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The Early Impacts of Moving to Opportunity in Boston

Abstract

This study focuses on 540 households originally living in public housing in high-poverty
areas of Boston who participated in HUD’s Moving To Opportunity (MTO) demonstration.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of three groups. Experimental — offered mobility
counseling and a Section 8 subsidy valid in a 1990 Census tract with a poverty rate of less than 10
percent; Section 8 Comparison—offered ageographically unrestricted Section 8 subsidy; or Control
— offered no new assistance, but continued eligibility for public housing. We find that 48 percent
of the Experimental group and 62 percent of the Section 8 Comparison group moved through the
MTO program. Both groups moved to areas that differ on many dimensions from their origin
neighborhoods, having lower poverty rates, higher education levels, and greater employment rates.
In a survey covering participants on average two years after program entry, we find that both
Experimental and Section 8 Comparison group households experienced increased safety, fewer
behavior problemsamong boys, and improved health among household headsrel ative to the Control
group. The Experimental group also had fewer injuriesand criminal victimizationsamong children.
Although employment ratesfor all participants have increased substantially since 1994, there were
no significant impacts of either MTO treatment on the employment or earnings of household heads
in Massachusetts administrative earnings data through December 1998.

Theresultsreported in thisstudy cover only the early impactsof MTO at onesite. Thelong-
term impacts of changes in residential location facilitated by MTO may not be apparent for some
time. Thelarge early improvements observed for the M TO Experimental group interm of mother’s
mental health and fewer child problem behaviors may be important intermediating factorsin long-
run child socioeconomic outcomes. But the short-term impacts of MTO are also of independent
importance. Many of the hopes of MTO Experimental and Section 8 Comparison families
concerning increased safety, reduced stress, and improved environments for their children already
appear to have been realized through moves made possible by the demonstration.



Executive Summary

This study presents evidence on the early impacts of the Moving To Opportunity (MTO)
demonstration in Boston. Familiesin eligible public housing projectsin high poverty Census tracts
applied to MTO and were assigned by lottery to one of three groups. The Experimental group
received some counseling assistance and a Section 8 rental subsidy that could be used only to move
to a Census tract that had a poverty rate of less than ten percent. The Section 8 Comparison group
received a geographically unrestricted rental subsidy. The control group continued to be eligible to
remain in public housing and received no new rental assistance or services. Most families in the
Boston site were headed by a single mother who was black or Hispanic.

Among households assigned to the Experimental group, 48 percent used an offered subsidy
and moved through the program to a new apartment. In the Section 8 Comparison group, 62 percent
moved through the program. At the time of our MTO-Boston Follow-up Survey 1-3.5 years after
random assignment to an MTO group, the Experimental familieswere living in neighborhoods that
differed from the Control group families on many dimensions, including poverty rates, racia
composition, and employment rates. The magnitude of the differences for Section 8 Comparison
program movers were substantial but typically not as large. Both the Experimental and Section 8
Comparison groups had on average moved to neighborhoods with less drug dealing and gunfire.
Moreover, the families in these two groups were less likely to be victims of property crimes, and
children in the Experimental group were less likely to be the victims of personal crimes.

These differencesin residential location appear to have produced significant improvements
in the problem behaviors of boys, the physical health of boys and girls, and the overall and mental

health of househol d heads, without substantially affecting the social isol ation of participating families.



For example, boysarelesslikely to be cruel to othersor to be depressed in both the Experimental and
Section 8 Comparison groupsthan inthe Control group. Thefindingsalsoindicatethat childinjuries
and asthmaattackswerereduced in the Experimental group relativeto the Control group. Household
heads in the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups report that they are more calm and
peaceful and that their overall health is better than similar adults in the Control group.

The changes in residential location experienced by the Experimental and Section 8
Comparison groupsdo not appear to have had asystematic impact on welfarereceipt or employment.
Thereissomeindication that the prevalence of welfarerecei pt may have decreased by the end of 1998
for the Section 8 Comparison group relative to the Control group, but additional datawill need to be
collected and analyzed to seeif this difference persists over time.

Theresultsfrom the contrast between the Section 8 Comparison group and the Control group
on the outcomes such as safety, child behavior problems, and adult mental health may be directly
relevant to the current policy discussions of an incremental increase in the number of Section 8
vouchers, particul arly when new voucherswoul d be made avail able to househol dscurrently receiving
project-based assistance--for example, when projects are renovated and the total number of unitsin
the project decreases. The Section 8 Comparison results for Boston suggest possible marked
improvements in neighborhood quality and adult health from offering Section 8 subsidies to public
housing residents in high-poverty neighborhoods.

The treatment received by the Experimental group, which is a combination of housing
mobility counseling and a geographically restricted subsidy, does not correspond precisely to
particular policies now under consideration. To the extent that related counseling initiatives, like

HUD’ s Regional Opportunity Counseling, were to more strongly emphasi ze information and client



visits to low poverty Census tracts, their outcomes may be similar to the Experimental group. In
particular, these families may experience lower incidence of criminal victimization among children
and lower rates of injuriesand asthmaattacks than those participating in Section 8 without additional
assistance in moving to different types of neighborhoods. The fact that the Experimental group
appears to have outcomes at least as good as the Section 8 Comparison group on most dimensions
and better outcomes on othersincluding some (like child safety and health) that are explicitly valued
highly by participants, despitethefact that individual choicesarerestricted, does suggest that regular
Section 8 participants may not have sufficient information about the full set of opportunities (and
potential benefits) available to them. Counselors may be integral to providing such information.

Theresultsreported in this study represent just the beginning of the research program needed
to draw strong conclusions about neighborhood effects and housing mobility policiesfromthe MTO
experience. This study covers only the early impacts of MTO at one site. Early outcomes such as
improvements in mother’s mental health or fewer child problem behaviors may be important
intermediating factors in long-run child educational and economic outcomes. The demonstration is
intended to provide ten years of assistance in the private housing market to families able to move
through the program. Only time and further data collection and research will reveal the full extent
of long-term impacts of the changesin residential location facilitated by MTO.

But the short-term impacts on adult and child circumstances are of substantial independent
importance. Many of thehopesof M TO family members concerningincreased safety, reduced stress,
and “abetter life” for their children do seem to have been realized through the moves made possible
by the demonstration. The Moving to Opportunity program has already significantly improved the

well-being of families in Boston who were offered rental subsidies.



|. Introduction

Children who grow up in poor neighborhoods fare substantially worse than those who grow
up with more affluent neighbors on a wide variety of socioeconomic outcomes. Significant
correlations between current well-being and neighborhood poverty remain in studiesthat control for
measures of family income and background characteristics (e.g., Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Klebanov,
and Saland, 1993). This evidence is suggestive of possible causal effects of residential location on
children’s life prospects operating through neighborhood peer group influences and the impact of
neighborhood wealth on access to opportunity (Wilson 1987, 1996; Jencks and Mayer 1990). Such
inferences have disturbing implicationsfor the future course of U.S. social problemsgiven increases
in the geographic concentration of poverty and in overall residential segregation by family income
over the past several decades (Jargowsky 1996, 1997).

But the determination of the causal effects of living in concentrated-poverty neighborhoods
on the current well-being and future prospects of low-income families represents an extremely
difficult estimation problem.> Such effects havetypically been estimated by comparing the behavior
and socioeconomic outcomes of low-income residentsin high-poverty areas with those of other poor
familiesresidinginlow-poverty neighborhoods. These comparisons potentially confound the effects
of neighborhood with the effects of unmeasured characteristicsof familieswho livein different types

of residential areas.”

! See Duncan, Connell, and Klebanov (1997), Jencks and Mayer (1990), and Manski (1993) for discussions
of conceptual issues in the estimation of neighborhood effects.

2 Recent research has attempted to better control for family background and made some progress on the issue
of selectivity of residentia location. For example, Aaronson (1998) examines families that relocate and compares
siblingsthat grow upin different neighborhoods. Aaronsonfinds substantial negative effects of neighborhood (census
tract) high school dropout rates on individual dropout rates in sibling difference models. But differencesin sibling
outcomescouldreflect changesinfamily circumstancesdriving residential movesrather than true neighborhood effects.



Credible causal estimates of neighborhood influences could be attained if it were possible to
randomly assign the families of interest to different types of neighborhoods. Housing mobility
programs in which some low-income, inner-city families are given assistance to move to wealthier
neighborhoods could approximate such adesign if access to such assistance is randomly assigned.
The Moving to Opportunity (MTO) demonstration was designed by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) to support adirect analysis of neighborhood impacts by employing
such an experimental design using random assignment.

The MTO demonstration has been operating in five cities— Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los
Angeles, and New York — since the fall of 1994. Families are eligible for participation in the
demonstration if they have children and reside in public housing or project-based Section 8 assisted
housing in a high-poverty area (a census tract with more than 40 percent of all persons living in
poverty in 1990). Interested eligible families who completed an application and survey were then
selected from awaiting list and randomly assigned to one of three program groups: the Experimental
group, the Section 8 Comparison group, and the Control group (Feins 1994).

