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The Role of Public, Private, Non-profit and
Community Sectors in Shaping Mixed-income
Housing Outcomes in the US

James C. Fraser and Edward L. Kick

[Paper first received, November 2005; in final form, January 2007]

Summary. Since the 1990s, public policy-makers in the US have renewed support for mixed-
income housing development as a means towards inner-city neighbourhood revitalisation and
poverty amelioration. Yet, research to date finds that, while these mixed-income developments
have promoted neighbourhood revitalisation, they have accomplished less for people in these
areas who live in poverty. This paper theorises about the conditions that may in principle lead to
these alternative outcomes. The approach emphasises the continuity in goal sets and capacities
among four sets of urban actors—investors, local government, non-profits and community
residents. To examine extant theory and an alternative model, case study evidence is offered
from two comparable cities with different mixed-income initiatives and different configurations
of goals and capacities among the four stakeholder groups. It is found that place-based outcomes
(i.e. neighbourhood revitalisation) from mixed-income efforts hinge on the continuity of goals
and effective capacities of investors, government and non-profits, but not community residents.
It is also found that, with or without goal consonance and capacity, existing residents are
relatively underserved by mixed-income initiatives while other stakeholders realise a variety of
benefits.

Introduction

Since the 1990s, mixed-income housing has
been a widely used mechanism to address a
number of housing and social problems in
US urban areas. Proponents of mixed-
income housing posited that providing a
diversity of household incomes in one neigh-
bourhood would enhance community inter-
action and social control, thus improving
neighbourhood characteristics generally
(Joseph et al., 2007). Early studies on
mixed-income housing initiatives also were
guided by the general hypothesis that enhan-
ced neighbourhood conditions—physical,

political and socioeconomic—translated into
public goods that were broadly distributed
across all households. Since then, empirical
studies have demonstrated that mixed-
income housing may not automatically
produce these hypothesised neighbourhood
and household-level outcomes (Collins et al.,
2005; Kleit, 2001; Popkin et al., 2004;
Salama, 1999; GAO, 2003; Varady et al.,
2005). This has opened questions about how
benefits are derived from a variety of factors
that are part of mixed-income housing and
how these factors might work in tandem to

Urban Studies, Vol. 44, No. 12, 2357–2377, November 2007

James C. Fraser is in the Department of Human and Organizational Development, Vanderbilt University, Peabody # 90, 230 Apple-
ton Place, Nashville, TN 37203-5721, USA. Fax: 615 322 1141. E-mail: pavement@vanderbilt.edu. Edward L. Kick is in the Depart-
ment of Sociology and Anthropology, North Carolina State University, Harrelson Hall, Campus Box 8107, Raleigh, NC 27695-8107,
USA. Fax: 919 515 2610. E-mail: elkick@sa.ncsu.edu.

0042-0980 Print/1360-063X Online/07/122357–21 # 2007 The Editors of Urban Studies

DOI: 10.1080/00420980701540952



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 [S
ou

th
er

n 
M

et
ho

di
st

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 C

ul
 F

on
d]

 A
t: 

19
:3

2 
25

 M
ar

ch
 2

00
8 

achieve desired outcomes (Brophy and Smith,
1997; Popkin et al., 2000; A. Smith, 2002;
Wilkins, 2002).

A core point of debate in the literature is the
ability of mixed-income initiatives to facili-
tate place-based outcomes such as successful,
physical neighbourhood revitalisation and
people-based outcomes such as poverty ameli-
oration for low-income households. Alastair
Smith (2002) finds that, while mixed-income
initiatives may produce physical improve-
ments including housing and streetscapes,
there is less evidence suggesting that mixed-
income housing improves the life-chances
and well-being of existing low-income house-
holds as these relate to economic self-
sufficiency. In part, this may be due to the
limited capacity of stakeholders to ensure
positive people-based results such as the pro-
vision of social and community services in a
timely and efficient manner during mixed-
income housing projects (Popkin et al.,
2004). Elsewhere, we have argued that this
may more generally be the case when urban
redevelopment initiatives seek to create
‘neighborhoods of choice’ to spur private-
sector investment without commensurate
attention to a variety of economic and non-
economic needs of people in poverty (Fraser,
2004). While policy-makers, academics and
practitioners may agree that it is optimal
when mixed-income housing initiatives
produce both placed-based and neighbour-
hood revitalisation and people-based benefits
for low-income residents in the target commu-
nity, it cannot be assumed that all parties
involved in these efforts place equal value
on these two generic goal sets. Even when sta-
keholders claim to support both place-based
and people-based outcomes, these can be dis-
articulated when one of these goals takes pre-
cedence over the other due, for example, to
changes in stakeholder priorities and timeta-
bles (Weber, 2002). As an illustration, when
the timetable for ‘results’ becomes truncated,
external stakeholders may push for more
quickly attainable and visible place-based
results (such as, new housing start-ups and
streetscape improvements) and de-emphasise
the goals related to other people-based

benefits such as heightened levels of resident
education and income.

The purpose of this paper is to report the
results of two case studies of mixed-income
housing—a HOPE VI development in
Durham, North Carolina, and a public–private
venture in Chattanooga, Tennessee. The paper
describes the roles that public, private, non-
profit and community residents played in these
efforts, it considers how those roles change
and examines plausible correlates of success
in the place-based and people-based outcomes
of mixed-income projects. We conceptualise
the public sector in relatively simple terms, as
the different levels of government that co-
ordinate and deliver public goods, based in
part on the workings of a private sector of actors
whose activities revolve on capital investments,
related employment and wages. Non-profit
groups, in theory, may serve as service provi-
ders as well as advocates for community resi-
dents, which may also be beneficial for other
people-based and place-based goals. For the
purposes of our analysis, we also are interested
in community residents and their role in produ-
cing neighbourhood-based changes that impact
the existing community. We conceptualise
‘place-based’ goals and outcomes as primarily
relating to neighbourhood infrastructure,
including housing stock, business development,
telecommunications, water/sewer/electric and
roadways. We conceptualise ‘people-based’
goals and outcomes as the building of individual
and social capital in communities so that they
may take advantage of economic opportunities
(such as, job skills development, educational
improvement, poverty amelioration and
moving people into homeownership).

We begin with a review of the literature on
mixed-income housing as it pertains to both
place-based outcomes and people-based out-
comes such as poverty amelioration followed
by a methodological point of departure for
our two case studies.

Mixed-income Housing: Place-based and
People-based Outcomes

Lower-income (impoverished) neighbour-
hoods have been characterised as jobless,
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isolated from wealth, mainstream institutions
and lacking in internal and external social
networks that often are referred to as ‘social
capital’ (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000). This
geographical orientation towards neighbour-
hood-level poverty and its effects upon resi-
dents has informed housing public policy.
Since the 1990s, public policy-makers have
renewed efforts to deconcentrate poverty in
urban neighbourhoods based on a model that
claims place-based, neighbourhood-level
characteristics including social infrastructure
to shape opportunities for the households
embedded within them.

Thus, it is argued that place-based improve-
ments can enhance people-based outcomes.
Mixed-income housing development conse-
quently has been embraced as one mechanism
to improve the life-conditions of low-income
households by altering neighbourhood charac-
teristics and creating an opportunity for
poorer households to network or bond with
higher-income households in the same neigh-
bourhood. Although mixed-income housing
development rose to prominence in public-
and private-sector circles in the 1990s, the
US federal government has encouraged this
type of development since the 1960s. These
efforts have included promoting ‘scattered
housing’ low-income housing sites, ‘Fair
Share’ housing and tenant-based housing
subsidy programmes. In particular, in the
1990s one of these older programmes, the
ever-evolving Section 8 programme, has
become a substantial component of the most
recent and significant federal programmes
promoting the development of mixed-income
housing communities, ‘Moving to Opportu-
nity’ and Hope VI. Mixed-income housing
development in existing low-income neigh-
bourhoods aims to: move higher-income
households into these areas; attract private
investment into devalorised areas as well as
business investment including retail services
in underserved neighbourhoods; and increase
general revenue for municipalities from prop-
erty tax, sales tax and employment (Quercia
and Galster, 1997; Wilkins, 2002).

