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Abstract

We compare the current U.S. housing voucher program with the British
housing benefit and the Dutch housing allowance programs. After presenting
the theory behind income-related housing support, which underpins both the
U.S. and European systems, we compare the three programs with respect to
their scope (the budgeted versus the entitlement approach), the relationship
between housing support and rent levels, the poverty trap, moral hazards, and
administrative problems.

The United States can learn from Great Britain and the Netherlands that a
full entitlement program can best promote equity, but given the present politi-
cal and economic climate, it is unlikely that Congress will adopt such a
program anytime soon. Great Britain and the Netherlands can learn from the
United States how to design a more efficient tenant subsidy program, one that
provides incentives to find less expensive units and promotes family self-suffi-
ciency through enhanced job-seeking behavior.

Keywords: Federal policy; Housing assistance programs; Low-income housing

Introduction

Income-related housing support in the form of housing allowances or
vouchers has become an important policy instrument in the United States and
in many countries in Western Europe. In the eyes of most policy makers,
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vouchers have replaced supply-side subsidies and rent control as the most effi-
cient and effective way to ensure that affordable housing is available for low-
and moderate-income families. However, Europe and the United States have
developed significantly different designs for their income-related housing
support systems. In this article, we compare the current U.S. housing voucher
program with the British housing benefit and Dutch housing allowance
programs. The primary focus is not so much on a comparison between the
British and the Dutch systems (see Priemus and Kemp 2004 for such a compar-
ison), but rather a comparison between the U.S. and European approaches.

In the following section, we briefly summarize the approach to housing
subsidies after World War II and the reasons for the growing dissatisfaction
with that approach in the 1960s and 1970s. Next, we describe the shift to
housing allowances that occurred in the 1970s and 1980s in the United States
and Western Europe. We then examine the theory behind income-related hous-
ing support. Broadly speaking, this theory underpins both the U.S. and the
European systems. We proceed to describing the current income-related hous-
ing support programs in the United States, Great Britain, and the Netherlands.
We specify the basic differences between U.S. housing vouchers on the one
hand and the British and Dutch income-related housing support on the other,
elaborating on the following differences:

1. Budgeted (cash-limited) versus entitlement (demand-led) programs
2. The relationship between housing support and rent levels

We go on to identify and elaborate on some of the common concerns of
the authorities responsible for designing and maintaining housing vouchers and
housing allowances:

1. Adverse incentives in the housing and labor markets as a result of the
poverty trap and moral hazard

2. Administrative problems and the need to control program budgets

We finish by reflecting on the future of income-related housing support (see
also Kemp 1986), and we try to determine what Great Britain and the Nether-
lands can learn from the United States and vice versa.

The supply-side approach

After World War II, Western Europe experienced a severe housing short-
age; the damage from the war was extensive, the building industry had been
idle for more than five years, and delayed household formation had led to pent-
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up demand for housing. National governments wanted to stimulate building
production in general and the production of houses in particular. The usual
approach was a combination of rent control, property subsidies, and public
loans. Private capital markets had collapsed, and governments were unwilling
to rely on price mechanisms alone. Although higher rents and prices would
have increased building companies’ profits and attracted large investments into
the building and real estate industries, the general argument was that higher
rents would also lead to higher wages and that this could reduce international
competitiveness (Van der Schaar 1991).

After Congress passed the Public Housing Act in 1937, local public hous-
ing authorities (PHAs) in the United States began to develop housing. Here,
too, the policy instruments consisted of a mix of public loans, rent control (by
a limited number of localities), and property subsidies. The path to affordable
housing followed similar courses in Europe and the United States, except that
in most European countries, the market share of social housing (that is, public
housing plus housing association units) became much larger than it was in the
United States.

On both continents, the increasing expense of public loans and property
subsidies placed a heavy burden on public finances. In the 1960s and 1970s,
politicians in both Europe and the United States expressed growing concern
over these instruments of housing policy. The following criticisms were raised
(Balchin 1996; Donnison 1967; Hills 1991):

1. The housing market was distorted because rents were too low, thereby
reducing landlords’ profits and creating maintenance arrears. Subsidies
impeded filtering and reduced both residential and occupational mobility.

2. Property subsidies did not always reach households with modest incomes.
Subsidies were oriented toward new rented and new owner-occupied hous-
ing, which is mostly affordable for middle-income and higher-income fami-
lies, not the poor. As soon as the incomes of some households improved,
the mismatch between the needs of the family and the subsidies that were
provided increased. It was not the poor who were able to take advantage
of the subsidies, but rather families with moderate or even above-average
incomes.

3. Budgetary impacts were becoming more and more unacceptable for
national governments. Because each year saw another cohort of new subsi-
dized units being added to the stock and because it was perceived as diffi-
cult to raise rents significantly, the share of the public budget swallowed up
by property subsidies generally increased every year.
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The shift to the demand side

At the end of the 1960s and during the 1970s, an alternative approach in
the form of income-related housing support, mostly defined as housing
allowances, was put forward. In 1972, the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) launched an 11-year study of housing allowances
called the Experimental Housing Allowances Program (EHAP), which was one
of the largest social experiments ever undertaken by the U.S. government. This
demonstration examined the behavior of over 30,000 households and admin-
istrative practices at 12 different locations (Bradbury and Downs 1981; Lowry
1983; Struyk and Bendick 1981).

EHAP actually consisted of three separate experiments. The Housing
Allowance Demand Experiment sought to determine how households used the
money they received and how variables such as payment levels and housing
quality affected participation. The Housing Allowance Supply Experiment
studied the impact of allowances on housing markets. The Administrative
Agency Experiment assessed the administration of housing allowance
programs and the costs associated with delivering them.

Researchers found that stricter housing standards substantially decreased
participation but that allowances helped retain the supply of existing housing
by promoting repairs and ongoing maintenance of units that did not meet stan-
dards (Cronin and Rasmussen 1981). A key finding from the Housing
Allowance Supply Experiment was that housing allowances had little impact
on prices (Winnick 1995). Finally, researchers found that the payment level did
little to affect mobility or residential location. Ties to relatives, neighborhoods,
workplaces, and schools were far more important in influencing locational
decisions.

It could be argued, however, that researchers underestimated the impact of
housing allowances because participants likely perceived that EHAP was
temporary. When people know that a program is temporary, they are less likely
to alter their behavior in response to it. Consequently, EHAP probably had less
of an impact on residential mobility and property prices than a permanent
program would have.

EHAP results provided the basis for the 1982 Report of the President’s
Commission on Housing (cited in Maney and Crowley 1999), which recom-
mended that a housing allowance program be the primary form of housing
assistance to low-income people.

In Europe, Germany introduced Wohngeld (Howenstine 1986; Kemp
1997), a subsidy for low-income households living in a unit with a relatively
high rent. Housing allowances were also introduced in Great Britain and the
Netherlands, not as a substitute for property subsidies, but as a demand-
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oriented subsidy on top of property subsidies. The underlying idea was that
property subsidies could gradually be phased out and that in time, housing
allowances would be the only form of financial housing support besides fiscal
support for owner-occupants. Most experts and politicians considered this to
be a feasible transition once the housing shortage was resolved; general supply-
mobilizing property subsidies would then no longer be appropriate. A more
targeted form of support to make good-quality housing affordable for low-
income households seemed to offer a more efficient solution (Kemp 1986,

1997).

The theory behind income-related housing support

Many economists are not sympathetic to the idea of supply-side subsidies.
If government intervention into the housing market is necessary, income assis-
tance is considered preferable to supply-side subsidies. Advocates for demand-
side programs believe that the choice of whether to accept public support and
how to spend the money should be left up to the individual. They also assert
that measures should operate in a way that distorts the market as little as possi-
ble. According to welfare theorists, this approach maximizes the effects of the
assistance given. Nevertheless, even in the United States, public provision of
heavily subsidized goods and services does occur, though this practice is coming
under increasing fire from some economists and policy analysts.

Public housing is a case in point. PHAs in the United States manage a total
of 1.2 million units (New Facts 2000). Economists have offered two major
alternatives to this type of in-kind support: the negative income tax and vouch-
ers. The rationale behind a negative income tax (a general allowance in the
form of freely disposable means) is that it guarantees low-income households
a basic level of amenities in terms of education, housing, health care, and nutri-
tion while maintaining choice. People receive an allowance, which can be
supplemented with extra income from work, interest, or specific forms of
public assistance. On both sides of the Atlantic, there are still too many tech-
nical difficulties involved in implementing a negative income tax to make this
a viable alternative. Further, at present, the political support for such an
approach on a large scale is weak, although the U.S. Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC) and the British Working Tax Credit and Child Tax Credit programs
represent a step in that direction. Stegman, Davis, and Quercia (2004) argue
that the ETIC is actually an instrument of housing policy.

Given that the time is not yet right for a negative income tax, the question
that arises is whether there might be a better solution that could be imple-
mented in the short term. Such a solution actually exists in the United States:
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allowances that are not freely disposable. These are tied to a particular purpose
and are known as vouchers.

A voucher is a defined or otherwise restricted subsidy. It transfers a given
amount of purchasing power to an individual or a household, together with
some freedom of choice in how this subsidy can be disbursed (Priemus 1998b).
This freedom relates to choosing among suppliers or choosing among a variety
of goods and services. Suppliers are expected to compete with one another on
an equal basis. A voucher could be an open-ended (demand-led) entitlement,
or it could be part of a budgeted (cash-limited) program. A voucher has strings
attached but at the same time offers a degree of choice to the recipient, who
can choose among various suppliers of goods and services in the areas of hous-
ing, schooling, and health care. On the one hand, a voucher restricts the type
of goods and services the recipient may acquire: Housing vouchers cannot be
used to pay for food, any more than health care vouchers can be used to pay
for school fees. On the other hand, the income liberated through voucher assis-
tance can be used to pay for other goods and services. Because of this fungi-
bility, financial assistance in the form of housing vouchers is less restrictive than
is generally thought.

Compared with a negative income tax, vouchers are somewhat paternalis-
tic because they are tied to a specific sector. However, paternalism is not always
bad. First, vouchers are also intended to affect supply. They do so by stimulat-
ing demand and can remove or prevent shortfalls where there are market fail-
ures. Second, vouchers respond to the preferences of politicians and taxpayers
who are reluctant to give low-income households and individuals so much free-
dom. If recipients were to follow their own particular preferences and spend
their subsidies on non-necessities, key social problems (housing needs, poor-
quality education, or deficient health care) would not be solved. Taxpayers
would quickly lose any desire to foot the bill because their tax morality would
be sorely tried.