Familiesin the Experimental group received arestricted Section 8 certificate or voucher that
provides arent subsidy which can be used to rent housing from private landlords, but only in alow
poverty area (acensus tract with under a 10 percent poverty ratein 1990). The Experimental group
families also received counseling assistance from alocal nonprofit organization to help them search
for an apartment and adjust to anew neighborhood. Section 8 Comparison group membersreceived
a geographically unrestricted Section 8 certificate or voucher and no counseling assistance. The
Control group families did not receive rental assistance vouchers or certificates, although their
eligibility for continued project-based assistance was unaffected. Hereafter we refer to the
Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups collectively asthe*treatment” groups. Members of
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both treatment groups were given four to six months (depending on the site) to submit arequest for
approval of an eligible apartment they would like to lease, and the apartment then had to pass a
quality inspection.

Inthisstudy, we provide an eval uation of theearly impactson safety, health, employment, and
other outcomes of the MTO demonstration at the Boston site. We exploit the random-assignment
design of the demonstration to produce these estimates through comparisons of the outcomes of the
Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups with those of the Control group. These differences
in outcomes should be considered estimates of the early impacts of the program because they are
measured an average of about 2 years after program entry. We combine information from field
observations of the program, qualitative interviewswith participants, dataon Censustract and block
group characteristics linked to geocoded initial and current addresses of participants, responsesto a
survey of 520 MTO Boston participants, and administrative data from the state of M assachusetts on
earnings and public assistance receipt.

We begin in Section |1 with adescription of the actual operation of the MTO demonstration
in Boston. Section |11 describes our data and analytical methods. Section IV presents information
on the characteristics of the families participating in the demonstration and on their motivations for
signing up for a chance to move. Section V focuses on households who moved through the MTO
program. Section VI examines overall mobility and characteristics of census tracts in which
households reside. In Section VI, we discuss neighborhood safety and criminal victimization. In
Section VIII, we explore program impacts on child socia behavior and school experiences. We
explorethe effectson child health in Section I X, and on adult healthin Section X. In Section X1, we

present resultson social relations. Finally in Section X1I, both household survey and administrative



data examine the employment, earnings, and public assistance usage of household heads. Section

X111 presents our conclusions.

[I. TheMTO Experiment in Boston

The MTO demonstration program represents an unusual opportunity to identify the causal
effects of a housing mobility program on a wide range of outcomes for low-income families.
Nonetheless, the interpretation of our findings for Boston requires an understanding of the nature of
the specific interventions that occurred at the Boston MTO site.

Each household assigned to the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups was issued
a Section 8 subsidy that the household could use to help pay the rent for an apartment in the private
market, provided that the unit met HUD standards for quality upon inspection. In genera, the
households retain this subsidy as long as their income is sufficiently low. Both treatment groups
received briefings from Boston Housing Authority staff about program rules and about how to look
for an apartment at the time of subsidy issuance.

The Experimental group members were also assigned a counselor from a local nonprofit
(Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership, or MBHP). The counselors made home visitsto review
housing search strategies, explained which neighborhoods the subsidies could be used in (providing
a map marked with low-poverty Census tracts), helped program participants clear up bad credit

histories, found apartment listings in newspapers, provided references to landlords, and sometimes



drove participants to see promising apartments. Thus, the counselors played a very large role in
determining the destination communities of the Experimental group members.?

The counselors made at least one home visit in the year after the move to each family that
leased up. Counselors sometimes resolved problems that arose for the participants in their new
neighborhoods. For example, they helped mediate disputes between the participants and their
landlords, and on a few occasions hel ped families deal with incidents of racial discrimination. In
some cases, MBHP provided small grants to households in the Experimental group to purchase
furniture or appliances that were needed in the new apartment.

Our estimated impacts of this complex MTO Experimental treatment in Boston may aso be
affected by aspects of the Boston housing and labor markets during the period of study and by some
changes government policies that impacted the participating families. In our qualitativeinterviews,
we found that actual and potential changes to welfare rules and to Section 8 produced substantial
anxiety among the MTO population. There was also amgjor change to Section 8 in the middle of
MTO. For the first time, Section 8 landlords were permitted to require security deposits from
prospective tenants.* There were also major improvements during the study in the safety of some of

the developments from which MTO families came.

3 |tturned out, for exampl e, that one African American counselor believed in moving familiesasfar away from
the city of Boston as possible and developed extensive ties to landlords in suburban communities. A second African
American counsel or tried to discourage hisclientsfrom moving to the suburbsimmediatel y south of Boston, andinstead
urged them to move to northern suburbs. He told his clients that the southern suburbs are “where al of the people you
aretrying to get away fromaremoving to.” Thetwo Latina counsel ors were less directive about where families should
move and appeared to have stronger ties to closer-in suburbs. Thus, in interpreting differential move rates between
Latino and African American participants, it is important to be aware that the Spanish speaking participants were
assigned to the Hispanic counselors.

4 This requirement could be extremely burdensome for a tenant. For example, a security deposit of one
month’ srent for atenant whose share of the rent was 10 percent (and HUD' s share was 90 percent) would be equivalent
to the amount of rent that the tenant would normally pay over 10 months. Conversations with housing counselors
indicated that the security deposits were not major obstacles to mobility, but it is possible that some of the drop off in
move rates we observe in later cohorts of enrollees was due to the change in security deposit rules.
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[11. The Data and Methodology

We gathered information about the program using five methods. We conducted field work
to observe the operations of the program. We conducted open-ended qualitative interviews with a
random sample of adozen program participants. We conducted asurvey of 520 MTO families. We
collected survey and administrative records on residential addresses, geocoded them, and merged
them with the STF files of the 1990 Census of Population to describe the attributes of the
neighborhoods of MTO families. Finally, we obtained administrative data from the state of
Massachusetts on the earnings and public assistance receipt of participating families.

Because so much is going on inside the “black box” of the MTO treatments, we have
attempted to supplement quantitative comparisons of outcomes by treatment status with qualitative
research. Our field work included observing the administration of the baseline survey, attending
intake sessions for families after randomization, accompanying counselors on home visits, and
interviewing program staff. Inour qualitativeinterviews, weperformed 12 ninety-minute open-ended
interviewswith MTO household heads in the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups. The
interviews covered the participants experiences with the program, their perceptions of their old
neighborhoods, and, if they moved, their perceptions of their new neighborhoods.®

The sampling frame for the data used in this study consisted of household heads randomly
assigned in the MTO program in Boston between October 1994 and May 1996. Over these 20
months, 540 familieswere enrolled; new cohorts were assigned approximately once amonth, for an

average of 27 families per month. Thisstudy usesdatafrom two surveys. First, each household head

® Theinterviews took placein the respondents homes, and were tape recorded. Interviewsin English were
jointly conducted by Kling and Liebman. Interviews in Spanish were conducted by Liebman and Y vonne Gastelum,
adoctoral student in clinical psychology at Boston University.
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completed a survey prior to enrollment in the MTO program, which we will refer to asthe “MTO
Baseline Survey.”

We also conducted our own survey of household heads, which we refer to as the “MTO-
Boston Follow-up Survey.”® The survey focuses on safety, criminal victimization, adult and child
health, child social behaviorsand school experiences, family social interactions, and the employment
and income sources of the household head. The questions were modeled closely after questionsin
existing national surveys. For example, the employment questions were drawn from the Current
Population Survey, and the questions on criminal victimization were drawn from the National
Criminal Victimization Survey.

During June and July of 1997, we completed 340 interviews by telephone. Between
November 1997 and April 1998, we completed an additional 180 interviewsin person, for an overall
survey response rate of 96.3 percent.” Although MTO continued to enroll families in Boston
throughout 1996-97, we limited our sample to families who had up to 120 days to find a new
residence and then at |east nine monthsto havelived in the new residence. The monthly enrollments
of new families and different survey completion dates combined to yield an average time between

random assignment and the Follow-up Survey of 2.2 years, with arange from 1 to 3.5 years.

® The survey waswritten by our research team and administered in mixed modes (by tel ephone and in-person)
by Westat Inc. The survey was administered in both Spanish and English. The complete survey instrument is available
at http://lwww.wws.princeton.edu/~kling.

" We were unable to complete interviews with 20 household heads. In 13 of these cases, we located the
household, but were unable to complete an interview because the sample member was deceased, avoided our
interviewer, or refused to beinterviewed. 1n 7 cases, we did not locate the household head, athough in five of those
cases we were in touch with friends or family members of the household head, and might ultimately have been ableto
locate the household head or other members of the MTO household with additional efforts. While our overall survey
responserateisvery high, thedifferent datesof survey completion (thelag between our tel ephone and in-person surveys
and the six months we spent tracing the most difficult-to-find families) are not ideal.
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Administrative data on earnings and welfare usage for the Boston MTO families were
obtained from the Massachusetts Department of Revenue. The earnings data originate in the
Department of Revenue Wage Reporting System. All state employers, including those that do not
participate in the Unemployment Insurance system, are required to report quarterly earnings to the
state. The welfare records originate in the Massachusetts Department of Transitional Assistance.
Membersof MTO householdswere matched to their earningsrecordsusing Social Security Numbers
(SSNs) and names and to the welfare records using their SSNs, names, and dates of birth.

Our basic empirical approach is to use the data from our follow-up survey and from
administrative recordsto compare awide range of socioeconomic and health outcomes of treatment-
group families (the Experimental or Section 8 Comparison groups) to those of the Control group
families. All of these groups were originally living in the same set of public housing projects. The
random-assignment design of the demonstration means that differential outcomes for the
Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groupsre ativeto the Control group (occurring after program
entry) can beinterpreted as estimates of treatment effects of eligibility for these programs (commonly
known as intention-to-treat effects). We use our qualitative research to help interpret our estimates
of the early causal impacts of access to these housing mobility programs.

