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to catalyze neighborhood revitalization (Smith 2002). By relinquishing site
control to developers driven by the profit motive and by attempting to build
demand among homebuyers seeking investments likely to appreciate in
value, the extent to which the mixed-income strategy is likely to address the
needs of low-income families is certainly called into question. Our purpose
here is to rigorously examine this approach within that context, accepting
for the moment the assumption that the interests of free market enterprise
can be leveraged to promote some meaningful gains for the urban poor. A
fuller examination of the ideological basis of this approach and the relative
value of possible alternative orientations and approaches to the problem of
urban poverty is a critical task and needs to be engaged but is beyond the
scope of this article. Our point of departure is that mixed-income develop-
ment is a strategy very much in motion; in light of this fact, we seek to clar-
ify its potential and limitations through a careful review of the possible
theories that inform it and the empirical record currently available to us.

“Mixed-income” is a term that covers a broad spectrum of levels of eco-
nomic integration.1 At one end of the spectrum are private-sector, market-
rate developments that include a small percentage of affordable housing,
often to qualify for municipal subsidies. At the other end of the spectrum are
developments built exclusively for moderate- and low-income families. The
public housing “transformation” currently under way in Chicago, the largest
mixed-income development effort in the country, defines mixed income
generally as including one-third public housing units, one-third affordable
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design and social engineering possibilities represented by building a new
development, and the opportunity for low-income families to remain in
familiar areas of the inner city rather than relocate to the suburbs or unfa-
miliar areas of the city. However, given that both approaches seek to move
low-income families into proximity with more affluent families, we will
draw on evidence from the study of dispersal programs where relevant.

Although there have been important early efforts to better articulate and
assess the rationales behind mixed-income development (e.g., Briggs 1997;
Brophy and Smith 1997; Epp 1996; Khadduri 2001, Khadduri and Martin
1997; Kleit 2005; Mason 1997; Popkin, Buron, et al. 2000b; Rosenbaum,
Stroh, and Flynn 1998; Schwartz and Tajbakhsh 1997; Smith 2002), the
theoretical assumptions behind this redevelopment strategy remain under-
examined. Policy makers and researchers alike would probably agree with
Schwartz and Tajbakhsh’s (1997, 81) assessment that until we can develop
a better understanding of why mixed-income housing should work and how
well it actually works, “advocacy of mixed-income housing will be based
largely on faith and on dissatisfaction with the previous thrust of low-
income housing policy.” Thus, while major mixed-income developments
have been built and occupied in cities such as Atlanta, Boston, Kansas City,
Louisville, Seattle, and St. Louis and even bigger developments are under
way in Chicago, policy implementation has gotten well ahead of conceptual
clarity and empirical justification. Furthermore, the challenges emerging
in the federal HOPE VI (Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere)
program (to be discussed below) where mixed-income has been imple-
mented as a strategy for public housing transformation—concerning, for
example, the disparities between the number of units demolished and those
replaced for public housing residents; the currently low numbers of returning
residents (and changes in eligibility requirements constraining such return);
the length of time between relocation and possible return, and the limitations
of service provision to support relocation, return, and integration—complicate
the task of understanding the likely real-world benefits of mixed-income
development as a poverty alleviation strategy.

Despite the lack of clarity about the expected and actual benefits of
mixed-income development, we are witnessing increasing local investment
in this strategy at a time of shrinking public sector budgets and increased
demand for affordable urban housing. The past decade and a half have seen
sweeping changes in federal low-income housing policy in the United
States, including the repeal of the one-to-one replacement rule and the
emergence of the Housing Choice Voucher program as the largest housing
assistance program in the country (Popkin et al. 2004). The change of
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administration in 2000 brought intense scrutiny of current federal housing
policy, including reductions in funding and the very real prospect of the
eventual elimination of programs such as HOPE VI. It is within this context
that we suggest that a much more detailed exploration and assessment of
the expected benefits of mixed-income development is needed.

In this article, we undertake a comprehensive review of the theoretical and
empirical evidence on the rationales for mixed-income development. We focus
on four theoretical propositions regarding how mixed-income development
may benefit low-income families. These propositions are drawn primarily from
our review of the literature on the causes of urban poverty, emerging research
on mixed-income development, and our synthesis of the stated goals of mixed-
income development as articulated by policy makers. The first is a social
networks argument, which assumes that, through social interaction among
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gripped much of inner-city America since the mid-1970s. As a foundation for
our discussion of the theoretical propositions that undergird mixed-income
development, we briefly review some of the key strands of this scholarship.