Many policy analysts and economists argue that after a negative income
tax, vouchers are the next-best option in making basic services affordable to
low-income households and individuals. Nevertheless, it is important that
policy analysts keep an eye on (1) how the various kinds of vouchers (housing,
education, health, child care, employment and training, environmental protec-
tion, transport, and food) overlap or leave gaps and (2) how voucher proce-
dures are managed, including the types of counseling that are provided. Thus,
it is clear that the devil is in the details: The actual form that vouchers take
determines how attractive or problematic they will be in practice (Priemus

2000).
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Mary Nenno (1998) and other U.S. policy experts emphasize the contin-
ued need for supply-oriented housing programs as part of area-improvement
efforts; they criticize a full shift from supply- to demand-side programs. Future
directions in federally assisted housing are far from certain, notes Nenno
(1998). They are strongly influenced by larger issues on the political agenda,
including the drive to cut government costs and to implement devolution—to
shift responsibility to the state and local levels. She and some other observers
favor a return to HUD’s primary statutory mission of improving the supply and
condition of housing in conjunction with the revitalization of neighborhoods,
cities, and, increasingly, metropolitan areas.

Further, it is important for HUD as well as local PHAs to consider the
spatial impact of household-oriented programs on neighborhoods. For exam-
ple, the clustering of voucher households in fragile neighborhoods already
undergoing racial and economic decline can further undercut their viability
(Varady and Walker 2003). Similarly, Spencer (2005) notes that the EITC, a
household-oriented program, constitutes a significantly greater, though
unplanned, investment in low-income neighborhoods than Empowerment
Zones do.

Income-related housing assistance programs
in the United States, Great Britain, and the Netherlands

Table 1 compares the tenant subsidy programs of these three countries.
Next, we discuss these programs country by country.

The U.S. bousing voucher program

Vouchers are provided to families under HUD’s Section 8 Housing Choice
Voucher Program (HCVP), which is administered by local PHAs that deter-
mine a family’s eligibility to participate based on total annual gross income and
family size. In general, income may not exceed 80 percent of the median
income of the county or metropolitan area in which the family happens to live.
Three-fourths of vouchers are reserved for extremely low income families—
those whose income is at or below 30 percent of the area median.

Voucher recipients are required to pay 30 percent of their monthly adjusted
gross income for rent and utilities; the government subsidizes the balance up to
a locally determined maximum or payment standard. Local PHAs set payment
standards based on fair market rents (FMRs), which are designated annually
by HUD for regional housing markets throughout the country. FMRs reflect
the rent and utilities charged in a particular housing market for a typical,
nonluxury unit (adjusted by size). FMRs are usually set at the 40th percentile
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Table 1. A Comparison of Housing Voucher/Housing Benefit Systems in the
United States, Great Britain, and the Netherlands

United States

Great Britain

Netherlands

Name of the program
Magnitude of the
program

Participants

Cost
Program features

Calculating the
subsidy amount

Housing quality

Housing search

Equity considerations

Poverty and racial
deconcentration

FANNIE MAE FOUNDATION

Section 8 Housing Choice
Voucher Program

2.1 million

$14.7 billion

The subsidy equals the
difference between 30
percent of household
income and the benefit
payment standard, which
takes into account the
fair market rent in the
metropolitan area.

The unit must pass HUD's
housing quality standard
before the voucher is
approved.

Recipients have 60 to 120
days to find a house. Fail-
ure rates range between
30 and 50 percent across
different metropolitan
areas.

Housing vouchers are
viewed as a straight-
forward solution to the
housing affordability
problem. They are not an
entitlement; many who
need assistance do not
receive it. In 1999, 29
percent of extremely low
income and very low
income renter households
were receiving a housing
subsidy under one or more
federal, state, or local
programs.

HUD (1) allows localities
to provide higher voucher
payments to promote
moves to low-poverty
areas and (2) allows
families to move from one
PHA's jurisdiction to
another’s (the “portability”
feature).

Housing benefit

3.8 million

$23.6 billion

The subsidy is equal

to 100 percent of the
(reasonable) rent minus
65 percent of income
above a threshold that
varies by size and type of
household.

There is no minimum
housing quality threshold.
Rules exist to prevent
recipients from living in
overly large or expensive
units.

Tenants must apply for the
housing benefit after they
have found their unit.

The housing benefit is
viewed as a way of making
rental housing affordable
to low-income tenants.

The housing benefit is
an entitlement program.
All eligible tenants who
apply for the benefit will
receive it.

The participation rate
among eligible tenants is
over 80 percent.

Recipients who move can
claim the housing benefit
for their new unit.

Housing rented by local
councils, and to a lesser
extent housing rented by
not-for-profit housing
organizations, is often
clustered on large projects.

Huursubsidiewet (Housing
Allowance Act of 1997)

985,000 (about 31 percent
of all tenants)

$2.17 billion (2004-05)

The subsidy varies with
the rent level, household
income, and household
size. There are specific
provisions for elderly
tenants and tenants with
disabilities.

There is no minimum
housing quality standard,
as long as the definition
of an independent unit
applies.

Tenants must apply for the
housing allowance after
they have found their unit.

The housing allowance is
viewed as a way of making
rental housing of a certain
quality affordable to low-
income tenants.

The housing allowance
is an entitlement program.
All eligible tenants who
apply for an allowance will
receive it.

The participation rate
among eligible tenants is
estimated at about 70
percent.

Recipients who move
can claim the housing
allowance for their new
unit up to a certain
maximum rent.

In certain areas (postwar
urban quarters, growth
centers, urban renewal
areas), there is a very large
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Table 1. A Comparison of Housing Voucher/Housing Benefit Systems in the
United States, Great Britain, and the Netherlands Continued

United States

Great Britain

Netherlands

Poverty and racial
deconcentration
Continued

Research on the Moving
to Opportunity demonstra-
tion has not provided
conclusive evidence that
moves to promote decon-
centration also promote
self-sufficiency. Families
making such moves do
experience better neigh-
borhood conditions,
however.

Voucher recipients
sometimes recluster in
fragile neighborhoods
already experiencing racial
and income decline; this
pattern undercuts neigh-
borhood viability.

There is considerable
debate among U.S. experts
as to whether housing
vouchers discourage
people from working
harder.

Research on U.S.
welfare reform indicates
that a workfare require-
ment promotes job seek-
ing, but many acquire
low-paying jobs.

The EITC is reducing
the disincentives to work
for those receiving both
welfare and housing
assistance.

Poverty trap

Moral hazard

Reasonable rents Some landlords charge
higher rents for voucher
recipients than would be
dictated by the market.
HUD requires local PHAs
to establish their own
methodology for determin-
ing what constitutes a
reasonable rent.

Most of the tenants on
these properties tend to
receive housing benefits.

There is concern about the
possible negative impact
of the housing benefit on
incentives to work.

Many unemployed
claimants are required to
enter welfare-to-work
programs. Single parents
and people receiving
disability insurance are
increasingly required to
attend “work-focused
interviews.”

The Working Tax Credit
(which was inspired by the
EITC) helps improve
incentives to work, but
does exacerbate the
poverty trap.

The program has checks to
ensure that the housing
benefit is not paid on rents
that are higher than would
be dictated by the market
or rents that are unreason-
ably high.

Local councils and not-
for-profit landlords set
their own rent levels. The
government is phasing in
new guidelines for deter-
mining rents on units
rented by these providers.

share of social rented
housing where recipients
of housing allowances are
concentrated. The housing
allowance reduces the
stigma and spatial concen-
tration of poverty.

There is emerging concern
about the possible nega-
tive impacts of the housing
allowance on work incen-
tives and on economizing
on housing costs.

The poverty trap has
become more of an issue
as a result of the accumu-
lation of income-related
programs.

Some 95 percent of all
rents are regulated, mostly
below market level. Rents
are supposed to be reason-
able or even less than
reasonable.
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Table 1. A Comparison of Housing Voucher/Housing Benefit Systems in the
United States, Great Britain, and the Netherlands Continued

United States

Great Britain

Netherlands

Moral hazard Continued

Incomes

Methods for controlling
public budgets

Administration

Proposed reforms

FANNIE MAE FOUNDATION

Households must recertify
their income with the local
PHA every vear. Little is
known about the extent of
underreporting of income.

Sometimes the “man of
the house” is present but
not listed on the lease.
Most PHAs require that all
adults living in the house-
hold be listed on the lease
whether there is a formal
marriage or not. Little is
known about the numbers
not listed on the lease but
living in the unit anyway.

Cross-checking data
with records of other
agencies is often not
feasible due to privacy
considerations.

The splitting of house-
holds to receive more
benefits is not a significant
problem.

PHAs can decide not to pay
100 percent of the benefit
standard but instead to pay
90 percent or less.

PHAs can decide to
eliminate higher voucher
payments for moves to low-
poverty neighborhoods.

The implementation of
the Bush administration’s
Flexible Voucher Program
would likely mean sharp
cuts in funding.

Vouchers are administered
by local PHAs.

The Bush administration
is proposing a Flexible
Voucher Program.

Checks are made to verify
income. Recipients are
required to report changes
in their circumstances.

Local authority housing
benefit administrators have
powers to prevent and
detect fraudulent claims.

The splitting of house-
holds is not widely
perceived to be a signifi-
cant problem.

The housing benefit is a
demand-led program and
hence is not subject to an
annual budget limit.

The housing benefit is
administered by local
authorities, of which there
are about 400 in Great
Britain. The rules govern-
ing the program are laid
down by the central
government.

A new LHA is intended to
replace the current housing
benefit program. It is being
tested in 18 local authority
areas for private tenants
and will be implemented
nationally in 2008. The
new program will eventu-

Checks are made to verify
information on household
income and rents. Recipi-
ents are required to report
changes in their circum-
stances. Nevertheless, it is
estimated that in about

10 percent of cases, the
information given does not
match the reality.

Data are cross-checked
with the records of other
social agencies, munici-
palities, and housing
associations. Privacy
considerations give way to
combating fraud.

The splitting of house-
holds is perceived as a
problem.

