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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the theory and applicatigmowkrty concentration and deconcentration
within public housing’s HOPE VI program. Negatiesident behaviors, such as crime,
unemployment, low education attainment and teepaggnancy are posited to be symptoms of
“poverty concentration” or the grouping of low-imoe people in public housing. Poverty
concentration, along with other public housing rales, has prompted a reform of housing
poor people. Through the dispersal of public hogisesidents across lower poverty
communities and the rehabilitation of public hogsomojects into housing for a range of
incomes, the $7 billion HOPE VI program advancés téform and aims to do more than simply
administering housing. Theoretically, a mixed im&environment will improve the social and
economic stability of public housing residents bgreasing interaction and connection to
positive social networks, role models, institutioaisd mainstream opportunities. However, the
absence of a causal relationship between povéstgpncentration, its negative effects on life
outcomes, and socialization mechanisms, challesiggs theories. The assessment suggests
several important implications and critiques alibetconcept of poverty concentration, and the
strategy of poverty deconcentration as advancatiéyHOPE VI program.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

As part of the New Deal’s legislation in 1937 palflousing is the
country’s oldest housing subsidy program (Schw2o6). Historically, the
United States Department of Housing and Urban @reént’'s (HUD)
responsibilities have included the construction araihtenance of large public
housing developments (“projects”), individual ur{itscattered site”) and the
appropriation of housing subsidies (“vouchers”)dse in the private rental
market by low-income Americans. Increasingly, &apyiblic housing
developments have become controversial and “medidisized” (Popkin et al.
2004). Despite the majority of the stock providadequate housing, the failures
of several large urban projects caught the atterdfdCongress, policy makers,
politicians and public concern in the 1980’s. B®pcited not just the distress of
public housing’s management and physical plantalsd residential behavior
deemed inappropriate for economic mobility (Popkinal. 2004).

In several American cities, project-based publiagiog residents
reflected disproportionally high rates of unempl@&nt health concerns and
poverty (Popkin et al 2004). Similarly, negativeident behaviors believed to
dominate at these developments included crime giducation attainment and
teenage pregnancy (Curley 2005; Epp 1996; Fiss;ZB08tz 2000; Popkin et al.
2004; Spence 1993). Neighborhoods featuring tdeselopments considered
blighted, unfit for economic development or progtesnd reflecting a decayed
community. Innovative solutions called for thingibeyond the usual “bricks

and mortar” focus of HUD by not only creating higiality units, but also



engineering the social and economic stability diljguhousing residents and their
surrounding communities.

The HUD initiation of the HOPE VI program in 199Z&svone such
solution and is the product of a certain kind afcdiurse over the last quarter
century. One hypothesis or thread of concern vg the clustering of poor people
or “poverty concentration” compromises the sucaésgsiblic housing (Fiss 2008;
Massey 1993; U.S. GAO 2003; Wacquant 1997; Wilsa@i’). “Poverty
concentration,” roughly defined as an area in wHiG% of the population are
poor, is believed to impede positive life outcorbesause the residents are cut off
from mainstream citizens, culture and opportunitiEsgowsky 1997). Poverty
concentration is believed to limit social and eaormostability because the poor
only interact with others struggling with econorstability. Further,
neighborhoods or developments predominantly pocomposition are believed
to cultivate lower standards of behavior, lessaamntrol and less productive
relationships among neighbors (i.e. neighborly aonleading to job sourcing).

Public housing’s effort to reduce poverty conceidrais led by two
major strategies: 1) the dispersal of public hogisesidents across lower poverty
communities either at low density publicly owneddtered site” housing or
“voucher” subsidized private market rental hous2hdghe creation of “planned
mixed-income developments” in place of traditioathlow-income “projects.”

The $7 billion HOPE VI program to create plannedediincome public housing

! The Bureau of the Census (1970) first defined “looome” areas as census tracts with 20% of
residents falling below the poverty line. Thisgentage was arbitrarily doubled to designate
“high-poverty” areas or what scholarship came ference as “concentrated poverty.” Jargowsky
(1997) then developed a more geographic or spgtigloach to concentrated poverty by
measuring the proportion of poor people in any gieity who live in census tracts of high
poverty.



is groundbreaking in its attempt to change almbg$aeets of traditional public
housing administration.

By demolishing, rehabilitating or reconfiguring pigthousing
developments and replacing them with new housing@f@nge of incomes, one
of the HOPE VI goals is to generate more self-sidfit public housing residents
and sustainable communities absent of the probésssciated with poverty and
its concentration (U.S. HUD 1995). Public housighorities receiving HOPE
VI grant money often operationalize HOPE VI goajscbnstructing high quality
units at lower densities, including public, affobtiaand market rate units,
decentralizing the management of properties, aadighng social services to
public housing residents.

The thesis questions addressed in my research\énrat are the poverty
concentration and poverty deconcentration theosigsportive of and advanced
by public housing’s reform and its emblematic pagr HOPE VI? What do
evaluations and studies of HOPE VI developmenitsisehbout the strategy of
poverty deconcentration in practice? What are thelications and
recommendations resulting from these findingsfiterature review, an
examination of HOPE VI evaluations and interview&ey informants provides
an opportunity to synthesize the information avdéaon this topic and serve as a

basis for a theoretical critique.

Significance
Over 49,000 public housing residents have beencategady the HOPE

VI program, many of whom are children, elderly mipoor health (U.S. GAO
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2003). Original residents of a public housing depetent utilizing a HOPE VI
grant are likely to experience short or long-tetisruptions to their lives because
HOPE VI is not voluntary, major rehabilitation ofisting developments is
involved and new, more stringent, resident critgogern program admission.
Because HOPE VI does not require “one for one ogphent” when public
housing units are demolished or rehabilitated, H®PEhanges the landscape of
public housing as HUD has less “hard” units atlisposal (Schwartz 2006).

In the short-term, when a building is targetedréatevelopment, original
residents may sometimes be allowed to stay ordsiti@g construction, but most
must move to either another public housing site phvate market with a subsidy
voucher, or a scattered-site public housing ufitis may have social or
economic implications for residents, as there iguarantee residents will find
housing within the same neighborhood or at albxiPnity to work, transportation
options, family or schooling may be severely impddince there is only a
limited amount of public housing within any giveityc

Once the public housing is rehabilitated or reagunied with HOPE VI
grant money into mixed-income public housing, arairesidents are not
guaranteed an apartment because this would petpehgpoverty concentration
in the development prior to rehabilitation. Insteariginal residents must re-
apply and be approved for a spot. HOPE VI eligipidiriteria for residency may
be different than criteria of the original develoggmhand often, it is more
stringent, including certain income or job requiens. This means individuals
and families may find themselves without housing imeighborhood they have

lived in for years or even in a neighborhood thesfgr. They may be forced to
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change jobs or schools because the housing thgqualdy for is in another part
of town. Homelessness or “doubling up” may bealityeas a public housing
resident seeks to secure new housing. This disrupt housing may have
emotional or economic impacts on public housingdergs (Imbroscio 2010;
Goetz 2003; Pardee 2005; Popkin et al 2003; Sro8ll 2Vale 2010).

One justification for this disruption, and one dDHRE VI's four goals, is
the “deconcentration of poverty”. Yet the underpngs and perceived benefits
associated with this goal have yet to be examinlyg fWith research showing
us a clear disconnect between theory and praatidehaus, how poverty
deconcentration is more of a response to a perdaiveial crisis than a well-
researched solution, the need for this thesis'riétesal critique only grows
(Joseph 2007; Popkin 2004; Smith 2002). Lastlg, tteoretical critique is
particularly timely with the advent of HUD’s Choid&eighborhoods Initiative, a
program poised to eclipse HOPE VI. Originally péld in 2010 with $65 million
of HOPE VI appropriations, the program has growreteive $120 million in
2012 and HUD requests $150 million for the progard013 (CLPHA 2012; U.S
HUD 2010). Like HOPE VI, the grants seek to transfdigh poverty
neighborhoods, yet grantees not only include puimigsing authorities, but non-
profits, local governments, and community developioerporations. By
highlighting HOPE VI's theoretical misconceptiorfspoverty concentration, this
thesis may help Choice avoid this pitfall in it®gram design and
implementation

Whether HOPE VI continues or Choice replaces iblipthousing

residents have been impacted by HOPE VI durindastetwenty years. In sum,
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HOPE VI has resulted in the net loss of public mgsind the privatization of
public housing management (Curley 2005). This rmehat while HOPE VI is
seemingly investing in public housing through madzation and improved
management, it is simultaneously disinvesting ftbmprogram. With this
model, fewer public housing options may be avaddbl future families in need.
With existing public housing turning to the privait@nagement of developments,
there is no guarantee the housing will be publigarpetuity. Although poverty is
nowhere near eradication in the United States ajysoach to housing the poor
seems to assume individuals will progressively ressl assistance with housing
although the downturn and recent unpredictabilftthe U.S. economy only
counter this assumption.