In The Truly Disadvantaged (1987), William Julius Wilson presented his
highly influential description and analysis of a new urban poverty, which
was characterized by the geographic concentration in certain neighbor-
hoods of high rates of joblessness and welfare dependency; high proportions
of female-headed households, out-of-wedlock birth, and teen pregnancy;
and high levels of social disorganization, violence, and crime. Wilson’s
analysis, along with complementary work by other scholars, formed the basis
for a new view of urban poverty that helped explain the growth in high
poverty neighborhoods between 1970 and 1990.

A leading explanation for the new urban poverty was the restructuring of
the U.S. economy from one based largely on manufacturing to an information-
and service-based economy. This led to a dramatic loss of stable living-
wage jobs for low-skilled workers in many inner-city neighborhoods in the
northeast and midwest (Kasarda 1983, 1990; Wilson 1987, 1996). Instead,
the urban labor market became largely bifurcated into high-wage (e.g.,
technology) and low-wage (e.g., retail ) service sectors (Jargowsky 1997).
This “skills mismatch” was coupled with the exodus of businesses to the
suburbs, in search of cheaper and more abundant land and higher-skilled
workers, which created a “spatial mismatch” (Holzer 1991; Jencks and
Mayer 1990a; Kain 1968, 1992).

The impact of this economic restructuring has had especially harsh
effects on people of color, particularly for African Americans who, due to
high levels of racial segregation in urban areas, are disproportionately con-
centrated in poor, inner-city neighborhoods. Other factors that have con-
tributed to the growth of urban poverty among minorities include employment
discrimination; differential treatment by law enforcement and the justice
system, resulting in vastly disproportionate numbers of African Americans
and Latinos in prison; underinvestment in infrastructure, goods, and services
in predominantly minority communities; and underinvestment in urban
public schools that serve a predominantly minority student population (Bell
1992; Darity and Mason 1998; Hacker 1992; Kirschenman and Neckerman
1991; Massey and Denton 1993; Pager 2003).

The social isolation of low-income African Americans was exacerbated
by the loosening of racial discrimination in housing markets in the suburbs
and other parts of cities. While positive in many ways, the exodus of black
middle-class and working-class residents from urban neighborhoods, it is
argued, had very negative effects on the inner city (Jargowsky 1997;
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Jargowsky and Bane 1990; Ricketts and Sawhill 1986; Wilson 1987, 1996).
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projects are demolishing existing developments and replacing them with
new, mixed-income housing. To establish the redevelopment and design prin-
ciples that would guide the HOPE VI program, the Department of Housing
and Urban Development drew heavily on the ideas and experience of New
Urbanism, a growing national movement that advocates for the planning
and design of more diverse and livable communities (Barnett 2003; Bohl
2000; Bressi 1994; Day 2003; P. Katz 1994; Talen 1999, 2002). Chief among
the primary principles adopted by the Congress for New Urbanism is that
communities should contain a range of housing types to accommodate res-
idents with a range of income levels (Leccese and McCormick 1999).

Theoretical Propositions Regarding
Mixed-Income Development

The four theoretical propositions for mixed-income development that we
will discuss here build on different explanations of the causes of urban poverty.
Mixed-income development responds explicitly to the social organizational
and cultural explanations of poverty but does not address macrostructural
factors such as changes in the U.S. economy and structural discrimination.
This is clearly an important limitation of the mixed-income development
strategy to which we will return in our discussion of implications. At best,
mixed-income development can be seen as only one component of a strat-
egy for lifting families out of poverty.

Toward a Consolidated Conceptual Framework

To frame their collaborative research on neighborhood effects on child
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multilevel framework. At the community level there are several key
processes at play: increased social control that promotes greater account-
ability to social norms, individual and collective leveraging of external
resources, and the generation of a culture of work and social responsibility.
At the interpersonal level, the key process is interaction across income lev-
els that could include information sharing, building social networks, and
role modeling. At the individual level, the key processes include behavior
modification (i.e., self-regulation, use of time, job search methods), change
in aspirations, and sense of efficacy.

In addition to the levels, three pathways of influence can be delineated
(see Figure 1): (A) from community processes to interpersonal processes to
individual processes to individual and family outcomes, (B) from commu-
nity processes to individual processes to outcomes, and (C) from community
processes directly to individual outcomes. Given that our primary interest is
the effects of a mixed-income environment on individual outcomes, we dis-
cuss the flow of influence in that direction. However, the direction of influ-
ence can be hypothesized to also flow in the opposite direction.