The housing allowance is a
demand-led program and
hence is not subject to an
annual budget limit. The
Housing Minister, however,
is supposed to compensate
with cuts elsewhere in the
housing budget for
overruns in the housing
allowance budget.

The housing allowance is
administered by housing
associations and local
authorities. Program
administration is going
to be switched to tax
authorities.

For the short term, plans
are to adapt the program
to reduce public
expenditures.

If rents are liberalized,
housing associations are
willing to pay €250 million
annually to the national
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Table 1. A Comparison of Housing Voucher/Housing Benefit Systems in the
United States, Great Britain, and the Netherlands Continued

United States

Great Britain

Netherlands

Proposed reforms
Continued

ally be extended to recipi-
ents renting from local

councils and not-for-profit
housing organizations, but

government to largely
cover additional expendi-
tures on housing
allowances.

probably in a modified
form.

The amount of the
subsidy will no longer be
determined by the amount
of rent paid by the tenant.
Instead, the new LHA will
be paid at a standard rate
within each housing
market area and will vary
only by household type and
size. Recipients will be
allowed to keep the excess
if the allowance is higher
than the standard payment
under the LHA. The stan-
dard payment will be set at
a quasi-median rent level
for the local housing
market. As in the present
housing benefit program,
the LHA will be reduced
from the standard amount
by 65 percent of any
income over an income
threshold.

LHA = local housing allowance.

of local rents, the dollar amount below which 40 percent of standard-quality
housing units rent. The 40th percentile rent is obtained from the distribution
of rents of units occupied by recent movers (renter households that moved into
their unit within the past 15 months).

After receiving a voucher, a family usually has 60 to 120 days to find hous-
ing. Once a unit is found, the PHA inspects it to make sure it meets housing
quality standards, reviews the lease before approving the unit for rental, and
checks that the rent is reasonable. A recipient may also select a unit whose rent
is above or below the payment standard. If the unit costs more than the stan-
dard, the family must pay the difference, up to a limit of 40 percent of income.
The PHA pays the rent subsidy directly to the landlord on behalf of the partic-
ipating family; the family pays the difference between the actual rent charged
by the landlord and the amount subsidized by the program.
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Since 1970, HUD’s housing voucher program has grown from about
30,000 households (under the EHAP’s 12-site experiment) to about 2.1 million
authorized vouchers today (Sard, Lawrence, and Fischer 2005). In 2000, the
mean income of voucher holders was about $10,000, and 57 percent of
nonelderly, nondisabled voucher households had income from work. That
same year, the average recipient spent $644 per month on rent, received a $392
subsidy payment, and devoted a third of its income to rent (HUD 2003).

The Bush administration’s fiscal year 2005 budget contained a proposal to
make major changes in the housing voucher program. The new Flexible
Voucher Program would provide block grants to state and local housing agen-
cies, allowing them greater discretion in choosing recipients. If implemented, it
would sharply cut funding for vouchers. In support of the change, HUD offi-
cials argued (1) that program costs have “spiraled out of control” (Jackson
2004, A23), (2) that vouchers are consuming an ever-greater portion of the
HUD budget (Congress appropriated about $14.7 billion for the program in
2005), (3) that HUD is forced to base voucher amounts on inaccurate FMRs,
(4) that rents paid by vouchers are out of line with market rents, and (5) that
the voucher program has “shut the door” on the working poor (Jackson 2004,
A23).

Low-income housing advocacy groups have critiqued the flexible voucher
proposal (see, for example, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities 2004; Sard
and Fischer 2004), and it was not included in either the House or the Senate
appropriations for fiscal year 2005. Some advocates believe that the auth-
orizing committees will likely consider the same or a slightly revised proposal
in 2005, a scenario that seems more likely with the reelection of President
Bush.!

The British housing benefit program

In Great Britain, the housing benefit is a national program that is admin-
istered by local authorities. Guidance on how to implement the statutory regu-
lations governing the program is provided by the Department for Work and
Pensions (DWP). Most of the benefit expenditure and some of the administra-
tive costs incurred by local authorities are reimbursed by the DWP.

Only renters are eligible for the housing benefit, but owner-occupants who
receive social assistance (welfare), which is administered by the local offices of
the DWP, get help with their mortgage interest payments as an addition to their

1 E-mail correspondence to David Varady from Barbara Sard, Director of Housing Policy
at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, September 21, 2004.
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benefit.2 Local authority tenants receive their housing benefit in the form of a
rebate, which is paid directly into their rent account by the local authority.
Tenants who rent from private landlords and not-for-profit housing associa-
tions receive an allowance, which may be paid either to the tenants or, if they so
designate, to their landlords. Many landlords require such a designation, and in
practice about 60 percent of rent allowances are paid that way (DWP 2002).

The housing benefit is means tested, and applicants have to complete a
very long and complicated form to get it. This is normally submitted to their
local authority along with proof of their income, rent, and other details. In
recent years, extensive checks have been introduced to verify claimants’
circumstances to minimize the risk of errors and to prevent or detect fraud.
Local authorities are required to process claims within 14 days, but in practice
most take longer than that (DWP 2002).

Currently, the housing benefit is designed to ensure that recipients have an
income, once eligible rent is deducted, that is no less than the social assistance
benefit rates (Hills 1991). Tenants who receive social assistance or who have
an income that is not in excess of social assistance benefit rates receive a hous-
ing benefit equal to 100 percent of their eligible rent. For tenants whose income
is in excess of the social assistance benefit rates, the housing benefit is reduced
from 100 percent of the eligible rent by a fixed percentage (65 percent) of the
difference between their income and the social assistance benefit rates.
(Amounts are deducted from the eligible rent if the recipient has nondepen-
dents such as adult children living in the household) (Zebedee, Ward, and
Lister 2004).

Thus, the housing benefit formula for people who are on social assistance
or who have an income that is no more than the social assistance benefit rate
(and for simplicity, ignoring nondependent deductions) is HB = R. For those
with an income above that level, the formula can be expressed as follows:

HB = R - 0.65%(Y = SA) (1)

where
HB = housing benefit
R = eligible rent
Y = assessed income
SA = social assistance benefit rates

2 The money paid by DWP to welfare recipients who are home buyers is increased to cover
their mortgage interest payments. By contrast, welfare recipients who rent (and other low-
income tenants) are eligible for the housing benefit. Thus, tenants who are welfare recipients get
money from the DWP to cover their nonhousing expenses and a housing benefit from the local
authority to help them pay their rent.
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Social assistance benefit rates differ according to the size and type of house-
hold. Hence, the program does not distinguish between single-person and
multiple-person households per se. For example, the amount of social assis-
tance single-person households can receive varies widely depending on such
factors as age, the presence of dependent children, and disability. Most students
in higher education are not eligible for the housing benefit (Zebedee, Ward, and
Lister 2004).

The housing benefit program has very complex limits that apply largely to
private persons renting deregulated tenancies.? If the rent is deemed to be
unreasonably high or above market value for the property or the unit is in
excess of specified size criteria for different household types/sizes, the housing
benefit is calculated on an amount that is deemed reasonable. Rent increases
may also be restricted for benefit calculation purposes if the increase is deemed
to be too soon or too large. In addition to these unreasonable rent rules, ceil-
ings limiting the maximum rent that is eligible for benefit have existed since
1996. A government agency—the Rent Service—sets these ceilings and makes
decisions on reasonableness.

It has been estimated that about 70 percent of deregulated private tenants
claiming the housing benefit under these rules have their eligible rent restricted
to a lower amount than their actual rent as a result of either the unreasonable
rent rules or the ceilings or both (Kemp, Wilcox, and Rhodes 2002). These
benefit restrictions do not affect the amount of rent that the landlord is allowed
to charge the tenant, except indirectly by limiting the amount that the latter can
afford.

Great Britain currently spends about 1.2 percent of its gross domestic
product on the housing benefit, which is more than many other countries spend
(Kemp 1997; Stephens, Burns, and MacKay 2003). In monetary terms, expen-
diture on the housing benefit in 2002-03 was an estimated £12.6 billion ($23.6
billion). As of May 2003, there were 3.8 million housing benefit recipients, of
which 1.84 million (48 percent) were local authority tenants, 1.24 million (33
percent) were housing association tenants, and 0.71 million (19 percent) were
private tenants (DWP 2002).

The housing benefit suffers from a number of major structural and admin-
istrative problems (Hills 2001; Kemp 1998; Social Security Committee 2000).
Delays in the processing of claims have already been mentioned. In addition,
the program has a relatively high level of fraud and error. Poor administration

3 Private sector decontrol was introduced in January 1989 for new rentals. More than 90
percent of all private rentals are now deregulated (Kemp 2004).
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is believed to act as a disincentive for claimants to leave the rolls and take up
paid employment or to increase their hours of work (DWP 2002). Thus, the
DWP has argued that

[o]ne of the most damaging effects of delays in processing and paying
Housing Benefit claims is to discourage benefit recipients from moving
into work. The transition into work can be a difficult period in any
case, since entry wages are usually lower than for those already in
employment, and there are additional difficulties in adjusting to work.
Delays in processing claims can make it difficult for tenants to be sure
they will be better off in work and can lead to rent arrears and debt.
There is evidence that this can be a significant deterrent to people
considering taking up a job. (2002, 15)

Moreover, the tax-back rate (income taper) on the housing benefit as
incomes rise is very high at 65 percent of net income and is also believed to act
as a disincentive to work (Wilcox 1993). Because the rules are very complex,
they are also very opaque, and few recipients understand how their benefit is
calculated. Recipients have relatively little financial incentive to shop around
for reasonably priced units. Because of the need to have complicated adminis-
trative rules to prevent overconsumption as a result of the lack of a shopping
incentive, private tenants on housing benefit often do not know how much rent
they can afford. Those caught out by these rules are left with shortfalls that
they have to make up out of the income intended for their nonhousing living
expenses (Kemp, Wilcox, and Rhodes 2002). These manifold problems have
been recognized by the Labour Government (DWP 2002) and help explain
why major changes to the program are being introduced (see the “Relationship
between housing support and rent level” section).

The Dutch housing allowance program

Income-related housing allowances were first introduced in the Nether-
lands on a limited scale in 1970. In the beginning, the program emerged as a
fairly unimportant, modest, rather specific provision that had little effect on the
overall development of Dutch housing (Priemus 1984, 1986). The scope of the
program was expanded considerably in 1975, when it became a general entitle-
ment program. This lasted until 1984, when it was codified in the Housing
Allowance Act (Priemus 1998a).

