M~n~mum Standards requ~rements at enrollment and households that d~d not meet
requ~rements at enrollment and voluntar~ly dropped out of the program, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment
1ncomes over the elig1bi11ty I1mits and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or in Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Basel~ne Interviews, and payments f~le.

a. Evaluated at the mean of all ~ndependent var~ables.

b. Increase ~n the probab~l~ty (percentage po~nts).

c. At the center of the design.



are coupled w~th a decrease ~n the probab11~t1es of not meet~ng

percentage po~nt 1ncrease in the probab1l~ty of dropp1ng out 1n

and a 13
I

p~ttsburgh.

The Unconstra1ned allowance had l~ttle effect on normal behav10r ~n

p~ttsburgh, wh~le ~n phoen~x ~t decreased the l~kel~hood of both dropp~ng

out and stay~ng and not meet1ng requ1rements and lncreased the probabl!lty

of both mov~ng and meet1ng requ1rements and mov1ng and not meet1ng requ1re-

ments. (The results of the b~nom~al log~t presented ~n Table 2-2 ~nd~cated

that the net effect on meet1ng the Mln~um Standards requlrements for Un

constra1ned households was, however, ins1gn1f1cant.)

Payment Var1at10ns

Several of the independent varlables representlng payment variatlons were

s~gnificant ~n the log~t analysis (see Table XI-I). Table XI-3 presents

the effect of these parameters on the probab~l~ty of meet~ng the Min~um

Standards requlrement at two years for moVers and nonmovers. Each effect

~s ~n the expected d~rect~on--both a h~gher bas~c payment level (C level)

and a lower contr~but~on rate (b level) led to a larger probab~l~ty of meet

lng for both movers and nonmovers. The effect lS largest for movers 1n

Phoen1x.

(footnote cont1nued from prev10us page)

PITrSBURGH

MINIMU11
STANDARDS CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS DIFFERENCE

PHOENIX

MINIHUM
STANDARDS CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS DIFFERENCE

Stayed and met
M1n1mum standards
requ1rements 0.119 0.042 0.077 0.107 o 048 0.059

Moved and met
Minvnum standards
requ1rements 0.153 0.041 0.112 0.421 0.202 o 219

Total that met
(Mult1nom1al Log1t) 0.272 0.083 0.189 0.528 O. 25~1 0.278

Total that met
(Binom1al Log1t) 0.298 0.096 0.202 0.523 0.241 0.282

Thus both methods y~eld s~~lar est~mates for households that d~d not drop
out. Actual 1mpact, of course, depends upon the normal behavl0r of dropouts ..

lThis latter 1ncrease may be due to lower ava1lab111ty of un1tS
meet1ng the Mlnlmum Standards requirement 1n P1ttsburgh due to the low
vacancy rate.
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Table XI-3

EFFECTS OF PAYMENT PARAMETERS ON THE PROBABILITY OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
(Increase In Probablllty Above Normal)a

1.2C*

C*

0.8C*

1.2C*

C*

0.8C*

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

b VALuE? b VALUE
0.15 0.25 0.35 0.15 0.25 0.35

STAYED IN ENROLLMENT UNIT

+0.06 +0.07

+0.10 +0.05 +0.01 +0.06 +0.04 +0.02

+0.03 +0.02

MOVED FROM ENROLLMENT UNIT

+0.15 +0.21

+0.22 +0.08 0.00 +0.22 +0.15 +0.08

+0.02 +0.09

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Standards households actlve at two years after
enrollment that d~d not meet requlrements at enrollment, excludlng those
wlth enrollment lucornes over the ellg1bl11ty I1m1tS and those I1vlng 10
thelr own homes or 1n SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Basellne
Intervlews, and payments £11e.

a. Percentage pOlnts.
b. Payment formula: Payment C - b x Income.
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XI. 2 NORMAL RENT