Next, we briefly demonstrate how this conceptual framework can help
explicate the causal assumptions hypothesized within the four theoretical
propositions. In the subsequent section, we turn to a detailed review of the
literature that provides the theoretical and empirical foundation for these
ideas.

1. The social networks proposition operates along pathway (A): Proximity
and interpersonal contact at the community level provide opportunities
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for social interaction between residents of different income levels and
backgrounds. Social interaction leads to the building of familiarity and
trust and eventually to the exchange of information and resources that
support individual processes such as employment search. Enhanced indi-
vidual processes lead to improved individual, family, and community
outcomes such as higher employment and greater self-sufficiency.

2. The social control proposition operates along all three pathways (A),
(B), and (C). Along pathway (A), new and strengthened interpersonal
relationships among particular individuals lead to greater accountability
to each other, and others whom they both know, such as their children.
Those in these new networks who commit a delinquent act are more
likely to be recognized and held accountable by others. Less delinquent
behavior leads to improved outcomes for individuals in those networks
such as fewer arrests and lower rates of incarceration. Along pathway
(B), increased social control at the community level as a whole and an
increased collective sense of vigilance on behalf of the community pro-
mote individual behavior modification among those previously inclined
to delinquency and crime. As above, abstention from these activities
reduces contact with the criminal justice system. Along pathway (C),
greater social control at the community level promotes greater neighbor-
hood safety and reduced crime, which directly improves the quality of
life for individuals and families.

3. The behavioral proposition operates along pathways (A) and (B). Along
pathway (A), proximity and interpersonal contact at the community level
provide opportunities for social interaction. Individuals modify their
behaviors based on the direct influence and mentoring of others and
these modified behaviors leads to improved outcomes such as school
achievement and better employment. Along pathway (B), the socioeco-
nomic diversity in the community creates a dominant culture of work and
social responsibility. The actions and routines of more affluent families
are observed at a distance and emulated by others. As in other pathways,
the individual behavior modification in turn leads to improved individual
outcomes as well as greater self-sufficiency among families and reduced
illicit activity at the community level.

4. The political economy of place proposition operates along pathway (C).
Individual and collective leveraging of external resources leads to higher-
quality local services and infrastructure, thus directly promoting an
improved quality of life for local residents.

Discussions of the benefits of mixed-income development often refer-
ence the value of relationships among residents of different income levels,
and as would be expected, social interaction appears as a factor in three of
the four propositions. However, an important point to note is that only one
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social circles are generally restricted to people similar to themselves
(Fischer 1982; Lee, Campbell, and Miller 1991; McPherson, Smith-Lovin,
and Cook 2001; Michelson 1976). Due to changes in technology and mobil-
ity, residents of modern urban neighborhoods generally rely less on neigh-
bors for intimate support than in previous eras (Fischer 1982; Fischer et al.
1997; Wellman 1979; Wellman and Leighton 1979). Despite these devel-
opments, proximity still influences network formation (McPherson, Smith-
Lovin, and Cook 2001; Wellman 1979; Wellman and Wortley 1990) and
instrumental support (Chaskin 1997). Community of residence provides
important structural opportunities for and constraints on the formation and
sustaining of relationships (Fischer 1982). Studies on the impact of the
physical environment on communal relations suggest that opportunity for
contact, proximity to others, and appropriate space in which to interact are
key factors that can promote and shape social interaction (Fleming, Baum,
and Singer 1985; Keane 1991; Wilner, Walkley, and Cook 1952, 1955;
Yancey 1972). Thus, it is theorized that mixed-income developments, if
appropriately designed in ways that promote the spatial integration of resi-
dents at different income levels and provide appropriate common space that
allow for informal interaction, may shape relationships among individual
residents.

The social networks of lower-income individuals tend to be more local-
ized than those with higher incomes (Campbell and Lee 1992; Fischer
1982). This is also true of African Americans (Lee, Campbell, and Miller
1991; Oliver 1988). Elliott (1999) provided evidence that less educated
workers in high-poverty neighborhoods are twice as likely to report finding
employment through neighbors as less educated workers in low-poverty
neighborhoods. However, this reliance on strong ties has a downside: “the
heavy concentration of social energy in strong ties has the impact of frag-
menting communities of the poor into encapsulated networks with poor
connections between these units; individuals so encapsulated may then lose
some of the advantages associated with the outreach of weak ties. This may
be one more reason why poverty is self-perpetuating” (Granovetter 1983,
213). By mixing incomes in a community, lower-income residents may be
able to build weak ties with more affluent neighbors and thereby improve
access to employment networks and other resources.

