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The problem with which this pilot study is concerned 

is to examine selected characteristics of tenants living In 

government-subsidized housing in an attempt to determine 

whether or not they differ significantly from tenants who 

qualify, but do not live in government subsidized housing 

and to determine if a relationship exists between these 

differences and the move to subsidized housing. 

The sample drawn consisted of 172 low- or moderate-

income families living in Denton, Texas, during the month 

of November, 1971 (ninety-five tenants living in government-

subsidized housing and seventy-seven tenants, who qualified 

but were not living in government-subsidized housing); a 

stratified random method of sampling was used in the 

selection of this population. The data were collected by 

thirteen trained interviewers utilizing an interview sche-

dule constructed to obtain information pertaining to the 

tenant's present and previous dwelling unit, expectations 

of future housing, attitudes toward government assistance 

programs, general information, and to provide a measure of 

the maintenance of the property. The chi-square test of 



significance, descriptive percentages, and two separate 

scales were used in the study to measure the differences 

between subsidized and non-subsidized tenants. 

The report is divided into five chapters. The first 

chapter presents background information relevant to the 

housing problem. Factors leading to the implementation 

of the pilot study and the investigation are set forth. 

The final section of the first chapter briefly discusses 

the significance of the study. Cahpter II contains a review 

of the literature related to the problem under investigation. 

The sequential progress of housing legislation is reported 

and a number of housing studies are examined. The chapter 

concludes with the presentation of an overview of the 

housing problem. The purpose of Chapter III is to delineate 

the methodology of the study. The variables investigated 

are defined and the hypotheses are enumerated. The sample 

and the method of data collection and data analysis are 

described. A report of the findings of the investigation 

and a discussion of these findings are presented in 

Chapter IV, and Chapter V reports the conclusions, limi-

tations, and implications of the study. 

The findings of the study indicate that the subsidized 

tenant is younger and better educated by 2.4 years than the 

non-subsidized tenant. The subsidized tenant rates his 

present housing as better than his previous housing. 



has a favorable attitude toward government assistance 

programs, expects to move to larger and more expensive 

housing, and to own his home more frequently than the 

non-subsidized tenant. The relationship between these 

differences and the pattern of residential movement appear 

to be increments to mobility, subsidized tenants being more 

mobile than non-subsidized tenants. 

This report concludes that there are significant dif-

ferences between subsidized and non-subsidized tenants. 

Fourteen of the sixteen variables examined for differences 

are significant at the .Of? level of probability and seven 

of the nine hypotheses are supported. 

It is recommended that a more extensive and thorough 

study would reveal additional differences and relation-

ships and would lend validity to the findings of the pilot 

study. The substantiation of these findings could then 

provide the appropriate agencies with data that could be 

used in the planning of future housing programs. The 

implications of these findings serve to justify further 

inquiry. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introductory Statements 

As early as 1647, substandard housing, generally 

associated with poverty, was recognized as a factor directly 

affecting public health, safety, and morals as revealed in 

the following passage quoted from the records of New 

Amsterdam: 

As we have seen and remarked the disorderly 
manner, hitherto and now daily practiced in building 
and erecting houses, in extending lots far beyond their 
boundaries, in placing pig pens and privies on the 
public road and streets, in neglecting the cultivation 
of granted lots, the Director General Petrus Stuyvesant 
and Council have deemed it advisable to decide upon 
the appointment of three Surveyors . . . whom we hereby 
authorize and empower, to condemn all improper and dis-
orderly buildings, fences, palisades, post rails, etc# 
and to prevent their erection in the futureJ 

Increased awareness of public officials and enlightened 

citizens of the housing enigma has resulted in a slow but 

progressive trend to remedy the problem. Concern over inad-

equate housing and attempts to solve the problem remained at 

the state and local level until 1892 when the first federal 

[Robert M, Fisher, 20 Years of Public Housing (New 
York, 1959), p. 25. ° 
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funds were appropriated for an investigation of slums. 

The United States Government's participation in the 

housing industry was gradually extended and the first 

major housing program was implemented in the Housing Act 
* "Z 

of 1937 (Wagner Housing Act).-̂  Although much housing 

legislation was passed during the twenty-year period from 

1940 to I960, it was not until the 1960's that extensive 

housing programs were enacted. As a result of this 

heightened government involvement in the housing market, 

controversy developed with reference to the utility of these 

housing programs, prompting many housing studies. 

Problem and Objectives 

The majority of housing studies have confirmed that 

the physical environment of low-income families is improved, 

at least temporarily, in the move to housing sponsored by 

government programs. While numerous studies have investi-

gated many social and psychological variables, a consensus 

with reference to the findings of these studies is lacking. 

The move to better housing is generally considered to 

be an indicator of upward social mobility; yet, in the 

2Ibid. 

-̂ See Timothy L. McDonnell, The Wagner Housing Act 
(Chicago, 1957); Michael W, Strauss and Talbot Wegg, Housing 
Comes of Age (New York, 1938). 



review of the literature no studies are found which investi-

gate the mobility of families who move to better housing 

subsidized by the government. Also, there is insufficient 

data pertaining to the attitudes of these families toward 

government assistance programs. It would appear that 

housing subsidized by the U.S. Government would provide 

low- or moderate-income families a means to achieve upward 

social mobility; consequently, the recipients should express 

positive attitudes toward the government's involvement and 

participation in sponsoring programs designed to provide 

benefits for its citizens. 

The purpose of this pilot study is to examine selected 

characteristics of tenants living in government-subsidized 

housing in an attempt to determine whether or not they 

differ significantly from tenants who qualify, but do not 

live in government-subsidized housing and to determine if 

a relationship exists between these differences and the 

move to subsidized housing. These selected characteristics 

include variables related to the physical and social 

environments, as well as social-psychological, of these 

families. The study attempts to answer the following 

questions: 

What are the descriptive characteristics of tenants 

residing in government-subsidized housing (i.e. age, 



marital status, number of children, education, income, 

and occupation)? 

Do they view their present residence as improved or 

better than their previous residence? Do they rate 

their present housing as poor, satisfactory, fairly 

good, or very good? Do they rank their present 

and previous neighborhoods and self as lower 

class, working class, middle class, or upper class? 

Do they express positive or negative attitudes 

toward government assistance programs providing 

housing, food, and medical care? 

What axe their expectations for housing in the future? 

Do they expect their next house to be larger and more 

expensive than their present house? Do they expect to 

own their own home in the future? 

A further purpose of this pilot study is to develop 

an instrument which will help to measure the relationship 

of attitudes toward government assistance programs and 

expectations for future housing and the move to subsidized 

housing. 

Significance of the Study 

It would appear that the attitudes and expectations of 

subsidized tenants are a significant factor in determining 



the success or failure of government housing programs. 

For instance, if these families were to exhibit negative 

attitudes toward government housing programs as well as 

low expectations of better housing, typifying improvised 

residential movement, it could be predicted that the housing 

programs would offer only short term improvement in the 

environment of these families and that the project itself 

would deteriorate within a short period of time, therefore, 

even the initial benefit of better housing would no longer 

be available to these families. 

While recognizing the possibility of the effects of 

negative attitudes and low expectations, one must consider 

as well the consequence of positive attitudes toward 

government housing programs and high expectations of better 

housing. It was expected that the data gathered in this 

study would reveal a direct relationship between positive 

attitudes toward government housing programs and high expec-

tations of better housing of families living in government 

subsidized housing, typifying calculative residential 

movement. It could be predicted, therefore, that families 

exhibiting positive attitudes would better maintain their 

property and because of their high expectations, they 

would eventually move to better housing. 

A further significance of this study would lie in the 

identification of characteristics describing tenants living 



in government-subsidised housing. This information could 

possibly be beneficial in the planning of future housing 

programs; describing the population served would make 

possible the design of facilities to better meet the 

tenants housing needs. 

Major Divisions of the Research Report 

This report is divided into five chapters. The first 

chapter presents background information relevant to the 

housing problem. Factors leading to the implementation of 

the pilot study and the investigation of selected character-

istics of tenants living in government-subsidized housing 

are set forth. The final section of the first chapter 

briefly discusses the significance of the study. 

Chapter II contains a review of the literature related 

to the problem under investigation. The sequential progress 

of housing legislation is reported and a number of housing 

studies are examined. The chapter concludes with the pre-

sentation of an overview of the housing problem. 

The purpose of Chapter III is to delineate the method-

ology of the study. The variables investigated are defined 

and the hypotheses are enumerated. The sample and the method 

of data collection and data analysis are described. 

A report of the findings of the investigation and the 

discussion of these findings are presented in Chapter IV. 



Chapter V reports the conclusions, limitations, and 

implications of the study. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a history of 

housing legislation enacted by the United States Government 

as a means to provide adequate housing for low and moderate 

income families. Also, a survey of housing studies will be 

presented to serve as examples of the various studies con-

ducted related to the housing problem. The final part of 

the chapter will review other relevant literature in order 

to provide a comprehensive presentation of housing in 

perspective. 

Housing Legislation 

Local and state action with reference7 to housing low-

income families preceded federal interest. The first 

congressional notice of nationwide housing problems was 

taken during the presidency of Benjamin Harrison. In 1892 

Congress appropriated 120,000 for the Commission of Labor 

"to make a full investigation relative to what is known as 

the slums of cities" with 200,000 or more inhabitants in 

1890. Over the next forty years, federal interest in 

housing centered more on the provision of new dwellings 

a 



than the eradication of inadequate conditions in existing 

units."1" 

In 1932, Congress enacted the Emergency Relief and 

Construction Act, which provided for the reconstruction of 

slum areas. A year later the National Industrial Recovery 

Act of 1933 called for the "construction, reconstruction, 

alteration or repair under public regulations or control 

2 

of low-cost housing and slum-clearance projects." 

The first permanent federal policy regarding inade-

quate housing was inaugurated in the U.S. Housing Act of 

1937 (Wagner-Stegall Act). This act, as amended, authorized 

federal funds and credit to be used in providing low-rent 

housing for families of low income as follows: 

The federal government - acting through a 
public corporation known as the U.S. Housing 
Authority, provides financial assistance, 
furnishes technical help and supervises 
management operations. The states enact 
enabling legislation authorizing (in most cases) 
public corporations, called local authorities, to 
develop and administer low-rent housing. Local 
governing bodies establish these local authorities 
and cooperate with them in their undertakings. 
The local authorities, in turn deal directly with 
the U.S. Housing Authority by means of carefully 
defined contractual relationships.3 

"'"Robert M. Fisher, 20 Years of Public Housing (New 
York, 1959), P. 25. 

2 
Lawrence M. Friedman, Government and Slum Housing 

(Chicago, 1968), p. 101. 

•̂ Fisher, ojd, cit., p. 96. 
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The Housing Act provides for a maximum federal capital 

grant of approximately 100 percent for every project, which 

is payable in uniform annual installments over a designated 

term (set at sixty years prior to 1949 and forty years in 

1957). 

