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Abstract 
Large numbers of poor, primarily minority, children reside in poverty-concentrated 
neighborhoods (i.e., neighborhoods where at least 20 percent of residents are poor). 
Emerging evidence documents the deleterious impact of neighborhood poverty on children's 
and adolescents' well-being. This paper summarizes research on trends in neighborhood 
poverty, extant policies to remedy concentrated poverty, and results from experimental 
programs that have implemented such policies on low-income, minority families. As a 
supplement to the limited experimental work on neighborhood poverty deconcentration 
efforts, this paper reviews research examining school desegregation and residential mobility 
on children's well-being-two parallel shifts in children's lives. Potential mechanisms or 
pathways of neighborhood deconcentration efforts on children's and adolescents' outcomes 
including housing quality, neighborhood characteristics (e.g., resources, violence and 
disorder), family factors, and social networks and ties are also reviewed. The paper 
concludes with a synthesis and policy recommendations. 
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The Impacts of Neighborhood Poverty 

Introduction 
Poverty rates in the United States have surged above those of other industrialized 
countries, especially for minority children. I n  2001, 16 percent of children in the 
U.S. were poor, and this figure was nearly double for Black and Hispanic children 
(Proctor and Dalaker 2003). Although other industrialized countries also face high 
child poverty rates (e.g., United Kingdom), the U.S. tends to stand out in light of 
the contrast between the tremendous wealth in the country and the high 
percentage of poverty (Rainwater and Smeeding 2004). 

Research has documented the detrimental impacts of poverty on various domains 
of child health and well-being, including school readiness and achievement, 
behavior problems, and mental health (for a review see Brooks-Gunn and Duncan 
1997; Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 1997). 

Because inadequate economic resources constrain the housing choices of poor 
families, low-income families in the U.S. are more likely than non-poor families t o  
grow up in areas of concentrated poverty characterized by crime, unemployment, 
and lack of resources. I n  fact, in the late 1 9 8 0 ~ ~  more than 50 percent of poor 
children lived in neighborhoods where a t  least 20 percent of the residents were 
poor, and 17 percent resided in neighborhoods with poverty rates exceeding 40 
percent (Jargowsky 1997; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 1999). 
While this trend showed signs of slowing down in the U.S. during the 1990s, the 
weakened economy since the beginning of the twenty-first century may lead to  
exacerbated poverty concentration not only in metropolitan areas, but also in the 
areas immediately outside of major cities (Jargowsky 2003). 

Demographers have posited that the increase in the number of children reared in 
poor neighborhoods since the 1970s was due to a confluence of changes, including 
the mass construction of government-funded public housing in the 1950s; the out- 
migration of large numbers of non-poor families from urban areas to the suburbs in 
the 1970s and 1980s; and changes in the structure of the labor market, wherein 
jobs followed the affluent into the suburbs, creating a spatial mismatch between the 
locales of low-wage employers and employees (Massey 1990; Massey 1996; 
Massey and Denton 1993; Massey and Kanaiaupuni 1993; Wilson 1987; Wilson 
1996). 

Coinciding with these demographic changes was increased academic interest in 
potential neighborhood effects on children and the mechanisms by which these 
effects occur. First, sociologists revisited social disorganization theory (Shaw and 
McKay 1942) to explain the phenomenon of crime and disorder in poor urban 
neighborhoods. High rates of neighborhood poverty, residential instability, and 
ethnic heterogeneity were hypothesized to disrupt neighborhood organizational 
processes and, in turn, public order (Bursik 1988; Kornhauser 1978; Sampson 
1992; Sampson and Groves 1989; Sampson and Morenoff 1997). Second, following 
the lead of Bronfenbrenner (1979; 1989), psychologists began to move beyond 
familial influences on child development to consider more distal inputs including 
neighborhoods. I n  the 1990s, an influx of non-experimental work examined 
associations between neighborhood structural variables (derived from the census or 
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a similar administrative data source) such as neighborhood income or 
socioeconomic status (SES; e.g., percent poor, percent on public assistance, 
percent unemployed, percent professionals, percent college-educated, percent 
female-headed households) raciallethnic heterogeneity (e.g., percent Black, 
percent Latino, percent foreign-born), and children's and adolescents' outcomes 
(see e.g., Brooks-Gunn, Duncan and Aber 1997; Brooks-Gunn et al. 1993; Chase- 
Lansdale et al. 1997; Crane 1991; Halpern-Felsher et  al. 1997; Jencks and Mayer 
1990; Klebanov, Brooks-Gunn and Duncan 1994; Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 
2000). I n  general, residence in an affluent or middle-class neighborhood was 
positively associated with children's school readiness and achievement outcomes, 
while children's and adolescents' behavior and emotional problems were 
exacerbated in low-SES neighborhoods. 