A key assumption about mixed-income development is that proximity
will lead to relationship building. Yet as Briggs (1997, 197) has pointed out,
“geographic proximity does not a neighbor make—at least not in the social
sense.” It is assumed by policy makers and others that residents of different
income levels will interact with each other at a level of engagement that will
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enable the transfer of information. Briggs (1997, 202) critiqued this assump-
tion: “In the context of housing mobility—and particularly where physical
design or extreme differences in race, class, or culture act as barriers—this
assumption of social contact is quite heroic and unfounded, at least accord-
ing to the empirical evidence on neighboring and community participa-
tion.” From his review of studies of spatial determinism, Michelson (1976)
concluded that spatial proximity determines interaction patterns only under
conditions of real or perceived homogeneity among neighbors. Based on a
study of residents in two public housing developments in large Canadian
cities, Keane (1991) reported that heterogeneity among neighbors can act
as a barrier to social interaction. The conclusion Keane drew based on his
research, and that of others, is not very promising: “a heterogenous apart-
ment building, if large enough, and diverse enough, may be ideal if it allows
people of similar or complementary lifestyles and interests to interact, while
avoiding interaction with others with different, opposing or conflicting
lifestyles” (pp. 41-42) (see also Gillis 1983).

Kleit (2001, 2002) closely examined the impact of living in a more eco-
nomically integrated context on networks. She compared the job networks
of women living in dispersed and clustered scattered-site housing. She
found while the dispersed residents did indeed belong to significantly more
economically diverse networks, they felt less close to their neighbors than
residents in clustered housing. Residents of clustered scattered-site hous-
ing, who were living with neighbors more like themselves, were more
likely to talk to neighbors about jobs.

Krohn (1986, S88) suggested that “in areas where there is a relatively
small proportion of lower-status residents and a larger proportion of middle-
status residents, the lower-status residents have a higher probability of asso-
ciating with middle-status residents than in areas where the proportions are
reversed.” The literature is not very helpful in specifying the nature of the
interaction necessary to facilitate the exchange of information and job leads
in a mixed-income environment. Presumably the individuals must have had
enough repeated contact and familiarity to have a substantive enough
conversation for information about employment needs and resources to be
exchanged.

Allport (1954) was particularly interested in factors that can promote
positive relationships between individuals with different backgrounds. He
suggested that factors that promote these relationships include equal group
status, common goals, common interests, and the support of authorities. In
preparation for her study of social interaction at the New Holly HOPE VI
development in Seattle, Washington, Kleit (2005) built on Allport’s work to
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develop a heuristic model of factors that might facilitate social interaction
in a mixed-income development. She hypothesized that key factors include
shared characteristics (such as race or ethnicity, language, gender, and
housing tenure), equal status contacts that provide opportunities to interact
in positions of relative equality (such as community activities and community
facilities such as day care centers and community centers), shared common
space (such as a hallway or walkway), and length of residence.

To what extent are social networks being formed across income levels
at existing mixed-income communities? Current evidence is limited and
mixed. Most studies have found little interaction across income levels at
mixed-income developments. Based on interviews with developers, prop-
erty managers, and other local stakeholders at seven mixed-income devel-
opments, Brophy and Smith (1997) reported that there was little evidence
of neighboring relationships across income levels. Although neighbors
reportedly lived together comfortably, the interaction level was deemed
insignificant. Ryan et al. (1974) found that tenants in mixed-income devel-
opments in Boston report a median of only two visiting relationships with
development neighbors. It should be noted that the same median was found
for a comparison group in developments without an income mix; thus, in
both cases, social interaction was low. In their scan of early experience
across eight HOPE VI sites, Buron et al. (2002) report that residents of dif-
fering income levels were friendly in exchanging greetings, but that rela-
tively few report regular interaction beyond that. They also found that
HOPE VI movers who returned to redeveloped sites—and therefore were
reunited with others with whom they had formerly lived—reported higher
rates of neighboring than those who used a housing voucher to move to low-
poverty neighborhoods. Based on his review of eight studies of scattered-
site public housing around the country, Hogan (1996) reported minimal
social mixing between public housing residents and their new neighbors.
Although public housing residents reported feeling welcome in their new
neighborhoods and not socially isolated, they reported few instances of
socializing or visiting with other residents. In her study of Lake Parc Place
in Chicago, Mason (1997) found that many residents place a high value on
their privacy and purposely place boundaries on their interactions and
spend time away from the development in order to avoid intrusion into their
lives by fellow residents.