Housing allowances have been evaluated several times (Boelhouwer 1989;
Lucassen and Priemus 1977; Ooms and Papa 1989; Van der Schaar 1994), and
as a result, the program has improved step by step. In hard economic times,
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budget cuts prevent an escalation of public expenditures on housing
allowances.

In the Netherlands, every tenant whose rent is relatively high in relation to
household income and who meets certain conditions is entitled to a housing
allowance (Netherlands Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning, and the
Environment 2004). For the 2004-05 period, these conditions relate to the
following;:

1. The type of unit: The dwelling must be a self-contained unit, one or more
rooms in a residential building designated by the Minister of Housing, or
a mobile home meeting certain legislative requirements.

2. The duration of the lease: The tenancy must not be temporary.

3. The (financial) suitability of the unit: The dwelling is deemed suitable when
the rent is no more than the capping limit of €466.484 per month for
households of one or two persons and €499.92 per month for larger
households, or when no unit with a rental price below these limits is
available.

4. The rental price: The rent (adjusted for the purposes of calculating hous-
ing allowance entitlement) must not exceed the legal maximum for the
protected rental sector, that is, €597.45 per month when the tenant is aged
23 or over or the household includes a dependent minor, or when the unit
is designated suitable for a person with a disability. In all other cases, the
maximum is €325.91. When the rental price is higher than the cap, no
housing allowance at all is provided. Only a limited number of rented units
(mostly less than 10 percent in a region) have a rent that is higher than the
cap.

5. Domiicile: The unit must be the recipient’s main permanent residence.

6. Occupancy: Only those persons whose names appear in the Municipal
Register as living at that address are deemed members of the household for
the purposes of calculating the housing allowance entitlement.

7. Agelmarital status of the tenant: The applicant must be at least 18 years of
age on the reference date or must be (or have been) married.

8. Residency status of household members: The applicant and all members of
the household must hold Dutch nationality or must have been granted

4 As of June 24, 2005, 1 Euro = 1.2097 dollars.
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leave to maintain a domicile in the Netherlands in accordance with the
2000 Vreemdelingenwet (Foreign Nationals Act).

9. Application date: Housing allowance is not paid retrospectively (back-
dated) but is paid only for the remaining months of the current entitlement
period (July 1 to June 30).

10. Household income: Annual income (adjusted for the purposes of calculat-
ing housing benefit entitlement) must not exceed €18,700 for single-person
households or €25,075 for multiple-person households. When the single
occupant is 65 or older, the maximum is €16,625, and when the main
earner of a multiple-person household is 65 or older, the maximum is
€21,675. In calculating income, there is a deductible allowance of €4,100
for each child 22 or younger in full-time residence at the address.

11. Personal assets: Single persons under 65 may not have personal assets
exceeding €20,300; the maximum for multiple-person households (where
all members are under 65) is €37,600. Single persons 65 or older may hold
assets up to €34,725, and multiple-person households in which the main
earner is 65 or older may hold up to €48,050 in personal assets.

The so-called calculation rent is derived from
1. The basic (= net + €12) rental charge
2. Any supplementary charge for business premises
3. Any supplementary charge for the use of a garage
4. Certain service charges

whereby the calculation rent is the basic rent, minus the actual charge for the
use of business premises, 7inus a set amount (€22) for the use of a garage, plus
these service charge components if applicable: the charges for elevator, ventila-
tion, water pump, and alarm installations; the charges for lighting common
areas; the charges for cleaning the elevators and common areas; the charges for
the services of a concierge and/or capital; and the maintenance charges for
maintaining common areas and utility rooms. Where the household includes
one or more subtenants or lodgers, the calculation rent is reduced by 25
percent.

Any rent above the capping limit will generally not be subject to the hous-
ing allowance, although in some circumstances, the excess will attract subsidy
at 50 percent (for instance, units for persons with disabilities). In all other
cases, no subsidy is payable on the part of the rent above the capping limit.
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Under Articles 38 to 40 of the Huursubsidiewet (Housing Allowance Act)
of 1997, a relocation norm applies: No more than 4 percent of the housing
allowance grants in any one local authority area may be made to tenants who
move into a unit with a (calculation) rent above the current capping limit. A
local authority that exceeds this 4 percent limit must pay €450 to the central
government for each instance.

In 2002, 963,108 households (31.3 percent of all tenants) received a hous-
ing allowance (Netherlands Ministry of Housing 2004). There is widespread
consensus that Dutch housing allowances have been successful in making
decent, affordable rental housing available to low-income households
(Pommer and Jonker 2003). Given the dominant position of the social housing
sector (which is essentially private), with a market share of 36 percent (Priemus
2001b), the relationship between social housing and housing allowances is
particularly close in the Netherlands. Current policy goals, aiming at a more
liberalized rent policy, including the social rented sector, could put the current
housing allowances program at risk (Priemus 2004). Rent liberalization will
lead to more differentiation in rents and to rent increases. Given the current
housing allowance program, this will lead to higher public expenditures on
housing allowances. If rents are liberalized, Dutch housing associations are
willing to pay €250 million annually to the national government to largely
cover these additional public expenditures (Priemus 2005a, 2005b).

Differences among the U.S., British, and Dutch systems
The U.S., British, and Dutch housing voucher programs have evolved over
time. We will now focus on the major similarities and differences among them.

Budgeted program or entitlement?

The first noticeable difference is that both Great Britain and the Nether-
lands have adopted a full-entitlement approach: Everybody who has a house-
hold income below a certain threshold, pays a high rent, and meets program
requirements has the right to apply for income-related housing support and to
receive a housing benefit or housing allowance, irrespective of the cost to the
housing benefit budget. In the United States, the housing voucher program is a
budget item. A qualifying household is usually added to a waiting list. It is
sometimes not even possible to apply because there are so many applicants
compared with the number of available vouchers. As a result, waits are often
very long, in some cases as long as eight years (Maney and Crowley 1999,
2000; Van der Bos 2003). The current approach meets the needs of only a small
proportion of qualified households. Ironically, satisfaction among voucher
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recipients is high (Anderson 1995), probably higher than among recipients of
housing support in Europe, because the latter cannot compare themselves with
similar households that do not receive support because of a lack of public
money. We do not, however, know of any study that has compared U.S. and
European housing assistance recipients with regard to housing satisfaction. To
summarize, the U.S. system scores higher in terms of fiscal responsibility, while
the two European programs score higher in terms of equity.

Relationship between housing support and rent level

A second difference is found in the way the programs deal with rent levels.
In the United States, the amount of the housing voucher is calculated by apply-
ing two formulas and taking the lower:

1. Gross rent minus own contribution
2. Payment standard minus own contribution’

The voucher payment is related to both the FMR and the actual rent. The
HCVP, which consolidated the previously separate voucher and rent certificate
programs in 1998, provides an economic incentive for families to choose a unit
whose rent does not exceed the allowable payment standard. In that case, the
government will make up the difference between the family’s income and the
payment standard. If the family rents a more expensive unit (one that would
necessitate paying more than 40 percent of household income for rent), it will
need to pay the additional rent beyond the allowable payment standard. In
practice, very high housing costs for recipients can occur in tight housing
markets. Frail elderly people may need to rent more expensive units to find
features suitable to their physical and health needs.

The U.S. housing voucher system recognizes the potential benefits to low-
income families if they move to suburban areas that are safer and have better
educational and employment opportunities than the inner city. HUD allows
localities to provide higher voucher payments so that households can move

5 This example should be helpful in understanding the HCVP:

1. Assuming that the benefit payment standard, the maximum amount that the local PHA will
provide for a family of a particular size, given housing costs in that county, is $760.

2. The total tenant payment (in this case, $360) is based on a household’s paying 30 percent of
monthly household income for rent.

3. In this case, the household rented a unit for $800—above the maximum benefit standard.

4. This family’s monthly adjusted income is $1,200. Forty percent of that, $480, is the maxi-
mum that a family could spend on housing.

5. The family’s subsidy would be $400 and the tenant would pay $400.
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from the inner city to more affluent suburban areas with higher rents.6 Further,
HUD allows recipients to move (while retaining their voucher) from the juris-
diction of one PHA to that of another. Households that change jurisdictions
exercise the portability aspect of vouchers.

Considered at the micro level, a housing voucher that is not related to the
recipient’s rent has clear advantages.” A household that wishes to cut back on
housing costs, for example, by doing without some services and taking on some
of the maintenance theoretically could benefit from such savings. This would
stimulate households to take action to reduce costs. In practice, however, there
are all kinds of barriers in the U.S. and European programs that prevent house-
holds from taking full advantage of savings of this type.

In the current British system, changes in the rent (whether up or down)
tend to be fully matched by changes in the housing benefit. It has been argued
that this 100 percent marginal subsidy may encourage tenants to move upmar-
ket to more expensive units (Hills 1991) or act as a disincentive to shop around
for a good deal in the private rental housing market (Kemp 1998). Although

3 <

there is little systematic evidence of housing benefit recipients’ “upmarketing”
or failing to shop around in comparison with nonrecipients in the private rental
sector (Kemp and McLaverty 1998), the possibility that it could happen has
undermined confidence in the program (Kemp 1998).

However, the British government is testing a new local housing allowance
(LHA) that will be implemented nationally by 2008 for tenants renting in the
private sector. Under this new plan, the amount of the LHA is not related to
the tenant’s own rent but to average rents in the locality: A standard amount is
paid to households of similar size irrespective of their rent.8 This means that
recipients incur all of the cost of any rent increase and gain all of the savings
resulting from any decrease (DWP 2002).

In the Netherlands, a household that wants to move to a more expensive
unit usually pays a quarter of the extra rent, while the remaining three-quar-
ters is covered by a higher housing allowance (Priemus 1998a). The Dutch

6 The PHA can set different payment standards for different neighborhoods, up to 110

percent of the HUD-determined FMR. If the PHA thinks that a higher payment standard is
needed to access housing in a particular neighborhood, it can request HUD approval of the
higher amount. It should be noted that while this legal structure is still in place, HUD, as part
of its cost-cutting strategy, has sharply limited the approval of higher payment standards since
fall 2003, and the changes that Congress has made in the funding formula for 2005 will discour-
age PHAs from using the flexibility they have, since they will not be able to get additional funds
to cover the higher costs resulting from such higher payment standards (Sard 2004).