The subsidy paid each year falls below the 
maximum by the amount of residual receipts, if 
any, derived from the project. Initial project 
development costs are met through U.S. Housing 
Authority loans to local authorities and through 
the open-market sale of local-authority obligations 
backed by U.S.H.A.'s pledge to pay all (or nearly 
all) debt service, if required.4 

The Housing Acts of 1949 > 1954, and 1956 gave further 

impetus to the housing program. The Housing Act of 1954 

prohibited federal assistance for urban renewal and public 

housing unless a workable program was submitted by the 

locality to the administrator of the Housing and Home 

Finance Agency; this stipulation was stricken out by the 

Housing Amendments of 1955, but was reinstated by the 

Housing Act of 1956.^ 

The 1956 amendment to the Act extended occupancy for 

the first time to single persons sixty-five and over. 

Other qualifications are that the family member signing 

lease is a U.S. citizen and no dwelling shall be occupied 

Vbid., p. 124. 

5Ibid., p. 28. 
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by a person who is a member of an organization designated 
c 

as subversive by the Attorney General. 

Several significant changes in government policy 

related to housing occurred during the sixties: Additional 

housing programs geared to moderate and lower-income house-

hold needs v/ere implemented; the Civil Rights Act of 1968 

was passed, which prohibits racial discrimination in the 

sale and rental of property, and the Department of Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD) was established in 1965 to 

strengthen administrative and analytic capability with the 
7 

federal government.' 

Four new housing programs enacted during the sixties 

were vital in the expansion of the government's participation 

in the housing industry. The major aspects of these programs 

are presented as follows: 

The below-market interest rate formula. The 

essence of this device contained in Section 

221(d)(3) of the moderate income program of 1961 

is to make public credit available to non-profit 

groups and limited-return builders who agree to 

6 
Paul L. Neibanck, Relocation in urban planning: from 

opportunity. (PhiladelpliTa. 1Q68)T rra. 

7 
'Morton J. Schussheim, Toward A New Housing Policy: 

The Legacy of the Sixties (New YorkJ, pp. 3-6. 

obstacle to 
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produce housing for moderate-income families. 

This is accomplished through purchase of the 

mortgages at established rates by the Government 

National Mortgage Association under a special 

assistance program. (Congress reset the rate at 

which money is lent to housing sponsors at three 

percent in 1965). This subsidy translates into 

apartments of modest standards priced fifteen to 

twenty percent below regularly financed units of 
Q 

comparable quality. 

Interest reduction. This key innovative feature 

of the 1968 HUD Act is applied through a home 

ownership (Section 235) and a rental program 

(Section 236). In the first instance, the mortgage 

loan is made directly to the home buyer, in the 

second instance to a non-profit sponsor or a lim-

ited dividend company providing rental housing. 

In both cases, mortgage loans are made by private 

lenders at market rates of interest with the 

government absorbing up to the entire interest 

cost above one percent. The amount of the subsidy 

is adjusted periodically to change in the income 

of each occupant family. Income checkups and 

8Ibid., p. 13 
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subsidy adjustments must be made every two 

9 
years.^ 

3. Rent supplements. The rent supplement feature 

of the 1965 Act sets forth that payments may be 

made in behalf of low-income families to bridge 

the gap between required market rent and what the 

family can afford to spend for housing as a pro-

portion of its income (set by law at twenty-five 

percent).10 

4. The "used-house" approach to public housing. 

This program is embodied in a series of legislative 

amendments and administrative changes in public 

housing commencing in 1964 and permits local housing 

authorities to lease or purchase and if necessary 

to rehabilitate, existing housing in the community 

for occupancy for low-income families. This approach 

is generally unappreciated by local authorities and, 

therefore, occurs less frequently as a means of 

providing housing for low-income families.11 

Q 

^Ibid.. p. 14. 

10Ibid.. pp. 14-15. 

i:LIbid.. pp. 15-16. 
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Housing Studies 

Heightened government involvement in the housing market 

has brought about an increased public interest in the utility 

of government housing programs, thus prompting: many housing 

studies. 

The earliest studies investigated variables related to 

the physical environment of low-income families. One such 

investigation, a pilot program entitled The Baltimore Plan, 

led to five other studies. The Baltimore Plan was a two-

year program which concentrated on strict code enforcement 

of housing violation as a means of improving housing con-

ditions. The overall program included aid to families, 

community participation, and extended educational opportu-

nities provided by the City of Baltimore and its citizens. 

(The original study was conducted during the period 1951-

1953; a second study was conducted in 1954). The study 

revealed that the program was effective as long as it was 

strictly enforced by law, but the residents of blighted 

areas were unable to maintain the improved condition with-

out the help of agencies and competent persons who reside 

outside the area. The other studies included blighted 

areas in Chicago (1949 and 1953)> Miami (1948), and New 

Orleans (1955). With exception of the "back of the yards" 

project in Chicago, these studies yielded more or less the 

same results as the original Baltimore study. The Chicago 

effort was more successful than the other projects due to 
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the establishment of a well-financed and well-staffed 

community organization several years prior to the 

12 

rehabilitation effort. 

Although the primary purpose of these studies was 

to investigate the physical environment of low-income 

families, additional findings were brought out in the 

investigation. It appeared that families who benefited 

directly from the programs had favorable attitudes toward 

the programs and expressed expectations of maintaining 

and improving their property once the initial improvement 

had been made, whereas those families who were not involved 

in the program, through their own choice or through the 

limitations of the programs, were skeptical about the pro-

grams and had a somewhat fatalistic attitude toward their 

housing situation. 

A study conducted in Lubbock, Texas, more or less dis-

puted the findings of the studies cited above with reference 

to the correlation between a positive attitude and housing 

benefits. The major hypotheses was "when families who, 

before urban renewal, were self-sufficient in the slum 

housing are forced into welfare situations because of rent 

subsidy programs, dissatisfaction with relocation facil-

ities results." An interview schedule was constructed to 

12 
Martin Millspaugh and Gurney Breckenfeld, The Human 

Side of Urban Renewal (New York, I960). 
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reveal dissatisfaction with housing. The scale contained 

forty-two items regarding attitudes toward shopping 

facilities, neighborhood, schools, space in the house, 

and so forth. Respondents were asked to rate each item 

on a five-point scale - excellent, good, fair, poor, or 

very bad. The findings were as follows: 1) the amount of 

dissatisfaction increased as the amount of subsidy increased; 

2) socio-economic status and age were related significantly 

to dissatisfaction (Warner's Reputational Method of measuring 

status was used). Persons of higher social status were more 

satisfied with relocation than those of lower social status, 

and older persons were more satisfied with the relocation than 

were the younger persons; 3) dissatisfaction is positively 

correlated with the total number of children in a dwelling 

unit, and also k) the number of children and dissatisfaction 

were highly correlated; 5) those residents who paid the 

highest utility charges were more dissatisfied than those 

residents who utility charges were less."^ 

The findings of another study tended to show a positive 

correlation between improved housing and positive psycholo-

gical attitudes. This study investigated the impact of 

relocation on approximately 600 families displaced by 

"^Charles K. Edgley, W.G. Steglich, and Walter J. 
Cartwright, "Rent Subsidy and Housing Satisfaction: The 
Case of Urban Renewal in Lubbock, Texas," The American 
Journal of Economics and Sociology. XXVII (April, 1966), 
113-123• 
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construction of the North-South Expressway on the Inner-

Northside of Milwaukee. Relocated families were traced 

through official city directories. Comparisons of con-

ditions before and after relocation were made. The sample 

was comprised of eighty-one families. A questionnaire was 

constructed and administered by the researcher. Fifty-five 

percent of the interviews were successfully completed. 

The findings indicate that living conditions were improved 

for the majority of families and changes in housing induced 

positive psychological attitudes, although relocation 

increased the concentration of Negroes within the ethnic 

area. Increased rents were a serious problem for the 

elderly on a fixed income, but other families adjusted to 

the additional rents by increased earnings, generally the 

wife went to work.^ 

Numerous other studies lend support to the findings of 

the Milwaukee study of relocation and the improvement in 

housing conditions. The findings gathered from 122 families 

who had received payment for moving expenses from the 

Springfield, Massachusetts Redevelopment Authority between 

1962 and 1966 indicate that fifty-nine families found it 

necessary to move again within four years of primary 

relocation; eighteen of these fifty-nine families had to 

"^Patricia House, "Relocation of Families Displaced 
by Expressway Development: Milwaukee Case Study," Land 
Economics, XLVI (February, 1970), 75-78. 
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move for the same reason they had to move the first time -

substandard housing; however, seventy-three to eighty-six 

percent of the relocatees from the urban renewal area were 

living in standard housing. The study concluded that 

concomitant citywide housing code enforcement is mandatory 

for successful relocation and reducing the number of sub-

standard houses available for occupancy reduces the risk 

of relocatees lodging in slums again. 

One study of rural housing goes beyond the study of 

improvements in housing through relocation and traces the 

improvement over a six year period. Ten counties in South 

Carolina were studied to determine the condition of occupied 

rural housing units in 1966, the changes which had occurred 

in housing since I960, and the cost of upgrading rural 

housing to an adequate level. Information was obtained from 

1002 households. Local building contractors and Federal 

Housing Authority area supervisors provided cost data on 

housing improvements. Past conditions were discovered 

through study of the census of housing and population for 

1950 and I960. It was found that half of the rural housing 

units in 1966 were substandard; the 1950 substandard rate 

was eighty-four percent. Inadequate plumbing was the most 

15 
Michael W. Pozen, "Evaluation of Housing Standards of 

Families Within Four Years of ̂ Relocation by Urban Benewal," 
American Journal of Public Health. LVIII (July, 1963), 1256-
1264. 
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frequent deficiency. Seventy-eight percent of all sub-

standard housing in 1966 was occupied by nonwhites, 

although nonwhites accounted for only forty-five percent 

of the population. The living conditions for whites showed 

great improvements between I960 and 1966, whereas the con-

dition of housing for nonwhites showed little change; between 

I960 and 1966, there was a four .percent rise in the number 

of substandard homes occupied by nonwhites. The cost of 

remodeling substandard homes was estimated as follows: Less 

than $3500 each would repair forty-seven percent of the homes; 

between $3500 and $5499 each would be required for an addi-

tional forty-seven percent; and six percent of the homes 

16 

would cost upward of $5500 to repair. These costs were 

based on estimates in 1966 and would be substantially higher 

in 1972. 