Two studies have found direct evidence of social interaction in mixed-
income developments. In their study of Lake Parc Place in Chicago,
Rosenbaum, Stroh, and Flynn (1998) found some evidence of neighboring
relationships across income levels. However, the range of incomes at that
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development was quite narrow: it included low-income (below 50 percent
of area median income) and moderate-income residents (50 to 80 percent
of area median income), and there were no market-rate units. Importantly,
60 percent of the moderate-income residents had lived in public housing
before and therefore had a shared life experience with those in the public
housing units. There was a high level of physical integration at Lake Parc
Place, where income groups were mixed in every building and on every
floor. In contrast, at Harbor Point in Boston, for example, subsidized
families live in separate buildings from those in market-rate units and min-
imal interaction has been observed (Brophy and Smith 1997). This raises
important issues of physical design to which we shall return. Rosenbaum,
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of seven developments. The developers and property managers with whom
Smith (2002) spoke reported that residents indicated that members of the
social service staff were more instrumental in helping to get jobs than were
other residents. This has implications for the kinds of supports that are
likely to be needed in mixed-income developments for low-income resi-

http://uar.sagepub.com/


http://uar.sagepub.com/


social ties that are necessary to establish network closure need not be inti-
mate or affective ties; casual or instrumental relationships between com-
munity members or even attentive, regular observers—“eyes on the street”
in Jane Jacob’s (1961) terms—can provide accountability (Chaskin 2001).
Another important element of social organization is local participation in
formal and voluntary organizations, which builds the community’s capac-
ity to defend its interests. Social organization is theorized to be the key
mediating mechanism between attributes of a community, such as socioe-
conomic status and homeownership, and levels of crime and delinquency
(Sampson and Groves 1989).

There is strong evidence for the relationship between levels of socioe-
conomic status, homeownership, and residential stability and the level of
social organization in a community, which in turn has been shown to be
associated with levels of delinquency and violence. In their analysis of the
British Crime Survey, which includes almost eleven thousand respondents
across 238 localities, Sampson and Groves (1989) found that lower levels
of community socioeconomic status had the largest effect among other vari-
ables on the extent of unsupervised peer groups. In turn, the rates of unsu-
pervised youth had a large and significant effect on self-reported personal
and property victimization and rates of offending.

Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls (1997) have developed a related
concept—collective efficacy—to measure residents’ perceptions of social
cohesion and trust among neighbors and the extent to which their neighbors
are willing to take action on behalf of the community. Using data from the
Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods, which includes
interviews with almost eighty-eight hundred residents in 343 neighborhood
clusters, Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls analyzed the relationship between
socioeconomic status, homeownership, concentrated disadvantage, and col-
lective efficacy. They found that high socioeconomic status and homeown-
ership was associated with elevated levels of collective efficacy. In contrast,
concentrated disadvantage was negatively associated with collective effi-
cacy. Collective efficacy was found to be strongly negatively associated with
self-reported violence and the explanatory power of social composition was
reduced by the inclusion of the collective efficacy variable. Thus, collective
efficacy was demonstrated to partially mediate between compositional aspects
of community and violence.

In a mixed-income environment, higher-income residents will raise the
socioeconomic status and homeownership rates of the community. Increased
socioeconomic status and homeownership rates should be associated with
increased informal social control by residents, stronger accountability to
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norms and rules, and lower levels of deviant and antisocial behavior. An
additional mechanism derived from social organization theory is that rates
of participation in voluntary and formal community organizations should
increase, also contributing to more effective collective control of commu-
nity life. Relatively higher-income residents in low-income communities
are more likely to participate in community organizations (Crenson 1983;
Verba, Scholzman, and Brady 1995).