1

F~gure XI-l presents an account~ng of Hous~ng Gap households' normal behav~or

1
dur~ng the two-year per~od. Following th~s figure, log normal rent (rN)

for any household act1ve at two years after enrollment 15

[
CST C ST

(PST,NM)rNM + (PST,M)rM
(1)

where

the probab~lity that a Control household that
d1d not meet requ1rements at its enrollment
un~t w~ll stay ~n its enrollment unit (S = ST)
or move from its enrollment un~t (S = MV) to
a un~t that does not meet (y = NM) or meets
(y = M) the M~nimum Standards requirement at
two years after enrollment

the probability that a Control household w~ll

drop out of the program (l/[l-Pgo] ~s thus the
nor:mallzatl0n factor) I and

the logar~thm of normal rent for Control house
holds that d~d not meet M~nimum Standards requ~re

ments at enrollment that stayed ~n (0 = ST) or
moved to (0 = MV) a un~t that met (8 = M) or
d~d not meet (8 = NM) at two years after enrollment.

Conceptually, th1S computat1on 15 not complex. As 1n Chapter 4, the behavior

of Control households 15 assumed to represent normal behavior 1n the absence

of the exper~ment. The mult~nom~al logit regressions reported ~n Table XI-l

are used both to compute the probab~l~ty that each household would normally

behave ~n a part~cular manner and also to compute the probab~l~ty of each

type of ~nduced behav~or. The cho~ce of normal rent for each pattern of

normal behavior 15 stra1ghtforward--lt 15 the rent for Control households

w~th that behav~or.

1
Only expendltures are focused on In thlS appendlx; the procedure

could be applled as well to houslng serVlces.
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Figure XI-l
NORMAL BEHAVIOR OF MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLOS

THAT 010 NOT MEET THEIR REQUIREMENT AT ENROLLMENT

ENROLLMENT STATUS

MOBILITY BEHAVIOR
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT
AND TWO YEARS TWO-YEAR STATUS

NORMAL
PROBABILITY OF
INDICATED BEHAVIOR

NORMAL RENT FOR
INDICATED BEHAVIOR

Old not meet
Minimum Standaras

Staved

Met
. Mwimum Stanaaras

Dld not meet ,
Minlmuffi Standards
requirement

Old not meet
Minimum Standards

Moved

Met
M1 nlffium Stanaaras

,
Drol)()Pd out Unknown

C
PST,M

r ST
NM

rST
M

rMV
M

KEY r = the logarlthm of normal rent for Control households that did not meet the Minimum Standards requirement at enrollment
pC = probabl11ty that a Control household followed a particular behaVl0r path
ST = Stay between enrollment and two years
MV = move between enrollment and tliO years
M= meet at two years

NM = not meet at two years
DO =drop out of the program

[,..," (P~T ,M) is the probabihty that a Control household would stay and meet the Minimum Standards, requirement at two Years]

(r~V'.) lS the logarlthm of normal rent, estimated for Control households movlng from a unit not meeting at enrollment
and one meetlng at two years
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APPENDIX XII

COMPARISON OF RESULTS REPORTED IN FIRST-YEAR REPORT
WITH THOSE REPORTED IN THIS REPORT

Most of the conclus~ons reported 1n the flrst-year report (Frledman and

Kennedy, 1977) are borne out by further analysls of the two-year data base.

The changes 1n the conclusl0ns that occur are due to the longer perlod of

response. Each pOlot 1.0 the summary of that report 15 revlewed below.

1. On the average, reL.J.pl.ents of HousJ.ng Gap allowances made only
modest l.ncreases [above normal] 10 theJ.r housJ.ng expen~tures

durl.ng the fl.rst year.

Analysl.s 10 the fJ.rst-year report was carrJ.ed out on the sample of Houslng

Gap households as a whole, and found an J.ncrease 10 rent above normal of

5.7 percent 1n Pl.ttsburgh and 13.4 percent 1n PhoenJ.x. A decJ.sJ.on was made

for the second-year report to analyze each group of Housl.ng Gap households

--Ml.nJ.mum Standards, MJ.nl.mum Rent Low I and MJ.nlmum Rent Hlgh--separately ~

ThlS cholce was made because of the very dlfferent responses to the program

for each group (based on eVldence from the flrst-year report and early

second-year analyses). Averag1ng the response of these households leads

to an lncrease in rent above normal for the two years of the experlJIlent for

all Houslng Gap households of 2.0 percent 1n P1ttsburgh and 18.7 percent 1n

Phoen1x (see Tables 5-1, 5-9, and 5-10).