In interpreting the results in this study, it is worth emphasizing that they reflect the overall
impact of the program on the entire Experimental and Section 8 treatment groups, including those
who did not move through the program. Under the plausible assumption that the program had little
or no impact on those not moving with program subsidies, the impact on the program moverswithin
the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups are substantially larger than the average
differences between groupsreported here. In this case, the ssimple mean differencesin outcomes for
the Experimental and Control groups should by inflated by a factor of 2.1 to produce the impact on
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program movers in the Experimental group (known as the impact of treatment on the treated). The
reported estimates should analogously be inflated by 1.6 for the Section 8 Comparison group.?

It is also worth emphasizing that our current study is about the early impact of MTO on
Boston families. There are many reasons to expect that the initial outcomes may differ from the
long-run outcomes. For example, amovefrom adistressed environment couldimprove mental health
in the long run, but initially increase the probability that a household head is depressed if the move
cuts the head off from her previous social networks. Similarly, children could initially have trouble
adjusting to new schools, but eventually have fewer behavior problems and perform better in school
because of exposure to peers with higher educational aspirations. Many important possible impacts

of changes in neighborhoods on the children in MTO families will not be apparent for years.

V. Characteristics of the M TO-Boston Families

The characteristics at time of program entry of the 540 Boston households that are the focus
of our analysis are presented in Table 1. The first three columns show the proportion having each
characteristic in the three MTO groups, and the last column reports the overall mean. As shown in
thelast column of Panel A, themgjority of these familiesare headed by asingle mother who received
public assistance. 27 percent of the household heads were employed (either part-time or full-time)
at the time of the baseline survey, and 22 percent owned an automobile. While the participating
familieshave children and many of these are younger children (63 percent of householdshaveachild

between ages 0 and 5), 66 percent of the household heads are at least 30 years of age at the time of

8The adjustment factorsto convert the simple mean differences of treatment and control groupsinto estimates
of thetreatment on the treated are theinverse of the program-move probabilitiesfor each of thetreatment groups. Katz,
Kling, and Liebman (2001) present a more formal analysis of the derivation of intent-to-treat and treatment-on-the-
treated estimates.



random assignment. These patterns are not surprising given that eligibility for the program was
restricted to familieswith childrenliving in public housing (or project-based assisted housing) in high
poverty, inner-city censustracts. Infact, the participants at all five MTO sites are largely minority,
female-headed households (Goering et al. 1999). The Boston site has among the more ethnically
diverse group of participants with 45 percent Hispanics and 37 percent blacks.®

According to the Baseline Survey at the time of program enrollment, the main reason a
majority of Boston families (55 percent) wanted to moveis fear of crime (“to get away from drugs
and gangs’). Panel B of Table 1 also reportsthat improvementsin housing (“to get abigger or better
apartment”) and school quality (“better schools for my children”) were the next most important
factors motivating moves. Employment concerns (“to get ajob” or “to be near my job”) were listed
asthemain reason to move by only 1 percent of all participants.’® Fear of crimeisalsothemain factor
listed asmotivating desiresto move out of public housingin all four of the other MTO sites (Goering
etal. 1999)."

The concern about crime may aso have been the direct result of having been victimized

recently. Panel C of Table 1 reports quite high rates of criminal victimization over the six months

®TheNew York and LosAngelessitescontain roughly equal percentages of blacksand Hispanics. In contrast,
the Baltimore and Chicago sites are nearly 100 percent black.

10 Employment opportunitieswererarely listed as people’ s second most important reason for wanting to move
either. Intotal, drugsand gangswere listed as either the first or second most important reason for wanting to move for
75 percent of the sample, getting a bigger and better apartment was listed for 58 percent of the sample. In contrast,
better schools for children was the first or second most important reason for only 29 percent, and being near ajob or
getting a new job was listed as the first or second reason by only 3 percent of household heads.

1 1n contrast to the emphasis on crime as a motivation for wanting to move among current public housing
residents in high poverty areas, participants in the Gautreaux housing mobility program in Chicago in the late 1970s
(Peroff et al. 1979, p. 114) indicated that good schools (34 percent) and quality of housing (26 percent) were more
important considerationsthan crime (23 percent). Theincreased concern about crime among inner-city public housing
residentslikely reflectstheincreasein violent crime ratesthat occurred in many urban areasin thelate 1980s and early
1990s.
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prior to the Baseline Survey for Boston families. For example, 14 percent of households had
experienced a purse, wallet, or jewelry snatching in the previous six months; 15 percent contained
someonewho had been threatened by aknife or gun; and 15 percent contained someonewho had been
beaten or assaulted over the preceding six months. Thereported victimization ratesof MTO families
are about four times higher than those computed from a recent national survey of public housing
households in family developments (Zelon et al.1994).

Panel D of Table 1 showsthat at thetimethat MTO families applied for the program, alarge
proportion of the household heads were dissatisfied more generally with their apartments and
neighborhoods. For example, 28 percent reported that their apartment wasin poor condition, and 51
percent said that it contained too little space. Also, 55 percent reported that they were somewhat of
very dissatisfied with their neighborhood, and 74 percent said that drug dealers were a big problem
in the neighborhood.

Some characteristics of the origin (baseline) neighborhoods of our Boston sample are
presented in the bottom panel of Table 1."* Asonewould expect given thedemonstration’ seligibility
rules, the typical family lived in a census tract with a very high poverty rate (over 41 percent on
average) and with approximately one third of the households on public assistance in 1990. The

diversity of theracial and ethnic composition of the mean origin censustractsfor the Boston families

12 Note that the victimization rates may be somewhat exaggerated in the Baseline Survey. Despite explicit
instructionsthat the survey was being conducted by outside researchers and that the housing authority would not receive
copies of individual responses, our fieldwork revealed that some respondents assumed their answers could influence
their acceptance into the program. This may have encouraged them to over-report crimina victimization. The high
victimization rates could also be caused by respondents telescoping events that occurred before the time frame of the
guestions into the six month period.

13 Nei ghborhood characteristi csare obtained by geocoding the street address, and linking theresultinglocation
t0 1990 Censusdataon areas such astracts (contiguous geographi ¢ areaswith an average of 4000 inhabitants) and block
groups (subdivisionsof tracts). Ininterpreting these neighborhood characteristics, it isworth remembering that Census
tract characteristics may have changed between 1990 and the time at which the M TO families were surveyed, and that
Census tracts do not necessarily correspond to the concept of a* neighborhood.”
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in Table 1 beliessubstantial racial and ethnic residential segregation faced by theindividual families.
Over half of the black familiesin our Boston MTO samplelived in origin censustractsin which over
70 percent of the residents were black and in tracts where under 15 percent of residents were white.
The median white (non-Hispanic) family resided in an origin censustract with over 94 percent white
residents. The Hispanic (non-black) familieslived in the most racially and ethnically diverse origin
census tracts.

Under random assignment to one of threegroupsin MTO, the Baseline Survey characteristics
should be the same on average across the groups except for variation due to sampling. Our sampling
universe of 540 Boston households consists of 240 in the Experimental group, 120 in the Section 8
Comparison group, and 180 in the Control group. Thefirst three columns of Table 1 contains means
for each of thethree groupsfor awide variety of baseline survey characteristics. Thetableindicates
striking similarities in the baseline characteristics of the three groups which are consistent with a
successful application of random assignment.’* One additional factor to keep in mind when
comparing groups is that the randomization proportions were changed after the first 450 households
wererandomly assigned; all statisticswereport inthisstudy aretherefore weighted to account for this

change.”®

14 |n Katz, Kling, and Liebman (2001) we also conducted a variety of statisticals tests indicated that the
distribution of Baseline Survey characteristics is quite consistent with random assignment.

> Therandomization proportionswere adjusted after it became apparent that more Experimental familiesand
fewer Section 8 Comparison families were taking-up the offered subsidy than had been projected. For the earlier 450
sampl e households, the Exp: Sec8:Control random assignment ratio was 225:85:140. For thelater 90 households, from
March-May 1996, the ratio was 15:35:40. To account for this change, al statistical estimates presented in this study
are computed using weights —which alow us to abstract from this change and address the counterfactual question of
what our results would look like if the randomization probabilities had remained constant throughout our time period
at the overall sampleratio of 240:120:180, or 4:2:3. For example, there arerelatively fewer Control householdsin the
earlier period than in the overall sample, so these observations are upweighted by (180/540)/(140/450) =1.07. Without
weighting, simple mean differences will not accurately estimate an average causal effect of the MTO program if the
average level of any outcome is changing over time within any of the groups.
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V. Program Movesin the Boston MTO Demonstration

We next explorethe success of the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groupsin Boston
at taking advantage of program subsidiesto moveto private market apartments. Table 2 presentsthe
program move rates (or “take-up” rates) and shares of families using the program to move to the
suburbs (out of Boston) for the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups and for various sub-
groups. Panel A showsthat a substantial fraction of familiesin both treatment groups -- 48 percent
of the Experimental group and 62 percent of the Section 8 Comparison group -- were able to
successfully moveusing program housing vouchers(or certificates).'® 30 percent of the Experimental
group as compared to 16 percent of the Section 8 Comparison group used program subsidiesto move
out of the city of Boston. In analysis not shownin Table 2, we find that the program moversin the
Experimental group concentrated in the eligible, low-poverty tracts in Boston (38 percent of the
movers) and the suburbsjust south of Boston (35 percent); 3 percent of Experimental program movers
left Massachusetts.