The available evidence is mixed about whether increased levels of social
control have been observed in existing mixed-income developments and, if
so, the source of that increased control. Based on their surveys of residents,
Rosenbaum, Stroh, and Flynn (1998) found that the higher-income resi-
dents at Lake Parc Place provided strong support for rules and enforcement.
Only 5.4 percent of the moderate-income residents felt that there were too
many rules; 26.8 percent of the low-income residents felt that way. And
while only 3.6 percent of the moderate-income residents felt that manage-
ment was too strict, 12.5 percent of the low-income residents felt that way.
However, in their study of eight HOPE VI sites, Buron et al. (2002) found
no difference in the levels of social control reported by public housing res-
idents of HOPE VI sites, housing choice voucher apartments, unsubsidized
apartments, and public housing developments. The one exception was that
control of graffiti was perceived to be significantly lower in public housing
sites. Based on his conversations with developers and property managers,
Smith (2002, 22) reported that strong property management seemed rela-
tively more important for social control than actions by residents: “The
ability to manage negative social behaviors appears to have far more to do
with the practices of the management than the income mix of the tenants.”
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particularly influential when the model is perceived to be successful and
well accomplished. As Bandura explained, “The behavior of models who
have gained distinction is more likely to be successful, and hence to have
greater functional value for observers, than that of models who are rela-
tively low in vocational, intellectual, or social competence” (p. 88; see also
Brewer and Wann 1998). Thus, the work of Bandura and others on social
learning suggests that, in general, it is possible that individual action can be
shaped through observation of the behavior of others, but for insight about
the possibility of role modeling among members of a community, we must
turn to studies that explicitly examine a neighborhood context.

There is a broad literature that examines neighborhood effects, in par-
ticular the impact of living in a neighborhood with a greater proportion of
affluent residents (see, for example, Briggs 1997; Ellen and Turner 1997;
Galster and Killen 1995; Gephart 1997; Jencks and Mayer 1990b). The stud-
ies by Jencks and Mayer (1990b) and Galster and Killen (1995) attempted
to develop some insight into the specific processes by which individuals’
behavior may be influenced by the social composition of their surround-
ings. In discussing school and neighborhood effects on adolescents, Jencks
and Mayer (1990b) suggested three mechanisms of influence: peer influ-
ence, indigenous adult influence, and the influence of outside adults. They
also pointed out that the presence of affluent adults can have a negative
effect where there is competition for scarce resources or a dominant effect
of relative deprivation (see also Gephart 1997). Galster and Killen (1995)
have developed a conceptual model of youth decision making that demon-
strates the key influences of local social networks and economic conditions
on youth perceptions of the opportunity structure within which they must
operate.
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posited that a change of behavior, in terms of observing norms of reci-
procity and trust, could emerge through modeling and socialization and a
process of repeated exchange over time. Likewise, Krohn (1986) asserted
that social networks constrain behavior and, for example, juveniles living in
areas with lower proportions of poor residents are less likely to commit
delinquent behavior.

While many have found Wilson’s (1987) analysis of the exodus of main-
stream role models from the inner city compelling, there are those who cau-
tion that this “received” wisdom about the extent of internal integration in
the pre-desegregration inner city could be mistakenly portrayed as “harmo-
nious mentoring” (Bennett 1998). Furthermore, notions of a culture of
poverty have met with fierce criticism as offensive and unfair (M. B. Katz
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aspirations for themselves and their families and remain in poverty despite
abiding by the law and adhering to social norms.

In general, there is increasing evidence for a benefit to low-income
children and adolescents from the presence of middle-class, affluent neigh-
bors in such areas as education outcomes, health, and sexual activity
(Briggs 1997; Ellen and Turner 1997; Gephart 1997). However, the mech-
anisms through which this association comes about is unclear, and there is
no evidence in the limited research about mixed-income developments as to
whether role modeling is taking place and, if so, what effect it has. Residents
with whom Mason (1997) spoke, for example, downplayed the importance
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theoretical proposition for mixed-income development suggests that all
residents of a mixed-income community will benefit from the presence of
higher-income residents, whose greater economic resources, political con-
nections, and civic engagement should attract and compel greater attention
from external actors. The political economy proposition is theoretically dis-
tinct from the other three propositions in that it concerns the relationship
between residents of the community and external actors, rather than inter-
actions among residents.

Logan and Molotch (1987, 141) discussed the important role that afflu-
ent residents of a previously marginalized area can play: higher-income res-
idents can “function as a vanguard for change. . . . In defending their own
financial and psychological investments, these [residents] strive to make the
entire neighborhood more closely resemble their own way of life.” Sampson,
Raudenbush, and Earls (1997, 918) described “the differential ability of
communities to extract resources and respond to cuts in public service” based
on social composition. They noted that “financial investment also provides
homeowners with a vested interest supporting the commonweal of neigh-
borhood life” (p. 919).