7 This is not the case in the United States. The voucher is good only for the amount of rent
charged for the unit (less the family’s contribution), not the full FMR if the rent is less.

8 The means test will continue to apply under the LHA.
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system contains relatively little incentive for a household to restrict housing
costs and set priorities. Landlords in the Netherlands often encounter little
market resistance when they raise the rent on a vacant cheap unit. In some
cases, private sector landlords and tenants collude and set the rent so as to
receive the maximum rent subsidy (De Vrije 1983; Economisch Instituut voor
de Bouwnijverheid 1985).

Work and housing consumption disincentives

Work disincentives

Income-related subsidies, including housing vouchers, create two kinds of
disincentives (Allers 2002). First, there is the unemployment trap, in which
people receiving state benefits are discouraged from taking a job because of the
lack of any significant increase in their purchasing power. Second, there is the
poverty trap in which some employees are deterred from seeking to earn more
(for example, by bettering their position through extra work or training,
promotion, or more hours) because the high marginal deduction rates mean
that they will hardly be better off (Deacon and Bradshaw 1983). This rate is
65 percent for housing benefit recipients in Great Britain, and 56 percent for
one-person households with a very low income in the Netherlands (Van Steen
2004).

The poverty trap and the unemployment trap are closely related. The
unemployment trap can be considered an aspect of the poverty trap that affects
unemployed poor people. The common mechanism is that increased nominal
earnings would face high marginal tax rates or benefit take-back rates that
would reduce their benefit from increased earnings.

The poverty trap can be tackled by reducing the income tax rates or rais-
ing the income tax starting threshold of low-income households. Reducing the
taper or tax-back rate of housing allowances or vouchers would also reduce
recipients’ marginal tax rates, but would increase the number of recipients
faced with high marginal rates. Thus, there is a trade-off between the depth
and the incidence of the poverty trap. The unemployment trap could be tack-
led by providing in-work social benefits such as housing allowances or by
giving bonuses to the employed. All of these approaches imply a shift in
purchasing power.

The EITC tackles the unemployment trap by providing extra income for
low-paid workers. Although the EITC—like the Working Tax Credit in Great
Britain—does increase the financial incentive to enter the labor market, the
disadvantage is that it would become less appealing for an employee to work
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more hours or go for a promotion during the period in which the EITC is
reduced.

In general, it is sensible not to view housing vouchers, benefits, and
allowances in isolation, but rather to link them to other income-related support
in areas like unemployment, health care, and education. In cases where all of
these programs come together and a family receives several of these forms of
support, the poverty trap is a real concern. A considerable portion of the
increase in purchasing power resulting from a rise in income seeps away
because of the attendant decrease in income-related support. The recipient
would say, “The extra income goes straight into the government’s pocket,” and
this can lead to perverse incentives for households operating in local housing
and labor markets (Kempson, White, and Forth 1997; Shroder 2002). In the
eyes of those who are affected, it does not pay to go from receiving benefits to
taking a job, nor does it pay for a spouse or partner to take a job (since any net
increase in household income will be negligible) or to keep an eye open for a
home with a lower rent (since income-related housing support may be reduced
so that this barely results in an increase in spending power).

Taking these considerations into account, it makes sense to assess not only
the first-order effects of housing allowances (the reduction in the net expendi-
ture for the household that receives support), but also the second-order effects
on the housing market (moving to a more expensive home, moving from a
bought home to a rental) and on the labor market (having the breadwinner
and/or partner give up a paid job or transition to a low-paying job, for exam-
ple, by working fewer hours). Both categories of second-order effects are
strongly related to the extent to which vouchers promote, increase, or reduce
self-sufficiency.

In opposition to the positive, intended primary effect, which makes a larger
part of the housing stock more affordable, there is often a less desirable, unin-
tentional rebound effect with negative impacts on housing and labor markets.
It may be possible to defend the position that in Europe, the pursuit of a higher
gross rent is not considered to be a negative effect, but rather is largely a posi-
tive and perhaps even an intended effect. Moving to a unit with a higher rent—
within a given locality—generally (but not always) means an increase in
housing quality. Income-related housing support not only promotes afford-
ability, but it can also stimulate (in an indirect way) improved housing quality
in countries like Great Britain and the Netherlands. It can remove barriers (for
instance, objections by tenants) to urban renewal and urban revitalization
aimed at improving the quality of urban housing, because the rent increase
stemming from renovation will be largely (in the Netherlands) or completely
(in Great Britain) compensated for by higher housing allowances.
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The perverse impacts that income-related housing support and other
income-related subsidies have on labor market behavior are a real problem.
The most radical way to avert the danger of the poverty trap is to abolish
income-related support altogether. This would conflict with European policy
objectives for income-related housing support, which exists to redistribute
resources by providing decent, affordable housing for low-income families. A
second way to avoid the danger of the poverty trap is to counteract the cumu-
lative effects of different income-related programs (housing vouchers, food
stamps, public health plans). The poverty trap could be brought under control
by restructuring the program in such a way that a rise in income does not lead
to a corresponding reduction in benefits and a rent increase does not mean a
corresponding increase in benefits. This stimulates households to stay in (or
move to) a unit with a lower rent and to improve their position in the labor
market. Such a restructuring will lead to increased budgetary control of
income-related housing support.

For the macro economy, it is crucial that households have enough incen-
tives to enter the labor market and to strive for better-paying jobs. The cumu-
lative effect of all income-related plans on employment-related behavior is at
stake here. It makes sense to reduce the impact of income differences in hous-
ing allowance programs like those in Great Britain and the Netherlands. Coun-
tries that are considering welfare reform can learn a lot from the United States,
where reform has produced mixed economic and social benefits.?

Moral hazard

Moral hazard—the possibility that claimants may manipulate the system
by changing their behavior in ways that increase their benefit entitlement (Barr
1999)—is a problem with all means-tested welfare payments, and this is espe-
cially true of income-related housing support (Kemp 2000). In the United
States, this has also been a problem with respect to supply-side programs; that
is, housing inspectors have sometimes approved dilapidated properties for
subsidized loans (Bovard 1994; Tucker 1990).

9 The U.S. welfare reform act was passed in 1996. Between 1994 and 2001, welfare rolls
declined by about 60 percent, a result of the act’s “workfare” (mandatory work) requirements
along with an expanding economy. However, with average wages of $6 to $8 an hour, most
mothers leaving welfare have had difficulty becoming self-sufficient (Edin and Lein 1997; Ehren-
reich 2001). Further, welfare reform has not led to fundamental changes in the lives of these
families (the incidence of marriage has not increased, for example; see DeParle 2004). As
Besharov put it, “Thus, if caseload decline is the measure, then welfare reform...can be consid-
ered a success. But if self-sufficiency and stronger families are the test, then, at best, the jury is
still out” (2003, 14).
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Both households and landlords have various opportunities to make
improper or even illegal use of income-related housing programs. As men-
tioned earlier, some U.S. landlords charge higher rents for voucher recipients
than would be dictated by the market. Similarly, in the Netherlands, tenants
and landlords sometimes collude to set artificially high rents (De Vrije 1983;
Economisch Instituut voor de Bouwnijverheid 1985). In the United States, this
appears to happen more often in loose rather than tight housing markets. (In
tight markets in the United States, landlords can choose not to take any
voucher recipients.) The best way to prevent collusion is to create a transpar-
ent housing market where information about rents for each unit can easily be
obtained. Since the beginning of the housing voucher program, HUD has
encouraged local PHAs to develop methodologies to set reasonable rents that
reflect market rents in particular neighborhoods and to move away from
setting rent standards based on median rents for the entire metropolitan area
(HUD 2001).

This is not to say that U.S. landlords are a homogeneous group. There are
two types of landlords. The first consists of professional managers of relatively
large complexes owned by corporations. These managers generally understand
HUD programs. The second consists of individuals or couples (mom and pop
landlords) who own one or two properties and who are not professionally
trained and are often unfamiliar with government regulations. In the Nether-
lands, a similar distinction exists between professional real estate investors with
a large stock and small-scale individual landlords. Although we know of no
corroborating research, we consider it likely that professional managers are less
inclined than mom and pop landlords to collude with tenants in setting rents.

A very stubborn problem is that almost by definition, household income is
difficult to determine and control. First, the composition of the household must
be determined: Who is a member and who is not? When income-related hous-
ing support can be increased by splitting a household (a couple breaks up to
form two 1-person households), it is tempting to do so in reality or to fake a
split. In the United States, however, few single men are voucher recipients
(Burke 1998).

There are all kinds of modern relationships, like “living together apart,”
that facilitate and can at least be partly explained by the financial gain of
formally splitting households. This may stimulate an inefficient use of the hous-
ing stock and the overconsumption of public funds. The solution may be found
in different housing allowance plans for one-person, two-person, and larger
households, as is done in the Netherlands.

According to HUD guidelines, only family members can be put on a lease.
However, HUD gives local authorities flexibility in defining what constitutes a
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family. This flexibility is illustrated by the different criteria used by the two
agencies that offer housing vouchers in Hamilton County, OH (which includes,
but is not limited to, the city of Cincinnati): the Hamilton County Department
of Community Development (HCDCD) and the Cincinnati Metropolitan
Housing Authority (CMHA). HCDCD defines a family member as one with
ties based on blood or marriage or based on a legal contract (e.g., a foster
child). Thus, if a man is a friend of a single mother (but is not married to her)
and is a father of one of the children in the home (that is, he has a blood rela-
tionship), he can be added to the lease, but his income must be included in the
rent calculation. HCDCD does not allow a boyfriend who does not have a
child at the location to be listed on the lease, but CMHA does. CMHA and
HCDCD receive complaints every day about men living off the lease in voucher
units. If either agency ascertains that someone is living off the lease, then assis-
tance is terminated. It is easier for officials to terminate assistance for unau-
thorized household members who are creating problems because there are
public records (arrest reports) listing permanent residence. Together, HCDCD
and CMHA receive hundreds of complaints annually about people illegally
occupying units, and over 100 vouchers are terminated annually as a result of
this infraction.10

Thus, the impact of housing assistance on U.S. family stability is minimal.
Given the lack of entitlement to housing assistance, the only incentive to split
households is to avoid having the income of one adult count toward the
subsidy determination. This is probably an uncommon occurrence because of
the additional costs incurred for two units.