The empirical literature on mixed-income
housing has primarily focused on the US

Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’s (HUD) HOPE VI programme. The
HOPE VI legislation was passed in 1992 and
in subsequent years encouraged local
housing authorities to transform low-income
public housing developments into mixed-
income communities. From 1993 to 2002
HUD funded a total of 165 HOPE VI develop-
ments at a cost of over $4.5 billion as well as
an additional $293 million for demolition
activities associated with the programme
(Popkin et al., 2002, p. ii). In total, as of
2001, these efforts resulted in the demolition
of 78 000 distressed public housing units
and the development of 56 000 newly con-
structed rental units; 12 000 renovated rental
units; and 21 000 homeownership units
(HOPE VI Quarterly Progress Report, 2001
as cited in Popkin et al., 2002). These infra-
structural changes are thought to aid in
decreasing the concentration of poor families
and to provide services in support of people-
based, family self-sufficiency efforts
(Wexler, 2001; Finkel et al. 2000).

The conventional wisdom has been that
mixed-income housing provides opportunities
to low-income households through multiple
mechanisms associated mainly with increases
in private investments, retail services and
general revenue. Further, alongside these
place-based changes, the social dynamics of
poorer residents living in proximity to
higher-income households promotes favour-
able people-based outcomes. It is hypothesised
that households with different incomes will
develop relationships, higher-income house-
holds would provide models of ‘constructive
behaviour’ for lower-income households and
low-income families would create additional
social networks or bonds through higher-
income households, which would create
favourable people-based results such as
employment opportunities for the poor.

Some researchers, however, have ques-
tioned these assumptions (Brophy and
Smith, 1997; A. Smith, 2002). One challenge
to the HOPE VI programme in particular is
that “some housing authorities have failed to
implement their HOPE VI redevelopment
plans effectively” (Popkin et al., 2004,

MIXED-INCOME HOUSING OUTCOMES 2359
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p. 33). In some cases “failures in relocation
and community-supportive service planning
have led to inadequate support for residents
and less than optimal outcomes for many
families” (Popkin et al., 2004, p. 33). It also
is contended that HOPE VI generally has not
been able to resolve the dilemma of improving
the quality of life for the ‘hard to house’ popu-
lations, or those who are dealing with multiple
barriers and obstacles to employment relating
to child care, health care and transport (Popkin
et al., 2004; Bloom et al., 2005; Levy and
Kaye, 2004). Findings such as these suggest
more generally that lack of capacity and effec-
tive linkages among key stakeholders in
mixed-income projects may compromise
people-based outcomes for community resi-
dents, especially lower-income ones.

Joseph et al. (2007, p. 370) similarly
maintain that mixed-income housing may be
“fundamentally a market-based strategy for
addressing urban poverty”. Since attracting
private-sector investment and higher-income
populations become primary goals, the role
of key stakeholders can shift from focusing
on people-based improvements to place-
based goals such as preparing neighbourhoods
for another round of capital investment. While
mixed-income housing should promote both
positive neighbourhood change and benefits
for low-income households, thus serving
both people- and place-based objectives, an
alternative hypothesis is that the benefits of
HOPE VI (mixed-income) have chiefly been
place-based: reclaiming particular neighbour-
hoods, reducing criminal activity in those
areas, and significantly upgrading the physical
environment. Indeed, Goetz (2005, p. 409)
claims that HOPE VI-style redevelopment
“has spawned or facilitated gentrification”.
Others, in a complementary way, have
argued that a ‘concentrated poverty’ narrative
is being mobilised by urban élites to legiti-
mate the mixed-income revitalisation of
place at the expense of community residents
in need. This compromises positive people-
based results, with the exception of the
new ‘gentry’ who may benefit while tra-
ditional residents are displaced or margin-
alised as neighbourhood actors (Clark, 2002;

Greenbaum, 2002; Morgen and Maskovsky,
2003; N. Smith, 2002; Slater et al., 2004).

With these arguments, mixed-income
housing projects may be conceived of as a
component of a larger entrepreneurial, urban
project characterised by a

business-led agenda that is much less con-
cerned with wealth redistribution and
welfare than the very ‘enabling’ of econ-
omic enterprise, although the latter is
viewed as generating societal benefits
through the impact of ‘trickle-down’ econ-
omics” (MacLeod, 2002, p. 604).

Harvey’s critical approach emphasises that in
this general framework underlined by interur-
ban competition

the public sector assumes the risk . . . it is
this feature of risk-absorption by the local
(rather than the national or federal) public
sector which distinguishes the present
phase of urban entrepreneurialism from
phases of civic boosterism in which private
capital seemed much less risk adverse
(Harvey, 1989, p. 7).

Mixed-income projects are latently about
neighbourhood revitalisation through restruc-
turing housing markets upwardly and in
correspondence with economic business
investment. The literature is replete with con-
cerns about attracting capital investment to a
targeted area versus other locales, which has
been summed up by the burgeoning use of
creating ‘neighborhoods of choice’ for the
wealthy. Critical analysts such as Harvey
argue that local governments are charged
with creating the conditions for this type of
speculative investment on the part of develo-
pers, businesses and homebuyers.

When taken together, the literature on
mixed-income housing suggests competing
hypotheses about revitalising neighbourhood
space and achieving favourable people-based
outcomes for either former residents of public
housing or low-income residents living in
private-sector housing. Under one hypothesis,
mixed-income housing can produce favourable
place-based outcomes that induce favourable
people-based outcomes. Under the other, it

2360 JAMES C. FRASER AND EDWARD L. KICK
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will not. However, the literature provides
opportunities for some retheorising that anti-
cipates a range of favourable or unfavourable
outcomes for both places and people. We
argue that, whether it is a HOPE VI initiative
or not, mixed-income housing impacts
on place-based and people-based outcomes
depend on the capacities and goals of the
public, private, non-profit and community resi-
dent sectors.

Private stakeholders are driven by market
forces which may differ from the public
sector. The goals of profit and service to exist-
ing communities may in principle appear
compatible, but in practice they may not be.
Further, quite apart from the often substantial
differences in goals across different private
stakeholders, public stakeholders may be
even more varied in the community-building
processes and outcomes they favour. Under
conditions of limited resources, local govern-
ments may be conflicted over serving
improvements in physical infrastructure
while at the same time serving resident consti-
tuencies. Public organisations, such as non-
profits that are key players in city space and
people transformations, may be deeply tied
to favourable outcomes for community resi-
dents (such as, local churches, neighbourhood
associations) while other non-profits, such as
foundations, may owe allegiance to their
for-profit funders with space-based, more so
than people-based, outcomes.

Aside from these more complex differences
in goal sets that may be lost in ‘public–
private’ dichotomies, we hypothesise that sta-
keholder capacities can make a significant
difference in providing favourable outcomes.
For instance, inexperienced or ill-directed
governments may also be incapable of
forging effective links among the multiple
parties that can be part of mixed-income
housing initiatives, effecting outcomes
related to both place- and people-based
goals. Residents without a sufficient threshold
of capacity may essentially ‘stand in the way’
of these public–private partnerships with both
focused goals and capacity. Capable non-
profits, depending on their goals, may move
initiatives in one direction or another, or if

they lack capacity also may stand in the way
of successful outcomes.