Panel B of Table 2 shows that families reporting dissatisfaction with their neighborhood in
the Baseline Survey were more likely to make a program move. For example, in the Experimental
group, there was a 22 percentage point increase in overall program move rates for those who were
dissatisfied in comparison to those who were satisfied, and a23 percentage point increasein program
moveratesto locationsoutsidethe Boston city limits. Similarly in Panel C, theoverall program move

rate was 29 percentage points higher among Section 8 Comparison group households who reported

16 Notethat the Experimental group take-up rate of 48 percent substantially exceeded the HUD’ s expectation
of 30 percent, while the Section 8 Comparison group take-up rate of 62 percent was lower then the anticipated 80
percent (Feins et al. 1994).
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in the Baseline Survey that too little space in their apartment was “abig problem.” In Panel D, the
program move rates (both overall and outside of Boston) for the Experimental group were much
higher among the roughly one-third of householdswho reported in the Baseline Survey that they had
lived at one time in a“mostly white” area.

Program move rates were modestly lower for blacks than for non-blacksin the Experimental
group, as shown in Panel E. But the black families that did take advantage of the subsidiesin the
Experimental group were the most likely to move out of Boston. In contrast, Hispanics in the
Experimenta group were lesslikely than others to use the program to move to the suburbs. In fact,
the program move rate to the suburbs for Hispanics was actually lower in the Experimental group
withrestricted vouchersthanin the Section 8 Comparison group. Thesedifferencesmay reflect racial
attitudes in the neighborhoods of Boston eligible for MTO moves and the distribution of the
Hispani c-speaking persons in the Boston area, as well as differences in the emphasis of the MTO
counselors handling black and Hispanic participants at the Boston MTO site.

In results not shown in the table, we also analyzed the differences between initial program
moves and locations at the time of the MTO-Boston Follow-up Survey (1-3.5 years later). Among
all those who moved through the MTO program, we find that about 26 percent had moved at |east
once more by the time of the Follow-up Survey.'” Similarly, about 27 percent of thoseinal 3MTO
groups who did not move through the M TO program had al so moved from their Baseline location by

the time of the Follow-up Survey. Although these overall mobility rates are quite similar, the

Y \nour qualitativeinterviews, anumber of families explained that they took one of thefirst apartments they
were shown in order to be assured of leasing-up within the time limit necessary to obtain the Section 8 certificate or
voucher. Once they had the Section 8 subsidy, they were ableto look at amore leisurely pace for another apartment,
and often found a better apartment after talking to people in their new neighborhoods.
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experiences of Experimental group familieswho moved throughthe M TO program do appear to have
differed somewhat from other groups.

Nearly all Experimental program moversinitially moved to Censustractswith lessthan a10
percent poverty rate, as required by program rules, but these families were allowed to move again
after one year without arestriction on the Censustract characteristics of their next location. 85 of the
Experimenta program movers had not moved again from their program move location by the time
of the Follow-up Survey, and 32 Experimental program movers did move again. 22 of these 32
families (or equivalently, 19 percent of all Experimental program movers) werelocated in a Census
tract at thetime of the Follow-up Survey with apoverty rate at |east ten percentage points higher than
the tract to which they had made their initial program move. Notably, however, these changes were
not initial moves to the suburbs followed by areturn to high poverty neighborhoods. Only 11 of the
22 had initially moved out of Boston, and only 6 of the remaining 11 chose to move from outside of
Boston back into Boston. None of the 22 moved to a Census tract with a poverty rate of 40 percent
or higher. Among other groups, only one of the 16 Section 8 Comparison program movers and three
of the 92 non-program moverswho moved again by the Follow-up Survey choseto increasetheir tract

poverty rate by more than ten percentage points.

VI. Mobility Outcomes and Neighborhood Char acteristics

We next turn to an analysis of the impacts of the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison
treatments on the overall residential mobility rates and neighborhood attributes of the Boston MTO
families. The MTO program had a substantial impact on the residential location of households
offered subsidiesto rel ocateto private apartments. Thetop part of Table 3 summarizestheresidential
mobility outcomes for the treatment and control group families at the time of our MTO-Boston
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Follow-Up Survey.’® In this table and in all the tables that follow, the results are presented in a
different format than in the earlier tables. The Control group mean is presented in the first column
of numbers, while the next two columns show the difference in means between the Experimental
group and the Control group, and between the Section 8 Comparison group and the Control group.
Therefore the mean for the Experimental group can be obtained from the table by adding the Exp-
Control differenceto the Control group mean, and the mean for the Section 8 Comparison group can
be obtained by adding the Sec8-Control difference to the Control group mean.

The Experimental and Section 8 Comparison treatments both greatly increased the rate at
which families moved out of their origina housing projects. During the 1-3.5 years that el apsed by
the time of the Follow-up Survey, asubstantial share (27 percent) of Control households had moved
out of the housing project or other Census block group in which they were living at the time of the
Baseline Survey. Among the Experimental group, 60 percent had moved out of their original location
(48 percent through MTO and 12 percent independently). Among the Section 8 Comparison group,
a total share of 69 percent had moved (62 percent through MTO and 7 percent independently).
Further analyzing the locations of households at the time of the Follow-up Survey, we find overall
that few Control (5 percent) and Section 8 Comparison (12 percent) households were living outside
the city of Boston, while the Experimental group (28 percent) households were much morelikely to

reside in outside the city limits.*®

18 \Wewere ableto obtain accurate geocoded information on the current residential |ocations of 525 of the 540
target families at the time of our MTO-Boston Follow-Up Survey: 235 Experimental, 114 from the Section 8
Comparison group, and 176 Controls. Thefirst two rows of Table 2 indicate that the program move ratesfor both the
Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups are amost identical for the full sampling universe and the geocoded
sub-sample.

19 Nearly al of those outside the city limits were living in Boston’ s surrounding communities, although there
were seven Experimental and two Control householdswho moved to other states. In addition, there werethree Section
8 Comparison households living in Puerto Rico with whom we completed interviews but from whom were unable to
obtain street addresses that could be matched to Census tracts; these household are therefore not included in Table 3.
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Toassesstheimpact of MTO on neighborhood attributes, we compare the mean nei ghborhood
characteristics (based on 1990 Censustract data) at the time of the Follow-Up Survey of households
in the two treatment groups with those of the Controls. The lower panel of Table 3 shows that the
areas in which Experimental and Section 8 Comparison households were living at the time of the
Follow-up Survey were significantly different on average from the Control households across many
dimensions. Thetreatment groupsresided in Census Tracts with lower poverty rates, lower welfare
receipt, a lower prevalence of female-headed households, a higher fraction of full-time/full-year
workers, ahigher proportion of managerial and professional workers, higher education levels, and
a higher share of owner-occupied units. Notably, the Section 8 Comparison group did not
significantly differ from the Control group in the racial composition of the Census tracts or in the
primacy of the English language. Results (not showninthetable) aresimilar for Censusblock group
comparisons.

The fact that the differences in the average tract characteristics for the Experimental and
Section 8 Comparison groups versus Controlsare similar on many dimensions does not fully convey
the differences in the underlying distribution of the tract characteristics. For example, the
Experimental - Control difference in the average poverty rate was 12 percentage points, and the
Section 8 Comparison - Control difference was 10 percentage points. However, the Experimental
group members were substantially more likely to end up in tracts with very low poverty rates than
the Section 8 Comparison and Control groups. Thisisto be expected given theinitial restriction on
MTO rental assistance for the Experimental group to unitsin census tracts with a poverty rate of no
more than 10 percent. The overall share of the Experimental group living in low-poverty (under 10
percent) census tracts was more than 23 percentage points greater at the time of the follow-up survey
than for the Section 8 Comparison group. In contrast, the Section 8 Comparison group (with its

17



higher take-up rate) has alarger fraction of families moving out of census tracts with 40 percent or

greater poverty rates.

VII. Safety and Criminal Victimization

The previous section documents that the residential environments of those who moved
through the M TO program changed on many dimensions. Our qualitative interviews suggested to us
that the neighborhood characteristics most salient to the participating families are those affecting the
exposure to violence and overall safety of their children. Furthermore, in the Baseline Survey, the
main reason that 56 percent of MTO families reported that they wanted to move was “drugs and
gangs.” Weinvestigated the extent to which perceptions of neighborhood safety changed for those
afforded the chance to move through the M TO program by asking avariety of questionsinthe MTO-
Boston Follow-up Survey.

In Table 1, we found that 48 percent of household heads in the Baseline Survey reported
feeling unsafe or very unsafe on the streets near home during the day. This level declined to 39
percent in the Control group in the Follow-up Survey, asdisplayed in thefirst row of Table4. There
was a further decline of 16 percentage points for the Experimental group, which is statistically
significant, and also an estimate of amodest (but not statistically significant) declinefor the Section
8 Comparison group. In an attempt to assess the specific issues of drugs and gunsthat were
highlighted as major concerns in our qualitative fieldwork, we asked several additional questions.
In Table 4, we find that both the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups reported
substantially lower preval ence of seeing people using or selling drugs, and seeing or hearing gunfire.