Some PHAs like the ones in Cincinnati allow voucher recipients (regardless
of marital status) to be listed on the lease, but their income then counts in deter-
mining the tenant’s contribution to the rent. No one can live in these units
legally and not have his or her income count.

A few PHAs have implemented programs that promote marriage by bring-
ing the man back into the family, but since these programs are controversial,
they are unlikely to have much of an impact nationally (Hymowitz 2004;
Kotlowitz 2002; Rabinovitz 1996). The financial incentive to split households,
either genuinely or ostensibly, must be reduced as much as possible.

Subletting units, either legally or illegally, can also undermine the purpose
of the regulation. Control is difficult and sometimes impossible because of the
difficulty of defining the concept of a household and the problem of carrying

10 This paragraph draws from a telephone interview conducted by David Varady with
Susan Walsh, Deputy Director, HCDCD, on July 15, 2005, and e-mail correspondence from
Donald Troendle, Executive Director, CMHA, to David Varady on July 20, 2005.
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out effective checks without resorting to unlawful entry or infringement of
privacy. In this regard, recertification must be done regularly to check the
consistency of databases. Because of privacy concerns, this strategy is probably
less applicable to the United States than to European countries. Cross-checking
data with the records held by tax authorities and the population administra-
tion is crucial. The rent administration of housing associations and PHAs is
also important. Officials from the municipality of Amsterdam and the housing
associations in that city estimate that about 10 percent of all renting in social
housing in Amsterdam is illegal (Priemus 2005a, 2005b).

Good management means strict management. Clear legislation and severe
sanctions can help make householders aware of their responsibilities. A tenant
or a landlord who violates the rules should be barred from participating in the
program. The structure of an income-related housing program should be tested
as far as possible for its vulnerability to moral hazard. Even so, this problem
will never be completely eliminated, particularly in the implementation of
income-related housing support programs.

Administrative problems and the need to control public budgets

Although governments are invariably anxious to control expenditures,
from time to time the impetus is particularly strong. Such is the case in the
United States,!! in Great Britain (Brown 2005), and in the Netherlands
(Korthals Altes and Hoekstra 2003). Various courses of action can be taken to
achieve this goal:

1. Make excessive rent increases impossible or attempt to limit them. The
demand for housing allowances increases if rents rise at a relatively high
rate. The rent policy of the central government in Great Britain and the
Netherlands is therefore partly geared toward controlling expenditures on
housing allowances (Department of the Environment, Transport, and the
Regions [DETR] and Department of Social Security [DSS] 2000).

2. Reduce the incentives to split households. This issue is at the root of the
differences between the way allowances are calculated in the Netherlands
for one-person and multiple-person households.

3. Introduce maximum and minimum rent thresholds, above and below
which no housing allowance is granted. This system would need to recog-

11 Facing record budget deficits since 2001, the Bush administration has responded with
deep cuts in nondefense domestic spending. HUD has experienced a larger cut in discretionary
spending (11.5 percent) than any other federal agency (OMB Watch 2005).

FANNIE MAE FOUNDATION



U.S., British, and Dutch Housing Voucher Programs

nize variations in rental costs among metropolitan areas; for example, the
threshold in a tight housing market like Boston would need to be quite
high. This is the case in the U.S. FMR system. However, PHAs’ ability to
set payment standards 10 percent above or below FMR mitigates the
problem.

4. Perform effective checks on the accuracy of data on the composition of
households, household income, and rent level. Tenants’ rights are certainly
crucial, but should not impede such checks.

The administration of housing allowances is rarely considered in interna-
tional comparisons. This may be partly due to the fact that administration is
generally one of the less exciting, less controversial, and less problematic
aspects of income-related housing support. Nevertheless, administration costs,
fraud, and loss of time may play an important role.

In Great Britain, unlike the Netherlands and seemingly most other coun-
tries, the administration of the housing benefit program has proved to be highly
problematic since it was first introduced in 1982-83. There are a number of
reasons. The British program is very complicated (far more so than its Dutch
equivalent), and its detailed rules are frequently changed. The benefit entitle-
ment is too finely tuned to individual circumstances, and adjustments to entitle-
ment are made even when relatively minor changes in claimants’ circumstances
occur (DETR/DSS 2000; DWP 2002; Hills 2001; Kemp 1998; Social Security
Committee 2000). Great Britain has failed to heed John Maynard Keynes’s
advice that it is better to be roughly right than precisely wrong.

In the Netherlands, housing allowances are administered by the Ministry
of Housing, Spatial Planning, and the Environment, which is in a position to
compare the information provided by the claimant with information from the
tax authorities and social security services. The administration is considered
very efficient, and complaints were seldom heard until 2002, when for the first
time there were delays in the payment of allowances (Priemus and Kemp
2004). The current national government announced in 2003 that the imple-
mentation of housing allowances will be transferred to the income tax author-
ities (Korthals Altes and Hoekstra 2003). Cooperation between the tax
authorities and housing associations is essential, because the latter play a key
role in helping families apply for and use housing allowances.

HUD has recognized the wide variations in management quality by imple-
menting the Section 8 Management Assessment System (SEMAP). Whether a
PHA performs annual housing quality standard inspections is subject to audit.
Further, SEMARP also assesses compliance with rent reasonableness and income
determinations, among other measures.
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Recent experience in the three countries we studied underlines the obser-
vations made in this section. Claimants’ information should be compared with
data gathered by the tax authorities and the population agencies (European
municipal departments that deal with requests for citizenship and residency).
There is room for improvement in each of the countries we studied. In addi-
tion, programs should be kept as simple as possible.

Conclusion: Perspectives for the future

Income-related housing support is a public instrument that bridges at least
two policy fields: housing policy and income support. On the one hand, hous-
ing allowances provide income support; on the other, they allow low-income
households to realize affordable housing quality in the market. This dual rela-
tionship has helped make income-related housing support a critical policy tool
in tackling affordability problems. In addition, it interacts with income taxa-
tion and labor market policies and creates potential poverty traps.

In Great Britain and the Netherlands, rising rents, the greater emphasis on
the role of the market, the desirability of achieving something like tenure
neutrality between tenants and homeowners (referring to a policy that supports
housing consumption by tenants and homeowners in the same way as much as
possible; see Priemus 2001a), the close relationship between income support
and housing benefits and the interrelatedness of income policy and housing
policy, and increased income inequality all mean that income-related housing
supports are likely to remain indispensable in the immediate future, although
reform is clearly necessary (Hills 2001; Kemp 1998).

By contrast, in the United States, housing vouchers are viewed as a straight-
forward solution to the housing affordability problem rather than as part of a
strategy to reduce inequalities in wealth. At present, some policy analysts are
suggesting time limits to make voucher policy consistent with welfare reform
(Husock 2004). In Europe, dependency on annual subsidies without time limits
seems to be more broadly accepted, but this could change as fiscal pressures
mount.

U.S. success in maintaining the incentives on both the housing market (the
incentive to find a less expensive unit) and the labor market (the incentive to
get a job or improve one’s income) provides important lessons for Great Britain
and the Netherlands on how to design efficient and effective policy instru-
ments, even if these need to be modified to take into account different institu-
tional and cultural contexts.

In addition, European policy makers should take a look at the growing
U.S. literature on the relationship between housing vouchers and residential
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mobility. The most recent results from the Moving to Opportunity (MTO)
demonstration indicate that moves to low-poverty neighborhoods had virtually
no impact on employment, earnings, or receipt of public assistance (Goering
and Feins 2003; Orr et al. 2003).12 Householders making such moves did,
however, feel safer at their new locations. There is an urgent need for European
housing researchers to carry out comparable sophisticated empirical studies on
the link between housing vouchers/housing benefits and residential mobility.

In the United States, there is a fixed budget for housing vouchers, while in
Great Britain and the Netherlands, housing benefits and housing allowances
are an entitlement, and hence expenditures for them are demand led. The
United States may want to emulate this key feature of the British and Dutch
approach. When we take the main goals—promoting housing affordability,
strengthening consumer sovereignty, and providing access to better neighbor-
hoods—into account, an entitlement is superior to a budgeted program. The
crucial question here is whether a country is willing and able to afford a full
entitlement program.

Learning from the British and Dutch experiences, it would appear desir-
able from an equity perspective to convert the HCVP from a capped to a full
entitlement program. The change would allow HUD to address the housing
needs of all low-income families; the current budget-driven approach meets the
needs of only a small proportion of those who qualify for assistance. Grigsby
and Bourassa (2004) have, in fact, suggested making housing vouchers an enti-
tlement program while integrating vouchers with other elements of the federal
safety net. Whether such an expansion of the program is feasible is hard to say.
In their discussion, Grigsby and Bourassa did not present a clear assessment of
program costs, and their proposal to drop housing inspections would break the
link between housing vouchers and housing quality improvement (Armstrong
and Basgal 2004; Sard 2004).

Nevertheless, in this respect, the United States could learn from European
countries. Perhaps an expansion of the voucher program could be feasible if the
American public were convinced that the program was more closely linked to
self-sufficiency objectives. That is, the only people who would be promised a
voucher indefinitely would be those who are disabled or cannot enter or
remain in the labor force. All others would receive a voucher for a limited
period along with help in either getting a job or getting another job that makes

12 Tt is not clear why the MTO demonstration has resulted in less positive findings than
were obtained from the earlier Gautreaux housing program (Rubinowitz and Rosenbaum
2000). It is possible that improvements in employment and education may require more than 4
to 7 years of participation, the amount of time covered in the MTO interim report. The final
report, which will cover 10 years of participation, may provide more conclusive results.
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them financially independent. For the future design of income-related housing
support, U.S. policy makers could learn from Europe, and policy makers in
Great Britain and the Netherlands could learn from U.S. policy and practices.

Authors
Hugo Priemus is Professor of System Innovation Spatial Development and Dean of the
Faculty of Technology, Policy, and Management at Delft University of Technology. Peter A.
Kemp is the Barnett Professor of Social Policy at the University of Oxford. David P. Varady
is Professor of Planning at the University of Cincinnati.

The authors thank Barbara Sard and an anonymous reviewer for their very helpful
comments and suggestions. Hugo Priemus received support from the Habiforum Program
“Innovative Land Use.”

References

Allers, Maarten A. 2002. Aanpak armoedeval: wie durft? (Tackling the Poverty Trap: Who
Dares?) ESB 87:388-89.

