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MOTIVATION 

 Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program provides subsidies to more than 2.5 
million children under the age of 18 

 Federal Government spends $18 billion dollars annually  

 Vouchers may improve educational outcomes through multiple channels 

 Increased housing stability 

 Decrease overcrowding 

 Income effects from rental subsidy  

 Lower levels of stress among parents 

 Provide access to better neighborhoods and schools  

 Evidence on effectiveness limited 

 MTO estimated effects on sample of households already receiving public housing 

 Other studies find mixed evidence 

 Jacob, Kaputson, Ludwig (2014) find no effects 

 Andersson (2016) evidence of positive effects when conducting within sibling analyses 
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THIS PAPER 

 Estimate the impacts of the Housing Choice Voucher on educational outcomes 
using full sample of HCV households in New York City 

 Use detailed longitudinal data allow us to observe student outcomes before, during, 
and after HCV 

 Match over 88,000 voucher recipients to public school records 

 Follow schooling and residential experiences 

 Exploit precise timing of voucher receipt to compare students receiving HCV to 
those who will receive HCV in future 

 Compare effects of HCV to effects of Public Housing 

 Explore potential mechanisms 
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PREVIEW OF FINDINGS 

 Students in voucher households perform better in both English Language Arts 
(ELA) and math in years after receiving a voucher 

 Effects do not differ by gender or age at first voucher receipt 

 Effects concentrated among Hispanic and White/Asian students 

 Potential mechanisms include residential mobility, income effects, and long term 
stability 
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BACKGROUND ON HCV PROGRAM 

 Provides assistance to eligible low- and moderate-income families  

 Family income may not exceed 50% of Area Median Income (AMI) 

 Rent housing on private market 

 Different from public housing, which is place-based and government operated 

 Households conduct search and select unit on the private rental market 

 Receive payment that is the lesser of payment standard minus 30% of family’s adjusted 
income or the gross rent of unit minus 30% of monthly income  

 Families have a minimum of 60 days to “lease up” 

 Assistance is substantial 

 Nationally median voucher household with children has family size of four, earns 
$13,000, lives in a unit rents for $1,000/month.  Voucher increases their income by 
$8,000 or 60 percent. 
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HCV PROGRAM IN NYC 

 

 Eligibility based on family income and size  

 Family’s income may not exceed 50% of median income 

 $43,150 for family of 4 in NYC 

 Must reserve 75% of vouchers for families below 30% of AMI  

 $25,900 for family of 4 in NYC 

 Currently ~90,000 households (w/ and w/o children); 200K+ individuals use 
vouchers 

 In March 2015, 121K+ families on wait list, which was closed in March 2007 

 Virtually impossible to estimate wait time – exploit this to estimate the impact 
of HCV 

 

7 



-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

White Black Hispanic Asian Foreign
born

NYC
Born

Special
ed.

Poor Prim.
Language

not
English

LEP ELA Z-
score

Math z-
score

Student Characteristics by Type of Housing Assistance, Grades 3-8, 
AY 2009 

Voucher Public housing No housing assistance

8 



0.0

10.0

20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

60.0

70.0

80.0

90.0

100.0

% Private school,
ages 5-14

Poverty rate % Public
assistance

Unemployment
rate

% Rental units % Severely
Crowded

Median HH
Income ($1000s)

Neighborhood (census tract) characteristics by Type of Housing 
Assistance, 2009 

Voucher Public Housing No housing assistance

9 



EMPIRICAL STRATEGY 

 Primary challenge – students with housing assistance different  

 Solutions  

 Limit sample to those students who we ever observe receiving housing assistance 

 Exploit precise timing of voucher receipt  

 Long wait lists for HCVs 

 Virtually impossible to estimate wait time 

 Whether student in a household that receives a voucher this year rather than next 
year should be unrelated to prior performance or family background 

 Compare the outcomes of students who currently receive vouchers to 

 Those who will receive a voucher in the future 

 Students in public housing 
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DATA & SAMPLE 

 Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

 Panel of subsidized housing tenants, 2002-2012 

 Residential address, household composition, and certification date 

 Gender, race, birth month, and birth year of each household resident 

 New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) 

 Complete census of NYC public school students from 1997-2013 

 Student demographic/program char.: free lunch eligible, gender, race, birth date, etc. 