Besides the on-the-ground concerns, this thegesats how the fuzzy and
unmeasured use of poverty concentration and podedgncentration presents a
major challenge to local program design and evadnatWithout clear
definitions, metrics of success for poverty decomi@gion cannot be set by public
housing authorities during program design and faeesfore widely absent from
evaluations. As demonstrated by the evaluations, jmpossible to make “apples
to apples” comparisons of poverty deconcentrati@oties, one of the intended
benefits of a national program. Without the apild compare across different
cities and states, it is difficult to know if pr@gn design components or other
unmeasured variables are influencing the succefsslare of a program.

More specifically, poverty concentration theoriemnfie poverty to be the
result of social and cultural challenges as opptsetiructural inequities like low

wages and discrimination. The framework assumgiseniincome people to be
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more socially stable than lower income people. eviis true that higher
income neighborhoods have fewer reported crimesrahdiduals on public
welfare, it is important to question whether we gratize too much about poverty
concentration always producing less social ordéower quality of life.

Because the benefits of “deconcentrating poverntg’rmt being realized at
this stage of policy implementation, HOPE VI's"@ar, this thesis urges policy
makers and practitioners to remove it from HOPE¥4ls and reconsider its
relevance to its successor, the 2010 HUD-initi&Zbdice Neighborhoods
Initiative. Further, as this thesis uncovers,uke of poverty concentration and
deconcentration is fraught with biased notionshefurban poor and the
neighborhoods they live in and, as Loic Wacquagtes, reinforces the
precarious American belief that all of the poor pathologically disorganized

and deficient instead of simply part of and refleebf our total society (1997).

Organization of Thesis

The next chapter of this thesis explains the meadlogy used for this
study. A literature review, an analysis of HOPEevhluations and other place-
based poverty deconcentration programs as wetfitassiews of key informants
are the general components of this study. Chaptee texplores theories on the
causes of poverty concentration, the theories erctimsequences of poverty
concentration as well as the theories on de-corettg as a strategy. This

chapter lays the foundation for analyzing HOPE ¥dleations in Chapter four.



Chapter four examines how poverty concentrationdewbncentration
theories have played out in HOPE VI developmentsaher similar programs.
The chapter will analyze HOPE VI evaluations andigs of housing
developments which hold the deconcentration of gg\was a central tenet to the
site’s establishment. The input from housing adstiators and policy makers, as
well as interviews with key informants, are wovatoithe analysis in order to
provide perspective on the theories in practice.

Chapter five presents implications and recommeadatemerging from
this study. There are several important concendsrecommendations for

researchers and policy makers.



CHAPTER 22 METHODOLOGY

The methodology for this study is based on sevaradponents, including
a literature review of the theories on the cau$gm®werty concentration in urban
public housing, a review of empirical evidence ba impacts of high poverty
neighborhoods, and a review of how the strategyookrty deconcentration is
posited to work between people and their neighbmathar he articles and
research reports used for this thesis are publishseveral journalddousing
Policy Debate and Cityscape: A Journal of PoliciwBlepment and Research
Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare, Urban &ff&eview, and Journal of
Urban Affairs Research by the Urban Institute proved invaklalblousing and
Urban Development (HUD) documents provided polietadls and notable quotes
of public administrators.

A review of empirical evidence available on theiabzation models
through the federal HOPE VI program and other simstate or city developed
program was conducted to see if interaction wasioicg between low-income
and higher income residents as posited by polidgemsa Additionally, in-person,
phone or email interviews were conducted with 1% ikéormants who have
practical experiences with public housing policyesidents, mixed-income
housing or HOPE VI, and with the idea of povertycdacentration. Empirical
and interview findings were then synthesized togeth

Interviews were conducted with individuals who é&xperience with
administering mixed-income housing policies or HORBr have published
research related to mixed-income housing and ppwericentration.

Researchers or professors interviewed were seléetsetl on their expertise
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revealed by the literature. Still other key infambs were recommended by other
key informants. However, my residency in Bostod atiendance of a Boston
area university did increase access to the Bdstwsing Authority, as well as
Boston area community development corporationsuauinersity professors. My
previous internship with the City of Chicago helmsshnect me with
representatives from the Chicago Housing Authorayl.interviews were
conducted by me in person, via email or over thenptbetween March 21, 2008

and April 28, 2008.

Interviewees included:

= Joseph Bamberg, Senior Project Manager, Real H3&atelopment
Boston Housing Authority

= Kathy Carton, Senior Planner
Boston Housing Authority

= Deb Morse
Director, Real Estate Development
Boston Housing Authority

= Bryan Zises, Communications Director
Chicago Housing Authority (CHA)

= Mary Doyle, Director of Policy and Program Develagrh
Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership (MBHP)

= Chris Norris, Executive Director
Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership (MBHP)

= Ann Verrilli, Director of Research,
Citizens' Housing and Planning Association (Makaaetts)

= Mike Feloney, Executive Director
Southwest Boston Community Development Corporation

= Robin Finnegan, Executive Director
MissionWorks (Service Provider to 3 Boston HOPEd¢Velopments)

10



David Price, Chief Operating Officer and Generausel
Madison Park Development Corporation (Boston)

Mel King, Former Director of Community Fellows Pragn, MIT
Political and Social Activist

Mark Joseph
Professor and Researcher
Case Western Reserve University

Sherri Lawson-Clark
Sociology Professor and Researcher
Duke University

Lawrence Vale
Professor and Researcher
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Sheila Crowley
President
National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC)

Jon Gottlieb
Vice President, Development
Michaels Development Company

The interview questions included the following:

What are the motivations behind creating mixed4megublic housing in
major American cities? (and if applicable, sfiedb your locality?)

What is “concentrated poverty”?

What are the indicators of poverty deconcentration?

What outcomes are policy makers looking for whemasneing the success
or failure of a mixed-income public housing devefegmt or program such
as HOPE VI?

Do you believe public housing residents living whilgher income
residents will improve their social networks, sbc@apital or be exposed

to role modeling? Will any of these alleviate theaverty?

What are some of the challenges of HOPE VI or mixedme public
housing policy in practice?

11



Key informants cited the actual or perceived fakiof urban public
housing, primarily distressed residents and pogsighal maintenance, as the
major motivator behind HOPE VI and other programseal to reform public
housing. Interviewees did believe Congressional be¥sor those removed from
“on the ground” experience were motivated to ref@ublic housing because of
the terrible face of poverty concentration or “dbst. More than other
interviewees, Bryan Zises from the Chicago Houginthority emphasized how
Chicago will be more vibrant and healthy throughiseeconomic integration.
Overall, key informants revealed how data was eduo motivate the shift in
public housing, but more anecdotal evidence andspaper articles about the
extreme public housing cases in major cities.

Besides Mark Joseph who referred to the Movin@pportunity
program’s definition of poverty concentration (rtdgrhoods where at least 40%
of residents live below the poverty line), intewies tended to avoid trying to
define poverty concentration. All were familiartivihe term, but treated it more
as a catchall term rather than absolute sciengerelstingly, the Boston Housing
Authority does not include poverty deconcentragran explicit goal of its
redevelopment projects. Instead, BHA intervieweasied it as sometimes being
a byproduct of the market-based approach of HORB®tause HUD now leans
on private developers and managers, there is apase in the development of
mixed-income housing at former public housing sitésrther, the BHA asserted
that they do not deny location preferences of pufdiusing residents if they are

interested in living in a neighborhood with mangnfaes living in poverty.
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Chris Norris and Mary Doyle from the MetropolitcBoston Housing
Partnership believe poverty deconcentration isaliff to define and track. They
assert access to housing choice for families liumgoverty, both location and
type, should be the emphasis of housing policypp®sed to strategic movement
of poor people. Mike Feloney believes the “jurgidl out” on the benefits of
poverty deconcentration. Diane Yentel of the Naid.ow Income Housing
Coalition thinks poverty deconcentration is a stifenterm which doesn’t take
into account the distinct issues facing familiepaverty nor the basic economic
supports these families need regardless of havimgher income neighbor.