Anderson, James R. 1995. Consolidated Report: HQOS Section 8 Mail Survey. Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Armstrong, James P., and Ophelia B. Basgal. 2004. Comment on William G. Grigsby and
Steven C. Bourassa’s “Section 8: The Time for Fundamental Change?” Housing Policy
Debate 15(4):851-63.

Balchin, Paul, ed. 1996. Housing Policy in Europe. London and New York: Routledge.

Barr, Nicholas. 1999. The Economics of the Welfare State. Oxford, England: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Besharov, Douglas A. 2003. The Past and Future of Welfare Reform. Public Interest 150
(Winter):4-21.

Boelhouwer, Peter J. 1989. De individuele huursubsidie en het woningmarktgedrag van
huishoudens (Housing Allowances and the Housing Market Behavior of Households).
Delft, Netherlands: Delft University Press.

Bovard, James. 1994. Suburban Guerrilla. American Spectator 27(September):26-32.

Bradbury, Katherine L., and Anthony Downs, eds. 1981. Do Housing Allowances Work?
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.

Brown, Gordon. 2005. Chancellor of the Exchequer’s Budget Statement. London: Her
Majesty’s Treasury.

Burke, Paul. 1998. A Picture of Subsidized Households in 1998: United States Summaries.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

FANNIE MAE FOUNDATION



U.S., British, and Dutch Housing Voucher Programs

Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. 2004. Response to HUD Secretary Jackson’s New
York Times Column on Housing Vouchers, August 16. World Wide Web page <http://www.
cbpp.org/8-16-04hous.htm> (accessed August 17).

Cronin, Francis J., and David W. Rasmussen. 1981. Mobility. In Housing Vouchers for the
Poor, ed. Raymond ]. Struyk and Marc Bendick Jr., 107-28. Washington, DC: Urban Insti-
tute Press.

De Vrije, Piet A. 1983. Leegstand—een vergelijking met de jaren dertig (Vacancy—A
Comparison with the 1930s). Amsterdam, Netherlands: Economisch Instituut voor de
Bouwnijverheid.

Deacon, Alan, and Jonathan Bradshaw. 1983. Reserved for the Poor: The Means Test in
British Social Policy. Oxford, England: Blackwell and Robertson.

DeParle, Jason. 2004. Raising Kevion. New York Times Magazine, August 22, pp. 26-31,
48, 52-53.

Department for Work and Pensions. 2002. Building Choice and Responsibility: A Radical
Agenda for Housing Benefit. London.

Department of the Environment, Transport, and the Regions and Department of Social
Security. 2000. Quality and Choice: A Decent Home for All. The Housing Green Paper.
London: Department of the Environment, Transport, and the Regions.

Donnison, David V. 1967. The Government of Housing. Harmondsworth, England:
Penguin.

Economisch Instituut voor de Bouwnijverheid. 1985. Bewoners met hoge huur of
hypotheekuitgaven (Occupants with High Housing Expenses). Amsterdam, Netherlands.

Edin, Kathryn, and Laura Lein. 1997. Making Ends Meet: How Single Mothers Survive
Welfare and Low-Wage Work. New York: Sage.

Ehrenreich, Barbara. 2001. Nickel and Dimed: On (Not) Getting By in America. New York:
Metropolitan.

Goering, John, and Judith D. Feins, eds. 2003. Choosing a Better Life? Evaluating the
Moving to Opportunity Social Experiment. Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press.

Grigsby, William G., and Steven C. Bourassa. 2004. Section 8: The Time for Fundamental
Change? Housing Policy Debate 15(4):805-34.

Hills, John. 1991. Unravelling Housing Finance: Subsidies, Benefits, and Taxation. Oxford,
England: Clarendon.

Hills, John. 2001. Inclusion or Exclusion? The Role of Housing Subsidies and Benefits.
Urban Studies 38(11):1887-902.

Howenstine, E. Jay. 1986. Housing Vouchers. A Comparative International Analysis. New
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research.

Husock, Howard. 2004. The Housing Reform That Backfired. City Journal 14(3):81-87.

HOUSING POLICY DEBATE

605



606

Hugo Priemus, Peter A. Kemp, and David P. Varady

Hymowitz, Kay S. 2004. Dads in the “Hood.” City Journal 14(4):38-47.

Jackson, Alphonso. 2004. A Housing Plan in Need of Repair. New York Times, August 6,
p. A23.

Kemp, Peter A., ed. 1986. The Future of Housing Benefits. Glasgow, Scotland: University of
Glasgow.

Kemp, Peter A. 1997. A Comparative Study of Housing Allowances. London: The Station-
ery Office.

Kemp, Peter A. 1998. Housing Benefit: Time for Reform. York, England: Joseph Rowntree
Foundation.

Kemp, Peter A. 2000. The Role and Design of Income-Related Housing Allowances. Inter-
national Social Security Review 53:43-57.

Kemp, Peter A. 2004. Private Renting in Transition. Coventry, England: Chartered Institute
of Housing.

Kemp, Peter A., and Peter McLaverty. 1998. Private Tenants and “Perverse Incentives” in

the Housing Benefit Scheme. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy
16:395-409.

Kemp, Peter A., Stephen Wilcox, and David Rhodes. 2002. Housing Benefit Reform: Next
Steps. York, England: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Kempson, Elaine, Michael White, and John Forth. 1997. Rents and Work Incentives.
London: Policy Studies Institute.

Korthals Altes, E., and R. ]. Hoekstra. 2003. Meedoen, meer werk, minder regels:
Hoofdlijnenakkoord voor het Kabinet CDA, VVD, D66 (Participation, More Employment,
Less Regulation: Government Agreement for the CDA-VVD-D66 Cabinet). The Hague,
Netherlands: Ministerie van Algemene Zaken.

Kotlowitz, Alex. 2002. It Takes a Wedding. New York Times, November 13, p. A33.

Lowry, Ira S., ed. 1983. Experimenting with Housing Allowances. Santa Monica, CA: Rand
Corporation.

Lucassen, Harry C. T. J., and Hugo Priemus. 1977. Individuele huursubsidie; evaluatie van
een instrument van volkshuisvestingsbeleid (Housing Allowances: Evaluation of an Instru-
ment of Housing Policy). The Hague, Netherlands: Staatsuitgeverij.

Maney, Brian, and Sheila Crowley. 1999. Scarcity and Success: Perspectives on Assisted
Housing. Meeting America’s Housing Needs (MAHN): A Habitat Il Follow-Up Project.
National Low Income Housing Coalition. World Wide Web page <http://www.nlihc.org/
mahn/sec8part3.htm> (accessed October 10, 2004).

Maney, Brian, and Sheila Crowley. 2000. Scarcity and Success: Perspectives on Assisted
Housing. Washington, DC: National Low Income Housing Coalition.

FANNIE MAE FOUNDATION



U.S., British, and Dutch Housing Voucher Programs

Nenno, Mary K. 1998. New Directions for Federally Assisted Housing: An Agenda for the
Department of Housing and Urban Development. In New Directions in Urban Public Hous-
ing, ed. David P. Varady, Wolfgang F. E. Preiser, and Francis P. Russell, 205-25. New
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research.

Netherlands Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning, and the Environment. 2004. Wegwijzer
Huursubsidie 2004-2005 (Guide to Housing Allowances 2004-2005). The Hague, Nether-
lands: Ministerie van Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieubeheer.

New Facts about Households Assisted by HUD’s Housing Programs. 2000. Recent Research
Results: A Newsletter from HUD USER, October, p. 3.

OMB Watch. 2005. Bush Administration Budget Seeks Deep Domestic Cuts, Radical
Budget Reforms. World Wide Web page <http://www.ombwatch.org/article/articleview/
2658/1/2?TopicID=1> (accessed July 14).

Ooms, Ingrid L., and Oscar A. Papa. 1989. De lange-termijn ontwikkeling van de indi-
viduele huursubsidie (The Long-Term Development of Housing Allowances). Delft, Nether-
lands: Delft University Press.

Orr, Larry, Judith D. Feins, Robin Jacob, Erick Beecroft, Lisa Sanbonmatsu, Lawrence E
Katz, Jeffrey B. Liebman, and Jeffrey R. Kling. 2003. Moving to Opportunity for Fair Hous-
ing Demonstration Program: Interim Impacts Evaluation. Prepared by Abt Associates, Inc.,
and the National Bureau of Economic Research. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research.

Pommer, Evert, and Jan Jonker. 2003. Profijt van de overheid. De personele verdeling van
gebonden overbeidsuitgaven en -inkomsten in 1999 (Benefit from Government: The
Personal Distribution of Tied Public Expenses and Incomes in 1999). SCP-publicatie
2003/16. The Hague, Netherlands: Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau.

Priemus, Hugo. 1984. Housing Allowances in the Netherlands: Product of a Conservative
or Progressive Ideology? Delft, Netherlands: Delft University Press.

Priemus, Hugo. 1986. Housing Allowances in the Netherlands. In The Future of Housing
Benefits, ed. Peter Kemp, 150-96. Glasgow, Scotland: University of Glasgow.

Priemus, Hugo. 1998a. Improving or Endangering Housing Policies? Recent Changes in the
Dutch Housing Allowance Scheme. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research
22(2):319-30.

Priemus, Hugo. 1998b. Vouchers, subsidieformule van de toekomst? (Vouchers, Subsidy
Formula for the Future?). ESB 83:860-62.

Priemus, Hugo. 2000. Rent Subsidies in the USA and Housing Allowances in the Nether-
lands: Worlds Apart. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 24(3):700-12.

Priemus, Hugo. 2001a. Poverty and Housing in the Netherlands: A Plea for Tenure-Neutral
Public Policy. Housing Studies 16(3):277-89.

Priemus, Hugo. 2001b. Social Housing as a Transitional Tenure? Reflections on the Nether-
lands New Housing Memorandum 2000-2010. Housing Studies 16(2):243-56.

HOUSING POLICY DEBATE

607



608

Hugo Priemus, Peter A. Kemp, and David P. Varady

Priemus, Hugo. 2004. Dutch Housing Allowances: Social Housing at Risk. International
Journal of Urban and Regional Research 28(3):706-12.