Variables other than those pertaining to the physical 

environment of low-income families have been the subject of 

investigation. A study undertaken from June 1964 to January 

1965 attempted to provide basic information for the Detroit 

Urban Renewal Program and the Total Action Against Poverty 

Program. The major purpose of the study was to determine, 

16 
Robert L. Hurst, "Rural Housing in the Northeast 

Coastal Plain Area of South Carolina," Agricultural Economic 
Report No. 163 (Washington, 1969). 
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categorize, and classify essential data regarding the social 

and economic characteristics of families living under con-

ditions of poverty, as well as their problems and their 

service needs, and to present an analysis of the extent to 

which existing services have a major impact on the problems 

of poverty. The sample included a random selection of 2081 

households from two sources: blight dwelling units and pub-

lic housing. The most severe social, economic, and health 

problems were found in overcrowded, substandard housing 

units. The poorest households were more frequently headed 

by a person with one or more of the following characteristics: 

female, nonwhite, less than sixth grade education, head of a 

single-parent household, or over sixty years of age. Fifty-

one percent of household heads were unemployed. In addition, 

there were other family members who were not employed but 

were employable adults. Chronic illnesses, physical 

impairments, and mental health conditions were widespread 

17 

among the study households. f 

Many other studies have been conducted investigating a 

wide range of variables relevant to the housing of low-income 

families. A study implemented in Montgomery, Alabama, was 

designed to identify some of the needs, interests, and values 

of a group of young homemakers living in low-income housing 

17 
"Home Interview Study of Low-Income Households in 

Detroit, Michigan," Greenleigh Associates (New York, 1965). 
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projects. The sample included fifty white and fifty non-

white homemakers who resided in two public housing projects 

and whose family income was $3000 or less per year, fill 

subjects were married or acting as heads of households. A 

questionnaire was used. Data were collected by means of a 

structured interview, utilizing the questionnaire. The 

findings were that young homemakers living in low-income 

housing projects could benefit from programs designed to 

educate them in home management and child development as 

they expressed interest and concern with reference to both 

aspects.*1"^ 

Besearchers at Johns Hopkins University reviewed a 

sample of forty studies relating to housing quality, var-

iously measured or defined, and various physical and social 

abberations. Forty investigations were reviewed, sixteen 

European origin and twenty—four American. Twenty—six of the 

forty studies showed positive association between housing 

and health, or housing and social adjustment.1^ 

18 
_ Barton and Virginia Gilchrist, "Needs and Interests 

of Young riomemaiters Living in Two Low—Income Housing Proiects " 
Journal of Home Economics. LXII (June,1970), 389-392. ' 

19 
^ Daniel M. Wilner and Leonard J. Duhl, "Effects' of 

H e a l tkf£d Performance," The Urban Condition (New 
£ A p p' 215-228; see D.M. Wilner, P.P. Walkley. 

and A, layback, "How Does the Quality of Housing Affect 
and Family Adjustment?," American Journal of Public 

Health, XLVI (1956), 736-744; Daniel M. Wilner and others, 
Ihg, housing Environment and Family Life (Baltimore, 1962): 
Daniel M. Wilner and others, "Housing as an Environmental 
Iactor in Mental Health: The Johns Hopkins Longitudinal 
Stuay," American Journal of Public Health. L (I960) 35-63. 
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It is apparent from the studies presented that a wide 

range of variables related to the problem of housing low-

income families are amenable to investigation. The findings 

of these studies generally indicate that the housing con-

ditions of low-income families were improved as a result 

of sponsored housing programs. A discrepancy appeared in 

the data regarding the recipients attitudes toward these 

programs although no studies had been designed specifically 

to measure this variable. Several studies had attempted 

to describe the social and economic characteristics of low-

income families and one study attempted to identify the 

needs of homemakers living in sponsored housing projects. 

Several other studies established a positive correlation 

between housing conditions and health and social adjustment. 

This review of housing studies reveals a significant 

oversight in housing research; i.e. there has been no 

investigation of the possible relationships and differences 

between families who move to subsidized housing and those 

who qualify but do not move to subsidized housing. It is 

this finding which provided the basis for this study. 

Housing in Perspective 

In the Housing Act of 1949, the Congress of the United 

States pronounced a national policy of providing a "decent 

home and suitable living environment for every American 

family," however, it was not until 1968 that quantitative 

housing goals were set forth. At that time the HUD Act 
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of 1968 proposed to build six million units of new and 

rehabilitated housing over a ten year period to provide 

standard housing for the then estimated twenty million 

persons (six million households) who were occupants of 
20 

substandard housing. While this goal has not been met, 

"HUP is achieving annual production close to the goals set 

in 1968 - some 550,000 units built in the fiscal year ending 
21 

June 30, 1971 and 700,000 projects projected for 1972." 

In spite of the progress and relative success of these 

government housing programs, the following problems have 

developed: 

1. The annual cost of government programs to subsidize 

housing was 523 million dollars in 1970 (1,178,000 

dwelling units subsidized) and is estimated at 1.4 

billion dollars for 1972. These excessive costs are 

a cause for concern by government officials as well 

as the general public. A plan of distributing cash 

housing allowances to needy persons to seek and 

acquire whatever housing they want is being tried 

20 
Schussheim, oj>. cit., p. viii; see James Bailey, 

"Housing Yes, Cities No," The Architectural Forum. CXXIX 
(September,1968), pp. 37-39; Wallace F. Smith, Housing: 
The Social and Economic Elements (Berkeley, 1970), pp. 463-
464. 

21 
"Housing: Is Washington Cooling Off On Federal Aid?" 

U.S. News & World Heport (June 7, 1971;, p. 47; see Anthony 
T3owns, "Moving Toward. Kealistic Housing Goals," Agenda for 
t h e Nation (Washington, 1968), pp. 141-178; Joseph P. Fried, 
"Any nope for Housing?," Saturday Review (February 12, 1972), 
pp. 44-50. 
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as a means to remedy the existing discrepancy 

between costs and the supply of housing. "Congress 

has voted a two year, 20 million dollar experiment 
22 

to find out how this plan would work in practice." 

2. A study of federally subsidized units built in 

New York City within the past three years found 

most "are already exhibiting mild to severe 

maintenance problems."2^* 

3. A number of projects are running into financial dif-

ficulties of underestimated operating expenses such 

as taxes, utilities, and maintenance and are needing 

rent increases to meet basic operating expenses. 

Norman V. Watson, Assistant HUD Secretary for 

Housing Management, wrote field officials July 29, 

1971: "We are doing low and moderate income 

families no favor by approving projects doomed to 

management failure almost as soon as they sire 

occupied, "2if 

In addition to the problems encountered in the gov-

ernments attempt to provide adequate housing for its 

22Ibid. 

<Denton Record-Chronicle (August 19, 1971), p. 2. 

2ZfIbid. 
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citizens, the accomplishment of its purpose is questioned 

and subject to many criticisms. One author states that too 

many government policies and programs exist in the field of 

housing thus creating confusion and a lack of understanding 

due to the scope and complexity of governmental bureaucracy 

25 

underlying these programs. ̂  

Senator Paul Douglas reported to the Presidents 

National Commission on Urban Problems in January 1969, 

"Government action through urban renewal, highway programs, 

demolition on public housing sites, code enforcement and 

other programs has destroyed more housing for the poor than 
26 

government at all levels has built for them." 

Others, including sociologist Nathan Glazer, purport 

that "Public policy should stress, not housing programs, 

but job training, education, income maintenance, and the 
27 

elimination of artificial barriers to mobility." ' 

It is difficult to assess the success of these housing 

programs as it appears from the foregoing presentation that 

the measure of success is a matter of individual perspective. 
p 5 
-\Robert 0'Block, "Low Income Housing: Goals, Actors 

and Economics," Social Innovation in the Citv (Cambridge. 
1969), PP. 127-lSo: 

2.fi 
Michael Harrington, "The Betrayal of the Poor," 

Atlantic. CCXXV (January,1970), 72. 

27 
Morton J. Schussheim, "Housing in Perspective," 

The Public Interest (Spring 1970), p.21; see Genevieve 
Knupfer, "Portrait of the Underdog," ng-s in General 
Sociology, Robert W. O'Brien and others, eds. T3oston, 1969), 
pp. Z9S-302f. 
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However, unquestionably, progress has been made in the quality 

of housing over the past thirty years; over ninety percent 

of urban family dwellers presently have private toilets, hot 

28 

and cold running water and waterproof structures. 

The nation*s philosophy on the acquisition of housing 

has moved slowly from "each according to his ability, to 
2Q 

each according to his need." 7 This change in philosophy 

has resulted in many innovative trials and errors. The 

experience of the post-war years in housing and community 

development has provided valuable lessons to those respon-

sible for formulating and executing housing policies, but 

the optimism of the early proponents of government housing 

has been replaced by a more realistic view of the housing 

situation and a recognition that there is no single grand 

solution to the housing problem. 

Summary 

The participation of the federal government in making 

available funds for the promotion and development of housing 

for low- and moderate-income families has accelerated since 

the legislative enactment of the Housing Act of 1937. 

Although much housing legislation was passed during the 

twenty year period from 1940 through I960 (the U.S. Housing 

Act of 1937 was amended fourteen times through 1958), it 

28Ibid., p. 30. 

pa 
^Fisher, op. cit., p, 1 
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was not until the sixties that extensive housing programs 

were implemented. Three programs were significant in the 

expansion of government participation in the housing 

industry: The Housing Program of 1961, Section 221(d)(3), 

below market interest rate formula, 1969 HUD Act, 

Section 235 - home ownership and Section 236 - rental 

program, interest reduction, and the 1965 Act, rent 

supplements. 

Since the purpose of government involvement in the 

housing market as declared in the Housing Act of 1949 is 

to provide "a decent home and suitable living environment 

for every American family,it has become a subject of 

controversy as to whether or not its purpose is being 

accomplished, consequently prompting many housing studies. 

The majority of housing studies have confirmed that the 

physical environment of low-income families is improved 

in the move to housing sponsored by government programs 

and while numerous studies have investigated many social 

and psychological variables, a concensus with reference 

to the findings of these studies is lacking. 

In addition to prompting many housing studies, the 

government's philosophy underlying their extended partici-

pation has been questioned and criticized by many politicians 

30 y Schussheim, Toward a Mew Housing Policy:. op. cit., 
p. vii. 
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and other professionals including Senator Paul Douglas 

and sociologist Nathan Glazer. 

It is difficult to assess the success or failure 

of the government's endeavor to eliminate substandard 

housing, however, the general consensus is that the 

quality of housing has been improved as the result of 

governmental aid. Yet, many problems remain and the pre-

sent view held is that there is no single grand solution 

to the housing problem. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the method-

ology utilized in this study of selected characteristics of 

tenants living in government-subsidized housing. The 

variables investigated are operationally defined and the 

hypotheses of the study are presented. The sampling proce-

dure followed in the investigation is outlined and the 

methods of data collection and data analysis are described. 

Operational Definitions 

The following definitions identify and define the 

variables under study in this investigation: 

Subsidized tenants are defined as low- or moderate-income 

families who are living in housing provided under 

Section 236 and Section 221(d)(3), with or without rent 

supplement; non-subsidized, tenants are defined as low-

or moderate-income families who qualify, but are not 

living in government-subsidized housing. Eligibility 

to receive the benefits of rent reduction from Section 

236 and Section 221(d)(3) rental programs is determined 

according to family size and the Certified Adjusted 

Monthly Income of the family (a $300 deduction per 

?Q 
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minor child is deducted from the annual earnings; 

this amount is divided by twelve to obtain the 

Certified Monthly Income). In this study there was 

no distinction made between low-income families and 

moderate-income families since Section 236 and Section 

221(d)(3) rental programs are designed to serve both 

income groups and no income limits axe set to differ-

entiate between the two. 

Physical environment is described according to the 

maintenance of the property. Maintenance of the 

•property is defined as the observable cleanliness 

and state of repair. The scoring of a list of items 

pertaining to the cleanliness and state of repair of 

the property provided a measure of the maintenance 

of the property. For example, when the interviewer 

observed that the yard was unkempt, a check mark was 

made next to the item, yard unkempt. 

Social environment is defined as the composite of the 

following socio-economic variables related to the 

unmarried head of household or the married head of 

household and spouse: level of educational achievement, 

approximate annual income, and present occupation. 