Time limitations prevent this study from includitige voices of those
impacted by HOPE VI's mixed-income public housirtgowever, | did identify
and utilize scholarship reflecting these voiceshsas Mark Joseph’s work in
Chicago and Rachel Kleit's work in Seattldzuture research on the theory and
application of poverty concentration within pubticusing’s HOPE VI program
should better include the voices of public housegdents. These residents
have first-hand experience with the strategy ofgstyvdeconcentration and may

provide insight on it.

2 See Mark L. Joseph, "Early Resident Experiences lew Mixed-Income Development in
Chicago" (2008); —"Reinventing Older Communities through Mixed-Int®
Development: What are we Learning from Chicago utbbusing Transformation?" (2008);
Rachel Kleit, “HOPE VI New Communities: NeighbortibRelationships in Mixed-Income
Housing.Environment and Planning 37, (2005), 1413.
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL UNDERPININGS OF HOPE VI

This chapter will explore the first thesis questidrhat are the theories of
poverty concentration reflecting and advancing puhbbusing’s reform and its
current emblematic program, HOPE VThe term poverty concentration and its
perceived role in public housing’s failure requiesamination since both serve as
a catalyst for public housing’s costly and impalkctéform over the last four
decades. Theories on the scope, causes and conses/wé poverty
concentration, particularly in public housing, &neced in tandem with the
theoretical benefits of poverty deconcentratione €hapter illuminates how
poverty concentration increasingly gained the éibarof researchers and policy
makers because of its perceived detrimental effdotspite the lack of clarity on
any causal relationship between poverty, its cotmagan, and its symptoms, the
demand for a paradigm shift in public housing ledhe backing of poverty
deconcentration as a strategy. Ultimately, thigptératraces the shaky
underpinnings of the poverty deconcentration sfjsatelhis context is relevant
to the examination of HOPE VI evaluation findingsGhapter 4 and provides a
platform for the critique presented in the finahpter.

Despite public housing’s 50 years of operationicganakers and
political leaders deemed it a failure by the 1288@'s. A call to action to re-make
it grew in popularity (Brophy 1997; Curley 2005; &b 2003; Popkin et al 2004,
Schwartz 2006). While many public housing authesitacross the country
provided sufficient housing, challenges of urbabluhousing developments
caught the attention of the public, and the U.Sh@fess. According to National

Low-Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) President SaeCrowley, the
14



“spectacular disasters,” often covered by the meaxime to overshadow any
successes of the public housing program (phoneviete by author, Boston, MA,
25 March 2008). Soon, the first Clinton administnatreached bipartisan
agreement on the failure of public housing and pseswere made to “end
public housing as we know it (Brophy 1997; Johntliat, phone interview by
author, Boston, MA, 24 March 2008).

But what is “public housing as we know it"? Severajor American
cities featured public housing developments or jguts” with serious physical
disrepair, criminal danger and blighted surrounditrgets. The National
Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housif§2) conducted full case
studies on two sites in Chicago and one site aa&woston, Cleveland and New
Orleans. Site examinations included nine sitesuohiolg New York City, San
Francisco, Washington DC and Miami. Residents e$éprojects reflected
disproportionally high rates of unemployment, healbncerns and poverty
(Popkin et al 2004; U.S GAO 1992). Crime, low edigraattainment and
teenage pregnancy were negative resident behadfters occurring in these large
urban developments and cited as a reason for igebwhood’s decay. This type
of public housing was viewed as a liability to netnream behavior norms and a
compromise of the whole promise of the prograntetoporarily and adequately
house the neediest Americans.

When public housing was deemed a failure, innoeasniutions called for
thinking beyond the usual “bricks and mortar” foafisiUD by not only creating
high quality units, but also engineering the stgbdf public housing residents

and their surrounding communities. One strategp@sed to increase the
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stability of developments and the life outcomegpublic housing residents is
poverty deconcentration. Traditional public housivess criticized for suffering
from the effects of poverty concentration, a dgnsitpoor residents believed to
cultivate less social order, opportunities andamthisement. Therefore, the
reform movement of public housing calls for cregtanmix of incomes in public
housing developments and thereby disperse povaeits/throughout

communities.

HOPE VI

Since HOPE VI represents a policy response todtheré of public
housing or “public housing as we know it,” examgnilhe conception of the
program provides needed context. HOPE VI is tkaltef Congress
commissioning The National Commission on SeverestrBssed Public Housing
(NCSDPH) in 1989 to investigate the problems ofilled public housing
developments. After a three year study, the Comionspresented a final report
to Congress recommending dramatic changes to pludlising policy and
practice. The Commission advocated for a ten gksar to not only improve the
dilapidated buildings, but also the quality of lite residents and neighborhood
vitality of the development. This plan became HOREn 1993 and is now in its
19" year of existence.

First, to understand how Congress perceived thaéanf public housing,
we will start in 1992 when the Commission repoetlits findings and
recommendations on public housing to Congress AWUS 1992). Of the 1.3

million public housing units across the country thport declared about 86,000
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units or 6% of the stock “severely distressed” @stin need of improvements.
This 6% was located in mostly large cities. Theorédefined “severely
distressed” as public housing exhibiting one orenafrthe following indicators:
e Families living in distress
e Rates of serious crimes in the development oruh®snding
neighborhood
e Barriers to managing the environment

e Physical deterioration of buildings

Each indicator includes approximately three quetie measures used to
rate the level at which each development demomstr@ach indicator. The
indicator “families living in distress” is importato this thesis because its
definition includes poverty concentration. Theaeplefines “families living in
distress” as 1) lacking social and supportive sexvand employment
opportunities in the area as well as 2) the “highaentration of very low income
families living on a relatively small site” (U.S.UD 1992, 41), To determine if
a family was “living in distress,” data on educatievels, employment rates, and
household incomes was collected. There was nalibte provided for what
constitutes a high concentration of poverty, likgeacent of people below the
area median income per square mile or relativehteraensus tracts in the area.
There was no measurement provided for what cotesitia relatively small site”
nor a mechanism provided for understanding howwiaisld cause a family to

live in distress.
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This discovery is significant to this thesis besmit reveals how poverty
concentration was a concern of researchers ancypokkers early on in the
current reform of public housing. Perhaps more irtgouly, as we see with this
example, poverty concentration’s definition and sugament are not well defined
even in a three year report that contributed sigpguittly to the design and
implementation of a large national program like HEVA. Nonetheless, as we
see below, avoiding poverty concentration beconmesod HOPE VI's four goals.

Sponsored by U.S Senators Barbara Mikulski of Néawy and Kit Bond
of Missouri, the recommendations of the Commissaeport turned into the
1993 Urban Revitalization Demonstration Program koawn as
Homeownership and Opportunity for People Everywlerd OPE VI. With a $5
billion dollar budget, HOPE VI was intended to baah more comprehensive
than previous public housing policy. Grant mor@yjotal public housing
authorities (PHAs) have the following goals:

e To improve the living environment for residentssef/erely distressed
public housing through the demolition, rehabilbati reconfiguration, or
replacement of obsolete projects (or portions thigre

e To revitalize sites on which such public housingjgcts are located and
contribute to the improvement of the surroundinigjinieorhood;

e To provide housing that will avoid or decreasedbecentration of very
low- income families; and

e To build sustainable communities (U.S. HUD 1992)

18



The HOPE VI goals represented an ambitious agestddW@D, an agency that
had traditionally been producers and managers itfibgs. With the
operationalization of HOPE VI goals, HUD is defelit no longer just “bricks
and mortar.” HUD is shifting away from a sole fean housing and delving into
engineering the social needs or infrastructurdos$e¢ living in poverty.

While buildings are part of the equation preseimedOPE VI
(“demolition, rehabilitation...”), it is clear the kion emphasizes people
(“...improve living environments foresidents..”; “avoid or decrease the
concentration of very low-inconfamilies’; “...build sustainablecommunitie.