Since a shocking 37 percent of the Boston MTO households reported having experienced
some criminal victimization (threat, break-in, purse snatching, assault, stabbing, or shooting) in the

18



six months prior to the Baseline Survey, we asked a sequence of detailed questions about
victimization incidents in the Follow-up Survey to assess the extent of any changes.®

Theresults show that only 26 percent of householdsin the Control group reported that at |east
one crimeincident occurredinthe six months prior to the Follow-up Survey, asshowninthefirst row
of Table5. Thereductionsin victimization rates and improvementsin neighborhood safety from the
time of the Baseline Survey to that of the Follow-Up Survey may be due to the well-documented
sharp decline in crime rates in Boston over this period (Piehl et al. 1999).# Victimization was 12
percentage pointslower in both the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups, indicating highly
significant declines.

Inthe Control group, 13 percent reported aproperty crime. The prevalenceof property crimes
declined by 6 percentage points in the Experimental group and 9 percentage points in the Section 8
Comparison group, with the statistical significance marginal for the former and strong for the | atter.
There was also a marginally statistically significant decline in the prevalence of personal crimes
involving children for the experimental group and a similar decline among household heads for the
Section 8 Comparison group. In analyses not reported in this study, we find the same pattern of
results by crime type when the outcome is average number of incidents instead of probability of at

|east one incident.

2 our questions were modeled on the National Criminal Victimization Survey, and designed to evoke
recollections of incidentsinvolving the household head or a child that occurred in the prior six months. In Table5, we
report results for personal crimes (assault, robbery, and pick pocketing) and property crimes (theft, and household or
motor vehicle burglary), with classifications based on descriptions of the incidents.

2L Different reporting behavior by respondentsin the Baseline and Follow-Up surveys may also have played
arole, sincethe Follow-up Survey did not appear to be viewed be respondents as having the potential to influencetheir
chance of selection for Section 8 in the way that Baseline Survey appearsto have been. The wording of the questions
also differedin the Follow-up Survey, although the newer questions (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1994) have generally
been shown to increase reporting of incidents.
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Overall, both the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison group household headsfound their
neighborhoodsto be less dangerous and reported substantially fewer criminal victimizationsthan the
Controls, similar to thefindingsfor Los AngelesMTO site (Hanratty, McLanahan, and Pettit 1998).
The familieswho moved through the M TO program, especially thosein the Experimental group, did

succeed in accomplishing one of their main goals of relocating to substantially safer neighborhoods.

VIII. Children’s Social Behavior and School Experiences

The experience of previous housing mobility programs, such as the Gautreaux program in
Chicago (Rosenbaum 1995), issuggestive of the potential impact that achangeinresidential location
may have on developmental processes that may ultimately affect outcomes later in life. In order to
assess the early impact of MTO on children’s social behavior and school experiences, we asked
househol d heads a number of questions about up to two randomly selected children per household
in the MTO-Boston Follow-up Survey. The results presented in Table 6 and discussed below pool
data on children ages 6 to 15.

Researchersin clinical medicinehave suggested that livinginaviolent, stressful environment
may lead children to exhibit various negative behaviors (Augustyn 1995). To assess such behaviors,
we asked selected questionsin the M TO-Boston Follow-up Survey that weredrawn fromitemsinthe
National Health Interview Survey Child Supplement and the National Longitudinal Survey of Y outh
Child Supplement. Our selections focused largely on questions that asked about observable
“external” behaviors, rather than “internal” feelings of children that would be more difficult for the
household head to judge.

In general, boys exhibit substantially more behavior problems than girls. For example, our
results for the Control group in the first column of Panel A of Table 6 show that boys have higher
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prevalenceof al 7 behavior problemswe measured, though the boy-girl differencefor “ unhappy, sad,
or depressed” issmall and statistically insignificant. When welook at the improvementsin behavior
problems for the MTO treatment groups, we find larger improvements for boys than for girlsfor 5
out of 7 behavior problems in the Section 8 Comparison group, and 7 out of 7 problems in the
Experimental group.

Specifically, wefound statistically significant reductionsin theincidence of boysbeing “ cruel
or mean to others’ and being “sad, unhappy, or depressed” in both the Experimental and Section 8
Comparison groupsrelativeto the Control group. Declineswerealso found for “trouble getting along
with teachers’ and for “disobedient at home’ that were marginally statistically significant in the
Experimental group, and also negative for the Section 8 Comparison group. For the remaining three
behaviors, “disobedient at school”, *hangs around with kids who get into trouble”’, and “restless or
overly active”, the sign of the estimatesindicated areduction in problemsfor both treatment groups,
although the differences were not statistically significantly different from zero.

For girlsin the Section 8 Comparison group, the reduction in disobedience at school was
marginally statistically significant, and the point estimates were negative for 5 of the 7 problems. In
the Experimental group, only 4 of the 7 estimated effects for girls were negative and none were
significant. Our findings are consistent with those of the recent New Hope experiment in Wisconsin
(providing earnings supplements, health insurance, and child subsidies to low income families),
which found significant improvementsin child behaviorsamong boysand not girls (Boset al. 1999).

One reason for the differential effect between boys and girlsisthat girls appear to have had
moredifficulty socially integrating into their new neighborhoods. Resultsshowninpanel B of Table
6 indicate that girlsin both the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups are significantly less
likely to have at |east one close friend in the neighborhood, whereas boys in both groups are actually
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more likely to have at least one close friend in the neighborhood. Girlsin the Experimental group
arealso lesslikely to participate in extra-curricular activities after school, although we note that this
differenceis only marginally statistically significant, and the contrast with boysisnot aslargeasin

the analysis of neighborhood friends.

IX. Children’sHealth

MTO families are greatly concerned with the many types of danger facing children livingin
a public housing project. We were told in our qualitative interviews not only about criminal
victimizations but also about injuries from broken glass in nearby courtyards and falls on concrete
in local playgrounds. A burgeoning medical literature also shows that living in an inner-city is
associated with higher rates of accidents, injuries, and asthma for children (Sharfstein et al., 1998;
Quinlan, 1996; Sarpong, 1996). Our fieldwork suggested the familieswho moved throughthe MTO
program may have safer places for their children to play and less exposure to the high-stress
environments and housing conditions that may trigger asthma attacks.

In the M TO-Boston Follow-up Survey, we asked household heads about injuries and asthma
attacks during the past six months for up to two randomly selected children. Table 7 reports results
for children ages 6-15. In analyzing injuries, we focused on non-sportsinjuries, which turned out to
primarily comefromfalls, fights, or dangerousexternal factorssuch asbroken glassor needles.? For
the Experimental group, the proportion with injuries was cut in half, more than 4 percentage points

lower than the injury rate of 8 percent in the Control group. The resultsreported hereare marginally

22 We had hypothesized that sports injuries may have increased for families who moved through the MTO
program, since the children were potentially more likely to spend recreational time playing sports in safer
neighborhoods. Infact, it turnsout that only about 2 percent of children experienced sportsinjuries requiring medical
attention, and the frequency of sports injuries does not appear to differ substantially among MTO groups.
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statistically significant; in other work we incorporate additional information about the children to
increase statistical precision, and the results for injuries become strongly statistically significant.?®
For asthmaattacks, we had suspected that known asthmatriggers, such ascockroach allergens
and dust mitesin carpets (Gelber et al., 1993) may have been less preval ent in the housing into which
families may have moved through the MTO program. The results reported in Table 7 suggest that
the prevalence of asthmaattacks may have been reducedinthe Experimental group by asubstantively
important magnitude, but the estimate is not statistically significant. Aswith injuries, we have done
further analyses (Katz, Kling, and Liebman 2001) that add additional covariates in an attempt to
improve estimation precision, and these results suggest that the difference between the Experimental

and Control groupsis marginally statistically significant.

X. Adult Health

Some of the most striking results from the MTO-Boston Follow-up Survey are based on
responsesto questions posed to househol d heads about self-reported heal th status. Our fieldwork had
suggested to us that the reduction in anxiety from moving to a neighborhood with fewer guns, drug
dealers, and violent behavior had the potential to be one of the most salient changes in the lives of
adults in families who moved through the MTO program. As discussed in Section VII, the
Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groupsdo appear to have moved to neighborhoodsthat were

safer and lessviolent. Ontheother hand, moversmay be socially isolated in their new neighborhoods

2 InKatz, Kli ng, and Liebman (2001), we estimate linear probability models of treatment effects, include
variablesfrom the Baseline Survey to reduce residual variation and improve efficiency of estimation. We also present
evidencethat theseresultson children’ shealth outcomesare not being spuriously driven by changesin accessto medical
care.
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and become unhappy. To assesstheimpact of these changes on health, we used several questionsin
the Follow-up Survey.®

Regarding overall health, 58 percent of the Control group responded that their healthwasgood
or better. Thefractioninthe Experimental group was 11 percentage pointshigher, and 18 percentage
points higher in the Section 8 Comparison group. Given the very large magnitude of the differences,
the results are unsurprisingly highly statistically significant.

Our fieldwork suggested that impacts on overall health of MTO in the short run were more
likely to be through mental health than physical health. We cannot rule out changes in physical
health, but strong increases in calmness and peacefulness do suggest that at least part of the large
impact on general health occurred through changes in mental health and positive affect. In the
Control group, 47 percent responded that they were calm and peaceful agood bit of the time or more
often. The fraction was 10 percentage points higher in the Experimental group, and 14 percentage
points higher in the Section 8 Comparison group. Again, the results are statistically significant and
of substantively large magnitude. Theresultsalsoindicatethat membersof the two treatment groups

were happier, but these differences are smaller in magnitude and not statistically significant.