Social-psychological factors are described as the atti-

tudes and expectations of the respondent. Attitudes are 



31 

defined as the expression of a positive, negative, or 

neutral (don*t know) feeling toward government 

assistance programs (i.e. housing, food stamp, medicare). 

A positive attitude is defined as an expression of 

approval toward government assistance programs; a 

negative attitude is defined as the reversal of this 

expression. Expectations are defined as the respondents 

expressed aspirations for housing which he expects to 

achieve in the future. 

Social mobility is described according to the direction 

of movement occurring between generations (inter-

generational mobility) and within a generation (intra-

generational mobility) due to the progression or 

retrogression of socio-economic variables. The focus 

of this study is on residential movement as an indi-

cator of social mobility. Two types of mobility are 

described: 1) Calculative residential movement involv-

ing a change in residence which is viewed as a means 

to an end, the end being continued social mobility. 

These individuals perceive their present housing as 

better than their previous housing; they express the 

expectation to move in the future to housing which is 

larger and more expensive than their current residence 

and also expect to eventually own their home. 

fraprovised residential movement involving a change 

in residence which is viewed as an end in itself. 
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These individuals perceive their present housing 

as similar to their previous housing; they express 

the expectations of remaining in their present 

housing or similar residences, 

The Hypotheses 

The hypotheses presented below were formulated in an 

attempt to determine whether or not subsidized tenants 

differ significantly from non-subsidized tenants and to 

determine if a relationship exists between these differences 

and the move to subsidized housing. 

Hypothesis I, 

Subsidized tenants rate their present residence as 

better than their previous residence more frequently than 

non-subsidized tenants. 

Hypothesis II 

The dwelling unit of subsidized tenants is better 

maintained than the dwelling unit of non-subsidized tenants. 

Hypothesis III 

The dwelling unit of subsidized tenants is larger than 

their previous dwelling with greater frequency than 

the previous dwelling unit of non-subsidized tenants. 
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Hypothesis IV 

The educational attainment of subsidized tenants will 

be greater than the educational attainment of non-subsidized 

tenants. 

Hypothesis V 

Subsidized tenants will express a positive attitude 

toward government assistance programs more frequently than 

will non-subsidized tenants. 

Hypothesis VI 

Subsidized tenants are less satisfied with their 

present housing than are non-subsidized tenants. 

Hypothesis VII 

Subsidized tenants rank their neighborhood, both 

present and previous, as having a lower status in comparison 

to self with greater frequency than do non-subsidized tenants. 

Hypothesis VIII 

Subsidized tenants will express the expectation of 

moving from their present housing to larger and more 

expensive housing with greater frequency than will non-

subsidized tenants. 

Hypothesis IX 

Subsidized tenants will express expectations of owning 

their own home more frequently than will non-subsidized 

tenants. 
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The Sample 

The sample drawn for this study consisted of 172 low-

or moderate-income families living in Denton, Texas, during 

the month of November 1971, as follows: 

Experimental Group - subsidized tenants, N=95 

(families living in subsidized rental units). 

Forty-five families living in the Singing Oaks 

Apartments, built and managed under the Section 236 

rental program were randomly selected from two lists 

provided by the management of the apartments. One 

list contained the names of student families (head 

of household was a full-time student). Since there 

were a significant number of students residing in this 

project, said to make certain that students were not 

overly represented, it was arbitrarily decided that 

approximately twenty-five percent (N=12) would be 

included in this project survey. The majority of the 

families living in this project were Caucasian. 

Fifty families living in the Dreamland Subdivision, 

built and managed under the Section 221(d)(3) rental 

program, were randomly selected and included in the 

survey. The families living in this subdivision were 

largely Negro. 
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Control Group - non-subsidized tenants, 11=77 (families 

living in non-subsidized rental units who qualified to 

live in government-subsidized housing under rental 

programs Section 236 or Section 221(d)(3). Families 

residing in three geographical areas were selected by 

judgmental sampling as follows: 

Area I included thirty-four families who lived 

in dwellings located within a twelve block radius 

of the Dreamland project; this geographical area 

was selected because there was a heavy concen-

tration of non-subsidized low income housing. 

Also, the area had a large Negro population which 

served to balance the racial composition with the 

experimental group. 

Area II included thirty-one families living in 

housing listed as tenant occupied according to 

street address in the 1971 Denton City Directory; 

a scattered distribution of rent properties located 

on streets where property values of houses were 

typically below $17,000 were selected from the 

City Directory and the tenants residing at these 

properties were surveyed. (The streets included 

in Area I were not selected for inclusion in 

Area II). This method of selection was employed 

in order that rent properties could be identified 



36 

(home owners were not included in the survey). 

The majority of tenants included in the survey, 

selected by this method, were Caucasian since 

the majority of Negroes living in the community 

were concentrated in Area I. 

Area III included twelve student families living 

in apartments within a six block radius of the 

North Texas State University campus. Tenants 

were selected at random from a list of selected 

apartment addresses. This area was selected 

because of the concentration of students living 

in the area that would be comparable to the 

student population of the experimental group. 

Collection of Data 

An interview schedule was developed to obtain the type of 

information needed to measure the variables with which this 

study was concerned (see Appendix A). The schedule was divided 

into six parts as follows: 

1. Qualifying information sheet. 

2. Information pertaining to present and previous 

dwelling units. 

3. Expectations of future housing. 

4. Attitude toward government assistance programs. 
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5. General information about the respondent and 

his family. 

6. Measure of maintenance of property. 

A pre-test resulted in a few minor changes in the 

schedule. One question was reworded, a question regarding 

the availability of public services was deleted since it 

was decided that in this particular community an equal 

number of similar services were available to the population 

sampled. The revised and finalized schedule contained 

thirty-nine questions and took approximately forty minutes 

to administer. 

The interviews were conducted by thirteen students 

enrolled at North Texas State University, the majority of 

which were graduate students in Sociology. A training 

session was held prior to the actual interviewing. Inter-

viewers were instructed to interview an adult member of the 

family and to record the respondents specific responses. 

(Space was provided next to each question for this purpose). 

All interviews were completed within a two-week period. 

Many of the interviews were conducted after 5^30 P.M. as 

well as on Saturday and Sunday since many of the respondents 

could not be found at home at other times. There were no 

reports from the interviewers of objection to this evening 

and weekend intrusion. 
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Analysis of Data 

The significance of the thesis of this study was 

determined by the findings of the nine hypotheses enumerated 

earlier in this chapter. The chi-square test of signifi-

cance was utilized in the analysis of each hypothesis. 

Analysis of data other than that tested in the stated-

hypotheses was by comparison of percentages between the 

two groups studied. 

Two scales were devised. One to measure the attitude 

of the respondent toward government assistance programs and 

another to measure the maintenance of the property. The 

first scale was constructed by using an equal number (four) 

of positive and negative questions pertaining to government 

assistance programs. The Likert scaling procedure was 

employed as follows: "The respondent indicates his degree 

of agreement or disagreement with each item. Then, a score 

is obtained by summing the values for each of these separate 

responses.n"L The second scale was simply a summation of 

check marks made next to the items listed pertaining to the 

cleanliness and state of repair of the property. Scores 

were placed on a continuum of 0-5; a 0-score indicated high 

maintenance and a 5-score indicated low maintenance. 

"̂ Edwin P. Hollander, "The Measurement of Attitudes and 
Attitude Change," Ch. 6, Principles and Methods of Social 
Psychology (New York, 196'/;, p. 144. — 



39 

Summary 

Tills chapter describes the methodological procedures 

followed during the course of this investigation. The 

variables under study were identified and defined. Nine 

hypotheses were formulated in an attempt to determine 

whether or not subsidized tenants differ significantly 

from non-subsidized tenants and to show a relationship 

between these differences and the move to subsidized housing. 

The sample drawn consisted of 172 low— or moderate—income 

families living in Denton, Texas, during the month of 

November, 1971 (ninety-five tenants living in government-

subsidized housing and seventy-seven tenants, who qualified, 

but were not living in government-subsidized housing); a 

stratified random method of sampling was used in the 

selection of this population. The data were collected by 

thirteen trained interviewers utilizing an interview schedule 

constructed to obtain information pertaining to the tenant's 

present and previous dwelling unit, expectations of future 

housing, attitudes toward government assistance programs, 

general information, and to provide a measure of the main-

tenance of the property. The chi-square test of significance, 

descriptive percentages, and two separate scales were used 

in the study to measure the differences between subsidized 

tenants and non-subsidized tenants. 



CHAPTER IV 

REPORT OF TEE FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study is to examine selected 

characteristics of tenants living in government-subsidized 

housing in an attempt to determine whether or not they 

differ significantly from tenants who qualify, but do not 

live in government-subsidized housing and to determine if 

a relationship exists between these differences and the move 

to subsidized housing. 

This chapter is divided into three parts: The first 

section contains a descriptive analysis and discussion of 

the population studied; the second part is a report and 

discussion of the substantive findings associated with 

each hypothesis, and the third section contains a discus-

sion of the general findings of the study. 

Description of the Sample 

Age. Sex, and Racial Composition 

The sample population was divided into two groups, 

subsidized tenants (families living in subsidized rental 

units) and non-subsidized tenants (families living in 

non-subsidized rental units who qualify to live in 

40 



41 

government-subsidized housing under rental programs 

Section 236 or Section 221(d)(3). The table below shows 

the age composition of the txvo groups: 

TABLE I 

AGE COMPOSITION BY SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 
AND NON-SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Age of Subsidized Tenants Non-subsidized Tenants 
Respondent N Percent N Percent 

No response 1 1.0 0 0 

Under 20 10 10.5 1 1.3 

20-29 58 61.2 31 40.2 

30-39 14 14.7 10 13.0 

40-49 8 8.4 9 11.7 

50-59 2 2.1 10 13.0 

60—69 0 2.1 11 14.3 

70-79 0 0 5 6.5 

30 and over 0 0 0 0 

Total 95 100.0 77 100.0 

= 34.1120, P>.01 
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The findings presented in Table I substantiate 

that there is a significant difference between the two 

groups studied. The most notable difference appears in 

the under 30 age group where subsidized tenants compose 

71.6 percent of the total population while non-subsidized 

tenants compose 41.5 percent of the total population. 

On the other hand, the 60 and over age group comprise 2.1 

percent of the subsidised tenants and 20.8 percent of the 

non-subsidized tenants. 

The subsidized group contains 15.8 percent males 

and 84.2 percent females; the non-subsidized group 

contains 29.9 percent males and 70.1 percent females. 

In both groups, the largest number of respondents are 

females. 