As can be expected, the language of the goal®alowith reference to large
concepts like “environment,” “neighborhood,” andfemunities.” In contrast,
“...avoid or decrease the concentration of very loaeme families” is noticeably
more specific. We are provided with “the how” dmdhat” of measuring success
through the verbs “avoid or decrease” and a desznipf the issue,
“concentration of very low-income families.” Becausf these details provided
about the goal, it presents as well-researchetiderstood. And because only
four goals are used to outline HOPE VI, its inalussends the message that
poverty concentration is a negative component ofiptnousing.

So what is the rationale for poverty concentrabemg included in the
Commission’s report and then HUD's largest progtardate, HOPE VI? To
understand why, we must review how researcherdiande, policy makers, have
come to think about those living in poverty, whe aften the same people living

in public housing. While there is some debate piteelominant lens leans
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towards classifying poverty as a condition neediagtment versus a term used to
describe those earning minimal income.

The next section will shed light on how “urbangstent poverty” is not
just describing location, duration and at what meg but also a laundry list of
negative behaviors which create “problem people.iile the next section
provides evidence on how poverty concentration cante, its significance to
this thesis is really in how its theories have bieg¢erpreted and used to influence
public housing policy. From the below section, le&n how “getting public
housing right,” in the view of public housing polimakers, became not just
about re-committing to foundational pieces like qaely funding, creating and
managing buildings, but about trying to allevidie hegative behaviors
associated with poverty. Let's take a look at bevleading thoughts about the
causes of urban persistent poverty developed oralasions about its impact,

particularly at public housing developments.

Causes and Consequences of Poverty Concentration

By the mid-1960'’s researchers across the counggrb& identify how
poverty was increasing in central cities, and pald#rly for African-Americans
(Jargowsky 1992). Following the Office of Managemand Budget's (OMB)
Statistical Policy Directive 14, a family or houséthis determined to be living in
poverty if their income before taxes falls beloweatain threshold. This
threshold stays the same regardless of geography.

Kasarda’s research on poverty tracts and distremsas using the 1970

and 1980 census data found the most poverty taactslistressed areas in the 100
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largest American cities (1993). In fact, by 198®&se large cities were
considered the home of almost 80% of those liviingaverty (Ricketts 1988).
Scholarly research began to look for reasons tta@xthis data and the
mechanisms behind its growth.

William Julius Wilson’s seminal bookhe Truly Disadvantage987)
presents two major events as significant to theeese and concentration of urban
poverty. First, Wilson argues that the exodus ahuafacturing jobs from the city
to the suburbs or to other countries was a maj@alyst in altering urban
neighborhoods, and especially black neighborhodds. stability and
opportunities decreased, thereby complicating Hil&yato provide for oneself or
a family. This explains the drop in earnings intcanAmerican cities.

Secondly, middle-income, working class and low-meadblacks had lived
together in the same city neighborhoods, but méatyles black families left the
cities during the 1970’s for the suburbs. Wils@hidves proximity to higher
income blacks had provided lower-income blacks waflerrals to employment
and educational opportunities as well as inclugibm community life, otherwise
known as social capital. Because social segregatas alive and well at this
time, these relationships or establishment of $acipital were not replicated
between low-income blacks and higher income nonoksla Consequently, blacks
were not only slipping in income, but in socialdian and community
networking. Wilson argues this is why the poortsiadisplay negative or
counterculture behaviors.

But what is the connection of Wilson’s researcpublic housing? As we

will see below, housing choices were limited fag roor and non-whites. Public
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housing became a permanent home versus a temppe@t;ythe original intention
of the program. For policy makers, concerns apowuerty became tangled with
concerns about public housing because they weveedi@s “one and the same.”
This provides needed context on why programs lik?PH VI take on both

concerns. The below research shows how the urb@anWilson studied became

the people living in public housing.

Poverty Concentration in Public Housing

The Federal Housing Administration (FHA) createcassult of the
National Housing Act of 1934 is blamed for codifyidiscrimination in housing
and is believed to have played a major hand in@ainating the poor and most
often, poor blacks, in public housing. Massey Bedton (1993) and Leventhal
et al. (1997) emphasize the institutional discramion faced by the urban poor
and minorities particularly with housing choice.

For instance, the FHA used discriminatory practiwben it developed
standards for the types of properties it would regichwartz 2006, 49). Maps
created by the federal Home Owners Loan Corpordt@LC) denoted areas not
worthy of investment. This “redlining” was mostigsed on the race of
neighborhoods, but also the income of residents@éa& Denton 1993).
Consequently, minorities and low-income people &blgurchase homes were
not granted mortgages or were only granted mortgageertain urban
neighborhoods. This caused public housing to jaetical option for many poor

families. And according to Massey and Denton attoel of segregation,” not a
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“culture of poverty” created the arena for warehogshe very poor in public
housing developments (1993).

This is an important intersection of research ovepty and research on
housing because the concerns about poverty becargked with “place” or
environment. Consensus was reached on the imperts#fra neighborhood and
how neighborhood poverty plays a role in life ouas (Curley, 101). Soon,
there was a push by social scientists to try tcewstdnd the impacts on

individuals and neighborhoods as a result of typg tof poverty.

Empirical Evidence on Poverty Concentration

Multidisciplinary research sought to understandithpacts of high
poverty neighborhoods. The research has beendhwive in finding a causal
relationship between a poor neighborhood and tegal$ of unemployment,
school dropouts, crime and teenage pregnancy (EBleall & Newman 2001).
These studies have struggled to define and measueghborhood and what may
compromise it. But more of a link has been made/éen how poverty impacts
the development of children.

Brooks-Gunn et al (1993) studied the effects ohlibe neighborhood and
parents on the development of children. Poor dogndevelopment, low
educational attainment and behavioral problems$iddlien were linked with
poverty, single female-headed households, minpofyulations, and low
maternal education. Further, the “concentratioaftféient families in a child’s
neighborhood was a significant predictor of cogmitievelopment, perhaps

because of the greater resources and opportunitiéBrooks-Gunn 281).
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Galster, Quercia, Cortes (2000) foumadhily influence to have more of an
impact on individuals than neighborhood influermat, the neighborhood
environment proved more influential the lower theame of the individual.
Hogan and Kitagawa (1985) determined that low ¢yakighborhoods made it
1/3 more likely for a female teenager to becomegmaat.

Crane (1991) used a sample of approximately 93@&@agers to examine
the link between poverty, educational attainmeit @arly childbearing. Teens
are at risk of dropping out of school as the petiags of professionals decreases
in the neighborhood. The risk of dropping out glevith the probability of
teenage pregnancy largely increased if the neiditdmat drops below 3.5%
middle class (Galster, 32).

Ellen, Mijanovich and Dillman (2001) have foundthiving in
substandard housing and dangerous neighborhoodtsexeental health toll on
people called “weathering” where there is conssairgiss brought on by the
existence of danger. Related to this, parent®or gdangerous neighborhoods are
more likely to use harsh parenting which can aféddidren’s development
(Leventhal 2003). For children, violence is beéidvo impact their cognitive and
emotional development (Garbarino 1991).

Although research on neighborhoods has deterntiregdhe collective
neighborhood environment does have an impact ohvie of individuals,
research has been inconclusive in determining Bxatiataspects of a
neighborhood matter the most amalvexactly the neighborhood influences an
individual (Gould 1997). Nonetheless, since poveras believed to be the

largest contributing factor to the problems of induals in a neighborhood, more
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scholarship began to focus on the interactive nashes by which neighbors
influence each other and the institutional mechasiaffecting the resources of a
neighborhood. This next section will explain thectmenisms thought to hinder
high poverty neighborhoods or developments bectgseare used to justify
poverty deconcentration in public housing, whetfispersal or place-based in

mixed-income housing.

Theories of Poverty Deconcentration

According to Wilson, the loss of manufacturing j@l the flight of the
middle class to the suburbs is just the beginnirtye story for the urban poor.
As time passed, this group of poor individuals lbeeanore and more isolated
from mainstream ideals of behavior, employmenteshacation. This
“underclass” was no longer connected to job oppaties, resources or hard
working role models. In turn, according to Wilstimpse living in urban centers
suffered from “concentration effects.” An increaserime, out-of-wedlock
births, joblessness, welfare dependency and tegarageancy the characteristics
of these effects.