2 These questions that were originally developed for analysis of the Rand Health Insurance Experiment
(Manning et al. 1987) and are now commonly used in the SF-36 Health Survey (Wareet al. 1994). First, weasked: “In
general, would you say that your health is excellent, very good, good, fair, or poor?’ Second, we asked: “How much
of the time during the past four weeks have you felt calm and peaceful -- all of the time, most of the time, agood hit of
the time, some of the time, alittle of the time, or none of the time?’ Third, we asked: “How much of the time have
you been a happy person?’ with the same response choices.
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XI. Social Relations

One of the potential drawbacks to living in a new neighborhood could be the disruption of
established socid ties, potentially leading to social isolation of the mover. Aswe have seenin the
previous section, there does not appear to have been a negative effect on mental health inthe MTO
treatment groups. In thissection, we present direct evidencethat social contact itself does not appear
to be appreciably lower either. Overadl, we find remarkably little evidence that households in the
Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups were more socially isolated than the Control group.

In Table 9, we show that household heads in the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison
groups are less likely than those in the Control group to report having had afriend to their homesin
the past week, but morelikely to report having visited afriend or relative at their homes. For neither
outcome are these differences statistically significant between any of the groups. Similarly, the
treatment group household heads talk even more frequently by telephone with close friends and
relatives than Control group heads, although this difference too isinsignificant. We also find that
virtually the same fraction, 57 percent, of the Experimental and Control groups attended church at
least once in the past thirty days. The fraction in the Section 8 Comparison group is lower, but the
differenceis statistically insignificant.

Asone final measure of social relations we asked about social trust, which has been shown
to be correlated with membership in local organizations and other measures of civic engagement
(Putnam 1995). We hypothesized that people living in neighborhoods where they were more likely
tobearacia or linguistic minority may exhibit lower social trust. The questionitself, taken fromthe
General Social Survey, is: “Which of the following do you agree with—* Most peopl e can be trusted’
or “You can't be too careful in dealing with people’?" The fraction in the Control group who feel
most people can be trusted is only 8 percent, but somewhat surprisingly, the Experimental group
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fraction was 6.5 percentage points higher, a marginaly statistically significant difference. The

difference for the Section 8 Comparison group was also positive, but not statistically significant.

XII. Welfare and Employment

The decline of the inner-city labor market has been well documented (see, for example,
Wilson 1996). A move through MTO may increase the accessibility of employment and introduce
different neighborhood social expectations about work and welfare. Alternatively, a move may
disrupt theinformal networksthrough which peoplefindjobs, particularly inthe short run before new
social networks can be established. The most directly relevant previous research is probably the
initial short-term study of the Gautreaux housing mobility program, which found no significant
employment effects after about 1 year after placement in a suburban location relative to placement
inacentral city location (Peroff et al. 1979). Inalater study of asample of Gautreaux families about
5 years after their initia move, Rosenbaum (1995) finds significantly higher employment among
household heads who had been placed in suburban areas in comparison to city placements. The
response rate for the early study was 81% versus 67% for the later study, which may have affected
the resultsif employed movers were less likely to move over time and therefore easier to locate and
survey. Although the later study may have been differentialy biased by sample attrition, these two
sets of results also may suggest that there are differences between short-run and long-run effects.

From 1994 to 1998, there were striking changes in the levels of welfare receipt and
employment for the entire MTO-Boston sample. Over this period, public assistance receipt fell by
almost one-haf, and employment increased by more than one-half. We have severa sources of
information about these outcomes. First, wecan usethe M TO-Boston Baseline Survey (administered
between October 1994 and May 1996), which reflectsthe status of families asthey entered the MTO
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program, and the M TO-Boston Follow-up Survey, which was administered between June 1997 and
April 1998 (Results from the Follow-up Survey are shownin Panel A of Table 10). Second, we can
use administrative data from the state of Massachusetts, including records on welfare usage
(AFDC/TANF) fromthe Department of Transitional Assistance, and quarterly earningsdatafromthe
Department of Revenue. Results from these administrative data are shown in Panel B of Table 10.
For the administrative data, the time periods are expressed as calendar quarters, where the third
quarter of 1994 is denoted as 94:3, etc.

At thetime of the Baseline Survey, 64 percent of households reported receiving welfare (see
Panel A of Tablel). Inthe Follow-up survey, only 47 percent of Control householdswerereceiving
welfare. Similarly, 73 percent of the MTO sample were receiving welfare in 94:3 according to
administrativerecords, and thislevel had decreased to 51 percent by 97:3 among Controls. Asshown
in panels A and B of Table 10, the differences among the three MTO groups are not statistically
significant for either the Follow-up Survey or for the 97:3 administrative records. One important
reason for this overall decline was undoubtedly the changes in welfare eligibility during this time
period. In December 1996, Massachusetts implemented time limits on benefits, such that
approximately one-third of the statewide casel oad was restricted to 24 months of assistance in a 60
month cycle.”” Indeed, 76 percent of those receiving welfare benefits at the time of the Follow-up
Survey acknowledged that they had been notified that they could only receive their benefits for a
certain number of months. The strong economy, the expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit, and
increases in parental work associated with children entering school are likely to have played arole

aswell.

> For details see_http:/www.magnet.state. ma.us/dta/dtatoday/ref orm/WelfareReform - Chapters.htm
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Thelevel of welfare receipt appears to have continued to decline over time. 1n 98:3, welfare
receipt inthe Control group wasonly 40 percent, stati stically indistingui shablefrom the Experimental
and Section 8 Comparison groups. Out-of-state moves are unlikely to have had much affect on our
results from the administrative data. Of the 540 members of our sample, we confirmed that all but
23 were still living in Massachusetts (and of these, only 12 were confirmed to be living outside of
Massachusetts and 4 of these reported receiving welfare in the Follow-up Survey).

Regarding other types of public assistance, Food Stamps were received by 68 percent of
households in the Baseline Survey, and 52 percent in the Follow-up Survey, among Controls, with
no distinguishable differences between groups. Supplemental Security Income (SSI) was received
by 17 percent of householdsin the Baseline Survey, and by 25 percent of all MTO householdsin the
Follow-up Survey. Thischange over timein SSl receipt is statistically significant, and may indicate
some substitution of SSI benefits for welfare benefits over time among this population, as welfare
eligibility became more restrictive.

In addition to questions about public assistance, we also asked about employment in the
Follow-up Survey. Wefound that employment increased from 27 percent in the Baseline Survey (as
reported in Table 1) to 43 percent in the Follow-up Survey for Controls. These results correspond
to those from the data obtained from tax records, in which 29 percent had reported earnings during
the 94:3, and 44 percent of Controls had reported earnings in 97:3. As shown in Table 10, the
differences among the three MTO groups are statistically insignificant for employment. Moreover,
the moderately large point estimate of negative 7 percent for the Experimental-Control difference
appears unlikely to be indicative of a systematic difference, both because it is not statisticaly
significant and because the point estimates for this difference based on administrative data are not
nearly so largefor 97:3 or 98:3, as shown in Table 10, or for any other quarter in between. We aso
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found no significant differences between the groups in participation in training or job search
assistance since the time of random assignment.

Aswith the analysis of welfare, the analysis of Massachusetts tax records may be influenced
by familieswho have moved out of state. Y et, even the most extreme assumptions about differential
employment between M TO groupsamong familiesnot confirmed to beliving in Massachusettswould
not generate differences between MTO groups greater than the sampling error on the estimates on
employment differences. Therefore, use of state administrative data is extremely unlikely to be
driving these results.

To attempt to assess the quality of the jobs at which MTO households were working, the
Follow-up Survey asked about various aspects of their employment situation. Again, we found no
statistically distinguishable differences between the three MTO groups. We found that only 15
percent of Control householdsworked in jobsinwhich health insurance or other fringe benefitswere
provided. Average wages among Controls working were $8.46 per hour. From the administrative
data, we can compute total earningsin each calendar quarter. The administrative data on earnings
appear to roughly agree with the implied usual earnings (based on wages and hours) for Contrals, in
that the Follow-up Survey quarterly earnings were $1455 and the tax data earnings were $1572 for
97:3. In results not reported in the table for the administrative data, average earnings were $921 in
thefourth quarter of 1994 and $1838 by 98:3 (adjusted for inflation to 1998 dollars) for al threeMTO
groups. Given that the official poverty threshold for afamily of threein 1998 was about $3400 per
guarter (based on a $13,650 annual threshold), these average earnings levels are still quite low,
despite the strong increase in labor earnings over time.

In sum, while welfare receipt declined substantially and employment rose over time for all
three MTO groups, the differences among the groups were much less dramatic. We found some
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suggestive evidencethat welfare recei pt may have decreased among the Section 8 Comparison group
by theend of 1998. Wea so found no solid evidence of meaningful differencesbetween MTO groups
in employment or earningsfor the Boston site, which is consi stent with evidence on employment for
the Baltimore MTO site (Ludwig, Duncan, and Pinkston 2000) and the short-term Gautreaux
experience. Thepossibility that Experimental or Section 8 Comparison group memberswill increase
their employment rates relative to the Control group in the longer run remains an open question for

further research.