By bringing higher-income residents into a community, mixed-income
developments are expected to increase the proportion of local residents
with the willingness and ability to advocate for high quality goods and
services. In addition, the greater spending power of the higher-income res-
idents should make the community more attractive for retail and commer-
cial development and services such as banking. Khadduri (2001) argued
that higher-income families will demand better performance from neigh-
borhood schools and that because those families have other housing options,
they will not tolerate poor management of the development. Increasing the
rates of homeownership is particularly important given the differential will-
ingness of those with a financial stake in the community to work to solicit
public and private investment in the community.

Not only will more affluent residents act independently on their own
behalf, but it is also expected that their presence and engagement will
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end they are leveraged. From his interviews with developers and property
managers, Smith (2002) found some evidence that increased pressure from
more affluent residents ensures that the development properties are well
maintained (see also Popkin et al. 2004).

http://uar.sagepub.com/


http://uar.sagepub.com/


and therefore have differing expectations about why mixed-income devel-
opment should “work” and what can be expected as a result. In some set-
tings, the mixed-income approach may be driven by a strong commitment
to moving public housing residents out of poverty through better access to
employed individuals who can connect them to the world of work. In other
settings, there may be little expectation for social interaction but high
expectations for neighborhood-level revitalization driven by demands from
higher-income residents for neighborhood improvements, high-quality hous-
ing and services, and working community institutions.

Mixed-income efforts with different expectations for individual and
community-level outcomes may make different design decisions. For
example, developers, drawing on New Urbanism ideas, must decide how
much to integrate various unit types and consider the creation of common
“civic space” and the incorporation of mixed-use elements (Barnett 2003;
P. Katz 1994; Leccese and McCormick 1999). They must also decide how
much to invest in ensuring that units are indistinguishable to the outside
observer; Brophy and Smith (1997) identified this as a one of the key prin-
ciples of mixed-income development. Different levels of investment will be
made in providing supportive services to residents and putting in place
activities and infrastructure intentionally geared to promote social interac-
tion. Based on these differential investments, we should expect different
outcomes, such as the level of social interaction and its potential benefits.

Our analysis has several implications. Policy makers and developers
should be urged to be more clear about their expectations and priorities for
the mixed-income development they undertake. As we noted earlier, there
is a compelling rationale for mixed-income development that has nothing
to do with lifting families out of poverty and is simply based on enabling
the private development of valuable inner city real estate. Assuming for the
moment that there are a significant number of mixed-income developers for
whom poverty alleviation is a goal, more clarity is needed about which
pathways of change those developers and their partners intend to promote.
Without more clarity, we will have a limited ability to evaluate the “suc-
cess” of the mixed-income approach, learn about the relative merit of dif-
ferent pathways, compare various design and development strategies, and
advise policy makers and implementers on the relative value and most
effective means of promoting a mixed-income approach. In addition, given
the multiplicity of partners involved in any single, mixed-income develop-
ment effort—private and nonprofit developers, public agencies, social service
providers, community partners, lenders—there are likely to be a multiplicity
of expectations, in some cases contradictory. More clarity early in the effort
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can prevent later conflict and disappointment when certain expectations are
not met. Of course, given the complexities of mixed-income implementa-
tion, greater clarity about expectations is only an initial step.

We can venture several implications for the implementation of mixed-
income development. Although the importance of social capital and the net-
works that sustain it is increasingly well accepted, we know far less about
how to foster and support their development. One approach is to bring
people together for particular purposes in the hope that interaction will
promote relationships that can have some staying power and that can be
reengaged over time for a range of purposes (Chaskin 2006). Community
facilities—such as a community center or resource room—and events—
such as cookouts, potlucks, and community meetings and celebrations—
may be important venues for bringing residents into the same space and
providing an opportunity for repeated interaction and relationship building.
However, initial research suggests that simply sharing the same space will
not build the level of interaction necessary to promote the meaningful
exchange of information and support. More must be done through active
facilitation of connections by development and program staff to help resi-
dents identify areas of common interest. Community institutions—such as
community-based organizations, faith-based organizations, and schools—
can serve important roles of bringing individuals of diverse backgrounds
together regularly, identifying common interests and shared values, and
promoting the development of informal social networks.