One theory used to explain these “effects” isrtagvorks isolationmodel.
It advances how opportunities for adults, like emyptent, are limited by a
neighborhood of all low-income people because tieen®t enough social capital
(Joseph 2007; Small 2001). Putnam (1993) defineiaistapital as “... features of
social organization, such as networks, norms, argld that facilitate coordination
and cooperation for mutual benefit.” Theoreticalbyy-income people all living

together are not able to help each other becaeyeatie not tied in to a network
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of working people or a network that values socral aconomic productivity.
Acquaintance relationships or “weak ties” betweeaope are believed to provide
access to job opportunities more than close faoriliyiend ties (Granovetter
1983). It is concluded that poor neighborhoodstereslation and by living here,
one will not know the “right” people to connect th&o jobs. Therefore, there is
nothing mutually beneficial, in the economic sertieehe relationships in high
poverty neighborhoods.

While the first two models focus on social interagtor exposure between
adults, collective socialization and institutionabdels stem from research on
how adults influence children. Tloellective socializatiormodel, very much
advanced by Wilson, posits the influence of neighbod adults on children who
are not their own (1987). Financially successtllles will serve as role models
to children by displaying behaviors and skills resagry for financial success
(Brooks-Gunn, et al 1997). Conversely, if childeae only exposed to poor
adults, they may not develop a vision or plan tdufe success because no adult
has shared one with them.

Theinstitutionalmodel holds the influence of adults from outside th
neighborhood on children as a socialization medmaniThe types of teachers,
youth coaches, police officers and other adultklodm come in contact with at
school, camp or their first job will influence thepportunities or life chances.
The assumption is that higher income areas wilhetttmore competent and stable
adults to work with children whereas lower incomesas will not feature these

types of adults. Also, it is held that lower ina@kids are not valued as much by
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teachers and police officers thereby decreasingulaéty of education they
receive and increasing their likelihood of arrdstseph 2007; Goetz 2003).

How children affect each other rounds out the tiescon how and why
neighborhoods or public housing developments dbaltincome people create
an at-risk environment. Thepidemianodel focuses on the way peers influence
peers. Who “kids run with” is believed to influenthe choices each individual
child will make for themselves. For instance, & finends of a child in a
neighborhood all carry a knife or always do the@imework right after school, it
is highly likely for the child to do the same. Tafare, if a public housing
development already has negative behaviors prevateang the youth, it will
likely grow and become the norm.

The networks isolation, collective socializatiamstitutional and epidemic
models focus on the relationships among neighbon®w interaction between
humans shapes behavior and hence, whether an eménd cultivates positive or
negative behaviors. According to former Chicagoelwgs Association
President and CEO Christine Oliver, “... we havestory of isolating and
concentrating the poor outside the social mainstremixed-income housing
provides an opportunity to embrace them and biegitback into the social
mainstream" (Ceraso 1995). Theoretically, povdggoncentration will tap into
the potential of positive interactions by creatimaysing with higher income,
more positive peers, adults and elders.

Theories on purchasing and political power focushaninteraction
between neighbors and outside players, namely #rkethh The theories posit

that having higher income residents in a neighbodhaill prevent a
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neighborhood from becoming devoid of private orlfukervices and
infrastructure. First, higher income people arkeled to have more disposable
income which enables them to demand more from e This buying power
will result in attracting and sustaining supermaskgeneral merchandise stores,
restaurants and service industries such as banlih@f these goods and
services are believed to anchor a community by imgp#te material demands of
the community, providing jobs, and creating a sexiggace with the built
environment. Further, as spenders in the locabpgimarket, higher income
residents will demand more of public services Bkbools, public safety,
transportation and public officials. The combipatbf buying and political
power will create stability of resources availatdeneighbors to live as
comfortably as possible

It is important to note that although research eigimborhoods has
determined that the collective neighborhood envirent does have an impact on
the lives of individuals, research has been inagieeé in determining exactly
whataspects of a neighborhood matter the mosthandexactly the
neighborhood influences an individual (Ellen 19925 stated eatrlier, this
highlights one of the major concerns of this thestsv despite no conclusive
research on how poverty concentration is detrimgitsaantithesis, poverty
deconcentration, is held as a solution. The rebeae have reviewed does not
show a causal relationship between poverty conagoitr and negative behaviors,
yet programs like HOPE VI actively suggest thigtienship. Given this, how
does poverty concentration and poverty deconceotragtay out in practice? The

next chapter will focus on this question.
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CHAPTER 4: PLACE-BASED POVERTY DECONCENTRATION IN

PRACTICE

The previous chapter explored the first thesistoe: What are the
theories associated with poverty deconcentratiomThapter Three, we learned
how poverty concentration or the dense groupingwfincome people
developed in urban areas and how policy makers tarsee it as a contributing
factor in public housing’s failure. Further, wepaicked how the reform of public
housing, as most visibly represented by the $6lidmidollar HOPE VI program,
is not just about improving the physical and managet health of buildings.
Reform efforts including HOPE VI aim to decreasegaty concentration.
Theoretically, the strategy of deconcentrating ptyver trying to house public
housing residents with those of higher incomes aliélviate the symptoms of
poverty by providing public housing residents watttess to social capital, role
models and the benefits of an enfranchised commsaith as services and
businesses. Interaction between the lower and higheme residents will
cultivate social order and improve the social acahemic stability of lower
income residents.

Despite the lack of clarity on the causal relatiop$etween poverty, its
concentration, and its perceived symptoms, we KHG@®E VI and other housing
programs have identified poverty concentration peohlem and held the strategy
of poverty deconcentration as a solution. But Inas the strategy fared? This
chapter will answer the second thesis questidhat do program evaluations of

HOPE VI developments and other similar programisuglabout poverty
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deconcentration theories in practice? Is there enick to support the viability of
the strategy?This chapter will analyze evaluations and studidsousing
developments which hold income mixing and the deeatration of poverty as a
central tenet to the site’s establishment. Theuatadns are purposely focused on
urban developments as this is cited to be wherenpeoncentration has had the
worst impact on residents, public housing admiatgin and communities. The
voices of housing administrators and policy malersvell as interviews with key
informants will be woven into the analysis in ortieprovide perspective on the
theory and practice of poverty deconcentration.

Because HOPE VI is a national effort to deconcéafpaverty and targets
the worst examples of poverty concentration, HOREWAluations will be
reviewed first. HOPE VI has changed the liveslose to 50,000 people, cost
taxpayers approximately $7 billion dollars and ctetgly altered the landscape
of public housing administration with its mixed-dimce and private management
approach. Original residents of a public housiegetbpment utilizing HOPE VI
grant money experience both short and long-termupligns to their lives.

HOPE VI is not voluntary, but residents may be ddkerelocate for several
months or years to other neighborhoods and wituarantee of admission into
the public housing development once it completbalvéitation. Because of the
net loss of public housing and the privatizationt®imanagement through HOPE
VI, the neediest families may not continue recejvéiccess to housing and may
experience displacement (Curley 2005). Furthevaprzation of public housing
means profitability may drive all decisions, ingted the overall welfare of

residents. For instance, if a public housing regigedestructive to their unit, a
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private company may choose to evict the residentediately because damage is
costly. In contrast, a public housing authorityy@cus on keeping the
destructive resident housed and work with the esditb alter their behavior
before eviction. Because of these implicationgdople’s lives, determining the
merit of the poverty deconcentration strategy isoad.

As reviewed, public housing was determined to beglare with
Congress, policy makers and public administratohmg for an overhaul. The
hypothesis that all poor people living togethersinet benefit public housing
residents is not newl he Boston’s Globe associate editor lan Menzies reflects
in 1972 on how to improve public housing: “The as answer is dilution; to
mix high, middle and low income people, that martefrom the others; yes,
even help each other in the struggles toward @iee.” But how might people
“learn” from each other? What does this entail?

As reviewed in Chapter Three, prolonged staysliloa-income public
housing supposedly isolates residents, cutting tbifinom mainstream behavior
and opportunities. In particular, this isolatiamits the social capital of public
housing residents because they are not tied inegdimomically successful
adults. One theory on housing public housing esstislin mixed-income
developments is the growth in positive and prodecsiocial networks.
Ultimately, through interaction with higher incomeighbors, public housing
residents may have an opportunity to hear of jgtooginities or beneficial
information aiding life stability.