The racial composition of the two groups is as 

follows: 50.5 percent of the subsidized tenants are 

Caucasian, 43.2 percent are Negro, if.2 percent are 

Mexican-American, and 2.1 percent are classified as 

other; in the non-subsidized tenant group, 72.7 percent 

are Caucasian, 22.1 percent are Negro, and 5.1 percent 

are Mexican-American. 
*> 

Marital Status 

Table II presents data with reference to the marital 

status of the population sampled as follows: 
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TABLE II 

MARITAL STATUS BY SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 
AND NON-SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Marital Status Subsidized Tenants Non-subsidized Tenants 
N Percent N Percent 

Single 17 17.9 17 29.8 

Married 48 50.5 43 55.8 

Separated 10 10.5 2 2.6 

Divorced 16 16.8 3 3.9 

Widowed 4 4.2 13 16.9 

Total 95 100.0 77 100.0 

= 17.6069, P>.01 

The greatest difference in marital status between 

subsidised and non-subsidized tenants is in the number 

separated and divorced; 27.3 percent of the subsidized 

tenants were either separated or divorced compared to 

6.5 percent of the non-subsidized tenants. There is also 

a notable difference in the widowed category with 4.2 

percent of the subsidized tenants being widowed compared 

to 16.9 percent of the non-subsidized tenants; this dif-

ference is attributed to the older age composition of 

the non-subsidized group.. 
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Number of Children 

The largest proportion of subsidized tenants (34.7 

percent) had one child, while the largest proportion of 

non-subsidized tenants (31.£ percent) had no children. 

This is partially accounted for because of the slightly 

larger number of single tenants residing in non-subsidized 

housing than in subsidized housing. The average number 

of children in each group, however, is two. The greatest 

difference between the two groups is that 60 percent of 

the subsidized tenants have one or two children compared 

to 32.5 percent of the non-subsidized tenants, yet 

10.^ percent of the non-subsidized tenants have seven 

or more children compared to 5.3 percent of the subsidized 

tenants. This difference is probably due to the fact that 

the older age composition of the non-subsidized group is 

indicative of the number of productive child-bearing years, 

therefore, accounting for the larger number of children. 

Discussion 

The presentation, as follows, will discuss further the 

findings previously reported. 

The findings related to age indicate that the subsidized 

tenant group is largely comprised of persons under thirty 

years of age (72.6 percent) whereas the majority of the 

non-subsidized tenants are over thirty (58.3 percent). 

Generally, a person's opportunities for future mobility are 

associated with his age. This finding suggests that the 
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younger age composition of the subsidized group would be 

conducive to future mobility beyond that of the non-

subsidized group. 

While there is a significant difference in the sex of 

the respondent (more males in the non-subsidized group), it 

is difficult to assess the value of this difference since 

temporal variables such as time of day and day of week were 

not controlled. In other words, the interviews obtained 

from the non-subsidized group may have been later in the day 

or on the weekend when the husband was at home; however, the 

possibility that more husbands may be the spokesman in the 

non-subsidized family cannot be overlooked. This difference 

could also be attributed to the fact that a larger percentage 

(27.3) of the subsidized tenants are divorced or separated 

compared to 6.5 percent of the non-subsidized tenants; yet, 

when widowed is added to the spouseless category, the gap 

closes with 31«5 percent of the subsidized tenants and 23.4 

percent of the non-subsidized tenants falling in the spouse-

less category. No attempt was made to determine the number 

of males falling in the divorced, separated, or widowed 

categories, but this group appears to be largely female. 

The racial composition of the sample is significantly 

different; a larger percentage of the subsidized group are 

Negro (43.3 percent) compared to 22.1 percent in the non-

subsidized group. This difference could be attributed to 

the fact that of the two subsidized apartment complexes 
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included in the survey, one is predominently Negro; the other 

complex housing a majority of whites. (It should be noted 

that these two complexes are the only subsidized rent pro-

jects in the community). One geographical area mainly 

comprised of Negro tenants was included in the survey of the 

non-subsidized group, however, the number of tenants did not 

approximate the number in the subsidized group. The other 

geographical areas included in the survey of the non-

subsidized tenants were not controlled for racial distri-

bution. While the difference in racial composition of the 

two groups is tenuous, it would appear that the segregation 

of Negroes and Caucasians is prevalent in the community 

studied. Whether this separation is by personal choice or 

from the lack of available properties to the Negro was not 

determined. The difference between the two groups compo-

sition of Mexican-Americans and the other category, mainly 

Orientals, is 1.1 percent. 

The previous discussion of the findings related to 

marital status and number of children was adequate and 

further discussion of these variables is unnecessary. 

Socio-Economic Variables 

Educational Attainment 

The level of educational attainment was measured for 

both husband and wife in married households or the head of 

household in units occupied by an unmarried tenant. 
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TABLE III 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 
AND NON-SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Years 
Completed 

Subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

Non-subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

Less than 12 yrs. 53 33.3 66 57.4 

12 yrs. 48 32.0 26 22.6 

Over 13 yrs. 49 32.7 23 20.0 

Total 150 100.0 115 100.0 

Mean years 
completed 11.4 9.0 

X2 = 12.956, P> .01 

According to the findings reported above, the level 

of educational attainment for subsidized tenants is higher 

than that of non-subsidized tenants. Approximately 33 

percent of the subsidized tenants have over 13 years edu-

cation, whereas 20 percent of the non-subsidized tenants 

have over 13 years education; 35.3 percent of the sub-

sidized tenants had less than 12 years of schooling, 

compared to 57.4 percent of the non-subsidized group. 

In addition, the mean number of years of education for 

the subsidized group was greater by 2.4 years. 
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Income 

The question on income is non-feasible in that many 

of the married respondents did not know their husbands 

earnings, others gave annual, monthly, weekly, and hourly 

earnings, and a large number of their earnings were non-

calculable due to unstable employment. However, the income 

of subsidized tenants is expected to fall within the limits 

set for occupancy and all non-subsidized tenants were 

qualified to determine if they were eligible for occupancy 

in subsidized housing before they were included in the 

sample; therefore, it could be assumed that the following 

qualifying infomation, presented in Table IV, would be the 

ceiling income for the majority of tenants in both groups 

(gross earnings cannot exceed the amount corresponding 

to the number in family): 

TABLE IV 

QUALIFYING INFORMATION FOR ELIGIBILITY 
TO LIVE IN GOVERNMENT-SUBSIDIZED 

HOUSING 

No. in Family 
Adjusted Annual 

Income 
Adjusted Monthly 

Income 

1 $4590 $402 
2 4995 k37 
3 5535 509 
4 5940 570 
5 6210 618 
6 6450 667 
? 6750 715 
8 7020 764 
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Since 34.7 percent of the subsidized tenants have 

only one child, it is surmised that their annual earnings 

will fall below $5535 for a married couple and $4995 for 

a single parent; 31.2 percent of the non-subsidized tenants 

have no children, therefore, it is expected that the annual 

earnings of a married couple will not exceed $4995 or $4590 

in the event of one in the family. Of course, it must be 

realized that a significant number of the tenants included 

in this survey are unemployed, retired, welfare recipients, 

disabled, and students and their annual earnings will fall 

considerably below these ceilings. 

Occupation 

Occupation is measured according to differences between 

subsidized and non-subsidized tenants by sex. Table V 

provides a breakdown of occupational categories utilized 

to determine the differences between each group. The 

husband and wife, or head of household, included in the 

measure of differences are presented on the following 

page: 
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Non-subsidized Tenants 
Male Female 
N=47 N=60 
% % 

Total 

N=107 
% 

2 2 2 

0 0 0 

4 0 2 

11 0 5 

34 5 17 

17 0 7 

0 23 13 

0 0 0 

0 12 6 

8 0 4 

25 8 16 

0 42 23 

0 3 2 

0 3 3 

100 100 100 
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Discussion 

The following presentation will discuss further the 

education, income and occupation variables as they relate 

to subsidized and non-subsidized tenants. 

As previously reported, the level of educational 

attainment is 2. if years higher for the subsidized group. 

This factor could be partially attributed to the younger 

age composition of this group since contemporary educa-

tional requirements exceed those of earlier generations. 

However, since education is an important correlate to 

mobility, this finding lends evidence to the supposition 

that subsidized tenants are more mobile than non-subsidized 

tenants. 

The income variable was not utilized due to insuf-

ficient control of the variable. All tenants included in 

the survey, however, are described as low or moderate 

income families according to the income requirements for 

occupancy in government-subsidized housing. 

The occupational composition of the sample did reveal 

several significant occupational differences although the 

majority of male tenants in both groups fall in occupa-

tional categories generally labeled as blue collar and 

the largest percentage of females fall in the housewife 

^Leonard Broom and Philip Selznick, "Social Mobility," 
Sec. Sociology, A Text With Adapted Readings (New York, 
1968), pp. 184-185. 
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category. Sixty-one percent of the non-subsidized male 

tenants are blue collar workers, primarily factory workers, 

compared to kO percent of the subsidized male tenants who 

are mostly non-farm laborers. In the other category, the 

most frequent occupation is driver of a commercial vehicle. 

The most notable difference betoveen the two groups 

is in the unemployed category; 12 percent of the subsidized 

group are unemployed compared to 2 percent of the non-

subsidized group. In both groups, the largest number of 

unemployed are women. Although no measure of the racial 

composition of this group of women was attempted, it appears 

that the largest number of unemployed women in the subsidized 
2 

group are Negroes. This finding could be indicative of the 

lack of jobs available to minority group members other than 

work as domestics or service workers. (The community in 

which the study was conducted is an educational center and 

lacks in industrial employment). It is interesting to note 

that 19 percent of the subsidized female tenants are employed 

under the domestic and service worker categories whereas 35 

percent of the non-subsidized female tenants are employed in 

these categories. The implication of this difference could 

be that subsidized female tenants have higher job expec-

tations because of their higher level of educational 

2 
See Rxchard H. Hall, "A Note On Unemployment," 

Occupations and the Social Structure (Englewood Cliffs. 1969). 
pp. 31-32. 
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attainment, as well as higher expectations toward mobility, 

and since no other job opportunities are available to them, 

they remain unemployed. 

The Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I 

Hypothesis I as stated reads that subsidized tenants 

rate their present residence as better than their previous 

residence more frequently than non-subsidized tenants. 

(Refer to Appendix A, question 4). Table VI below pre-

sents a breakdown of ratings for each group: 

TABLE VI 

RATING OF PRESENT HOUSING IN COMPARISON TO 
PREVIOUS HOUSING BY SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

AND NON-SUBSIDISED TENANTS 

Rating Subsidized Tenants Non-subsidized Tenants 
N Percent N Percent 

Better 75 78.9 26 33.7 

Not as good 7 7 .4 30 39.0 

Same 11 11.6 19 24.7 

Don't know a 2 . 1 2 2 .6 

Total 95 100.0 77 100.0 

= 38.7188, P >.001 



55 

The greatest number of subsidized tenants view 

their present housing as better than their previous housing 

(78.9 percent) while the majority of non-subsidized tenants 

do not view their present housing as good as their previous 

housing (39.0 percent). This difference in rating of pre-

sent housing to previous housing between the two groups is 

significant at the .05 level, therefore, supporting 

Hypothesis I. 

Hypothesis II 

Hypothesis II states that the dwelling unit of sub-

sidized tenants is better maintained than the dwelling 

unit of non-subsidized tenants. To measure this variable 

a list of items pertaining to the maintenance of the pro-

perty was provided as follows: yard unkempt, exterior in 

need of paint, exterior in need of repair, interior in 

need of paint, interior in need of repair. The interviewer 

made observation of the house interior and exterior and 

checked the item listed if it pertained to the property. 