Priemus, Hugo. 2005a. Huurbrief van minister Dekker: Gelieve één onderwerp per brief te
behandelen (Rental Letter of Housing Minister Dekker: Please Deal with One Subject in
Each Letter). Tijdschrift voor de Volkshuisvesting 11(1):11-17.

Priemus, Hugo. 2005b. Volkshuisvesting en ruimtelijke ordening (Housing and Spatial
Policy). In Jaarboek Overbeidsfinancién 2005 (Yearbook of Public Finance 2005), ed. C. A.
(Flip) de Kam and Arie P. Ros, 185-211. The Hague, Netherlands: Sdu Uitgevers.

Priemus, Hugo, and Peter A. Kemp. 2004. The Present and Future of Income-Related Hous-
ing Support: Debates in Britain and the Netherlands. Housing Studies 19(4):653-68.

Rabinovitz, Jonathan. 1996. A Hartford Program to Put Fathers back in the Family. New
York Times, June 16, pp. 1, 28.

Rubinowitz, Leonard S., and James E. Rosenbaum. 2000. Crossing the Class and Color
Lines: From Public Housing to White Suburbia. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Sard, Barbara. 2004. Comment on William G. Grigsby and Steven C. Bourassa’s “Section
8: The Time for Fundamental Change?” Housing Policy Debate 15(4):835-49.

Sard, Barbara, and Will Fischer. 2004. Frequently Asked Questions about the Administra-
tion’s Fiscal Year 2005 Housing Voucher Proposal. July 9. World Wide Web page <http://
www.cbpp.org/7-9-04hous.htm> (accessed July 10).

Sard, Barbara, Peter Lawrence, and Will Fischer. 2005. Appropriations Shortfall Cuts Fund-
ing for 80,000 Housing Vouchers This Year. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. World
Wide Web Page <http://www.cbpp.org/2-11-05hous.htm> (accessed February 12).

Shroder, Mark. 2002. Does Housing Assistance Perversely Affect Self-Sufficiency? A Review
Essay. Journal of Housing Economics 11:381-417.

Social Security Committee. 2000. Housing Benefit, Session 1999-2000, Sixth Report.
London: The Stationery Office.

Spencer, James H. 2005. How to Think about Place and People Approaches to Poverty.
Journal of Planning Education and Research 24(3):292-303.

Stegman, Michael A., Walter R. Davis, and Roberto Quercia. 2004. The Earned Income Tax
Credit as an Instrument of Housing Policy. Housing Policy Debate 15(2):203-60.

Stephens, Mark, Nicola Burns, and Lisa MacKay. 2003. The Limits of Housing Reform:
British Social Rented Housing in a European Context. Urban Studies 40(4):767-89.

Struyk, Raymond J., and Marc Bendick Jr., eds. 1981. Housing Vouchers for the Poor:
Lessons from a National Experiment, Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press.

Tucker, William. 1990. The Source of America’s Housing Problem: Look in Your Own
Backyard. Case Policy Analysis No. 127, February 6. World Wide Web page <http://www.
cato.org/pubs/pas/pal27.html> (accessed October 10, 2004).

FANNIE MAE FOUNDATION



U.S., British, and Dutch Housing Voucher Programs

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 2001. Housing Choice Voucher
Guidebook. Washington, DC.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 2003. Housing Choice Voucher
Location Patterns: Implications for Participant and Neighborhood Welfare. World Wide
Web page <http://www.huduser.org/publications/hsgfin/location_paper.html> (accessed
October 10, 2004).

Van der Bos, Amarins. 2003. Housing vouchers, de toekomst van de huursubsidie? (U.S.
Housing Vouchers: The Future of Dutch Housing Allowances?) Delft, Netherlands: Delft
University Press.

Van der Schaar, Jan. 1991. Volkshuisvesting: een zaak van beleid (Housing: A Matter of
Policy). Utrecht, Netherlands: Het Spectrum.

Van der Schaar, Jan. 1994. IHS in perspectief. De toekomst van het instrument individuele
huursubsidie (Housing Allowances in Perspective: The Future of Housing Allowances as a
Policy Instrument). Amsterdam, Netherlands: RIGO Research & Advies.

Van Steen, Guido. 2004. Huursubsidie en marginale druk. Een vergelijking tussen Neder-
land, Groot-Brittannié en Duitsland (Housing Allowances and Marginal Deduction Rates:
A Comparison between the Netherlands, Great Britain, and Germany). Tijdschrift voor de
Volkshuisvesting 10(5):36-41.

Varady, David P., and Carole C. Walker. 2003. Housing Vouchers and Residential Mobility.
Journal of Planning Literature 18(1):17-30.

Wilcox, Stephen. 1993. Housing Benefit and the Disincentive to Work. York, England:
Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Winnick, Louis. 1995. The Triumph of Housing Allowances: How a Fundamental Policy
Conflict Was Resolved. Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Development and Research 1(3):
95-121.

Zebedee, John, Martin Ward, and Sam Lister. 2004. Guide to Housing Benefit and Council
Tax Benefit 2004-05. Coventry and London: Chartered Institute of Housing and Shelter.

HOUSING POLICY DEBATE

609






Editorial Style Guide for Authors

Please submit your manuscript double spaced in MS Word. Provide tables
and figures in a separate file (or files) in MS Excel, MS Word, or EPS format.
Maps should be supplied in EPS format.

Because manuscripts will undergo a blind review, submit two title pages, the
first showing the title of the manuscript, author name, title, affiliation, telephone
number, e-mail address, and the date of the manuscript. The second title page
should contain only the title of the paper.

Third-person style is always preferred. If appropriate, authors may make
limited use of first-person singular, but a single author should not refer to
himself or herself as “we.”

Biography. The manuscript should include, on a separate page or the “first” title
page described above, a sentence listing each author’s name, title, and affiliation.

Acknowledgments. Generally, we do not include acknowledgments to the
Fannie Mae Foundation as a research sponsor. Acknowledgments to individual
staff members are acceptable. Place any acknowledgments in a separate para-
graph following the biographical paragraph. Any disclaimers should also be in
this paragraph, following the acknowledgments.

Abstract. Include a two-paragraph abstract not exceeding 150 words and place
it on the first page of the text. In the first paragraph of the abstract, describe the
issue(s) or question(s) the paper addresses. In the second paragraph, state the
major findings or conclusions.

Keywords. To help users reference the Fannie Mae Foundation’s published
research, keywords are included with journal articles. Please suggest three
keywords for your manuscript.

Abbreviations. The definition of an abbreviation or acronym is given the first
time it appears; afterward, only the abbreviation is used. However, an abbrevi-
ation that is defined in the abstract should also be defined in the article. An
abbreviation that appears only once in an article should be deleted and the full
wording used.

If an abbreviation is first defined in the text, the abbreviation alone can then
be used in subsequent footnotes or tables; however, if the abbreviation is first
defined in a footnote or table, the abbreviation should be defined again when it
first appears in the following text.



Text Headings. Headings are not numbered and are placed flush left. First-level
headings are bold; second-level headings are italic; and third-level headings are
italic with a period that leads directly into text.

Examples:
First-level heading
Second-level heading
Third-level heading. The text continues...

Tables and Figures. Use arabic numerals to number tables and figures consec-
utively in separate series in order of appearance. Include a brief descriptive
title at the top of each. Tables and figures should be in separate electronic
files, not integrated into the text. The text must contain a reference to each
table or figure. Any abbreviations in the tables and figures (including NA)
must be defined.

If you draw tabular and other material from other sources, be sure to
include these sources in the references and obtain copyright permission if neces-
sary. Use a short form of the reference in the Source note: name of the author
or agency and date.

Equations. Make sure that all symbols in equations are clear and that all equa-
tions (except those in footnotes) are numbered. Single-letter variables should be
italicized. Multiple-letter variables and abbreviations (e.g., AGE) and functions
(e.g., exp, min, In) should not be italicized; neither should numbers, parenthe-
ses, or math operations. Vectors and matrices should be in bold (not italicized).

Footnotes. Footnotes are numbered consecutively within each article, using
superscript arabic numerals. Footnotes may be used for explanatory informa-
tion but not strictly for references. We do not use endnotes.

References. The manuscript must include complete and accurate citations of all
materials referenced in the manuscript that are not of your original authorship.
Please double-check your references to ensure that names and dates are accu-
rate, that Web pages are still active, and that there are no discrepancies between
the text and the reference list.

Important Guidelines:

The reference section should be alphabetical by author, unnumbered, and
placed at the end of the article. Citations must follow the author-date system
(see the examples below or in the Chicago Manual of Style [CMS]). All (author-
date) references in text must be supported by full references in the reference list.
Give authors’ full first names (not just initials). (This is a variation on the CMS



author-date style.) Include page numbers when citing a journal article or book
chapter. When citing a paper presented at a conference, include the place, date,
and conference title or sponsoring organization. Give sources for tables in as
complete a form as possible in the reference list.

If sources are pamphlets or looseleaf updates, include them in the refer-
ences nevertheless.

Use initial-cap style for titles (capitalize the significant words: nouns, adjec-
tives, verbs, and adverbs). (This is a variation on CMS author-date style.)

Examples:

Appelbaum, Richard, Peter Dreier, and Jon Gilderbloom. 1991. Scapegoating
Rent Control: Masking the Causes of Homelessness. Journal of the American
Planning Association 57(2):153-64.

Burke, Vee. 1995. Family Cash Welfare: Comparison of House-Passed and
Senate Finance Committee Versions of H. R. 4. CRS Report for Congress
95-691 EPW. Washington, DC: Library of Congress, Congressional Research
Service.

Abraham, Jesse M., and Patric H. Hendershott. 1993. Patterns and Determi-
nants of Metropolitan House Prices, 1997-1991. In Real Estate and the Credit
Crunch, Conference Series No. 36, 18-42. Boston: Federal Reserve Bank of
Boston.

Dionne, E. J. 1997. Government Planning That Kept Portland Green. Wash-
ington Post, March 21, p. A27.

Congress of the New Urbanism. 1996. Charter of the New Urbanism. World
Wide Web page <http://www.arc.miami.edu/cnu/charter.htm> (last modified
September 16, 1996).

Note: If a World Wide Web page does not state when it was last modified,
provide the date you accessed the page and substitute “accessed” for “last

modified.”

Dear, Michael, and Robert Wilton. 1995. The Impact of Community-Based
Human Service Facilities on Property Values. Unpublished paper. University of
Southern California, Department of Geography.