But critics of the above arguments cite a few eons with its lens. First,

the focus of scholarship and media on the deviahabiors of public housing
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residents or those living in poverty has grownamdhate the discourse in a
disproportionate way (Goetz 2000). UltimatelylLag Wacquant argues, this
results in the “exoticizing” of the ghetto or trentlency to deem extreme cases of
counter-culture behavior in poor neighborhoodseasasentative of the whole
(1997). The framework is criticized for not recagng the positive or productive
relationships already in existence within publiusing development or poor
neighborhoods. For example, public housing resglen€hicago, New Orleans,
Minneapolis and Boston have fought to stay in themmunities by organizing
compelling campaigns (Goetz 2003, Imbroscio 2008eM2008; Pardee 2005;
Small 2001; Wacquant 1997).

Nonetheless, with HOPE VI dispersing public housiegjdents to live
closer to those of more means, evaluations havghsa®o understand if there is
any type of interaction or relationship buildingrggpon between lower and
higher income neighbors. Interaction is positedg¢mne way lower income

residents will build positive social networks laagiin poor communities.

HOPE VI Evaluations

Sherri Lawson Clark became involved researchingrdresformation of
the Washington, DC Ellen Wilson Dwellings to the PI®VI Townhomes on
Capitol Hill (TOCH) in 1995. Rehabilitation of Elh Wilson included the
vacating of all original residents. Clark spenbtyears interviewing a variety of
residents and administrators. According to the dilip housing residents Clark

interviewed, no relationships were perceived teftablished between the more

32



affluent residents and the low-income residentdeviinterviewees indicated
that they keep in touch with former residents @f plublic housing development
who are not living at TOCH.

This caused Clark to conclude that the former esgglalready had
networks established and weren’t necessary lodkingigher income residents
to help develop them. Clark also concluded in @anghinterview with me that she
believes community building is more helpful to leawcome residents trying to
find stability on meager earnings, not interactiath higher earning adults. She
didn’t find interviewees “inspired” to work more barder by having higher
income residents nearby (Sherri Lawson Clark, photegview by author,
Boston, MA, 23 March 2008). This reinforces thenking of the NLIHC’s Sheila
Crowley. She believes impoverished families naedédividualized and
strategic approach to their situation, not poliopimg to create opportunity
through social networking.

Similarly to Clark, the Buron et al. (2002) Abt Assates and Urban
Institute joint evaluation of 8 HOPE VI developmeiicluding the cities of
Denver, Newark, and San Francisco found low legtlateraction between
neighbors of different income levels. Across thess greetings were often the
extent of the interaction. Like Clark, the researshdid find interaction between
public housing residents who had previously livegether in the old
development. Because poverty concentration iggubsd create environments
with high unemployment, the researchers of thidysalso looked at this data
point. They found an already existing high levekaiployment by public housing

residents. Low wages was the reason residentedessistance with housing,
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not unemployment. Jon Gottlieb, a 25 year developaffordable and mixed-
income including serving as Project Director fmefHOPE VI efforts, believes
public housing residents are not as socially isolas portrayed by public
agencies or the media. Gottlieb doesn’t think laickmployment is always the
issue, but more the challenges of trying to take chone’s family on limited
earnings with expensive products and services.dds think economically and
socially diverse communities can be a positiveghbut it doesn’t establish
economic stability for all (Jon Gottlieb).

The study by Varady et al. (2005) analyzing fourBEVI sites in
Cincinnati, Louisville, Baltimore and Washington, aimed to understand how
middle-class families were attracted and retaindd@PE VI sites to achieve the
goal of income mixing. Besides collecting dataresident demographics pre and
post-HOPE VI, the researchers conducted 28 in peaad telephone interviews
of housing authority staff, residents and governinodiicials. Interestingly,
separate from their research goals, the study I®ugsaght on resident interaction
germane to this thesis. In Louisville, income mghas been achieved. But,
“efforts to promote a social mix between owners aarders have created
conflicts that may make it difficult to achievedtpresumed benefits of income
and tenure mixing” (160). For instance, separatghborhood associations were
spawned when homeowners came to dominate the alriggighborhood
association and renters felt less heard. In Balanthe majority of market rate
units were bought by moderate-income families (ines with 60-80% area
median income) with the rest of the units occupnggublic housing residents.

Researchers note that “a major rift has emergetivd®n public housing tenants
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and homeowners. This is attributed to homeownet®¥eing aware that public
housing tenants would be returning to the sitef@raic housing residents feeling
homeowners treated them as inferior. Overall, @ammgful interaction was
found to exist at any of these sites.

In Seattle, Kleit (2004, 2005) has probably doreertiost thorough job of
measuring the interaction between higher and lomegme residents at HOPE VI
sites. Her evaluations prioritized it by unpackihg terms interaction and
neighboring in her methodology. Kleit (2005) cotkst 105 phone interviews of
the 426 households in NewHolly Phase |. The breakdwas evenly split with
35 public housing residents, 35 tax credit rendéeis 35 homeowners. Phone
interviews were only done if there was an Engligeaker in the household. Six
native-language focus groups with an average gsmgof seven was the other
collection method.

The telephone interview specifically asked paraats to name how many
neighbors they felt comfortable saying hello to #meh asked them to name any
of these neighbors. With this information, theemtewer asked about these
interactions and the context of knowing these ragh Kleit concludes that
interaction is often determined by language, farodynposition and culture as
opposed to close proximity. At New Holly, manytbé& public housing and
subsidized residents shared the same languagendy taomposition which led to
interaction. Ultimately, there was little interact between public housing or
subsidized renters and homeowners. Kleit concltitsalthough there is

proximity between public housing residents and @éighcome residents, there is
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in no meaningful interaction because there aredifices in family composition,
language and use of shared facilities.

Despite the absence of evidence, Chicago Housirlohity (CHA)
Communications Director Bryan Zises believes “iatgion is subtle, but
profound” at mixed-income developments (phone uisv by author, Boston,
MA, 28 April 2008). While he doesn’t believe peeplave to be close friends or
invite each other to barbeques, he does belieegration of public housing
residents into more parts of the city “works oneaspnal, structural and economic
level.” David Price of Madison Park Development@wation in Boston
believes “some benefits are psychological, not gfiable” (in-person interview
by author, Boston, MA, 2 April 2008). Since onlyveoty deconcentration
findings from HOPE VI evaluations have been revigwwis far, the next section
will review other programs prioritizing poverty dewentration to explore

whether program design or other factors determirteames.

Other Program Evaluations
Before HOPE VI, state and city housing agencieateesimilar smaller

scale place-based housing with an intentional rhirapmes. These mixed-
income developments are important to study becaltiseugh they may have
fewer public housing tenants or more of a variatincome groups, they still
emphasize the theories of poverty concentrationpaverty deconcentration.
While no two programs reviewed below are exacilyeain design, context or
time period, each held income mixing central tarthession and feature

evaluations that sought to measure poverty decaratEm. Inclusion of these
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evaluations in this chapter’s analysis allow fateper look at the theories and
themes examined in this thesis and serve as @aptatbr implications shared in
Chapter five.

One early leader in promoting the mix of incomedevelopments is
Massachusetts. In 1966, MassHousing was createthdioa variety of these
initiatives (Brophy 1997). One of the first evaligats conducted by Ryan et al. in
1974 prioritized measuring interaction, but fouittdd significant interaction at
income diverse developments. Most importantly, Riyeluded a comparison
group of developments without an income mix andhtbthe same minimal
interaction.

In 1997 Paul Brophy and Rhonda Smith analyzed ersievgroup of seven
multi-family mixed-income housing developments udihg the urban
developments of Harbor Point (Dorchester neighbadh&oston), Tent City
(South End neighborhood, Boston) and The Resideatddsith Square (New
Haven, CT). Each development held income mixingeasral to the
development’s purpose and plan. The authors waatkdow if lower and higher
income tenants are interacting at these develomnant if so, net results. The
authors visited each development, interviewingdesis, developers and property
managers to better understand what made the dewetdsuccessful and if
upward mobility was more possible for lower incoteeants after interacting

with higher income people.
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Harbor Point

Formerly Columbia Point, a Boston Housing Authodgvelopment with
nearly 1,500 vacated units due to dilapidation @ide, Harbor Point is now
representative of a major transformation. By 198&irned into a 1,300-unit
development where 70% of units are market-rateihguand 30% are subsidized
housing. Brophy et al found little meaningful irgetion between tenants of
different incomes. The market rate and subsidiesitients “co-exist,” according
to management of the development.