2. Reclp1ent households had very h1gh rent burdens when they enrolled
1n the experlment~ The allowances reduced thelr rent burdens to a
level Wh1Ch 1S standard In most convent1onal houslng ass1stance
programs~

Th1S conclus10n holds true for the full two years of observat1on. The

reduct10n for Hous1ng Gap households was from medlan rent burdens of 37

percent 1n P1ttsburgh and 35 percent In Phoen1x to 23 percent In both sites

(see Tables 2-7, 3-13, and 3-14).

3~ Overall, rec1plents devoted less than one-thlrd of the allowance
payment to lncreased expendltures for houslng~

Estlmated lncreases In expendltures above normal were stlll less than

one-th1rd of the allowance payment. Hous1ng Gap households on average
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spent 5 percent of the allowance on ~ncreased expend~tures ~n Pittsburgh

and 29 percent ~n Phoen~x (see Tables 5-21 through 5-23).

4. Rec~p~ents that moved dur~ng the f~rst year of the exper~ent

~ncreased the~r hous~ng expend~tures much more than those that
d~d not move. However, they st~ll spend less than one-half of
the allowance on increased hous~ng expend~tures.

The estxmates of change for the f~rst year were 8.9 percent ~n P~ttsburgh

and 21.2 percent for Phoen~x compared to less than 4 percent for nonrnovers.

The changes for movers over the two years rema~n larger than those for non

movers--8.6 percent for movers ~n P~ttsburgh and 19.6 percent for movers ~n

Phoen~x compared to 1 and 3 percent for nonmovers ~n the two s~tes (see

Tables 7-1 through 7-3 and 7-13 through 7-15). The proport~on of the allow

ance payment devoted to ~ncreased expend~tures ~s st~ll less than one-half

(see Tables 7-25 through 7-27). Us~ng the est~mates for movers as an ~nd~

cat~on of long-term ~mpact ~s st~ll reasonable, as the group used for

computat~on of normal rent was Control movers. Indeed, the closeness of

the est~mated change over the one-year or two-year per~od does ~nd~cate

that response to the program ~s l~kely to grow over t~e only through the

effect of ~ncreased mob~l~ty.

5. The hous~ng req~rements appear to be an effect~ve mechan~sm for
allocat~ng allowance payments between ~ncreased hous~ng expend~tures

and reduced rent burden.

Th~s conclus~on rema~ns val~d. Households that met the requ~rements after

enrollment devote a much larger proport~on of the allowance payment to

~ncreased rent than do those meet~ng at enrol~ent, yet st~ll manage to

reduce their rent burdens substantially. Compar~son w~th Unconstra~ned

households suggests that at least some of the d~fference between households

that already met requ~rements at enrollment and those that only met requ~re

ments after enrollment may reflect d~fferences ~n responses to the allowance

payment per se, rather than the ~ncent~ves of the hous~ng requ~rements.

6. ReCiplents th~t only met the houslng requlrements after enrollment
increased the~r hous~ng expend~tures much more than rec~p~ents that
already met the requ~rements at enrollment.

Th~s conclus~on remalns valld. In the flrst year, ~ncreases above nor:mal

for households meet~ng after enrollment were 12.2 percent ~n P~ttsburgh
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and 26.0 percent in Phoen~x, whl1e lncreases for those meetlng at enroll

ment were only 2 percent. In the two years, lncreases for those meetlng

after enrollment were 9.9 percent 1n p1ttsburgh and 32.2 percent 1n Phoenix.

The increases for those meetlng at enrollment were only 3 percent 10 PlttS

burgh and 1 percent 1n Phoen1x (see Tables 5-1, 5-9, and 5-10).