Another approach is to address the structural and environmental factors
that may promote or constrain interaction and relationship building. This
may include efforts to increase residential stability (through homeowner-
ship and tenant management programs), safety (through community polic-
ing and other efforts), physical revitalization (including the creation of safe
and accessible “civic space” such as parks, community centers, and libraries),
and organizational infrastructure (promoting opportunities for participation
in a range of clubs, associations, and community organizations) (Chaskin
2006; Sampson 1999). As the New Urbanist tradition asserts, social inter-
action is influenced by proximity and the opportunity for engagement
around shared interests such as common space (Barnett 2003; Bohl 2000;
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benefit to low-income families in dispersal programs is increased commu-
nity safety and order, the same benefit we expect from mixed-income devel-
opments (Goering and Feins 2003; Orr et al. 2003; Varady and Walker
2003; also instructive are studies on the outcomes for HOPE VI relocatees—
see, for example, Buron 2004; Comey 2004; Cunningham 2004). The
increased sense of security appears to lead to mental health benefits (Kling
et al. 2004). While we do not expect a significant impact on earnings for
residents of mixed-income developments, dispersal strategies have so far
failed to demonstrate any impact on earnings either. Both strategies require
families to adapt to new environments and establish new social networks,
but families in mixed-income developments have the advantage of remain-
ing in the inner city and living in close proximity to other low-income
families. While mixed-income development presents significant implemen-
tation challenges and costs, dispersal programs face significant administra-
tive and political challenges of their own, including resistance from suburban
communities, making it difficult to take that approach to scale. In this light,
mixed-income development seems worthy of further exploration.

It is very important to note, however, that given the reduction in units
available to public housing residents at redeveloped sites and the stringent
screening and lease compliance standards that often accompany mixed-
income housing, without changes in current policies, residence in mixed-
income developments is an option that will be available to very few low-income
families and certainly will exclude the most vulnerable and difficult to house
(Popkin, Buron, et al. 2000). To fully meet the needs of an increasingly mobile
and isolated urban poor, increased investments will be needed in other low-
income housing options such as well-maintained public housing develop-
ments with strong supportive services and a housing choice voucher program
with greater accountability for landlords and more resources to support
families’ search for housing and ongoing housing stability. Moreover, even
those families who are able to navigate the relocation experience and
screening criteria to secure units in mixed-income developments may expe-
rience significance personal and familial challenges in the new environment
including social isolation, stigma, a sense of relative deprivation, increased
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and may vary substantially across cities. The pace of turnover among resi-
dents of mixed-income developments and the implications for the financial
viability of the venture and for social stability also remain to be understood.

Future Research

There remains much to be understood about mixed-income development
as a strategy for addressing poverty. Important areas for future research
include questions about the pathways through which mixed-income envi-
ronments influence their lower-income residents, questions about the design
of mixed-income developments, and questions about the outcomes achieved
from mixed-income development.

Regarding the pathways we have theorized here, more research is
needed in mixed-income environments to ascertain the extent to which a
variety of processes are at play, including social interaction and new rela-
tionships across income levels, increased social control, a predominant cul-
ture of work and social responsibility, and increasing leveraging of external
resources. More information is needed about the source, nature, and extent
of these processes. Where those processes are observed, more must be
learned about the roles and perspectives of residents of various income
levels and any facilitating roles played by other community stakeholders.
Given the importance of time for relationships to be built and new forms of
social organization and control to emerge, it is critical that research on these
developments be of a long-term nature.

Regarding design of mixed-income developments, questions persist as
to the optimal mix among income levels and the value of the inclusion of a
tier of moderate-income residents, relative to the goals for the development.
More evidence is needed about whether particular design principles—such
as physical integration, common space, and community facilities—are
effective in promoting social interaction across income levels and greater
social control. Likewise, more evidence is needed about the value of vari-
ous community-building strategies as a means of facilitating affective and
instrumental relationships among residents. Key questions persist about the
reciprocal relationships between the developments and schools and other
community-based institutions such as faith institutions, businesses, and the
police.

Ultimately, there are important questions to be answered about the specific
outcomes experienced by low-income residents of mixed-income develop-
ments such as family stability, employment and self-sufficiency, and children’s
school achievement. Attention must be paid to the potential costs for
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individuals and their families, including increased social isolation. It will also
be important to assess impacts at the neighborhood level in terms of crime and
safety, quality of local services, and market and public sector investments.
Armed with more information about the direct and indirect impacts of this
strategy on low-income families, policy makers will be in a stronger position
to assess the promise of mixed-income development as a component of efforts
to provide housing and improve life opportunities for those in poverty.
Notes

1. Smith (2002) defines five such categories of mixed-income housing: moderate-income
inclusion, low-income inclusion, broad range of incomes, market-rate inclusion, and afford-
able mix.

2. Specific percentages for the 16,654 new units currently planned by the Chicago Housing
Authority are 37 percent public housing units, 24 percent affordable units, and 39 percent
market rate units (Metropolitan Planning Council 2005).
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