Thus, we suggest the complex and admit-
tedly ideal-type hypothesis that if mixed-
income initiatives are fuelled by stakeholders
that have common goal sets and high capacity,
then favourable space- and people-based out-
comes are highly probable, relative to other
configurations. Contrariwise, if stakeholder
goal sets are disconsonant and capacities uni-
formly weak, the probabilities of success are
comparatively low. We suspect that, in the
vast bulk of cases across the US, mixed-
income initiatives do not easily fit either of
these ideal types; that is, goals and capacities
among a complex set of stakeholders differ,
leading to a wide array of differences in out-
comes. Ultimately, recognition of this fact
may help us further to understand the differ-
ences expressed in policy advocacy, social
theory and research results for mixed-income
housing effects.

Within these broad hypotheses, it is poss-
ible to identify a circumscribed set of sub-
hypotheses in the hope that our analyses of
two cases will shed light on disconsonant
themes and results in the literature. It seems
reasonable to hypothesise that favourable
place-based outcomes result primarily from
consonant goals and the joint capacities of
the private sector and the public sector in the
form of local governments, and far less from
the goals and capacities of non-profits and
community residents. The effective linkage
between governments and investors in par-
ticular is more crucial for the task of building
the physical infrastructure that constitutes
place-based change. In contrast, the goals
and capacities of non-profits and residents
may be as crucial as private and public goals
and capacities to the production of favourable
people-based results for existing residents.
Without a threshold capacity and goals conso-
nant with broader place-based initiatives,
current residents will be unable to drive
mixed-income housing initiatives in a direc-
tion that parallels their needs. Relatedly,
non-profits can form effective coalitions with
residents to help ensure positive people-
based outcomes or alternatively forge alliances

MIXED-INCOME HOUSING OUTCOMES 2361
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with private and public forces that have goal
sets that differ from residents. We additionally
hypothesise that if mixed-income housing
goals centre on place-based changes for new
residents, then existing residents will be
essentially uninvolved in the process, not
reap the benefits of change and may in fact
be pushed out of their communities. It is this
last result that is anticipated by the literature
which questions the intentions and outcomes
of mixed-income initiatives.

Methodology

Alternative interpretations of the impacts of
mixed-income housing efforts suggest the
need for intensive case studies of housing
initiatives themselves, as a mechanism for
understanding how private, public, non-profit
and community residents actually transform
urban neighbourhoods. Critical geographers
have called for such examinations (Fraser,
2004; Goetz, 2005; Whitzman and Slater,
2006; Slater et al., 2004), but relatively few
studies on mixed-income housing implemen-
tation have embedded their analyses within
the context of the city in which they are
deployed, focusing on the capacities of
different stakeholders and the governance of
projects in which they are involved.

The issues of private, public, non-profit
and community resident capacity and their
intersections are especially significant given
privatisation, the devolution of responsibility
from the state to local populations and the
increased shift in local government from
managerial to entrepreneurial, where the
local government is expected to develop and
deploy business acumen in the hope of
driving economic investment in the city
(Harvey, 1989). Governance of mixed-
income initiatives also involves the public
and private sectors implementing strategies
to integrate civil society stakeholders includ-
ing community residents and non-profits into
mixed-income housing efforts as stakeholders
that provide legitimate entrée and access to
neighbourhoods. For example, in HOPE VI
initiatives, community involvement is a pre-
requisite for the awarding of federal

sponsorship. More generally, community
and nonprofit-based involvement in neigh-
bourhood revitalisation has been common
since the 1960s, albeit in different forms
that are articulated with one another and
public and private sectors in a variety of
ways (Elwood, 2002; Fraser and Kick,
2005; Fraser, 2004).

Case Study Analysis

We examine these hypotheses in two case
studies. The first case study analysis is a
HOPE VI project in Durham, North Carolina,
focusing on the process of providing opportu-
nities for former residents of a razed public
housing development to move towards self-
sufficiency. The second case presents evidence
on an initiative in Chattanooga, Tennessee,
that used the mixed-income housing develop-
ment approach towards poverty amelioration
for existing residents, with the intertwined
goal of neighbourhood revitalisation. While
the cases differ in that HOPE VI necessarily
relocates public housing residents from the
complex being razed and non-HOPE-VI
efforts could not legally move every house-
hold out of a neighbourhood before it is
‘rebuilt’, we suggest that there are sufficient
conceptual parallels that warrant such a com-
parison. First, both efforts were driven by the
public domain as an extension of the down-
town revitalisation effort. Secondly, the
public–private partnership in each effort
claimed to have the goals of creating favour-
able people- and place-based outcomes
respectively, including poverty amelioration
and neighbourhood investment/revitalisation.
Thirdly, as we shall demonstrate, both efforts
were mobilised by a belief in the proposition
that concentrated poverty is unhealthy for
households and that in order to build sustain-
able neighbourhoods private stakeholders
(such as, developers, entrepreneurs, middle-
and upper-income homebuyers) need to be
persuaded to invest in the target areas under
redevelopment.

We chose two different types of mixed-
income initiatives in order to examine hypoth-
eses in HOPE VI and non-HOPE-VI efforts in

2362 JAMES C. FRASER AND EDWARD L. KICK
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two comparably sized cities in the same
geographical region with socio-demographics
that reasonably parallel one another. We note
in advance that the Chattanooga revitalisation
effort is of a grander scale, leading to a
broader methodological approach and more
expansive findings for it. In the case of
Chattanooga, our efforts began in 1998 with
surveys of households residing in neighbour-
hoods that were targeted for revitalisation,
including the Southside. Subsequently, we
gathered secondary and primary data on the
Southside area annually, including site visits
and interviews with stakeholders involved in
the revitalisation effort. Our involvement in
the Durham HOPE VI initiative, which
aimed to revitalise a 96 square block area
that is contiguous to the downtown business
district, began in 2000.

Findings

Few Gardens HOPE VI, Durham

Built in 1953, the Few Gardens public housing
project included 31 buildings containing 240
apartments on 16 acres of land in north-east
central Durham (Durham Housing Authority
and The Community Builders, 2000). As
Durham’s first public housing project, Few
Gardens was named for noted Duke Univer-
sity President William Preston Few. Orig-
inally, this ‘Whites only’ public housing
project consisted of two-storey barracks-
style brick buildings facing one another
across a courtyard. A similarly designed
public housing project called McDougald
Terrace was developed for African Americans
in southern Durham several blocks east of
North Carolina Central University. By the
late 1960s, urban renewal projects like the
Durham Freeway eliminated much of
Durham’s most dilapidated and most afford-
able housing, and the neighbourhood around
Few Gardens began attracting poor African
American residents. Due to this migration
into Durham’s low-income, White neighbour-
hoods north of the freeway, poverty concen-
tration increased and Whites moved out.

By the late 1990s, Few Gardens had
become one of the most segregated and dis-
tressed places in the City of Durham. The for-
merly “Whites only” public housing project
was then 100 per cent African American and
the area surrounding Few Gardens 85 per
cent, even though African Americans rep-
resented only 42 per cent of Durham’s popu-
lation. Few Gardens as a whole had a
household median income of $3564, a 90 per
cent poverty rate, a 70 per cent unemployment
rate and a 25 per cent high school graduation
rate among adults. The physical conditions
around Few Gardens were similarly trouble-
some, with 42 per cent of the 847 residential
parcels within a one-quarter-block radius of
Few Gardens either deteriorated or aban-
doned. Another 162 parcels, or 19 per cent
of total residential parcels, were vacant. The
area was also one of the most crime-ridden
in Durham and “on a per capita basis, police
calls were twenty-five per cent more likely
to come from Few Gardens than from the
city as a whole” (Durham Housing Authority
and The Community Builders, 2000, p. 22).

