


Abstract 
0 Context 

0 Female-headed minority families with children are offered 
housing vouchers by lottery in Moving to Opportunity 
program (MTO)  

0 Evaluation is conducted 4-7 years after 

0 Results 
0 Families offered vouchers are living in safer neighborhoods 

0 No effects on adult self-sufficiency and physical health 

0 Substantial effects on mental health for adults and female 
youth 

0 Beneficial effects on education, risky behavior, and physical 
health for female youth, but adverse effects for male youth 

0 Approximately linear relationship between neighborhood 
poverty and outcomes 

 



Previous Research 

0 Residential Sorting Model (Benabou, 1993) (page 83, 
paragraph 1) 
0 Motivated by association between neighborhood characteristics 

and individual outcomes 

0 Inefficient equilibria 

0 Individual outcomes are influenced by neighbors 

0 Location decision does not take into account the external effects 

0 Theoretical (p84, p1) 
0 Difficult to judge the external effects: different perspectives  

0 Empirical (p84, p1) 
0 Difficult, too: non-experimental data 

 



Shining Points 

0 No Endogeneity (p84, p2): 

0 Avoid the problem of endogenous neighborhood selection  

0 Randomized experiment data 

0 Straight Forward Estimation (p84, p2): 

0 Existence, direction, and magnitude of neighborhood effects 

0 Health and socioeconomic outcomes 

0 Adult and youth populations 

0 Policy Implications (p84, p2): 

0 Housing subsidies v.s public housing projects v.s housing 
vouchers 

 

 



Model: ITT 

0 Intent-to-Treat (ITT) Effects (p89, p3) 

0 𝑌 = 𝑍𝜋1 + 𝑋𝛽1 + 𝜀1                                                                     

0 𝜋1: ITT effects 

0 Z: indicator for treatment group assignment 

0 X: a matrix of baseline covariates 

0 Why? (p91, p1) 

0 To improve estimation precision 

0 To account for chance differences between groups in the 
distribution of pre-assignment characteristics 



Model: TOT 
0 Treatment-on-treated (TOT) effects (p92, p4; p93, p1) 

0 Instrumental Variables (IV): 
0 MTO voucher: for MTO voucher use:  

0 Z : for an indicator D 

0 Two Stage Least Squares (2SLS) estimation: 

0 𝑌 = 𝐷𝛾2 + 𝑋𝛽2 + 𝜀2 

0 𝛾2: 𝜋1 in ITT divided by the regression-adjusted compliance 
rate 
0 TOT effects, not LATE: no “always takers”, MTO vouchers are not 

offered in the control group 

0 Assumption:  
0 No average effect of being offered a MTO voucher on those 

who did not use a MTO voucher (approximately 
reasonable) 

 



Model: OLS 
0 𝑌 = 𝑊𝛾3 + 𝑋𝛽3 + 𝜀3 (p94, p3) 

0 𝑌: outcome (in magnitude) 

0 W: neighborhood poverty rate 

0 A summary measure of neighborhood quality 

0 𝛾3: the effect of moving to a neighborhood with 1) a 
lower poverty rate and 2) the associated differences 
in neighborhood characteristics  

0 Underlying Assumption: 𝑊 = 𝑄𝛼 

0 Q: a scalar index of neighborhood quality 

0 𝛼: some scalar 



Model: 2SLS 

0 OLS Problems (p94, p4) 

0 Maybe biased by endogenous residential location 
choices 

0 Solution: 2SLS (p95, p1) 

0 IV: treatment group assignment 

0 Full sample 

0 Site-by-treatment interactions (assumptions?) 

0 Price of IV: impose an assumption that effects of IV only 
works through neighborhood characteristics, but not 
through omitted variables  



Data 
0 Three data sets (p85, p1) 

0 A baseline survey 

0 One adult and up to 2 randomly selected children 

0 X: covariates 

0 A majority said they wanted to move out of public housing 
(p86, p1) 

0 47% compliance rate (p86, p2) 

0 Administrative data 

0 On earnings and welfare benefits (California, Illinois, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, New York) 

0 An impact evaluation survey (2002) 

0 Adults and female youth (90% effective response rate) 

0 Male youth (86% effective response rate) 



Data 

0 120 Treatment Effect Estimates (p89, p1) 

0 2 populations 

0 2 treatment groups (experimental group, Section 8 
group) 

0 15 outcomes (p95, p1) 



Data: Adult 

 