The items checked were totaled and this total provided the 

measure of the maintenance of the property; a score of 

zero represented a well maintained property and a score of 

five represented a poorly maintained property. Table 

VII provides the breakdown of maintenance scores. 
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TABLE VII 

MAINTENANCE OF DWELLING UNIT BY SUBSIDIZED 
TENANTS AND NON-SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Total No. of 
Items Checked* 

Subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

Non-subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

0 82 86.3 27 35.1 

1 - 2 12 12.6 kO 38.9 

3 - k 1 1.1 12 15.6 

5 0 0.0 8 10.4 

Total 95 100.0 77 100.0 

X 2 = 51.7923, P>.001 

•Maintenance score: 0 - well maintained 
5 - poorly maintained 

The findings above indicate that the property of 

subsidized tenants is better maintained than the property 

of non-subsidized tenants; this difference is significant 

at the .05 probability level, supporting Hypothesis II. 

Hypothesis III 

Hypothesis III states that the dwelling unit of sub-

sidized tenants is larger than their previous dwelling with 

greater frequency than the previous dwelling unit of non-

subsidized tenants. (Refer to Appendix A, question 5). 

The findings are presented in the following table: 
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TABLE VIII 

PRESENT HOUSE LARGER THAN PREVIOUS HOUSE 
BY SUBSIDIZED TENANTS AND 
NON-SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Choice 
Selection 

Subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

Non-subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

Yes 72 75.8 43 55.8 

No 15 15.8 31 40.5 

Same 8 8.4 2 2.6 

Don't know 0 0.0 1 1.3 

Total 95 100.0 77 100.0 

X2 = 19. 470, P > .001 

The data presented in Table VIII reveal that 75.8 

percent of the subsidized tenants reply that their present 

housing is larger than their previous housing, compared to 

55.8 percent of the non-subsidized tenants. The difference 

between the two groups is significant at the .05 level; 

Hypothesis III is substantiated by the data. 

Hypothesis IV 

Hypothesis IV states that the educational attainment 

of subsidized tenants will be greater than the educational 

attainment of non—subsidized tenants. (Refer to Appendix A, 



58 

question 92). The findings pertaining to level of 

educational achievement have been previously presented 

under Socio-Sconomic Variables, Table III. The dif-

ferences in the educational attainment of the sample 

are significant at the .05 level, supporting Hypothesis IV. 

Hypothesis V 

Hypothesis V as stated reads that subsidized tenants 

will express a positive attitude toward government assistance 

programs more frequently than will non-subsidized tenants. 

Oefer to Appendix A, questions 19-26). The questionnaire 

contained eight questions pertaining to government assistance 

programs; these questions were designed to elicit either a 

positive (favorable) or negative (unfavorable) response 

toward government assistance programs. The expected fre-

quency of positive and negative responses for each group 

was determined by adding the total number of positive and 

negative responses and dividing by the total number of 

questions, eight. Table IX presents the data obtained 

pertaining to the attitude of tenants toward government 

assistance programs: 
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TASLE IX 

ATTITUDE TOWARD GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
BY SUBSIDIZED TENANTS AND 
NON-SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Attitude Subsidized Tenants Non-subsidized Tenants 
N Percent N Percent 

Positive 64 67.4 39 50.6 

Negative 23 24.2 30 39.0 

Don't know 8 8.4 8 10.4 

Total 95 100.0 77 100.0 

X^ = 6.78, P>.05 

A greater percentage of subsidised tenants (67.4 percent) 

express a positive attitude toward government assistance 

programs than do non-subsidized tenants (50.6 percent) 

while a greater percentage of non-subsidized tenants express 

a negative attitude (39.0 percent) compared to the sub-

sidized group (24.2 percent). These differences are signi-

ficant at the .05 level, substantiating Hypothesis V. 
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Hypothesis VI 

Hypothesis VI states that subsidized tenants are less 

satisfied with their present housing than are non-subsidized 

tenants. (Refer to Appendix A, question 6). The breakdown 

of tenant's rating of their present housing is presented 

below. 

TABLE X 

RATING OF PRESENT HOUSING BY SUBSIDIZED 
TENANTS AND NON-SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Rating Subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

Non-subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

Poor 

Satisfactory 

Fairly good 

Very good 

Total 

a 
20 

34 

39 

95 

2.1 

21.1 

35.7 

41.1 

100.0 

8 

40 

28 

1 

77 

10.4 

51.9 

36.4 

1.3 

100.0 

X = 45.5625, P>.001 

Subsidized tenants rate their present housing as very 

good 41.1 percent compared to 1.3 percent of the non-

subsidized tenants. This finding is in opposition to the 
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hypothesis and while the difference between the two 

groups is significant at the .05 level, the hypothesis 

is not supported. 

HyDOthesis VII 

Hypothesis VII as stated reads that subsidized 

tenants rank their neighborhood, both present and previous 

as having a lower status in comparison to self with 

greater frequency than do non-subsidized tenants. (Refer 

to Appendix A, questions 8-10). Table XI provides the 

breakdown of data as follows: 

TABLE XI 

RANKING OF CLASS OF PRESENT AND PREVIOUS 
NEIGHBORHOODS AND SELF BY SUBSIDIZED 
TENANTS AND NON-SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Class Subsidized Non-subsidized 
Tenants (N=95) Tenants (N=77) 

Present Neighborhood 
0/ 0/ 

Lower 10.5 9.0 

Working 47.4 49.4 

Middle 29.5 27.3 

Upper 4.2 1.3 

Did not under-
stand class 8.4 13.0 

Did not reply 0.0 0.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 

X2 = 2.2833, P <.05 
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TABLE XI —Continued 

Subsidized Non-subsidized 
Tenants Tenants 

Previous Neighborhood 

Subsidized Non-subsidized 
Tenants Tenants 

Self 
01 3L 

9 .5 6 . 5 5 .3 3 . 9 

35 .8 48.0 42 .1 41 .5 

37.8 26.0 37.9 39.0 

7 .4 3 . 9 6 . 3 1 . 3 

8 .4 13.0 8 .4 13.0 

1 . 1 2 .6 0 .0 1 . 3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Xd = 6.1806, P < . 0 5 X = 4.8979, P < .05 
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The greatest percentage of tenants in "both groups 

rank their present neighborhood as working class, followed 

by middle class. Interestingly, the subsidized group rank 

their previous neighborhood by a slight margin as middle 

class more frequently, followed by working class, whereas 

the non-subsidized group rank their previous neighborhood 

as working class, followed by middle class. Thirteen per-

cent of the non-subsidized group did not understand the 

class concept and 8.4 percent of the subsidized group did 

not understand the class concept. 

In keeping with the findings pertaining to ranking by 

class of present and previous neighborhoods, both groups 

rank themself most frequently as working class, followed 

by middle class. One notable difference is that 6.3 

percent of the subsidized tenants rank themselves as 

upper class whereas 1.3 percent of the non-subsidized 

tenants rank themselves as upper class. 

The difference between subsidized and non-subsidized 

tenants is not significant at the .05 probability level. 

Hypothesis VII is not supported by the findings. 

Hypothesis VIII 

Hypothesis VIII states that subsidized tenants will 

express the expectation of moving from their present 

housing to larger and more expensive housing with greater 
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frequency than will non-subsidized tenants. (Refer to 

Appendix A, questions 13-14) . The data are presented in 

Table XII as follows: 

TABLE XII 

EXPECTATIONS OF NEXT HOME TO BE LARGER AND 
MORE EXPENSIVE THAN PRESENT HOME BY 

SUBSIDIZED TENANTS AND NON-
SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Choice 
Selection 

Subsidized Tenants* 
Larger More Expen-

sive 
% % 

Non-subsidized Tenants** 
Larger More Expen-

sive 
% % 

Yes 63.2 70.5 57.1 54.5 

No 24.2 24.2 36.4 36.4 

Don't know 12.6 5.3 6.5 9.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Larger - X2 = 3.9941, P< .05 

More Expensive - X2 = 5.4915, P< .05 

*N = 95 
**N = 77 

The majority of tenants in each group expect their 

next home to be larger and more expensive than their 

present home as evidenced in Table XII. A slightly larger 

percentage (6.1 percent) of the subsidized tenants expect 

to have a larger home than non-subsidized tenants and an 
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even greater percentage of difference (16 percent) 

expect to have a more expensive home. These differences, 

however, are not significant at the .05 level and hypothesis 

VIII is not supported. 

Hypothesis IX 

Hypothesis IX as stated reads that subsidized tenants 

will express expectations of owning their own home more 

frequently than will non-subsidized tenants, (Refer to 

Appendix A, question 1?). Table XIII provides a breakdown 

of the findings below: 

TABLE XIII 

EXPECTATIONS OF HOME OWNERSHIP BY 
SUBSIDIZED TENANTS AND NON-

SUBSIDIZED TENANTS 

Choice 
Selection 

Subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

Non-subsidized Tenants 
N Percent 

Yes 76 80.0 kk 57.1 

No 16 16.8 26 33.8 

Don*t know 3 3.2 7 9.1 

Total 95 100.0 77 100.0 

X" = 10.7483, P>.01 

Eighty percent of the subsidized tenants expect to 

own their home compared to 57.1 percent of the non-subsidized 
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tenants. This difference is significant at the .05 

level of probability, supporting Hypothesis IX. 

Discussion 

The purpose of the foregoing presentation was to report 

the findings associated with each of the nine hypotheses of 

the study. This section of the report will discuss further 

these findings as they relate to the hypotheses. 

Hypothesis I pertains to the physical environment of 

the tenant arid indirectly to his mobility. The tenant 

was asked to rate his present residence in comparison to 

his previous residence as better, not as good, same, or 

don't know. A significant majority of the subsidized tenants 

(78.9 percent) rate their present dwelling as better than 

their previous dwelling; 33.7 percent of the non-subsidized 

tenants rate their present dwelling as better. This finding 

substantiates the findings of other studies which have shown 

that the move to sponsored housing provides the occupant with 

improved or better housing. This finding also suggests that 

the move to better housing is an indicator of the subsidized 

tenants upward mobility. 

Hypothesis II set forth the notion that the dwelling unit 

of subsidized tenants is better maintained than the dwelling 

unit of non—subsidized tenants. The logic underlying the 

formulation of this hypothesis is that the move to sub-

sidized housing provides a means to the acquisition of 
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better present housing as well as future housing. The 

assumption was made that subsidized tenants follow the 

calculative residential movement pattern - planned resi-

dential movement with each move being a means to an end; 

it was expected that non-subsidized tenants would follow 

the improvised residential movement pattern - unplanned, 

spontaneous residential movement with each move being an 

end in itself. Subsidized tenants, therefore, would better 

maintain their property because of their higher expectations 

for better housing associated with their caluclative resi-

dential movement. 

The findings indicate that the property of subsidized 

tenants is better maintained than the property of non-

subsidized tenants; however, several factors are most 

probably pertinent to this difference. The two subsidized 

projects included in the survey are less than one year 

old. This factor makes the comparison between the new 

subsidized units and the older non-subsidized units unequal. 

Also, the maintenance of the property in many respects is 

the responsibility of the management of the subsidized units 

whereas this would be untrue of the non-subsidized units. 