I n  light of these developments, the present paper has many goals. The first 
segment considers trends in poverty and raciallethnic minority concentration as 
well as various strategies for deconcentrating or dispersing neighborhood poverty in 
the U.S. The second part reviews three key experimental studies that have 
longitudinally followed families that were randomly selected to  move out of public 
housing in economically and ethnically segregated areas. Following this discussion, 
the paper presents the school desegregation literature as a body of work which 
parallels the limited research on neighborhood deconcentration and/or 
desegregation techniques, and thus may help to  inform researchers examining their 
effects on children's well-being. I n  light of the fact that most deconcentration 
and/or desegregation techniques require participating families to move, the 
empirical work on the effects of residential mobility (independent of neighborhood 
poverty) on children's outcomes is discussed as a way of understanding how 
moving may be viewed as a stressor in children's lives. Potential mechanisms or 
pathways of neighborhood deconcentration program influences on children's and 
adolescents' outcomes, including housing quality, neighborhood processes (e.g., 
resources, violence and disorder), family economic resources and dynamics, and 
social networks and ties, are reviewed in the final section. I n  short, the present 
review attempts to bring together the extant research on the concentration of 
poverty and race in the U.S., techniques to assuage this trend, and how and why 
policies geared towards alleviating poverty at the neighborhood level affect low- 
income children and adolescents. 

The Concentration of Poverty and Race in the U.S. 
There have been a number of recent policy responses aimed at deconcentrating 
poverty within high-poverty urban communities, particularly those containing large 
housing projects. Poverty concentration is linked with high rates of minority-White 
segregation in many metropolitan areas (Massey 1996; Massey and Eggers 1990; 
Massey and Kanaiaupuni 1993). I n  fact, race may be a more important determinant 
of the type of neighborhood in which residents reside than SES (South and Crowder 
1998b). This explains, in part, why many of the court and government interventions 
since the 1990s have been desegregation efforts, with the primary goal of 
increasing raciallethnic integration and the subsidiary goal of reducing isolated 
pockets of poverty. For the purposes of this paper, neighborhood deconcentration 
and desegregation techniques are considered jointly. 
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Based on national data, researchers have documented various trends in residential 
mobility for low-income, minority families. For example, when low-income families 
residing in poor neighborhoods moved, the moves were frequently lateral, not 
upward, especially for Blacks; marriage, educational attainment, and economic 
resources increased the odds of "moving up" (South and Crowder 1997; South and 
Crowder 1998a; South, Crowder and Trent 1988). Studies have also found that 
expectations of moving translate into actual moves less frequently for Blacks than 
for Whites and that Blacks are more likely to  move unexpectedly for reasons such 
as eviction than Whites (Crowder 2001; South and Deane 1993). Black assimilation 
into affluent neighborhoods may only occur for the highest-SES families (i.e., the 
most highly educated and highest earners). However, high-status Blacks are more 
likely than high-status Whites to co-reside with poor families (Massey, Condran and 
Denton 1987)." 