XI11. Conclusion

In thisstudy, we have presented evidence on the early impacts of the Moving To Opportunity
Demonstration in Boston. Among househol ds assigned to the Experimental group, 48 percent used
an offered subsidy and moved through the program to anew apartment. 1nthe Section 8 Comparison
group, 62 percent moved through the program. At the time of our MTO-Boston Follow-up Survey
1-3.5 years after random assignment to an MTO group, the Experimental families were living in
neighborhoodsthat differed from the Control group families on many dimensions, including poverty
rates, racial composition, and employment rates. The magnitude of the differences for Section 8
Comparison program moverswere substantial but typically not aslarge. Both the Experimental and
Section 8 Comparison groups had on average moved to neighborhoodswith lessdrug dealing and less
gunfire. Moreover, thefamiliesin these two groups werelesslikely to be victims of property crimes,
and children in the Experimental group were less likely to be the victims of personal crimes.

These differencesin residential location appear to have had significant beneficia influences
onthe social behavior of boys, the physical health of boysand girls, and the overall and mental health
of household heads. For example, we found that boys are less likely to be cruel to others or to be
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depressed in both the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groupsthan in the Control group. We
also present evidence here (and stronger evidence in Katz, Kling, and Liebman 2001) that the
prevalence of injuries and asthma attacks were reduced in the Experimental group relative to the
Control group. Household heads in the Experimental and Section 8 Comparison groups report that
they are more cam and peaceful and that their overall health is better than similar adults in the
Control group. In principle, program movers could have been more socially isolated, but there does
not appear to be noticeably less social interaction with friends or relatives in the Experimenta or
Section 8 Comparison group families than in the Control group.

The changes in residential location experienced by the Experimenta and Section 8
Comparison groups do not appear to have had asystematic impact on welfarereceipt or employment
in either the Follow-up Survey or in Massachusetts administrative records. Thereissomeindication
that the prevalence of welfare receipt may have decreased by the end of 1998 for the Section 8
Comparison group relative to the Control group, but additional data will need to be collected and
analyzed to seeif this difference persists over time.

Theresultsfrom the contrast between the Section 8 Comparison group and the Control group
on the outcomes such as safety, child behavior problems, and adult mental health are of potentia
relevance to the current policy discussions of an incrementa increase in the number of Section 8
vouchers, particularly when new voucherswoul d be made avail ableto househol dscurrently receiving
project-based assistance--for example, when projects are renovated and the total number of unitsin
theproject decreases. The Section 8 Comparison resultsfor Boston are suggestive of possiblemarked
improvements in neighborhood quality and adult health from offering Section 8 subsidies to public

housing residents in high-poverty neighborhoods.
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The treatment received by the Experimental group, which is a combination of housing
mobility counseling and a geographically restricted subsidy, does not correspond precisely to
particular policies now under consideration. To the extent that related counseling initiatives, like
HUD’ s Regional Opportunity Counseling, were to more strongly emphasize information and client
visits to low poverty Census tracts, their outcomes may be similar to the Experimental group. In
particular, these families may experience lower incidence of criminal victimization among children
and lower rates of injuries and asthma attacks than those participating in Section without additional
assistance in moving to different types of neighborhoods.® The fact that the Experimental group
appears to have outcomes at least as good as the Section 8 Comparison group on most dimensions
and better outcomes on othersincluding some (like child safety and health) that are explicitly valued
highly by participants, despite thefact that individual choicesarerestricted, does suggest that regular
Section 8 participants may not have sufficient information about the full set of opportunities (and
potential benefits) available to them, and that counselors may be integral to providing such
information.

Another factor to consider when assessing the policy relevance of the results from the MTO
experience is the scale of the potential policy under consideration. MTO is a relatively small

program, and the lessons from it are most directly applicable to other incremental programs, such as

% The mechanisms that are the source of these differences between the Experimental and Section 8
Comparison groups remains a subject for further research. On one hand, it may be that families need to move to
neighborhoods that are much different, rather than the more moderate differences experienced by the Section 8
Comparison group. Alternatively, it is possible that the results for the two groups differ because the composition of
families who moved through the MTO program in the two groups is not the same. For instance, there may be some
familieswho moved through M TO when assigned to the Section 8 Comparison group, but would not have moved if they
had been assigned to the Experimental group. If the injury rates of children in these particular families were only
minimally affected by the move, then such families could be driving the difference between the Experimental and
Section 8 Comparison results by lowering the estimated average effect for the Section 8 Comparison group. Under
either of thesealternatives, however, acounseling programthat resulted in more placementsinlow poverty Censustracts
and resulted in alower probability of actually moving through the program could have the potential to emulate the
outcomes of the Experimental group in the MTO program.
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adding several hundred Section 8 vouchers in various cities. The families who move to new
neighborhoods through the MTO program are too few in number, for the most part, to substantially
change the character of the new neighborhoods. A large scale program, such as the complete
elimination of all public housing projectsand theissuance of vouchersto all former tenants, may have
different effects than a smaller scale program.

Theresultsreported in this study represent just the beginning of the research program needed
to draw strong conclusions about the nature of neighborhood effects and the efficacy of housing
mobility policiesfrom the MTO experience. We have been ableto analyze only the early impacts of
MTO at one site. In particular, we have no information on the impact of the moves on very young
children. Sincetheyoungest childrenwill likely havethelongest exposureto the new neighborhoods,
they may eventually show the strongest results. Nonetheless, early outcomes such asimprovements
in mother’s mental health or fewer child problem behaviors are promising, since they may be
important intermedi ating factorsin eventual long-run child educational and economic outcomes. The
demonstration isintended to provideten years of assistancein the private housing market to families
ableto movethrough the program. Only time and further data collection and research will reveal the
full extent of long-term impacts of the substantial initial changesin residential |ocation facilitated by
MTO.

Although the eventual long-term effects of MTO on the participating families are a crucial
issuefor future research, we do believe that the short-term impacts on adult and child circumstances
are of substantial independent importance. Many of the hopes of MTO family members concerning
increased safety, reduced stress, and “a better life” for their children do seem to have been realized
through the moves made possible by the demonstration. The Moving to Opportunity program has
already significantly improved thewell-being of familiesin Boston who wereoffered rental subsidies.
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TABLE 1 — MTO-Boston Descriptive Statistics from Baseline Survey
for Households Enrolled through May 1996

Exp Sec8 Control All

A. Household head characteristics

Age< 30 .33 37 .35 34
Female 92 .92 .89 91
Black .36 40 .35 37
Hispanic 44 .39 48 45
Never Married .55 .63 .60 .59
High school graduate 45 44 40 43
Employed 25 .26 .28 27
Receiving AFDC .62 .68 .64 .64
Car that runs 25 19 19 22
Any Children, 0-5 years .61 .63 .64 .63
Any Children, 6-17 years 81 .78 .76 .79

B. Most important reason wanted to move

Drugs and gangs .62 A7 .53 .56
Bigger and better apartment 27 31 31 .29
Better schools for children .06 A3 .07 .08
To be near job or to get job .00 .03 01 .01

C. Recent criminal victimization

Purse, wallet, jewelry snatched in past six months A2 A3 16 14
Threatened by knife or gun in past six months A1 20 A7 A5
Beaten or assaulted in past six months A3 .20 .16 A5
Stabbed or shot in past six months .06 .06 .09 .07
Attempted break-in in past six months A5 24 .16 18
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TABLE 1 continued

D. Housing and neighborhood conditions

Apartment in poor condition .28 .28 27 .28
Too little space in apartment is a problem .78 .79 74 A7
Somewhat or very dissatisfied with neighborhood .59 .50 .55 55
Feels unsafe or very unsafe during the day 51 44 46 48
Drug dedlers are a big problem in the neighborhood 75 74 73 74

E. Origin Census Tract

Poverty rate 41 41 42 41
If White 34 .36 .35 35
If Black 46 42 44 45
If Hispanic .26 .28 27 27
If English not first language 34 37 .35 .35
If High School dropout (25 years and older) 46 46 46 46
Unemployment rate .09 .09 .09 .09
If households on welfare 33 33 33 33
Sample size 240 120 180 540

Note: Data are from the MTO Baseline Survey for universe of participants enrollingin MTO in
Boston between October 1994 and May 1996. Origin Census Tract data based on geocoded address
linked to 1990 Censusdata. Missing dataareimputed at non-missing mean. Estimates are weighted
as described in the text.
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TABLE 2 — MTO-Boston Program Moves by Baseline Survey Characteristics

Experimental Section 8 Comparison

Baseline Survey Characteristics Program  Program N Program  Program N

Move Move Move Move
beyond beyond
Boston Boston

A.All 481 .296 240 .634 156 120
All (and geocoded Follow-up Survey — .479 .298 235 .619 134 114

location)

B. If dissatisfied with neighborhood 577 391 138 .697 .236 59
If satisfied with neighborhood .355 164 100 572 077 61
Difference by satisfaction 223+* 227+ * 125 159**

(.067)  (.058) (.090)  (.067)

C. If too little space in apt. is prob. 502 302 189 .674 72 96
If spacein apt. is not big problem 433 267 50 .404 .096 24
Difference by problems with space .069 .043 289** 076

(.086)  (.077) (.115) (.076)
D. If prev. lived in mostly white area .667 517 75 .692 230 37
If have not previoudly lived in a 401 192 161 .606 109 81
mostly white neighborhood
Difference by previous neighborhood ~ .266**  .325** .086 121
(.075)  (.071) (.098)  (.080)

E. If race/ethnicity is black 429 347 38 .630 .050 44
If race/ethnicity is Hispanic 483 192 106 .680 222 50
If race/ethnicity is not black or Hisp. 577 442 46 557 233 26

Note: Dataon program moves are from Abt Associates. Data on characteristicsare fromthe MTO
Baseline Survey. Estimates are weighted as described in the text.