The Durham Housing Authority (DHA)
partnered with The Community Builders
(TCB), a non-profit development entity with
a substantial property portfolio in mixed-
income housing,1 and was awarded a HOPE
VI grant to raze Few Gardens and support
the goal of revitalising the 96 square block
area surrounding it. The demolition of Few
Gardens and the redevelopment of the neigh-
bourhood were expected to deconcentrate
poverty, which would make the area signifi-
cantly safer and diversified by income.
Altogether, the DHA proposed to build 260
units of new rental housing in 3 different
neighbourhoods and another 115 units desig-
nated for homeownership, and the City of
Durham committed to build an additional 40
units for homeownership. As part of the
Durham HOPE VI revitalisation effort, the
DHA planned to leverage another $120
million in public and private funds (Durham
Housing Authority and The Community
Builders, 2000). One of the strengths of the
DHA–TCB application was the articulation
of public–private partnerships that would

MIXED-INCOME HOUSING OUTCOMES 2363
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bring economic resources and management
expertise to the proposed project.

The goals of the Community and Social
Service Program (CSS), a non-profit oper-
ation, were to relocate former residents to
better neighbourhoods, improve their quality
of life and promote self-sufficiency. The
CSS staff members were charged with devel-
oping detailed service packages for former
residents of Few Gardens to enable them
to improve their life-skills and capacities,
secure living-wage jobs and, when they
chose to do so, relocate to a new neighbour-
hood of their choice (HUD, 2000, p. 1). There-
fore, the intended relationship between the
provision of social services to low-income
households and economic outcomes (i.e.
employment and wealth creation) was
clearly understood as a major goal of the
HOPE VI programme. It provided a concep-
tual guide for DHA management to aid them
in determining the necessary linkages
between DHA, former residents, social
service providers and private-sector employ-
ers so that former residents would move
towards self-sufficiency and out of a living
environment characterised by concentrated
poverty and associated social problems.

The DHA–TCB proposal actually did
provide detailed information on the consor-
tium of stakeholder groups they had put
together for the HOPE VI project, highlight-
ing goals and establishing partnerships with
these entities, each of the group’s capacities
to complete tasks effectively, as well as
letters of commitment from each entity.
These groups included non-profits that
would provide educational and employment-
related services for low-income households,
private-sector partners who would potentially
provide employment opportunities or in-kind
services and public-sector entities such as
the Chamber of Commerce that would co-
ordinate economic development activities in
the target area.

In particular, the DHA–TCB team held
meetings with residents and their commu-
nity-based organisations in order to ensure a
common goal set and gain widespread
support and leverage resources for the project

which was characterised in the HOPE VI
application as solidifying “interpersonal and
interorganisation synergy” (Durham Housing
Authority and The Community Builders,
2000, p. 14). During the course of the meet-
ings, the DHA–TCB team was able to win
over even the strongest dissenters—the
Durham Affordable Housing Coalition and
the Hayti Development Corporation— who
both eventually wrote letters of support and
pledged to provide in-kind services. In total,
according to the DHA’s HOPE VI grant appli-
cation, meetings with local groups led to
letters of support that promised over $90
million in leveraged funds and resources
from local stakeholders to pursue their
common goals.

Overall, the DHA–TCB proposal success-
fully outlined the roles that public, private,
non-profit and community resident stake-
holders would play during the HOPE VI
project and how these sectors would link in
support of both the provision of opportunities
for low-income households and the revitalisa-
tion of the Few Gardens area. The project was
broken down into the development component
including supervision and marketing of the
new units as well as tenant screening and
on-site management, which TCB took a lead
in supervising, and the Community and
Social Services (CSS) component which
included moving low-income households
towards economic self-sufficiency which the
DHA conducted. Both groups proposed to
partner with a range of private, public and
non-profit agencies including residents in the
Few Gardens revitalisation area, apparently
cementing a common goal set among partners.

The Few Gardens HOPE VI project began
in the fall of 2000, although relocation of the
240 households was not completed until two
years later (The News and Observer, 2003b).
Most of the Few Gardens households were
relocated to other public housing, with only
70 households being provided Section 8 vou-
chers to move to housing in the private
sector (The News and Observer, 2003b).
During this period the DHA HOPE VI staff
lost track of 100 households who dropped
out of the programme or were evicted
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(The News and Observer, 2005a). While the
relocation analysis examining census tract
attributes of the places to which residents
were relocated indicated an improvement on
a range of indicators from economic to
housing, these areas of Durham were still
among the worst compared with other
census tracts in the city of Durham, with
high levels of unemployment, poverty,
violent crime and racial segregation (Fraser
et al., 2004).

Between the beginning of the CSS com-
ponent of the HOPE VI in 2000 and 2006,
the provision of case management was also
uneven in practice and outcomes. According
to case management data on the status of the
147 ‘active’ households, 40 were either
senior citizens or on disability. While these
populations have been eligible for CSS, case
managers stressed that these groups were
less likely than the other 107 households
to participate in educational programmes
related to employment or employment ser-
vices. In addition, CSS staff reported that an
additional 32 households, for a variety of
reasons, could not be reached. This left 75
households from the original 240 that were
actively being targeted for CSS programmatic
elements. These elements were categorised
into four groupings for analytical purposes.
General training consisted of coursework
towards educational goals including General
Equivalency Diploma coursework and other
general educational offerings. Specialised
training included transcription, paralegal and
other professional offerings. Life-skills
included a variety of counselling and offerings
for personal and professional development.
‘Other’ consisted of programmatic elements
including summer camp and ‘Saturday
Academy’ that were geared towards children
and youth. Of the entire 107 households,
approximately 10 per cent completed general
training, 7 per cent completed specialised
training, 18 per cent completed life-skills train-
ing and 45 per cent took advantage of ‘other’
services targeting youth. There were no direct
linkages created between employers and
the DHA–CSS programme, meaning that vir-
tually no households moved into living-wage

employment due to this programmatic
component of HOPE VI.2 Further, HOPE VI
staff members in charge of creating private-
sector linkages left the programme without
producing any results (Fraser et al., 2005a).
Failure of public-sector intervention (i.e.
DHA staff) to link residents to education and
employment training was matched by their
corresponding shortcomings in outreach to
the private sector.

This failure to link key stakeholders was
crucial, but not well understood by central
public-sector stakeholders. Causality between
the CSS services and employment outcomes
for households cannot be inferred. However,
we note that after six years of HOPE VI,
along with public statements by the DHA
that former residents of Few Gardens would
become self-sufficient and have increased
employment opportunities, only 44 per cent
of the original 240 households reported that
they were currently working for pay. When
we compare former residents who moved
into other public housing developments in
Durham with those who received Section 8
vouchers, we find that approximately 53 per
cent reported working for pay, while only 21
per cent of public housing residents reported
working for pay. When asked whether or not
respondents had been at their current employ-
ment for over three years, only 7 per cent of
public housing respondents replied affirma-
tively, while a full 51 per cent of those
former Few Gardens residents receiving
Section 8 vouchers replied yes. Overall, the
provision of CSS services as well as reported
employment outcomes after six years of
HOPE VI indicated that the programme
struggled in moving many public housing resi-
dents towards self-sufficiency.