Strategies for Deconcentrating Poverty 
The limited mobility options of low-income, particularly minority, families has 
necessitated deconcentration and/or desegregation techniques, which typically 
provide poor families with low-cost housing in low-poverty, low-minority 
communities (Briggs 2003; Goetz 2003; Hughes 1995; Popkin et  al. 2003). The so- 
called "dispersal programs" have generally taken one of two forms: (1) project- 
based assistance or (2) tenant-based as~ is tance .~  

Project-based assistance. Project- or unit-based assistance, a supply-oriented 
strategy, entails purchasing land and constructing low-rent, government subsidized 
housing in a variety of neighborhoods. There are three main types of project-based 
assistance, namely, mixed-income housing, scattered-site public housing, and fair- 
share housing (Goetz 2003; Popkin et  al. 2003). The first type, mixed-income 
developments, attempt to  induce higher-income families to  relocate to previously 
disadvantaged areas through the use of housing incentives. The second project- 
based approach, scattered-site programs, are commonly run by a single housing 
authority responsible for contracting construction companies to build single-family 
dwellings, duplexes, or small apartment complexes dispersed throughout a single 
jurisdiction. Finally, fair-share housing programs are similar to scattered-site 
programs but generally operate more regionally and require cooperation among 
multiple agencies beyond the housing authority. Inclusionary zoning programs are 
one example of fair-share housing, in which a certain percentage of units in newly 
constructed developments must be reserved for low-income families. Fair-share 
programs have been the least successful of the three project-based approaches to 
move families out of central cities, as equal numbers of families move from the city 
to the suburbs as they do from the suburbs back into the central cities (Goetz 
2003). 

Tenant-based assistance. The second group of housing strategies geared 
towards deconcentrating poverty includes tenant-based approaches provided 
through the federally-funded Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP; previously 
the Section 8 program) in which low-income families are provided vouchers to be 
applied toward the payment of rent in private housing. Families receiving housing 
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vouchers are generally required to contribute 30 percent of their income for rent 
and utilities; the voucher then covers the remaining costs, up to  a limit (called a 
"payment standard") set by the housing agency. Some mobility programs offer 
families special assistance or counseling to help them find housing in low-poverty 
and/or low-minority neighborhoods and/or to work with landlords unfamiliar with 
housing vouchers. Tenant-based assistance (relative to unit-based assistance) has 
generally been favored in recent years due to its lower cost, the fact that 
participating families are allowed greater autonomy in their search for housing, its 
effectiveness at dispersing families across neighborhoods, and its low visibility 
within receiving neighborhoods (Goetz 2003). Problems with the tenant-based 
approach include the lack of control over the availability of units priced at the fair 
market rent, the size of the units, and discriminating landlords. 

Challenges of Deconcentrating Poverty 
Researchers examining the relative benefits of dispersion programs have noted 
several potential problems. First, such programs are efficacious for society as a 
whole only if the benefits to the high-poverty origin neighborhoods outweigh any 
adverse impacts on the lower-poverty "receiving" neighborhoods (Galster 2002). A 
second concern is so-called "White flight," wherein non-minority families leave the 
receiving neighborhoods, subsequently leading to plummeting property values 
(Crowder 2000; Frey 1994; Krysan 2002). However, a number of studies have 
found this to be exaggerated. I n  tenant-based approaches, vouchers enable 
families to be dispersed among many different neighborhoods, and the public 
housing developed for project-based approaches is often built in neighborhoods 
which are already declining (Briggs, Darden and Aidala 1999; Galster, Tatian and 
Pettit in press; Goetz 2003). Further, low-income families may not find middle- 
income neighborhoods enticing places to move to, as necessary amenities such as 
access to  social services, transportation, and health clinics are frequently clustered 
in low-income neighborhoods (Goetz 2003; Turner, Popkin and Cunningham 2000). 
Spatial proximity to  service providers is directly linked with receipt of social services 
(Allard, Tolman and Rosen 2003). Finally, low-income minority families may be 
resistant to  moving into middle-income White areas due to  potential discrimination 
as well as disruption of existing social networks (Popkin et al. 2003). Moreover, 
receiving communities may be resistant to large numbers of low-income in-movers 
(Goering et al. 1999, September). 