The physical layout of Harbor Point contributeséparation of the
income groups. Whereas few of the market-ratesunate children, the
subsidized units average two children. The thaee-four-bedroom units ideal
for families are grouped together in a particulaazof the development and the
one- and two-bedroom units for individuals or cagphre grouped in another area
of the development. There is only a modest amotiparticipation by market-
rate residents in the development’s youth mentgomogiram and there has been a
trend of market-rate tenants transferring to towrses where there are more
market-rate tenants (7-9). Lastly, managemenbates the vandalism of market
rate tenant cars by subsidized household teensnwaity between these two
groups (Brophy 1997).

Since interaction with higher income residenthesmechanism believed
necessary for lower income residents to improve goeial and economic
conditions, its absence challenges this theoryigédiincome housing. But let’s
consider other resident characteristics besidesmec The market rate tenants

tend to be fairly transient professionals and sttglevith a turnover rate of 50%
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per year. More than half of these tenants are ntiesior foreign, with 43% of

the market rate tenants being classified as wiftsout 6% of these tenants have
children. In contrast, the subsidized tenantgaedominantly minority and
permanent residents with only a 6% average turn@terper year. About 70%
of the subsidized tenants are former residentsotifr@bia Point, the former
public housing complex.

A few things surface when analyzing this study’'glexce and
considering the resident characteristics of HaPmint. First, it is possible that
the current resident configuration at Harbor Poaritributes to more neighboring
or social relationships within instead of betweanleincome group. Right now,
it is simply easier to interact with someone of shene income because the
apartments are in the same area. The transiertbg oharket rate tenants may
play a factor in their level of involvement in tbemplex or their level of interest
in being a neighbor.

Households with children tend to interact more vether households with
children (see Kleit 2005, 1415). Since almostehyaarters of the subsidized
tenants are from the former public housing projéese tenants are more likely
to know each other, especially since many bondgelther to forge the new
Harbor Point. Social interactions and relationshipve been attributed to
homogeneity so the two income groups may be tderdifit in too many different
areas. The mentoring program for the developmewotsh, has the possibility of
bringing together the two groups for a shared psepbut again, the market rate
tenants barely participate in this program. Lasihlike several HOPE VI

evaluations, Brophy's study was conducted ten yedosHarbor Point’s
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existence. This counters an argument that interabetween high and low-
income residents takes time and reinforces Kletisclusion in Seattle that other
factors such as a common language or culture inflei¢he interaction between

individuals.

Tent City

In 1998 Tent City was completed in the South Eeigimborhood of
Boston with 25% market-rate, 50% moderate incontk2&% very low income
units (Brophy 1997). There is little interactioetiveen market-rate tenants and
subsidized tenants. Almost 2/3 of the market taants are graduate students
and 34% of these units turn over each year compgarg® of the subsidized
units. Almost none of the market rate units havi&cen where most of the
subsidized units have children. Additionally, greince for the subsidized units
is given to former residents of the adjacent St neighborhood or those
displaced by the increase in the area’s rent. Btarkte tenants do not participate
in building or neighborhood activities, nor areytivery connected to the
development’s mixed-income mission. Problems bebhwacome groups are not
common. The noise level of children has occaslgiteen an issue for tenants
who are students (14-16).

Similar to Harbor Point, there are more differencesveen the market
and subsidized tenants than just their incomespiBr found that the subsidized
tenants typically have a prior tie to the neighloadhand may already have
established relationships in the building. Furthieese residents have children,

with many using the on-site daycare and after signmgram for teenagers. A
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steering committee of subsidized residents is activcontributing to ongoing
improvement of the development and social serviesseling is provided on-site
for subsidized residents. Because low-income eesgdmay possibly have
childcare, the steering committee, and social sesvin common, there are
inevitably more opportunities for these resideatsiteract whereas researchers
found the market rate tenants are more anonymalibanely interact amongst

themselves.

Ninth Square

The Residences at Ninth Square in New Haven, & haigger spread
of incomes than the Harbor Point or Tent City. YOI8% of units are market
rate, with the remaining 81% of units subsidiz&the majority of subsidized
units are low income and there are some resideimésearn no income. While
there is a strict screening of prospective teneménsure a fit with the
development’s culture and rules, there has beetelihnteraction noted at Ninth
Square. There is a high number of children atiNBquare with all but one child
living in a subsidized unit. Management does omg@nommunity events, but
these events are poorly attended. Brophy and Sidthnd one low-income
resident at the New Haven Residences at Ninth guao heard of a job through
a higher income resident, but there does not sedya ainy regularity to this
occurrence.

A major finding of these three case studies is dleapite the differences
in programs and contexts like income spread odngltype and location, the

interaction between incomes remains low. Bostongtay Authority (BHA)
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administrators site the high turnover rate of markte tenants in their mixed-
income housing developments as a reason to havexXpectations for resident
interaction or neighboring among incomes. Instdagly see market rate units as
a way to get a development built, but “have nadiyfambraced the idea that
income mixing is good just on its own benefits lowwome residents” (Joe
Bamberg and Kathy Carton, in person interview byhay Boston, MA 10 April
2008).

If the theories of interaction and role modeling aot happening in
planned mixed-income settings, what is happenifg@ most convincing
evidence of improved environments for public hogsiesidents living in mixed-
income developments has been in an improved peocept social control,
namely less crime and violence. Rosenbaum e1298) surveyed residents at
Lake Parc Place about the development’s rules aftdaement. Higher income
residents supported the rules and enforcements th@ndower income residents.

While studies have identified “successful” mixedame housing, it is
unclear whether all public housing residents arebgng from mixed-income
housing, or just those who meet particular admissrtteria and who follow
traditional social such s marriage or economicaimiike full-time employment
(Andersson 2007; Curley 2005; Finkel 2000; Josdj)¥2Rosenbaum 1998;

Smith 2002). This thesis reveals several implcet and areas of concern.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

This thesis examines the theory and applicatiqmoeerty concentration
and deconcentration as promoted and demonstratdeligderal HOPE VI
program. To this end, we reviewed the theoriethercauses and consequences
of poverty concentration in central American citié¥e learned how poverty
concentration became synonymous with public housimyultimately, sparked
an overhaul of the program in the late 1980’s. ak@mined the rationales used
to justify HOPE VI's employment of poverty decont@tion, namely the
mechanisms allowing public housing residents taebefrom living in close
proximity to higher income individuals. The bengfanticipated may be in the
form of improved social networks leading to job kg, working role models,
improved social order and better access to publicpivate services. Lastly, we
reviewed the evidence available on these theamigsactice. We find that
although no causal relationship exists betweenygvies concentration, and the
negative behaviors associated with it, the HOPPBrggram intimates causality
by contending how avoiding poverty concentratiolt l@ssen the distress of
families and lead to more positive behaviors afeddutcomes for these
individuals.

This study does not find sufficient evidence, basea review of the
extant literature, assessments of formal evaluaiodies, or interviews with key
informants, to support the viability of poverty decentration to help improve the
social and economic stability of public housingdests. The assessment
prompts several important concerns and recommendator researchers and

policy makers. This chapter will answer the thardl final thesis questioklVhat
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are the conclusions and recommendations resultmg this examination of
poverty concentration and poverty deconcentratropublic housing?

The disconnect between theory and practice ig¥kearching concern of
the HOPE VI poverty deconcentration goal and anyshrgy program that touts
the theoretical rationales for poverty deconcerumat First, most strikingly, is
how the promotion of poverty concentration and deentration theories ignores
empirical evidence available on the topic. Nonéhefresearch is able to
establish how poverty concentration causes negedsident behaviors or
outcomes nor how deconcentration will lead to thpasite result. We know high
poverty neighborhoods can feature higher unemploymstes, teenage
pregnancies and reported crimes than lower poveigghborhoods, but the exact
cause cannot be attributed to poverty concentratigmfortunately, this does not
stop the HOPE VI program from intimating the caus#tionship.

Likewise, HOPE VI ignores evidence from past eviues measuring
poverty deconcentration in practice such as HaPwant and Tent City in Boston.
Despite revealing limited results for deconcentratheories, HOPE VI promotes
the benefits. The promotion of policy intervensarsing the premise of poverty
concentration and deconcentration misrepresengares and ignores research’s
aim: to accurately inform our understanding of ctarpssues and our
development of solutions.