In spite of the discrepancy in this measure of difference, 

the interviewer comments indicate that the subsidized units 

are clean, furnished nicely, and in general well-maintained; 
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the interviewer comments with reference to the non-subsidized 

units frequently mention the poor furnishings and lack of 

cleanliness of the units^ 

Hypothesis III sought to determine if the tenants pre-

sent dwelling unit is larger than their previous dwelling 

unit. The data reveal that 75.8 percent of the subsidized 

tenants have larger dwellings compared to 55.8 percent of the 

non-subsidized tenants. A part of this difference could be 

accounted for as a result of the difference in marital sta-

tus between the two groups; 22.1 percent of the subsidized 

tenants and 37.7 percent of the non-subsidized tenants are 

either single or widowed. The assumption is made that the 

single tenants are living alone, in the majority of instances, 

and that the widowed tenants are elderly and that their 

families have moved from the residence. The size of the 

dwelling unit and its adequacy for the tenant is relative 

to the number of occupants residing in the dwelling, however, 

the largest percentage in both groups did not fall in the 

single or widowed category. 

The size of the dwelling is often an indicator of the 

value of the property; age and neighborhood held constant, 

the larger dwelling is valued more than the smaller dwelling. 

^The following comment made by a non-subsidized tenant 
is relevant and lends further evidence to support of the 
findings: "I plan to move to Dreamland before long, but 
before I do, I'll have to buy some new furniture." 
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If this proposition is accepted, the move to a larger 

dwelling could be associated with the calculative residential 

movement previously identified with subsidized tenants. 

Hypothesis IV was formulated to measure the educational 

attainment of the sample. As previously reported, subsidized 

tenants have Z»k years education over that of the non-

subsidized tenants. The discussion of these findings were 

included in the discussion of socio-economic variables 

presented earlier in this chapter. 

Hypothesis V was set forth to examine the attitudes of 

subsidized tenants toward government assistance programs. 

As hypothesized, subsidized tenants did express a positive 

attitude toward government assistance programs more fre-

quently than non-subsidized tenants. The implications of 

this finding are that the subsidized tenant expresses a more 

favorable attitude toward government programs for one of the 

following reasons: He expressed a favorable attitude toward 

government assistance programs prior to the move to sub-

sidized housing which facilitated the move; presently being 

the recipient of the direct benefits provided by the housing 

assistance program has provided a direct positive experience 

toward the government. The findings reported previously 

indicate that the subsidized tenant is experiencing calcu-

lative residential movement; this being the case, both 

reasons cited above contribute to his attitude toward 

government assistance programs. 
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Although no tabulations were made to differentiate 

between the types of programs approved and those disapproved 

by subsidized and non-subsidized tenants, a pattern is 

apparent. All programs which provide direct benefits to the 

individual (housing, food stamp, and medical) are generally 

viewed favorably by both groups; the greatest difference 

between the two groups is that the subsidized tenants feel 

that all persons should receive these benefits whereas the 

non-subsidized tenants feel that only needy persons should 

receive the benefits of these programs. Both groups agreed 

unanimously that the elderly should receive the benefits 

of government assistance programs. The respondents most 

frequent comments were those pertaining to the disapproval 

of government spending for space exploration and foreign aid. 

Hypothesis VI was formulated to determine if subsidized 

tenants were less satisfied with their present housing than 

were non-subsidized tenants. The logic underlying this 

hypothesis was that subsidized tenants would be less 

satisfied with their present housing because of their higher 

housing expectations; however, the hypothesis was intended 

to provide a measure of long-term satisfaction, but instead 

provided a measure of short-term satisfaction. The hypoth-

esis was not supported as 41.1 percent of the subsidized 

tenants rated their present housing as very good compared 

to 1.3 percent of the non-subsidized tenants. Very good 

was the choice revealing the most satisfaction. 
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Hypothesis VII sought to determine if subsidized 

tenants rank their present and previous neighborhoods as 

having lower status than they rank themselves more fre-

quently than non-subsidized tenants. The hypothesis was 

not supported as the majority of tenants in the subsidized 

group rank their present neighborhood and themselves as 

working class, however, the greatest percentage rank their 

previous neighborhood as middle class. The non-subsidized 

tenants rank their present and previous neighborhoods and 

themselves as working class most frequently. The assumption 

can be made from the findings that there is an apparent 

stigma attached to subsidized housing in that while 78.9 

percent of the subsidized tenants rated their present housing 

as better than their previous housing, the largest percent-

age of this group rate their previous neighborhood as being 

higher class than their present neighborhood. 

Eight percent of the subsidized tenants and 13 percent 

of the non-subsidized tenants did not understand the concept 

of class, comprising 10 percent of the total sample. Many 

of the tenants in both groups made such comments as "I work 

so I must be working class." This would indicate that the 

class concept was not totally understood. In addition, 

6.3 percent of the subsidized tenants and 1.3 percent of the 

non-subsidized tenants rate themselves as upper class. 
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Following the general criteria characterizing the upper 

class, these tenants are not upper classhowever, it is 

interesting that 6.3 percent of the subsidized tenants 

perceive themselves as upper class. This fact could be 

attributed to their strivings toward upward mobility. 

Hypothesis VIII was formulated to determine if sub-

sidized tenants would express the expectation of moving 

from their present housing to larger and more expensive 

housing with greater frequency than would non-subsidized 

tenants. The hypothesis was supported, however, the 

largest percentage of tenants in both groups expect their 

next house to be larger and more expensive. Hypothesis IX 

was formulated to determine if subsidized tenants v/ould 

express expectations of owning their own home more fre-

quently than would non-subsidized tenants. Eighty percent 

of the subsidized tenants expect to own their own home 

compared to 57.1 percent of the non-subsidized tenants. 

These findings seem to indicate that both subsidized 

and non-subsidized tenants expect to acquire better housing 

and to eventually own their homes. However, in conjunction 

with the findings previously discussed, it is apparent 

that non-subsidized tenants are less likely to accomplish 

these goals than subsidized tenants because of their age, 

education, and pattern of residential movement. 

"̂See Milton M. Gordon, Social Class in American Sociology 
(I\Tew York, 1963), pp. 45-58. 
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General Findings 

Many questions were included as a part of the interview 

schedule which are not directly related to the selected 

characteristics examined. This data is presented in order 

to provide a comprehensive presentation of the survey 

findings. 

Fifty-two percent of the subsidized tenants have lived 

in Denton, Texas, less than four years compared to 32 percent 

of the non-subsidised tenants; 47 percent of the non-

subsidized tenants have lived in the community over ten years, 

compared to 28 percent of the subsidized tenants. 

Three-fourths of the non-subsidized tenants pay under 

$75 per month rent, without utilities. Fifty percent of the 

subsidized tenants pay under $75 and the other fifty percent 

pay between 3100 and $125, with utilities. 

An equal number, approximately 30 percent, of the 

subsidized tenants and non-subsidized tenants are saving 

toward acquisition of a larger and more expensive home; 

16.8 percent of the subsidized tenants expect to acquire 

this home with government assistance compared to 6.5 percent 

of the non-subsidized tenants. This finding is not 

surprising since subsidized tenants express a favorable 

attitude toward government assistance programs more 

frequently than non-subsidized tenants. The majority 

of tenants in both groups expect acquisition through 

increased earnings and savings. 
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The occupants living in subsidized and non-subsidized 

dwellings are primarily members of the immediate family; 

i.e. mother, father, and children. In numerous instances, 

however, in-laws live in the same neighborhood, often only 

a few doors away. 

Approximately three-fourths of the sample have a 

black and white television, 6k percent have air conditioning, 

60 percent have a telephone, and 70 percent have an auto-

mobile. 

The majority of tenants shop at stores where prices 

are lowest rather than for the sake of convenience. 

Summary 

The purpose of Chapter IV was to report and discuss 

the findings of the study. The sample was described according 

to age, sex, and racial composition of subsidized and non-

subsidized tenants. Marital status, number of children, 

and socio-economic variables were also analyzed and the 

findings reported (these socio-economic variables were 

educational attainment, income, and occupation). The 

hypotheses were empirically tested and supported or not 

supported at the .05 level of significance. Seven of the 

nine hypotheses were supported by the findings and of the 

sixteen variables examined for differences between the 

two groups, fourteen were significant. 
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The findings related to each variable investigated 

and the nine hypotheses were discussed in depth. Signifi-

cant differences between subsidized and non-subsidized 

tenants were found in age, educational attainment, housing 

facilities including maintenance, attitude toward government 

assistance programs and expectations for future housing. 

The relationship between age, education, and the pattern 

of residential movement were discussed as increments to 

mobility. 

The final section of the chapter briefly discussed 

the general findings of the study. 



CHAPTEE V 

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS 
AND IMPLICATIONS 

Conclusions 

Significant differences were found between tenants who 

live in government-subsidized housing and tenants who qualify, 

but do not live in government-subsidized housing. Fourteen 

of the sixteen variables measured for differences were sig-

nificant at the .05 level of probability and seven of the 

nine hypotheses were supported. A relationship appears to 

exist between these differences and the move to subsidized 

housing; while non-subsidized tenants do not follow the 

improvised residential movement pattern, they are less 

calculative in their residential movement than are sub-

sidized tenants. 

The findings indicate that the tenant living in 

government-subsidized housing in Denton, Texas, in 

November, 1971, is most likely to be under thirty, 

either Caucasian or Negro, and married with one child. 

He will have 11.4 years education and will be employed as 

a blue collar worker. His approximate adjusted annual 

earnings will fall below $5535. 

The subsidized tenant views his present residence 

as better than his previous residence, he rates his 
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present residence as very good, his present residence 

is larger than his previous residence, and his property 

is well maintained. 

He expresses a favorable attitude toward government 

assistance programs, ranks his present neighborhood and 

himself as working class, but ranks his previous neighbor-

hood as middle class. He expresses the expectation to 

acquire a larger and more expensive home in the future 

through increased earnings, and also expects to own his 

home. 

He has lived in Denton less than four years and pays 

rent between $73 and $12.5 per month, with utilities paid. 

His residence is occupied only by his immediate family. 

He will have a black and white television, his dwelling 

is air conditioned, and he will have a telephone and an 

automobile and he will shop at stores where prices are lowest, 

The non-subsidized tenant, on the other hand, is most 

likely to be over thirty, Caucasian, and married with no 

children. He will have nine years education and will be 

employed as a blue collar worker. His approximate adjusted 

annual income will fall below $4995. 

The non-subsidized tenant does not view his present 

residence as better than his previous residence, he rates 

his present residence as satisfactory, and while his pre-

sent residence is larger than his previous residence, it is 

poorly maintained. 
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He expresses a less favorable attitude toward government 

assistance programs then the subsidized tenant and ranks 

his present and previous neighborhoods and self as working 

class. He expresses the expectation to acquire a larger and 

more expensive home through increased earnings and also 

expects to own his home; however, once again, less frequently 

than the subsidized tenant. 

He has lived in Denton over ten years and his rent is 

$75 per month or less, without utilities. His residence is 

occupied only by his immediate family. 

He, like the subsidized tenant, will have a black and 

white television set, his residence will be air conditioned, 

he will have a telephone and an automobile, and he will 

shop at stores where prices are lowest. 

Limitations 

The limitations of the study are related primarily 

to the drawing of the sample. It would be best if a 

future study could be made in a community having non-

subsidized apartment projects comparable to the subsidized 

projects. These apartments would be matched by age of the 

units, neighborhood, racial composition, and as nearly as 

possible on rental rates. The Denton study was unable to 

match the apartment projects included in the survey with 

other comparable apartment projects. The subsidized 

dwellings were not matched by age making the comparison 
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tenuous with relation to the maintenance of the property. 