These issues set the stage for the following section which details three key studies 
that have examined the efficacy of residential mobility as a way of deconcentrating 
poverty and potentially facilitating the well-being of low-income, primarily minority, 
children and families. 

Residential Mobility Programs-Three Key Studies 
For the most part, the housing initiatives outlined in the previous section required 
poor, minority families to relocate from high-poverty neighborhoods to  less-poor 
neighborhoods. Nationally, there have been a number of housing decrees in the last 
two decades requiring the deconcentration and/or desegregation of public housing 
(see Goetz 2003 for a review). I n  a few cases, the programs were implemented in 
the context of a quasi-experimental design, in which interested families were 
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randomly awarded the chance to  move through a lottery and survey questionnaires 
were administered to families and children post-move to obtain information on a 
variety of relevant outcomes including neighborhood disorder and exposure to 
violence, family economic factors, children's achievement and mental health, and 
relationships. A demographically-similar comparison group, composed of families 
who were not selected to relocate out of the high-poverty origin neighborhoods, 
also responded to the surveys. Since random assignment of families to 
neighborhood type (i.e., poor or less poor) is utilized, these key studies of 
residential mobility provide empirical evidence of deconcentration and/or 
desegregation efforts, specifically, and neighborhood effects, in general, on 
children. 

I n  the present paper, three residential mobility programs are highlighted: ( I )  the 
Gautreaux Program in Chicago; (2) the Yonkers (NY) Project; and (3) the quasi- 
experimental Moving to Opportunity (MTO) for Fair Housing Demonstration in five 
U.S. cities. Although similar in scope, each of the three residential mobility 
programs have differences ranging from the implementation of the mobility reform 
(i.e., unit-based versus tenant-based) to the types of receiving neighborhoods 
(e.g., suburban versus urban, racially heterogeneous versus homogeneous). Both 
Gautreaux and Yonkers stemmed from court-ordered desegregation mandates, 
whereas MTO was sponsored by the government as a demonstration program. As a 
result, families in the experimental group in IYTO did not necessarily move to 
primarily White neighborhoods. For each of the key studies, a brief description of 
the study context is provided, followed by a summary of the main findings on 
families' and children's outcomes. More detailed information on the specific study 
designs and samples for the three studies are found in the Appendix. See Table 1 
for a summary of findings to date. 

The Gautreaux Program in Chicago 

Context 
The Gautreaux Program in Chicago stemmed from a 1976 court order to 
desegregate Chicago's public housing projects, located primarily in the city's Black 
South Side. The court order decreed that 7100 Section 8 vouchers, applicable 
towards private rental housing within the entire Chicago metropolitan area, were to 
be provisioned to  low-income Black families living in and on the waiting list for 
public housing. At the outset, i t  was authorized that 75 percent of the families must 
relocate out of the city limits to  the suburbs; by 1991, all families were required to 
move to the suburbs. Additionally, 75 percent of families could not relocate to 
communities where 30 percent or more of the residents were Black. The U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) began relocating families in 
1981 and reached its goal of  relocating over 7,000 families by 1998. Selected 
families were screened for eligibility based on standard criteria which included 
household size, rent-paying history, and housekeeping. Families were assigned to 
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housing on a first-come, first-served basis within Chicago or one of its suburbs in a 
random fashion, as units became available. On average, one-fifth of eligible, 
enrolled families actually moved. Reasons given for the low take-up rate include 
families' unwillingness to  move out of  their familiar communities as well as 
residents' inability to find housing in the allotted time (Rubinowitz and Rosenbaum 
2000). 

I n  order to assess the impacts of this historic program on residents' neighborhood 
safety, families' economic circumstances, children's school experiences and 
achievement, and families' access t o  social ties, two quasi-experimental studies 
were carried out, in which families who relocated to  suburban, primarily White, 
middle-class areas ("suburban movers") were compared with similar families who 
moved within the city ("city movers") and essentially remained in poor 
neighborhoods (Rosenbaum 1995; Rubinowitz and Rosenbaum 2000). The following 
section briefly summarizes key findings. 