Based upon interviews with CSS case
managers, DHA staff and service providers
as well as local economic development organ-
isations familiar with HOPE VI, it appears
that the reasons for the less than stellar
results for former Few Gardens residents
were due to a lack of capacity, in particular
a lack of understanding of how to build
effectively public–private coalitions of local
actors that could bring needed resources,
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including ‘know-how’, to the effort to move
low-income families into positions where
they had greater opportunities for positive
economic and housing outcomes. In addition,
interviews with non-DHA stakeholders or
service providers suggested that local govern-
ment officials were more concerned about
creating the right conditions in the HOPE VI
area to achieve the revitalisation goals associ-
ated with the project than they were with
former residents. This was also evidenced by
the fact that, while DHA was directly respon-
sible for providing effective services to assist
former residents, no local state entities inter-
vened in a situation that had been reported
in the local news media as ‘a continuing
failure’. This points towards the conclusion
that it was not simply DHA that had been inef-
fective, but that the real goals of the City of
Durham were different from those expressed
publicly.

Non-DHA stakeholders were quite critical
of the agency’s efforts to work effectively
with former residents. One prominent stake-
holder in the economic development arm of
the project stated that his organisation was
limiting their involvement in the entire effort
because the DHA-based HOPE VI manage-
ment team members were unresponsive to
suggestions for collaboration and did not
demonstrate an understanding of the larger
goal of urban revitalisation. Other partners,
who were enlisted by DHA to be key players
during the implementation of the HOPE VI,
echoed this sentiment. This was evidenced
by the fact that the majority of DHA’s local
partners listed in the original application,
particularly non-government entities, had
dropped out by 2006. This had significant
impacts on what could be feasibly accom-
plished by the HOPE VI effort because DHA
initially stated that they could leverage over
$15 million in funds and resources for
their CSS programme. Interviews with
HOPE VI stakeholders revealed that the
impact of DHA’s leveraging efforts were
much less than that listed in the HOPE VI
application. The three largest leverage
resources—Durham Exchange Club Industries
($5 851 440), the Center for Employment

Training ($4 000 000) and Goodwill Indus-
tries ($1 830 000)—currently have no official
relationship with the HOPE VI programme,
pointing to further breakdown in capacity of
crucial public, private, nonprofit and commu-
nity resident ties.3

In addition to specific capacity issues with
the HOPE VI CSS programme, the DHA has
had significant organisational capacity issues
that have impacted the HOPE VI programme
as a whole. Financial mismanagement led to
the removal of the DHA executive director
in April 2003 and to the partial takeover of
the authority by HUD a year later (The News
and Observer, 2004, 2005b). In addition to
illegally appropriating HUD money from
one project to another, the DHA, largely
through its subsidiary Development Ventures
Inc., has misspent several million dollars
in failed efforts at creative financing and
financial misappropriation (The Herald-Sun,
2004). Although these events have been a
public relations nightmare for the DHA, the
HUD takeover has, more importantly,
limited the flexibility and impact of the
HOPE VI programme by establishing a
complex and time-consuming process to
procure HOPE VI money for CSS program-
ming. This step has further strained the
DHA’s collaborative relationships with its
CSS service providers. Local state failures as
a consequence have intensified the need for
local–national public ties at the same time
as further bureaucratic links are required
between the local public sector and its part-
ners charged with improving communities.
In April 2005, the DHA fired 27 employees,
including its interim director and the manage-
ment staff that oversaw the Durham HOPE VI
grant, in a sweeping reform effort intended to
help repay HUD and rebuild their relationship
(Skalski, 2005).

In summary, the HOPE VI project has not
produced desirable outcomes for many of
the former residents of Few Gardens. One
DHA board member, looking back on the
ineffective CSS programme, stated that
while much of the blame for shortcomings
needed to be placed on an agency that did
not have the skills sets or capacity necessary
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to build effectively public, private, non-profit
and community resident partnerships, there
was clearly less political will on the part of
public or private sectors to focus on the
expressed goal of poverty amelioration. The
capacity of the DHA to provide former house-
holds services to “enable them to improve
their life skills and capacities and secure
living wage jobs and, when they choose to
do so, to relocate to a new neighbourhood of
their choice”, certainly had been compro-
mised by an ineffective housing authority.
Yet other local stakeholders who had knowl-
edge of the programme did not take the
initiative to become involved in providing
low-income residents with opportunities
either. In addition, community capacity was
weak from the onset and apparently there
was significant goal disconsonance among
stakeholders that further undermined people-
based changes. The HOPE VI mixed-income
housing project in Durham shows that the
lack of goal commonality and effective local
public, private, non-profit and community
resident linkages significantly constrained
the possibility that former Few Gardens
households would benefit from this large-
sized effort to restructure the local housing
market. In this instance, in line with those
who critique the effectiveness of mixed-
income housing, place-based goals were
largely met but people-based goals were not.
The failures in the latter resulted from both
inconsistent goals and shortcomings in
capacity across multiple stakeholders.

Southside, Chattanooga

During the early 20th century, the neighbour-
hoods that comprised the Southside of Chatta-
nooga were home to workers who provided
labour for a range of industries including
foundries, mills and warehouses. The area
was mixed-used, dotted with parks, churches,
schools and retail establishments that served
the local population. As in many cities
across the US, industry began to decline in
the mid 20th century until the 1990s when
most of the operating industrial sites were
closed (see Wilson, 1996). The manufacturing

workforce of the city, much of which was
housed in this area, declined from 42 per
cent of the total workforce in 1970 to 22 per
cent in 1990. Some businesses remained
and new ones opened, including a poultry
processing plant, a carpet manufacturer and
the Warehouse Row shopping complex.
However, most of the job growth up to 1990
was in the service sector, increasing from 30
per cent in 1970 to 46 per cent in 1990.
These economic shifts, in part, left the South-
side with many empty buildings and parking
lots along with vacant housing, much of
it in sub-standard condition (RiverCity
Company, 1997).

Prior to efforts to revitalise the Southside
district of Chattanooga, city leaders focused
their attention on the impoverished downtown
business district, which was becoming
increasingly isolated and run down. During
the mid 1980s, city leaders representing both
private and public sectors formed a public–
private partnership to sponsor Vision 2000, a
planning exercise that also included input
from over 2500 residents in the area. The
process was then based on visible and viable
partnerships, spawning a range of projects
that succeeded in creating a vibrant downtown
with over $1 billion in investments. The shift
in Chattanooga’s urban centre was so dra-
matic that publications across the country, as
well as the city newspaper, represented
Chattanooga’s revitalisation efforts as
nothing less than a ‘citizen-driven urban
renaissance’.4 By the mid 1990s, downtown
Chattanooga had become a vibrant area with
a $45 million aquarium, new minor league
ballpark, IMAX Theater, a plethora of new
restaurants and shops, and the beginnings of
intensive housing development (Fraser et al.,
2003). In contrast to Durham, a successful
foundation based on common goals and ener-
getic capacity was laid for future urban revita-
lisation initiatives by a viable public sector
that actively bridged multiple stakeholders.

It was at this point that public and private
partners turned their eyes towards the inner-
city neighbourhoods surrounding the down-
town business and entertainment district.
In 1997, a consortium of stakeholders
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including the Chattanooga Housing Authority,
Chattanooga Neighborhood Enterprise, the
Regional Planning Agency and The River
City Company created “The Southside Re-
development Plan” to revitalise what would
become known as the Historical Southside
District, referred to as ‘Southside’ (Chattanooga
Housing Authority et al., 1997). An overall
goal of the group was to remake Southside
into “an attractive, economically viable, and
socially diverse urban community in which
people can live, work, shop, worship and
play—all within the same community”
(p. 8), based on detailed steps to acquire,
develop and finance the plan, including the
use of tax increment financing (p. 32). This
was one of the earliest attempts to create a
comprehensive neighbourhood revitalisation
plan that was based on a mixed-income,
mixed-use model for redevelopment and fore-
shadowed that mixed-income housing would
eventually become the centrepiece for the
redevelopment of the Southside.