Boston, Los Angeles, 
New York: mainly 
black or Hispanic 
 
Baltimore, Chicago: 
nearly black 



Data: Adult 

 



Data: Adult 

 



Data: Youth 

 



 



Data 

 



Results: ITT (p91) 

 



Results: ITT 

0 Estimates (p91, p1) 
0 Measurement: in units (like standard test scores) 
0 Where the mean of the treatment group is in the distribution 

of the control group in terms of s.t.d. units 

0 Adults (p91, p2) 
0 Positive effects: economic self-sufficiency, physical health, 

mental health 

0 Youth (p91, p2&3) 
0 Positive effects: mental health, education 
0 Negative effects: physical health, risky behavior 
0 Female: positive effects on mental health, risky behavior 
0 Male: negative effects on physical health and risky behavior  
0 Why more beneficial for female? 

 
 
 



Results: ITT&TOT 

 



 



 



 



 



 



Discussion 

0 Adult Economic Self-sufficiency  
0 Results against previous work (p99, p2) 

0 Wilson, 1987 

0 No treatment effects on earnings, welfare participation, and 
amount of government assistance 

0 Reasons (p99, p3) 
0 No job accessibility differences in control and treatment 

groups 

0 MTO has small impacts on job-related social networks 

0 Transportation difficulty and disrupted networks are 
barriers to employment for experimental group (Turney et. 
al, 2006) 

 



 



Discussion 

0 Adult Physical Health (p101, p1) 

0 No statistically significant effect on self-reported 
physical health (Table II) 

0 Large and significant effect on Obesity (Table III) 

0 Adult Mental Health (p101, p2) 

0 Beneficial effects  

0 Consistent across measures 

0 Large ITT effect size (Table II) 

 



Discussion 

0 Female Youth (p103, p1&2) 
0 High probability of observing large estimates due to sampling 

variability 
0 Ex-ante outcomes 
0 Per-comparison p-values  

0 Family-wise adjusted  

0 Inference 
0 3 groups: all, female, male 
0 2 treatments: experimental, Section 8 
0 5 domains: physical health, mental health, risky behavior, education, 

overall 

0 Results 
0 Largest t: overall summary index of experimental group 
0 P<0.001 
0 Family-wise adjusted p=0.003 for experimental female mental health 
0 The different patterns were unlikely to have occurred by chance 
 



Discussion 

0 Male Youth (p103, p3-p105, p1) 
0 Magnitudes are the same with female youth, but of 

opposite sign 

0 More adverse effects in the treatment groups than in the 
control group 

0 Why?  
0 Random sampling  

0 males in the treatment groups exhibited more behavior and other 
problems at baseline than did those in the control group 

0 Omitted variables in X 

0 Rates of some adverse outcomes are low in the control 
group 

0 Survey attrition 

 

 



Discussion 
0 Gender Differences (p105, p2-p107, p1) 

0 Female youth and male youth respond to the same 
neighborhood environments in different ways 

0 Why? 
0 Gains in education and employment for minority women 

(Altonji and Blank, 1999) 

0 Girls suffer disproportionately from domestic violence and 
sexual abuse (Popkin, Harris, and Cunningham, 2002) 

0 More likely to have adult role models  

0 “Relative Deprivation” (Clampet-Lundquist, Edin, Kling and 
Duncan, 2006) 
0 Isolation of males: mon-dominated cultural capital skills (language)  

0 More negative peer effects of male (neighborhood basketball court) 

0 Control group males have more contact with father figures 



Discussion 

0 OLS and 2SLS (P107, P2) 
0 OLS has opposite sign with 2SLS 

0 Adults and families with female teenagers are more 
likely to have adverse outcomes 

0 Families with male teenagers are more likely to have 
beneficial outcomes 

0 Younger Children (p108, p1) (Sanbonmastsu, et. al, 
2006) 

0 Hypothesis: larger treatment effects for younger children 

0  Less lifetime exposure to neighborhood environments 

0 Results: no significant treatment effects 



Conclusion 

0 Housing mobility does not appear to be an effective anti-
poverty strategy (p108, p3) 
0 No treatment effects on economic gains 

0 But may be appear in the long run 

0 Moving families out of distressed public housing projects 
are likely to be beneficial (p108, p4) 
0 Mental health improvement 

0 But spillovers onto neighborhoods are still unknown 

0 Neighborhood effects exist, but only for some outcomes 
(p108, p5) 
0 Teenagers exhibit broad ranges of outcomes 