Findings 
I n  terms of neighborhood safety, fewer suburban than city residents experienced 
violence including robberies, rape, assaults, and gang violence. Analyses also 
revealed that significantly fewer suburban movers believed that their new 
neighborhoods were dangerous compared with city movers (Rubinowitz and 
Rosenbaum 2000). Administrative data using 1980 and 1990 census data 
corroborated this finding as both violent and property crime rates were lower in 
suburban versus city neighborhoods (Keels et al. 2003). 

Adults who moved to the suburbs as part of the Gautreaux Program obtained 
employment at higher rates than adults who remained in the city; moving to the 
suburbs, however, was not significantly associated with improvement in adults' 
hourly wages (Rosenbaum and Popkin 1991). 

Short-term school-related outcomes were examined for children as young as six 
years of age. According to parents, moving to the suburbs was positively associated 
with children's placement in special education classrooms during the first years of 
program participation (Rosenbaum, Kulieke and Rubinowitz 1988). Parents who 
moved to the suburbs also reported that the schools in their catchment area had 
higher standards compared with their children's old schools, which may explain the 
higher rates of special education placements (Rosenbaum, Kulieke and Rubinowitz 
1988). I n  spite of these differences, suburban movers' school performance matched 
that of the city movers in the short-term. Over time, however, suburban movers 
were less likely to drop out of high school and were more likely to enroll in college 
preparatory classes and attend college than city movers (Kaufman and Rosenbaum 
1992; Rosenbaum 1995). 

As detailed in Rosenbaum et al. (1991) and Rubinowitz and Rosenbaum (2000), 
while suburban movers had more informal contact (e.g., talking on the phone, 
babysitting, eating) with neighbors than city movers at  the outset, moving to  the 
suburbs was also positively associated with the number of times residents were 
treated badly by neighbors in the first year after moving; this effect attenuated 
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over t ime (i.e., within approximately six years following moves). Furthermore, data 
from the same study revealed that the groups did not differ in the number of 
neighborhood friends they possessed, but suburban movers had significantly more 
White friends and significantly fewer Black friends than city movers (Rosenbaum 
1995; Rosenbaum et al. 1991). Similarly, in terms of children's social interactions, 
the size of children's social circles did not differ by neighborhood environment and, 
approximately ten years following moves, city and suburban children felt equally 
socially integrated in their environments (Rosenbaum 1995). 

Based on the results from the two studies examining subsamples of the more than 
7,000 low-income Chicago families who relocated as part of the court ordered 
Gautreaux Program, suburban movers clearly benefited from the economically and 
racially integrated settings their moves afforded, especially in the long term. While 
suburban residents faced some racial harassment a t  the outset and children were 
more likely to be separated out of mainstream classrooms in the early 1980s, 
approximately ten years following relocation, these effects were attenuated. 
Findings based on the two demographically similar groups of movers indicate that 
relocating to more advantaged neighborhoods in the Chicago metropolitan area 
boded well for children's long-term success. 

The Yonkers Project 

Context 
The City of Yonkers, New York, just north of New York City in Westchester County 
has been the host of a rather large social experiment for the last two decades due 
to long-standing segregation. By the mid-1980s, 50 percent of the residents 
residing in neighborhoods in the Southwest section of the city were poor and more 
than 60 percent were minority, living in dilapidated public housing projects or low- 
rent apartments (Briggs 1997; Briggs, Darden, and Aidala 1999). I n  response to 
the economic and racial segregation, a 1985 federal court ruling mandated 
desegregation of public housing by providing new housing opportunities to low- 
income residents (United States v. City o f  Yonkers 1985). Beginning in 1990, 200 
two-story scattered-site publicly funded townhouses (14 to 48 units per site with 
separate entryways and backyards) were constructed in six primarily White, 
middle-income areas of the city. Families currently living in southwest Yonkers in 
public housing (50 percent) and on the waiting list for public housing (50 percent) 
who met the standards set forth by the Housing Authority were selected via lottery 
to  move into the new public housing units between 1990 and 1993 ("movers"). An 
in-place control group of demographically similar residents who remained in 
southwest Yonkers ("stayers") was also recruited. All families were interviewed in 
their home approximately two and seven years following relocation; details on the 
study design and sample are provided in the Appendix. Currently, short-term 
findings based on the two-year interviews are available. Recent papers by Fauth, 
Leventhal, and Brooks-Gunn (2004; in press) examined the differences between 
families that moved from high- to low-poverty neighborhoods and families that 
remained in the original high-poverty neighborhoods on a number of relevant 
outcomes including neighborhood disorder and violence, families'economic 
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resources, parents' mental health, children's behavior problems and delinquency, 
and the neighborhood social climate. 