7. Both reelplents that already met housJ.ng reqUJ.rements at enrollment
and those that only met requlrements after enrollment reduced theJ.r
rent burden substant1ally.

ThJ.s conclusl.on ramal-OS vall.d. Rent burdens were reduced to approxJ.rnately

22 percent for those meet1ng after enrollment and to 25 percent for those

meet1ng at enrollment (see Tables 2-7, 3-13, and 3-14).

8. There 15 eVJ.dence that 10 the fl.rst year, at least, the allowance
program reached only a small proport10n of e11g1ble households that
would not normally meet houslng requl.rements. Most reelplants appear
to be households that could be e~ected to meet the hous1ng requ1re
rnents wJ.thout the program. ThJ.s may, however, change over tl.me.

As 1n the fl.rst year, there remains a sizeable group of households that d1d

not part1cJ..pate 1n the program by the end of two years. However, the pro

port10n of households not meet1ng the1r reqU1rements at enrollment that d1d

part1c1pate 1ncreased beyond that 1n the f1rst year, though not by much.

All groups had 1ncreases above that wh1ch would normally occur. The actual

percentage of households passJ..ng the1r requ1rement were (from AppendJ..x IV) :

PERCENTAGE PARTICIPATING
AT THE END OF THE:

FIRST YEAR SECOND YEAR

P1ttsburgh

MJ..nJ..mmn Standards households 27% 32%
MJ.n1mmn Rent Low households 49 60
M1.nJ.mum Rent H~gh households 26 40

HousJ..ng Gap households 31 36
Phoen1x

MJ..n1mum Standards households 41 49
MJ..nimurn Rent Low households 48 60
MJ.nlmum Rent H1gh households 15 19

Housing Gap households 40 48

SAMPLE: Household not meet1ng the1r requ1rement
at enrollment.
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9. It appears that responses at the two sltes may be slmllar once
d~fferences ~n residential mobillty are taken ~nto account.

S~te d~fferences 1n response rema1n, even for movers, 1n the analysis of

the two years of data. Alternate explanations of the slte d~fferences are

offered here--dlfferent 1n1tial hous1ng cond1t~ons ~n the two s~tes reqU1r

lng a larger adJustment 1n Phoen1x; and ~fferent responses to the payment

level (no response was eVldent 1n P1ttsburgh).

more dlScuss1on.)

(See Chapters 5 and 6 for

10. Var1at~ons 1n the type of hous1ng requ1rements and 1n payment
schedules blgnlflcant1y affected the exper1mentally lnduced
changes 1n hous1ng expend1tures of rec1p1ents that only met
the requ1rements after enrollment.

Var1at10ns 1n the hous1ng requ1rements dld affect the response of house

holds meet1ng thelr requlrement after enrollment (compare Tables 5-1, 5-9,

and 5-10). Varlatl0ns In the payment affected only households In Phoenlx

(see Tables 5-6, 5-12, and 5-13).

11. Var1at10ns In houslng requlrements and payment schedules dld not
slgn1f1cantly affect the exper1mentally 1nduced changes 10 houslng
expend1tures for reclplents that already met the requlrements at
enrollment.

ThlS concluslon remal0S valld (see Tables 5-1, 5-6, 5-9, 5-10, 5-12, and

5-13).

12. Actual changes 1n houslng expend1tures due to the allowance may
have been somewhat larger than the estlmates reported here.

Est~mates of the exper1mental effect on expend1tures for Mlnlmum Rent

households have been corrected for selectlon blas 1n the second-year report;

correct10n was not necessary for M1nlmum Standards households.

13. The results of the flrst-year analysls provlde a flrm basls for
the f1nal analysls of data from the two years of the exper1ment.

Extens10ns of the models proposed 1n the f1rst-year report have proven use

ful 1n analyzlng the full two years of data. A maJor extension of the work

reported there was analysls of two add1tl0nal measures of housing quality

--two houslng adequacy measures developed by Buddlng (1978) and a hedonlc

lndex of houslng serVlces developed by Merrl1l (1977).
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