Arguably the most significant coalition of
public and private stakeholders that was created
to foster neighbourhood change in the city
was Community Impact of Chattanooga, Inc.
(CIC) formed in 1998 when the City of
Chattanooga, the Lyndhurst Foundation, United
Way of Chattanooga, the Public Education
Foundation, the Community Foundation of
Greater Chattanooga and the Benwood Foun-
dation joined forces. While each partner
brought significant economic resources to the
effort, the political capacity CIC galvanised in
the city was just as important.

Beyond these public and private commu-
nity partners, CIC was also committed to
working directly with residents and commu-
nity-based organisations (CBOs) already
engaged in neighbourhood affairs, creating
further linkages with the people who actually
lived in neighbourhoods that were targeted for
change. As a sign of this commitment, CIC
put together a leadership team comprised of
community leaders that had been serving as
neighbourhood association board members
or CBO leaders. Together, these partners
developed a comprehensive community-
building initiative entitled ‘Neighborhoods

of Opportunity’, which in its first year com-
mitted significant resources to hold planning
sessions in the neighbourhoods adjacent to
the downtown. These sessions were organised
to assist residents in envisioning what they
wanted to see their neighbourhoods become
and they involved national community devel-
opment leaders working with residents in
crafting action plans. While this groundwork
was connecting local public, private and
civil society sectors, there were also networks
being built with national intermediaries such
as the Aspen Institute’s Roundtable on Com-
prehensive Community Change, the Annie
E. Casey Foundation and community develop-
ment consultants. These connections were
important for CIC’s organisational capacity
in two ways. First, the CIC learned from
others about current strategies that were
being employed to address different com-
ponents of neighbourhood revitalisation,
such as housing. Secondly, CIC was net-
worked into the larger field of community
redevelopment, making them an attractive
organisation for national demonstration
project investment. In this respect, local
links were enhanced and a multiscalar
coalition of actors was created to support
both place-based and people-based changes.

In particular, one national intermediary, the
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation
(NRC), had a strong influence on the direction
of the revitalisation of Southside. A local CIC
partner, the Chattanooga Neighborhood
Enterprise (CNE), a public–private organis-
ation providing affordable housing and neigh-
bourhood services, was tied to the NRC
network through the NeighborWorks
America programme.5 Southside was one of
the target areas for this pilot programme.
During this period, CIC and CNE were intro-
duced to a revitalisation model adopted by
NRC entitled ‘Neighborhoods of Choice’.
Neighborhoods of Choice was, and continues
to be, a mixed-income development approach
used in weak housing markets to create places

where it makes sense for people to invest
time, energy and money in the upkeep of
the neighborhood and where neighbors
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have the capacity to manage day-to-day
activities (Schubert, 2001, p. 37; see also
Brophy and Burnett, 2003).

From the ‘Neighborhoods of Choice’ perspec-
tive, the real estate market is viewed as the
key driver of neighbourhood revitalisation.
Therefore, one of the central strategies of
this approach is to have local government
and neighbourhood residents act as “market-
ers of their community and market their new
image to realtors and lenders” (Turnham and
Bonjorni, 2004, p. 24), in the process creating
stronger public, private and community ties.
Indicators of success include assessments of
physical improvements in a neighbourhood,
investment in residential mortgages, rates of
property vacancy and tax delinquency.6

By 1999, Southside residents had been
involved in a year of planning efforts includ-
ing a baseline study on neighbourhood charac-
teristics, but had not made much progress. In
addition, residents were beginning to voice
neighbourhood concerns over CIC’s seeming
lack of direction, inattention to resident
empowerment and funding for neighbour-
hood-directed projects, and the absence of
general progress. Contributing partners were
also growing tired of the apparent lack of
community capacity and progress towards
the original place-based and people-based
goals articulated in the initial initiative docu-
ments (Fraser et al., 2003). In a meeting
between CIC funding partners, the non-profit
Lyndhurst Foundation president stated that
‘low-lying fruit’ needed to be picked in
order for investors to continue funding CIC’s
efforts. The Lyndhurst Foundation brought
Michael Schubert, a nationally known consult-
ant for the Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor-
poration, down to Chattanooga and hired him
as a project consultant to develop plans for
real-estate-centred neighbourhood revitalisa-
tion. Southside was to be the first major
effort, since it was geographically an extension
of the downtown area (Fraser et al., 2003).

Schubert’s (2000) mixed-income develop-
ment goal for creating the Southside as a
‘neighbourhood of choice’ focused on code
enforcement, production of market-rate

housing and marketing the neighbourhood to
real estate developers. Consequently, one of
the steps CIC took was to redirect the goal
set of CNE from solely affordable housing
production to building market-rate town
homes, condominiums and single-family
detached units in order to show private-
sector developers that there was a demand
for these forms of urban living. While the
project took some time, by 2002 most of the
units were occupied and further market-rate
investment occurred. According to a report
prepared for the Lyndhurst Foundation
(SETNIS, 2003), between 1997 and 2002,
there was a 45 per cent increase in the
median appraisal for residential properties
and, at a 63 per cent increase, Southside
boasted the highest rate of growth in residen-
tial property values of all neighbourhoods in
Chattanooga. The home improvement rate,
measured by the number of loans made, also
grew by 180 per cent, by far the most activity
of any Chattanooga neighbourhood. In
addition, the average dollar amount for
home loans increased from $40 000 in 1997
to approximately $100 000 in 2003. Likewise,
the denial rate of conventional home loans
decreased from between 20 to 55 per cent in
years 1997 to 2002, to 7 per cent in 2003.
These figures show that investment for exist-
ing properties as well as newly built properties
has been very strong. At a minimum, a
number of market-related stakeholders bene-
fited by these neighbourhood changes.

Changes in the housing market were
accompanied by an increasingly sophisticated
marketing strategy. When CIC and CNE
began implementation of the mixed-income
housing initiative they worked with a small
number of existing realtors who were willing
to show Southside properties. These realtors
offered attractive incentive packages to motiv-
ate ‘urban pioneers’ to move into the fledgling
housing market. By 2004, the Lyndhurst
Foundation provided subsidies and other
incentives to a realtor-developer who opened
up a business, Urban Living, to work with
developers and potential homebuyers and
take the already-developing housing market
to the next level.
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These strategies have exponentially
increased the development opportunities in
Southside. In 1997, the median appraisal of
residential properties in Southside was $17
250 (SETNIS, 2003, p. 5). Currently, a
1000-square-foot condominium sells for
$150 000 while a 1500-square-foot house is
available for $215 000. At the high end, a
1350-square-foot luxury townhouse sells at
$285 000. There are also affordable units
available for rental at 60–80 per cent of the
area median-income level, although increas-
ing land values will pose a challenge for
future affordable housing. The ability of the
CIC to market the once extremely low-
income Southside area as a ‘neighbourhood
of choice’ has been an integral component of
the success the initiative has had across
many indicators of neighbourhood revitalisa-
tion except, unfortunately, the well-being of
prior residents. It is arguable that the sub-
population of 15 per cent of existing residents
who owned their homes and experienced
increased appraisals of their properties also
benefited, although a countervailing conse-
quence is increased taxation and the incentive
from them to sell.