* = p-vaue<.l; ** = p-vaue<.05
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TABLE 3 — Impact of MTO-Boston on Mobility and Neighborhood Characteristics

Control Exp - Control ~ Sec8 - Control
A. Mobility rates
Program move 0 A79%* .619**
Move out of project 271 .325** A14**
Living outside Boston .049 234 * .069**
B. Census Tract Characteristics

Poverty rate 359 -.122** -.100**
If poverty rate < 10% .018 344 116%*
If poverty rate < 20% 128 347 237+
If poverty rate < 30% 318 .308** 352%*
If poverty rate < 40% 407 .288** 341x*
If income > 2x poverty line 415 170%* 122+ *
If race iswhite .380 146** .060

If raceis black 218 -.095** -.057

If raceis Hispanic 449 -.056** -.018

If English not first language 315 -.053** 012

If English almost not spoken at all .097 -.025** .000

If immigrant 148 -.001 .042+*
If family female-headed .632 -172*%* -.112**
If public assistance 294 -.097** -.066**
If person in renter-occupied unit 827 - 197** - 112%*
If workers using public transportation 387 -.104** -.071**
Unemployment rate .086 -.018** -.011**
Full-time, full-year worker 327 072+* .064**
If managerial/professional worker .206 .029** 022+ *
If at least some college (25 years and older) .289 .064** .066**

Note: Dataonresidential location wastaken fromthe M TO-Boston Follow-up Survey, and geocoded
to link to 1990 Census data on area characteristics. Thetotal sample sizeis 525 (235 Experimental,
114 Section 8, and 176 Control). * = p-vaue<.1; ** = p-value < .05
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TABLE 4 — Impact of MTO-Boston on Safety

Control  Exp - Control  Sec8 - Control N

Streets near home are unsafe or very unsafe .386 -.163** -.078 509
during the day (.038) (.047) (.059)

Household head or child has seen peopleusingor ~ .359 -.203** -.134** 507
selling drugs once aweek or more (.038) (.045) (.056)

Household head or child has seen or heard 205 -.132** -.106** 513
gunfire once a month or more (.032) (.036) (.044)

Note: Dataare from the M TO-Boston Follow-up Survey. Estimatesareweighted asdescribed in the
text; robust standard errors are reported in parentheses.
* = p-vaue<.l; ** = p-value<.05

TABLE 5 — Impact of MTO-Boston on Criminal Victimization

Control Exp - Control ~ Sec8 - Control

If any crime .255 -.118** -.115**
(.033) (.041) (.047)

If property crime 134 -.057* -.087**
(.026) (.032) (.033)

If personal crimes: at least one child involved 127 -.059* -.023
(.026) (.031) (.039)

If personal crimes: household head involved 073 .003 -.042*
(.020) (.031) (.025)

Note: Data are from the MTO-Boston Follow-up Survey. Sample sizeis519. Personal crimes are
assault, rape, robbery, pick pocketing (attempted or completed). Property crimesaretheft, household
or motor vehicle burglary (attempted or completed). Robust standard errors are reported in
parentheses. * = p-value<.1; ** = p-value <.05
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TABLE 6 — Impact of MTO-Boston on Social Behavior Outcomes For Children Ages 6-15

Control  Exp - Control  Sec8 - Control N
A. Child behavior problems
Has trouble getting along with Boys  .353 - 113 -.041 267
teachers (.053) (.067) (.087)
Girls  .156 .018 .036 291
(.034) (.049) (.060)
Is disobedient at home Boys .316 -.104* -.029 273
(.048) (.061) (.082)
Girls  .174 -.047 -.080 299
(.040) (.049) (.053)
Is disobedient at school Boys  .455 -.077 =124 274
(.054) (.075) (.088)
Girls  .333 .038 -.137* 300
(.053) (.073) (.071)
Hangs around with kids who get into Boys .221 -.095 -.100 273
trouble (.047) (.058) (.066)
Girls  .115 -.047 -.021 297
(.032) (.040) (.052)
Cruel or is mean to others Boys .190 - 137** -.123* 274
(.044) (.048) (.065)
Girls  .076 -.024 -.033 298
(.026) (.033) (.037)
Isrestless or overly active Boys  .468 -.038 -.117 273
(.055) (.076) (.088)
Girls  .263 .003 .032 299
(.044) (.062) (.076)
Is unhappy, sad, or depressed Boys .284 -.125** -.163** 274
(.049) (.061) (.067)
Girls  .232 -.015 -.026 298
(.042) (.061) (.068)
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TABLE 6 continued
B. Child Social Behavior

At least one close friend in Boys 147 .018 .056 272
neighborhood (.054) (.075) (.077)
Girls  .823 -.134** -.160** 295
(.042) (.064) (.077)
If participated in extra-curricular Boys 428 -.050 -.091 274
activities (.056) (.077) (.089)
Girls  .473 -.137* -.031 290
(.054) (.072) (.087)

Note: Dataarefrom the M TO-Boston Follow-up Survey. Estimates areweighted asdescribed inthe
text; robust standard errors are reported in parentheses, adjusted for household clustering.
* = p-vaue<.l; ** = p-vaue<.05

TABLE 7 — Impact of MTO-Boston on Physical Health Outcomes For Children Ages 6-15

Control  Exp - Control ~ Sec8 - Control N

If non-sportsinjury in past six months requiring .078 -.043* -.025 569
medical attention (.019) (.022) (.029)

If asthma attack in past month requiring medical 098 -.038 -.007 570
attention (.023) (.029) (.026)

Note: Dataare from the M TO-Boston Follow-up Survey. Estimates areweighted asdescribed in the
text; robust standard errors are reported in parentheses, adjusted for household clustering.
* = p-value<.l.
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TABLE 8 — Impact of MTO-Boston on Adult Health

Control  Exp - Control  Sec8 - Control N

Overadll health isgood or better 578 113** .180** 511
(.038) (.050) (.056)

Cam and peaceful “agood bit of the time” or 465 .100* 136** 508
more often during the past four weeks (.039) (.052) (.062)

Happy “agood bit of the time” or more often 561 .069 .035 506
during the past four weeks (.039) (.052) (.062)

Note: Dataare from the M TO-Boston Follow-up Survey. Estimatesareweighted asdescribed in the
text; robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. * = p-vaue<.1; ** = p-value< .05

TABLE 9 — Impact of MTO-Boston on Social Relations

Control  Exp - Control ~ Sec8 - Control N

Visited with friend or relative at your home 482 -.056 -.055 509
at least once aweek in the past month (.039) (.053) (.062)

Visited with afriend or relative at their home 422 .082 .055 512
at least once aweek in the past month (.038) (.053) (.062)

On the telephone with close friends or relatives 561 .018 .075 508
4 times or more in the past week (.038) (.053) (.062)

Went to church or place of worship 573 -.007 -.060 510
at least once in the past 30 days (.038) (.053) (.062)

Agree with: “Most people can be trusted” versus .078 .065* .035 499
“You can't be too careful in dealing w/people”  (.022) (.033) (.038)

Note: Dataare from the M TO-Boston Follow-up Survey. Estimates are weighted asdescribed in the
text; robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. * = p-value <.1.
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TABLE 10 — Impact of MTO-Boston on Welfare and Work

Control  Exp - Control  Sec8 - Control N

A. MTO-Boston Follow-up Survey

Receiving welfare benefits (AFDC/TANF) 472 .030 -.008 519
(.039) (.053) (.062)

Notified of atime limit on welfare benefits 415 .018 -.019 519
(.038) (.052) (.061)

Receiving aid for disabled or needy elderly 242 .030 -.015 516
(Supplementa Security Income) (.033) (.046) (.053)

Receiving Food Stamps 520 .019 -.020 517
(.039) (.053) (.062)

Worked for pay last week 434 -.071 .001 520
(.038) (.052) (.062)

Worked at job with health or other benefits 149 -.001 .058 520
(.027) (.038) (.049)

Average hourly wages among workers 8.46 493 153 186
(0.43) (.619) (.581)

Average quarterly earnings 1455 -252 -85 520
(169) (222) (261)

B. Massachusetts administrative records

Received TANF in 1997, 3" quarter 505 -.001 -.017 540
(.038) (.052) (.061)

Received TANF in 1998, 3" quarter 399 .027 -.067 540
(.035) (.050) (.058)

If any earningsin 1997, 3 quarter 436 -.017 -.007 540
(.037) (.051) (.060)

If any earningsin 1998, 3" quarter 494 -.002 -.026 540
(.038) (.052) (.060)

Average quarterly earningsin 1997, 3 quarter 1572 -101 121 540
(193) (253) (305)

Average quarterly earningsin 1998, 3 quarter 2045 -328 -278 540
(226) (281) (325)

Note: Data are from the MTO-Boston Follow-up Survey, the Massachusetts Department of
Transitional Assistance, and the M assachusetts Department of Revenue. Estimates are weighted as
described in the text; robust standard errors are reported in parentheses.
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