There was also a slight difficulty in the control of the 

large student population which would not be encountered 

in non-university communities. 

The income question in the interview schedule was inade-

quate as previously discussed and one other question was not 

properly worded. Also, there was a problem of ambiguity of 

definition with the word "own." (Befer to question 18, 

Appendix A), 

The majority of respondents did not know their father's 

earnings and often did not know his level of educational 

achievement. (Refer to question 31, Appendix A). This 

particular kind of question should be removed from similar 

questionnaires or modified considerably. The questions 

pertaining to the class concept were misunderstood and dif-

ficult for many of the respondents. 

No other serious limitations were encountered in the 

implementation of this pilot study. The respondents were 

receptive, the management of the apartment projects were 

cooperative, and the interviewers were competent. 

Implications 

The pilot study reported in the preceding pages 

revealed significant differences between persons living 

in subsidized housing and those who qualify, but do not 

live in subsidized housing and indicated the relationship 

of these differences and the move to subsidized housing. 
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It is suggested that a more extensive and thorough 

study would reveal additional differences and relation-

ships and would lend validity to the findings of the 

pilot study. The substantiation of these findings could 

then provide the appropriate agencies with data that 

could be used in the planning of future housing programs. 

The implications of these findings serve to justify 

further inquiry. 

The study provided a probable description of the persons 

most likely to reside in subsidized housing; it was deter-

mined that they would be between 20 and 30 years of age, 

married, and would have one child. They would have 11.4 

years education, an adjusted annual income below $5535» 

and would be employed in an occupational category character-

ized by the blue-collar worker. This description could be 

developed further in a second study and the information 

could be useful in the planning and design of facilities to 

better fit the needs of the population served. 

The findings also suggest a twofold justification for 

housing programs: First, the physical environment of the 

tenants is improved by the move to better housing; secondly, 

subsidized housing provides a means to achieve upward 

mobility as evidenced by the finding that the residential 

movement of subsidized tenants is calculative - planned, 

and viewed as a means to an end, the end being better future 
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housing, rather than improvised residential movement -

unplanned, the move viewed as an end in itself. 

It appears that the philosophical bias against the 

government's involvement in providing housing, food, and 

medical care for its citizens has virtually disappeared 

among the population sampled. This finding should be 

geographically tested in order that it may be generalized 

to other populations. This, of course, has implications 

for the planning of future programs and the extent of future 

involvement by the United States Government. 



APPENDIX A 

A STUDY OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF TENANTS 
LIVING IN GOVERNMENT-SUBSIDIZED HOUSING 

The Department of Sociology 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 

Interviewer 

Date 

City Area 

Interviewer comments 

City Area Code: SO - Singing Oaks 
D - Dreamland 
I - Dwellings within a 12 block radius 

of Dreamland 
II - Addresses selected from the 1971 

Denton City Directory 
III - Apartments within a 6 block radius 

of NTSU 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

I am and I am an interviewer for the North Texas 
State University Sociology Department. We are interested in 
talking with persons that rent their homes who qualify to live 
in government-subsidized housing. Primarily, the questions that 
we ask will be about your present housing, your expectations for 
future housing, and your feelings about government assistance 
programs. Your name or address will not be recorded and in no 
way will your answers, be associated with you personally. We 
would like to include you in this study if you would like to 
participate. Would you like to participate? 

If the answer is yes, proceed to page two. 

NOTE: Special instructions to interviewers who are surveying 
those renters who do not live in government—subsidized 
housing. It is necessary to qualify these renters. 
Qualify in the following manner. 

I appreciate your interest and willingness to 
participate in this study, but before we can 
proceed, it is necessary to determine whether 
or not you qualify to live in government-subsi-
dized housing. Would you please answer these 
questions. 

How many members of your family are living in 
this residence, including yourself ? 

Is your family's total monthly income more than... 
(check qualifying information according to family size): 

QUALIFYING INFORMATION 

No. in Family Adjusted Annual 
Income Income 

1 $4590. 1402. 
2 4995. 437. 
3 5535. 509. 
4 5940. 570. 
5 6210. 618. 
6 6480. 667. 
7 6750. 715. 
8 7020. 764. 

If the adjusted monthly income, according to family size, 
does not exceed the amount shown, proceed to page two. 
If the adjusted monthly income, according to family size, 
does exceed the amount shown, inform the respondent that 
he does not qualify to live in government-subsidized 
housing and thank him for his time and interest. 
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II. QUESTIONNAIRE 

Instructions to interviewer: Sead the questions to the 
respondent; read the choices to the respondent when indicated 
in the question. The space provided to the right of the choices 
(i.e. a, b, c, etc.) is for the recording of the respondent's 
actual response and any relevant comments; enter the appropriate 
letter in the space provided to the left of the numbered question. 

1. How long have you lived in Denton? 

a. less than 1 yr. 

b. 1 - less than 4 yrs. 

c. 4 - less than 7 yrs. 

d. 7 - less than 10 yrs#> 

e. over 10 yrs. 

_2. How long have you lived in your present house/apartment? 

a. less than 6 mos. 

b. 6 mos. - less than 2 yrs. 

c. 2 - less than 5 yrs. 

5 yr, and over 

What is your monthly rental (Without utilities; when 
utilities are included, indicate with an asterick). 

a. Under %75„ 

b. $75 - $99 

c. $100 - $125 

d. $150 and over 
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How would you rate this house/apartment in comparison 
to your previous residence? (Read choices) 

a. better in what way is it better? 

b. not as good in what way not as good?_ 

c. about the same 

d. don't really know 

J5. Is this house larger than your previous house? 
(Head choices) 

a* yes more rooms more floor space^ 

b. no fewer rooms less floor space 

c. don't really know 

_6. Overall, how do you rate your present house/apartment? 
(Head choices) 

a. poor_ 

b. satis fact ory_ 

c. fairly good__ 

d. very good 

_7. Overall, how do you rate your previous house/apartment? 
(Head choices) 

a. uoor 

b. satisfactory^ 

c. fairly good 

d. very good 
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Sometimes people refer to a neighborhood as lower class, 
working class, middle class, or upper class. How would 
you describe ... (Head choices) 

a. LC b. WC c. MC d. UC 

—8. Your present neighborhood 

—9# Tour previous neighborhood 

_10. Yourself 

JL1. Your parents 

Comments: 

12. How long do you expect to live in your present house/ 
apartment? 

a. less than 1 yr. 

b. 1 yr. - less than 2 yrs. 

2 - less than 4 yrs. c. 

d. 4 - less than 5 yrs.̂  

e. over 5 yrs. 

13. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

If, or when, you move from this house/ apartment, do you 
expect to move to a larger home? 

yes_ 

no 

donlt know 
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l*t. Do you expect your next home to be more expensive than 
this house/apartment? 

a. yes_ 

"b. no 

c• don't know 

_15. Is your family presently saving toward a larger and more 
expensive home? 

a. yes_ 

b. no 

c . don' t knov/ 

_16« In what way do you expect to acquire a larger and more 
expensive home? (Head choices) 

a. increased income 

b. savings 

c. government assistance programs 

d» don't know 

e. don't expect to acquire a larger and more expensive home 

17, Do you expect to own your home in the future? 

a. yes 

b. no 

c„ don't know 
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18. How soon do you expect to own your home? 

a. less than 1 vr> 

b. 1 - 2 vrs. 

c. 3 - 5 yrs._ 

d. 6 - 1 0 vrs. 

e. over 10 vrs. 

f. don't expect to own home_ 

Now I am going to make a number of statements. I would like 
for you to reply with agree, disagree, or don*t know to each 
statement as it is read, 

_19. It is the governments responsibility to guarantee 
everyone adequate housing, food, and health care. 

a. agree 

b. disagreê  

c. donft know 

_20. Public assistance programs have gone too far in this 
country. 

a. agree 

b. disagree 

c. don*t know 

J21. The government should provide health services to those 
who want them. 

a. agree_ 

b. disagree 

c. don1t know 
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2Z. The government spends too much money on assistance 
programs* 

agree 

b. disagree 

c. don't know 

_23« Housing programs sponsored by the federal government are 
necessary in order that everyone may have adequate housing, 

a. agree 

b. disagree 

c. don1t know 

_2if. People who are willing to work can adequately provide 
for their families. 

a. agree 

b. disagree 

c. don't know 

.25. In this country, a program such as the federal food 
stamp program is necessary to provide food for those 
who need it. 

a. agree 

b. disagree 

c. don't know 

Z6. Government assistance programs do more harm than good, 

a. agree 

b. disagree 

c. don't know 
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III. GENERAL IIEF0KMATI0N 

I have some questions which I would like to ask about 
your family and background* 

_27. Marital status: 

a. single 

b. married and living with husband/wife 

c. married and not living with husband/wife 

d. divorced 

e. widowed 

_28. Number of children 

a. 0 

b. 1 - 2 

c. 3 - 4 

d. 5 - 6 

e. 7 - 8 

f. over 8 

_29. Occupants living in house (include respondent as 
husband, wife, or head of household and indicate 
others according to relationship) 

Relationship Age 
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50. Are you employed: (Head choices) 

a. full-time 

b. part-time 

d. unemployed 

e. housewife 

f. retired 

J51. Y/ould you furnish information, if kno\vn to you, on 
the following persons. 

Approx. Years Education 
Occupation Income 1. 2. 3. k, 5. etc. 

Husband_ 

Wife 

Husband's father. 

Wife's father 

Now I would like to ask you some additional questions about 
this house/apartment. 

_32. Number of rooms, not including baths, 

Number of baths. 

J53- Do you have - (indicate with a check mark those items 
they have. 

_TV (black and white or color) 

radio 

_air conditioning (window units or central) 

^central heating 

_den wall to wall carpeting telephone 
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These are the final questions that I would like to ask you, 

>£).. Do you own your own automobile 

a. yes make: year: 

b. no 

35. Which of the following is the most important reason 
for determining where you shop? (Head choices) 

a. people know you 

b. near residence 

c. habit 

d. no particular reason 

e. other 

I appreciate your taking the time to answer these questions, 
Would you like to make any additional comments? 

Thank you for the interview and I enjoyed talking with you. 
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IV. ADDITIONAL DATA 

NOTE: Do not ask, but record after completing interview. 

36. Sex of respondent: 

a. male b. female 

37. Hacial, ethnic background: 

a, Caucasian c. Mexican-American 

b. Negro d. other 

38. Type of dwelling unit: 

a. Section 221(d)(3) apartments (Dreamland) 

b. Section 236 apartments (Singing Oaks) 

c. other apartments (housing three or more families 
in separate units). 

d. frame single family dwelling unit. 

e. brick single family dwelling unit. 

f. duplex (housing two families in separate units). 

39. Maintenance of property: (check items observed and 
total). 

yard unkempt 

.exterior in need of paint 

_exterior in need of repair 

.interior in need of paint 

interior in need of repair 

Total (select appropriate letter below that 
approximates total items checked) 

a. 0 c. 3 - k 

b. 1 - 2 d. 5 
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