Thus, while place-based successes are
apparent, the outcomes of this neighbourhood
revitalisation on existing low-income house-
holds have been more mixed. Indeed, a new
set of challenges have been created for the
most socially vulnerable populations that
have remained in the area. Southside consists
of three distinct areas that are separated by
major thoroughfares. Cowart Place contains
almost entirely new mixed-income construc-
tion and has received the greatest level of
private-sector investment. Demographically,
it is almost completely White and there are
very few families with children. While this
was the least populated area of the Southside
prior to redevelopment, most of the previous
residents are gone. Across the first spatial
divide is Fort Negley, an area in which CNE
has had a major presence as an affordable
housing provider since 1986. This area is in
the process of being developed further with
market-rate as well as moderate-income lofts
and condos. There is a greater presence of

African American households with children
as well as some Latinos in Fort Negley, but
few White households. Finally, Jefferson
Heights was completely African American
and Latino until 2004 when one White
family moved into the neighbourhood. When
the CIC initiative began in 1998, the residents
of Jefferson Heights and, to a lesser extent,
Fort Negley, were the primary participants in
the community-building effort.

When CIC made initial overtures towards
neighbourhood residents, the message was
that the Neighborhoods of Opportunity initiat-
ive was aimed at improving their quality of
life. When the mixed-income housing com-
ponent was introduced, it was in the context
of growing angst about demonstrating
physical signs of progress. The workforce
development component, initially part of the
agenda, has been largely jettisoned as a
priority, disarticulating the market from the
traditional community. However, education
opportunities for youth have been highlighted.
A new school was built to serve existing
neighbourhood families and was an important
selling-point for recruiting middle-income
families to the neighbourhood. Ironically,
most of the newcomers did not have children.
Between 2002 and 2005, a surge of private-
sector development and an influx of newco-
mers dramatically altered the composition of
the Southside area. Without meaningful
efforts towards developing existing resident
wealth and income opportunities, there were
clear disconnections between Southside areas.

The disconnections between populations
are both economic and political. Prior to new-
comer move-in, the median household income
in the Southside was slightly under $15 000
(SETNIS, 2003). Even with ‘affordable’
housing at 60–80 per cent of area median
income for the City of Chattanooga, few of
the existing residents could participate in
moving into rental, let alone homeownership,
opportunities built in the area. The ‘neigh-
bourhoods of choice’ mixed-income housing
model did not have a meaningful programma-
tic element to connect newcomers and
existing residents. This has produced a politi-
cally, socially and economically fractured
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Southside. The Cowart Place newcomers
belong to an exclusive homeowners’ associ-
ation, bonding their social capital and
establishing a new ‘community’. In these
respects, the mixed-income initiative was suc-
cessful in attaining place-based and people-
based goals in this area of the city. However,
Cowart Place newcomers have chosen not to
interact with the existing neighbourhood
associations that CIC courted in Fort Negley
and Jefferson Heights. Adding to the uncer-
tainty for low-income residents, CIC and the
neighbourhood associations have acknowl-
edged that, as of the end of 2005, the CIC
has ‘graduated’ the Southside from the initiat-
ive, effectively ending the comprehensive
community-building programme.

In summary, the ‘neighbourhood of choice’
mixed-income approach to neighbourhood
revitalisation and poverty amelioration pro-
duced tangible results for place-based out-
comes in Chattanooga, but has also created
uncertain opportunities for low-income resi-
dents that fall well below the moderate-
income range. Because the CIC initiative
was created by local public, private and non-
profit sector institutions that were already
effectively linked from past endeavours and
because the neighbourhood community was
at least partially integrated into the initiative,
there was a sufficient level of consensus on
goals and a set of capacities that carried the
project forward. As the CIC also developed
meaningful connections with national
funding agencies, community development
professionals and intermediaries bridging
relationships that shaped the type of mixed-
income initiative for the Southside, successful
place-based investment was created for some
communities.

However, during a site visit to Chattanooga
in 2005, many proponents of mixed-income
housing stated that the revitalisation of South-
side was incomplete. There was some recog-
nition that along with the development of a
strong housing market there needed to be con-
sideration of how low-income residents can be
increasingly incorporated into the ‘new’
neighbourhoods being created. Neighbour-
hood leaders who had been integral to the

CIC effort lamented that there were deep
divides between newcomers in Cowart
Place and residents in other areas of the South-
side. In addition, with the official withdrawal
of the CIC from Southside affairs, there
remains a question as to how low-income
residents will fare in the midst of such neigh-
bourhood changes.

Conclusions

The Durham and Chattanooga case studies
illustrate the implementation of mixed-
income housing initiatives with different
public, private, non-profit and community
resident configurations and with some com-
parable, but also some very different, results.
As noted earlier, mixed-income housing
projects across America are driven to an
important degree by perspectives which
focus on neighbourhood-level approaches to
remedying social problems, such as poverty
(Wilson, 1987, 1996).

In Durham, the implementation of a HOPE
VI project was ineffective to a large extent in
relation to serving the needs of former low-
income households that were supposed to
benefit from CSS services and move towards
self-sufficiency. In part, this was due to a
lack of adequate capacities and effectively
linked capacities among the local public
housing authority, other public stakeholders,
the private sector and community residents.
It was also due to diverging goal sets. While
the physical redevelopment of the revitalisa-
tion area was managed efficiently and will
be completed by 2007, the CSS component
will end in 2007 without having much to
show in terms of services provided to former
Few Gardens residents or evidence that
many of these residents are any closer to
self-sufficiency. This parallels some national
trends that suggest many low-income house-
holds that are part of a HOPE VI project con-
tinue to face multiple barriers to employment
even with CSS services (Popkin et al., 2004;
Bloom et al., 2005; Levy and Kaye, 2004).
It also raises questions around why there
seems to be an unevenness between the quality
of services provided to former residents of
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razed public housing versus the professional-
ism (i.e. development, marketing, financing
packages) that these same sites demonstrate
in relation to the physical and marketing com-
ponents of the newly redeveloped HOPE VI
areas. The Durham case study, while an on-
going saga, has basically caused the forced
migration of public housing residents and
failed to provide them with educational or
employment opportunities that promoted
positive outcomes. Once more, while there
was outcry from a few DHA board
members, by the time an investigation of
the CSS programme was completed—ending
in documentation that it lacked capacity
and was mismanaged (or not managed)—
over 100 households were ‘lost’ and it
was too late to chart a new course for the
remaining ones.

Alternatively, in Chattanooga, the greater
capacity in and among public, private and
non-profit sectors, coupled with the common
goals of community building prior to embark-
ing on the physical redevelopment of the area,
produced substantial place-based investments
and created a neighbourhood of choice. The
creation of a ‘hot’ housing market led some
existing residents to mobilise and support
the neighbourhood revitalisation efforts. The
Neighborhoods of Opportunity initiative
provided a vehicle that appeared to assist resi-
dents in developing capacity to manage their
neighbourhoods, gave some level of legiti-
macy and thus ‘buy-in’ on the part of resi-
dents. In addition, the capacity of the
public–private partnerships between the City
of Chattanooga, private foundations and
developers made possible incentive packages
to motivate higher-income households to
move into the area and to spur new business
start-ups. In Chattanooga, public, private,
non-profit and community resident links pro-
duced mixed-income housing outcomes that
significantly altered neighbourhood or place-
based characteristics, as well as some
people-based results including reduction in
the rates of poverty, although persistent
poverty among the former community
members has not been addressed. At the
same time, significant gentrification was

produced whereby former residents were
politically and physically displaced (Fraser,
2004). This supports the findings of Goetz
(2005), which suggest that mixed-income
housing development intervention routinely
causes gentrification and does not necessarily
benefit many low-income residents. While
diverse processes of gentrification have been
documented (N. Smith, 2002; Slater et al.,
2004), this type of state-sponsored gentrifica-
tion is reminiscent of urban renewal during
the 1960s with one difference—civil society,
in the form of neighbourhood/development
residents, is asked actually to play an active
role. In the case of Chattanooga, residents
actually provide labour, which turns back
upon its producers when the Southside actu-
ally becomes a ‘neighbourhood of choice’.