Equally or possibly more unsettling is the freaiget flagrant, use by
HOPE VI and public housing research and literatdrne terms poverty
concentration and deconcentration. Throughoutdkearch and literature, there

is no consistent understanding or definition di@itand limited measurement of
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both yet there are expectations for its beneHtQPE VI cites the “high
concentration of very low income families living arrelatively small site” as an
indicator of “families living in distress” but nevprovides a definition of poverty
concentration nor justifies why its existence caudistress. Without HUD
providing clear definitions for poverty concentoatiand deconcentration nor
providing established metrics of success for theegy deconcentration strategy,
it is difficult for local public housing authoritseto consistently operationalize this
HOPE VI goal in local program design, execution amdluation. This means
public housing residents in different cities ottasaare experiencing the program
in different ways based on how poverty deconceiotas interpreted locally.
For a program so focused on improving the livegesidents, this variation means
some residents may be benefiting while others ate n

HOPE VI's support of poverty concentration theogasses legislators,
practitioners and the public to have a skewed risiothe capabilities of the
program. There is no evidence supporting the pgwBtoncentration strategy as
a means to alleviate poverty. Therefore, admiatists should not count on the
program to meet this expectation and must contioweldress the structural
inequities causing poverty. Residents impacted 6yH VI should be provided
with these findings to increase HUD transparenayalow for more informed
participation of residents in shaping the futurdofising programs.

Many HOPE VI evaluations do not include poverty camtration and
deconcentration as an indicator of program succkss.simply not mentioned or
measured. This is likely due to the unclear natfinghat should be measured

and because the deconcentration goal is widelynalisen local programs. This
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IS concerning because programs goals and evalsditpically work in tandem
where the evaluation is able to test for outconfeeegoals. In this instance,
there is a missed opportunity to learn about thed mopractice, and to make
“apples to apples” comparisons in the hopes oftifl@mg trends and best
practices in the field.

But since HOPE VI is supposed to improve the lieégpublic housing
residents, this thesis is most concerned with hd®@PH VI's advancement of
poverty concentration and deconcentration thedrigss the very people it aims
to help: those living in poverty. First, we wilhpack how advancing the logic
and language of poverty deconcentration theoriesmptes a patronizing,
hierarchal society where income determines somsamefth as a person.

Although poverty is persistent in the United Stated is closely linked to
structural inequities like low wages and discrintio@, poverty concentration
theories link it to negative behaviors and thusaaes poverty as being a culture
or reflective of a certain type of person, notrasome bracket. This ignores the
actions or structures of the American governmedtraarket that create income
stratification. In turn, this pathologizing of perty unduly shifts the blame to
people. We see this embedded in poverty decoratemtianguage and
mechanisms which provide a prescriptive treatméart phereby low-income
individuals “learn” from higher income individuals.

As we know, the strategy takes a spatial appré@agioverty concentration
in public housing by integrating public housingidesits into housing with higher
income individuals in order to tap into a few semiteractive and institutional

mechanisms like social capital, role modeling, peftuence as well as
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purchasing and political power. But this framewrknherently flawed as the
logic assumes higher income people have more tibate socially simply
because they are higher earners. For exampleuiteto deconcentrate poverty
emphasizes the need for public housing residergsote or increase their social
capital in order to hear about job opportuniti@sit most public housing residents
are employed, just at low wages. It posits ther gmonot have their own
networks or ways of communicating about opportesitbut what data validates
this assertion?

Lastly, this idea of “sharing social capital” magtiioe possible if there is a
skills mismatch between neighbors. For instandggla earning attorney
working in a law office in need of a new partnell wot be able to assist an out-
of-work lower income neighbor who does not havel&ege degree, for example.
It is quite possible a public housing resident sdomw wages because they do not
have the appropriate skills or education for aipaldr job. This requires a
longer- term solution like education or job tragymot just simply interaction
with a high earning neighbor.

The collective socialization model posits higherame neighbors will be
role models for lower income earners because thikynedel a “culture of
work.” Again, this assumes public housing residetd not work and presumes
someone who earns a high salary has more to irfgpadciety when really, we do
not know who they are as people, just as earnaftsle it is true that higher
income neighborhoods have less reported crimesegsdlependency on public
welfare, it is important to question whether we gratize too much about poverty

concentration producing less social order or aetes of work ethic.
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The overemphasis on poverty concentration is alestipnable because
of how it is used as a screen for HUD’s historgisinvestment, mismanagement
and corruption of public housing. By focusing be hegative behaviors of a
minority of the program’s population, there is léssus on how HUD allowed
such havoc to create a poor image of all publicshruresidents. Public housing
did not just become the “housing of last resorttdese all residents were the
most disenfranchised or undesirable tenants. TWere low expectations for
building, maintaining and managing these buildingsr years, developments
sunk into disrepair and illegal behaviors like ddegling, squatting, prostitution
and gang crime were permitted to take place. dasy for stakeholders to focus
on this negative behavior at public housing develepts, and to only blame the
residents, but the complete story reveals the teeadld administrators
accountable, too. Therefore, an overall recommtmdaf this thesis is to strike
poverty concentration and deconcentration fromHB4¥E VI goals and
literature. As this study documents and analyttese is no clear understanding
of either, limited measurement of both, and as n@uered with HOPE VI, a
subjective use of the terms. While removing tliegedoes not truly suffice
because it is the promotion of the theories andiadn of the terms, this is a
first step to making sure the focus is on the systeauses and effects of
poverty, not “the culture of poverty” notion.

Another recommendation for policy makers and @gders is to take a
closer look at who is benefiting from poverty decemtration in practice since
HOPE VI is presumably designed to benefit the pdeor instance, a PHA may

decide to use HOPE VI grant money to demolish astieg public housing
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development or project. This may be becausedilapidated and because the
PHA must satisfy the requirement of the Quality Biag and Work
Responsibility Act (QHWRA) of 1998 that stipulatesly 40% of units in public
housing developments are allowed to be occupieskbngmely low-income
households (Schwartz 2006). This means the PHAseefind other income
levels to fill 60% of the units. If the PHA dec&l# would like to attract
affordable and market rate tenants, it may demalstdevelopment and build
elsewhere. In this case, the poverty deconceotrgtiiority results in the net loss
of public housing units. To the benefit of afforteabr market rate renters, there
are now apartments available that would have otisernot have been.

Further, if a PHA decides not to build on the araisite, there may be
several city stakeholders who benefit from thisngea Many public housing
developments were built in disinvested central ldtations. Due to the exodus
of the population and real estate market to theidady land values declined. But
starting in the late 1990’s many central citieséhadjusted to the new economy,
and have reinvented themselves. A boom in reatestlues ensued. When a
public housing development is demolished todayptiee undesireable land may
be very desireable to a private developer. Qhafdemographics of a
neighborhood changes significantly and the puldigsing is out of favor with
neighbors, a politician may solidify votes if siseable to convince the PHA to
sell the property. This policy agenda to deconegatpoverty often forgets to ask
who is benefiting and pretends the urban poor lhasrost to gain, when this is

clearly a skewed perspective of those in chargéndsctio 2003; Goetz 2003).
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This chapter’s conclusions and recommendations@trenly relevant to
HOPE VI, but to the newest federal programs workidy poor urban
neighborhoods: HUD’s Choice Neighborhoods iniatand the Department of
Education’s Promise Neighborhoods. Both programesgmt an opportunity to
remedy several of the concerns raised about HORE ¥is study, namely the
overstated benefits of poverty deconcentrationptitbologizing of the poor and
the disempowering, prescriptive nature of movinggbe out of their
neighborhood despite resident preference.

Poverty concentration is presented as a challenteei2010 HUD-
initiated Choice Neighborhoods program, the undfisuccessor of HOPE VI,
but poverty deconcentration is prudently not présgas the solution (HUD
2010). And the 2010 Department of Education’s Rsemleighborhoods
program, a “cradle to college to career” comprehlenseighborhood investment
strategy modeled after the Harlem Children’s Zan®cused on improving the
lives of children already living in the neighborltb@@®OE 2012). Because both
programs are “place-based” initiatives, grant monegsts in the existing
neighborhood’s housing, education, job training hadlthcare. Individually and
collectively, the programs represent an importardnientation of how to address
the needs of those living in poverty. While ita® early to measure the outcomes
of the new programs, the lessons learned fromsthidy support the initial
framework of Choice and Promise Neighborhoods wtieeapproach is asset
based, inclusive and comprehensive in design. iSlaamuch more progressive

approach to addressing the needs of those livipgwerty than HOPE VI.
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