 Annual address data and performance on standardized exams 

 Link to HUD using building, gender, race, birth month, and birth year 

 New York City Housing Authority – ID students in public housing units 
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LINKING VOUCHER TO STUDENT RECORDS 

 Match proceeds in three steps 

 Exact match on BBL, birth month, birth year, gender, and race 

 Exact match on gender, BBL, birth month, and birth year and fuzzy match on race 

 Exact match on gender, birth  month, and birth year plus exact match on BBL in t+1 or 
BBL in t+2 and non-matches on race 

 Link 89,169 of the 143,903 unique voucher holders ages 6-14 

 Varies from a low of 61 percent match in 2005 to 68 percent match in 2009 

 Match rate of 78.7 percent when we exclude CDs with high percentages of private 
school enrollments 

 Average of 38,000 unique student voucher holders linked in any given year 

 Final sample: all students in grades 3-8 with at least two scores in ELA or math, 
who are in our sample when they are in the third grade 
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BASELINE MODEL 

𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝑿𝑿𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖′ 𝜸𝜸 
+𝜹𝜹𝒈𝒈 + 𝝉𝝉𝒕𝒕 + 𝝋𝝋𝒃𝒃 + 𝜼𝜼𝒊𝒊 + 𝜺𝜺𝒊𝒊𝒃𝒃𝒕𝒕 

 

 Y is outcome of student i in borough b at time t 

 Voucher = 1 if after student first receives and identified by HUD data as new 
admission 

 X is a vector of student characteristics (Other Voucher, FRPL, LEP, SPED) 

 δg, τt, φs, 𝜂𝜂𝑖𝑖, ε  are grade, year, borough, student effects and the error term respectively 

 Coefficient of interest is 𝛽𝛽1 - performance of student after he/she receives a HCV 
compared to his/her performance before receiving a HCV 
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TABLE 2 VOUCHERS AND STUDENT PERFORMANCE  
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Vouchers Only Sample, Grades 3-8, AY 2005-2011 



TABLE 3 PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING A VOUCHER 
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TABLE 4 PLACEBO TEST 
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TABLE 5 VOUCHERS AND STUDENT PERFORMANCE 
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Vouchers and Public Housing Sample, Grades 3-8, AY 2005-2011 



TABLE 6 VOUCHERS AND STUDENT PERFORMANCE 
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Vouchers Sample, Grades 3-8, AY 2005-2011, by Gender 



TABLE 7 VOUCHERS AND STUDENT PERFORMANCE 

19 

Vouchers Sample, Grades 3-8,  AY 2005-2011, by Age 



TABLE 8 VOUCHERS AND STUDENT PERFORMANCE 
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Vouchers Sample, Grades 3-8,  AY 2005-2011, by Race/Ethnicity 



EXPLORING MECHANISMS 

 Increased housing stability 

 Decrease overcrowding 

 Lower levels of stress among parents 

 Income effects from rental subsidy 

 Provide access to better neighborhoods and 
schools  
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TABLE 9 VOUCHERS AND STUDENT PERFORMANCE 
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Vouchers Sample, Grades 3-8, AY 2005-2011, by Mobility 



TABLE 10 NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
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TABLE 11 VOUCHERS AND STUDENT PERFORMANCE 
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Vouchers Sample, Grades 3-8, AY 2005-2011, by Mobility 



TABLE 12 SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS  
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DISCUSSION 

 Results suggest HCV increases student performance 

 Effects larger than from public housing 

 Suggestive evidence that additional income or increased stability 
drive most of the improvement in performance 

 Demonstrates potential for housing subsidies to improve 
student performance 
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QUESTIONS? 

Keren Mertens Horn 

keren.horn@umb.edu 

       @kerenhorn 
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BACKGROUND FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE 
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http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/americas_rental_housing_2015_web.pdf 
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WHAT WE KNOW 

 Chetty, Hendren, Katz (2015) new look at Moving To Opportunity (MTO) 

 Large increases in earnings (31%) for children < 13 who received experimental 
vouchers in comparison to public housing sample (also slightly smaller increases (15%) 
in earnings for non experimental voucher recipients) 

 Comparison is experimental voucher vs. public housing 

 Jacob, Kapustin and Ludwig (2014) explore outcomes for households in Chicago, 
who were given vouchers through a housing voucher lottery.   

 They find housing vouchers have no impacts on a child’s cognitive outcomes, based on 
reading and math scores. (in line with previous MTO results) 

 For boys < 6 at time of initial voucher receipt find 3% increase in test scores. 

 Andersson et al (2013) examine earnings outcomes for children raised in various 
assisted housing settings, sample includes individuals ages 13-18 in 2000 and 
looks at earnings for those with housing assistance vs. those without.  

 Overall results of voucher receipt and public housing are negative. 

 When looking within families to there is some evidence of positive effects for some 
demographic groups, particularly black women receiving housing-vouchers 31 
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HOW MOBILE ARE VOUCHER HOLDERS? 
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DO VOUCHER HOLDERS MOVE TO BETTER NEIGHBORHOODS? 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF ASSISTED HOUSEHOLDS 
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