Further, Chattanooga’s prior and on-going
downtown revitalisation efforts have been
based on well-articulated public and private
partnerships, and this capacity has produced
an entirely new landscape, including an
aquarium, ballpark, river park, business and
housing development, and over $1 billion in
investment since 1990. Poverty has been
‘ameliorated’, insofar as the inner-city poor
have been spatially supplanted by successful
urban redevelopment efforts. Durham down-
town revitalisation projects now are also
creating demand, as evidenced by increasing
numbers of housing options, and it is likely
that Durham’s housing market will continue
to improve due to its location in North
Carolina’s economically robust ‘research
triangle’ area.

Other characteristics of the Chattanooga
context set it apart from Durham. The level
of philanthropic support in Chattanooga is
extremely high given the longstanding econ-
omic viability of corporate foundations such
as Coca-Cola and the activities of its philan-
thropic arm the Lyndhurst Foundation. The
past two mayors of Chattanooga, both
private-sector developers who own a great
deal of downtown property, had the joint
goal of developing public–private partner-
ships that were effective. In fact, many of
the public-sector actors in Chattanooga were
the private-sector actors, leading to greater
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capacity through unity, which, with the help
of non-profits and resident actors, could guar-
antee the place-based success of mixed-
income changes. In Chattanooga, a great
deal of power resided with a relatively small
group of rather well co-ordinated actors. The
newly elected mayor, who is not a developer,
recently has challenged this configuration,
creating an environment of some uncertainty
and consequences that still are unknown.

Thus, there have been some substantial
differences in goal consensus and the
capacities of public, private, non-profit and
resident actors in Chattanooga compared
with Durham and, individually or in co-ordi-
nation, they have induced mixed-income
housing successes that produced more
visible and consequential changes for the
downtown and surrounding neighbourhoods
in Chattanooga than in Durham. A generalis-
ation for future research is that mixed-
income housing successes, including those
related to people-based results, may indeed
be influenced by building community
capacity, but they can be even more pro-
foundly determined by goal and capacity
intersections among a range of urban
stakeholders.

One remaining question is: once efforts like
mixed-income housing create ‘neighbourhoods
of choice’, what strategies will be put into
place to secure affordable housing and
poverty amelioration for those who are low-
income? The apparent successes of one case
we analysed and failures in the other essen-
tially produced nearly identical outcomes for
the poorest urban groups in both—persistent
poverty and few favourable people-based
results for traditional residents. For instance,
in the Cowart Place area of Chattanooga’s
Southside, it is increasingly difficult for low-
income households to participate in home-
ownership, which instead has been seen as a
significant strategy for wealth creation by
investors. One of the weaknesses of the
Chattanooga approach to creating ‘neighbour-
hoods of choice’ is that there were virtually no
workforce development components to permit
long-time residents to access better employ-
ment opportunities and to keep up with the

rapidly escalating taxation and prices in the
local housing market. A number of residents
in Chattanooga informed us of cases where
the sons and daughters of decedents were
unable to meet the demands of mortgage pay-
ments and new taxes, and were essentially
pushed from their neighbourhoods of origin
and replaced by relatively well-to-do home-
owners purchasing the property from inves-
tors. The investors often obtained it through
relationships with large banks that held the
note on the house when it went into default.

Weber (2002, p. 519) notes that market-
based approaches can reproduce social
inequality and be deeply disadvantageous to
those who are socially vulnerable because
“the temporal investment horizons of inves-
tors, developers, and residents rarely
coincide”. Opportunities for capital invest-
ment in downward-spiralling neighbourhoods
are provided, but polarised cities with even
greater chasms between classes may be
created. If people in poverty are shuffled to
less desirable neighbourhoods in central-city
revitalisation and related mixed-income pro-
jects, then concentrated poverty will simply
become worse in metropolitan areas.

Thus, a final question we pose is: mixed-
income housing, successes for whom? The
stakeholder linkages we observe at the local
and national levels may couple more univer-
sally to reconfigure urban areas to benefit
some individuals and urban spaces while wor-
sening poverty and the quality of life for
others. What is viewed as ‘successful’ may
depend on which people and urban spaces
are the domains of empirical attention. The
scope of these dynamics may be relatively
uncaptured in the literature, since individual
case studies of selected areas in cities are the
norm in this research area. Hence, we call
for evidence from a range of case studies
such as ours, driven by theorisations that
place local and surrounding projects in their
broader local, national and even international
contexts. This evidence will help to address
the question: are contemporary city-building
and mixed-income housing mechanisms that
can ameliorate grave people-based conditions
across the board in cities, or are they in
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actuality a ‘zero-sum game’ for further redis-
tributing wealth at all levels?

Notes

1. In addition to its own experience, the DHA
noted the capacity of its main HOPE VI
partner, The Community Builders (TCB),
which would develop and manage the HOPE
VI properties. At the time of the DHA’s appli-
cation, TCB had a property portfolio includ-
ing 50 housing developments that were
occupied by 15 000 residents and worth
about $1 billion. In the previous five years,
TCB had also acted in development, property
management and programme management
roles on 10 HOPE VI projects. In addition,
TCB had experience co-ordinating Low
Income Housing Tax Credits, CDBG and
HOME funding with HOPE VI grants.

2. The Durham County Board of Commissioners
passed a living-wage ordinance in June 2004,
setting the County’s living wage at 7.5 per
cent above the federal poverty level for a
family of four, setting the Durham wage at
$9.74/hour. This ordinance applies to all
employees of the county as well as those
working on county service contracts, includ-
ing contracts for temporary services.

3. Three other minor partners who were
expected to provide over $1 million in lever-
aged funds also appear to have no current
relationship with the HOPE VI project.
Additional key partners mentioned in the
Durham HOPE VI literature such as The
Edgemont Community Center, employees of
GlaxoSmithKline and IBM, and North
Carolina Central University’s HOPE VI
assessment evaluation team are also no
longer associated with the programme.

4. Chattanooga is treated nationally and interna-
tionally as an exemplar for neighbourhood
revitalisation. It has received significant
media attention and has appeared on many
‘places to do business’ and ‘places to live’
lists in mainstream media. Municipal govern-
ments compete with each other for the invest-
ment of capital and, clearly, Chattanooga has
been selected as a ‘best practices’ city in
relation to neighbourhood revitalisation.
Chattanooga has been highlighted as follows

(1) Expansion Management Magazine: “Top
Fifty Hottest Cities for Attracting
Business”.

(2) Parade Magazine cover story: “The
Reborn American City”.

(3) U.S. News & World Report: “One of Six
Cities That Work”.

(4) Family Fun: “Top Ten Family-Friendly
Cities”.

(5) Utne Reader: “One of the Ten Most
Enlightened Towns in America”.

(6) The Atlanta Journal-Constitution:
“Pardon me boys, is THIS
Chattanooga?”.

(7) University of Maryland Report Com-
mends Chattanooga’s Leadership. As a
model for revitalisation projects across
the country, deeper analysis of this ‘lead
city’, therefore, is especially necessary.

5. NeighborWorks America is a national non-
profit organisation created by Congress to
provide financial support, technical assistance
and training for community-based revitalisa-
tion efforts (for more information see:
http://www.nw.org/network/home.asp).

6. A debate has emerged between two key
figures in this literature with Schubert (2001,
p. 37) asserting that the Neighborhoods of
Choice paradigm can “re-knit the social
fabric in the [impoverished] neighborhood”,
and Mallach (2001, p. 40) responding that
“in the absence of any powerful unifying
forces, change often unravels, rather than
knits, what existing social fabric is in place”.
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