Findings 
I n  terms of neighborhood characteristics, both adults and children who moved to 
low-poverty neighborhoods reported less of neighborhood disorder (e.g., presence 
of gangs in neighborhood) and violence than their demographically similar 
counterparts who remained in high-poverty neighborhoods. Youth who moved 
reported less access to illegal substances in their neighborhoods than youth who 
remained in high-poverty neighborhoods. 

Moving to  a low-poverty neighborhood appeared to benefit families economically. 
Compared to stayers, mover adults were more likely to be employed and less likely 
to receive welfare. 

I n  terms of adults' health findings in the short-term, mover adults reported fewer 
physical health and alcohol abuse symptoms compared with adults who remained in 
high-poverty neighborhoods. I n  the short-term, however, moving did not lead to 
differences in adults' depression or anxiety. 

Youth who moved from high- to  low-poverty neighborhoods reported more behavior 
problems, delinquency, and family relationship problems than their peers who 
remained in the original, high-poverty neighborhoods. These impacts were 
strongest for older youth (e.g., 16- to  18-year olds). 

Short-term impacts on participants' social outcomes revealed that adults who 
moved reportedly engaged in less informal socializing with their neighbors than 
stayer adults. 

I n  conclusion, the short-term results garnered from the Yonkers Project are mixed. 
Overall, adults in the sample responded well to  moves as evidenced by their 
improved economic and health-related outcomes. Youth, however, reported more 
behavior problems following moves compared with their peers who did not relocate. 
Data from the seven year follow-up, recently conducted, will provide much needed 
information on the well-being of these families in terms of whether the advantaged 
neighborhood conditions experienced by the movers led to subsequent 
improvements in their well-being. 

The Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing Demonstration 

Context 
With the findings from the Gautreaux Program as the impetus, the Moving to  
Opportunity (MTO) program, a housing relocation program sponsored by HUD, 
commenced in the early 1990s (Goering 2003; Goering and Feins 2003). Families in 
five large U.S. cities including Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, and New 
York City residing in public housing or receiving housing assistance under the 
Section 8 program and who had at  least one child under 18 years of age were 
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eligible to participate; participants were primarily Black and Latino. Housing 
projects from which participants were recruited were located in census tracts with 
poverty rates in excess of 40 percent, as measured by the 1990 U.S. census. A 
randomized controlled design was used such that families who volunteered for the 
program were assigned to one of three conditions: (1) the experimental group who 
received Section 8 housing vouchers and special assistance to move only to low- 
poverty neighborhoods (less than 10 percent poor according to  1990 U.S. Census); 
(2) the Section 8 group who received housing vouchers under the regular, 
geographically unrestricted program and no special assistance; or (3) the in-place 
control group who did not receive vouchers or special assistance but continued to 
receive project-based support."or the purposes of this paper, differences between 
experimental and in-place control families are highlighted. Baseline interviews were 
conducted from 1994 to 1999, prior to random assignment and relocation of 
movers, with follow-up studies conducted approximately three and six years later 
(for the three-year evaluation, site-specific studies were conducted by different 
teams of researchers contracted by HUD). The present review focuses primarily on 
findings from the Baltimore, Boston, and New York City three-year evaluations as 
these studies focused on adult and child outcomes. Preliminary findings from the 
six-year interim evaluation are also summarized; details about the evaluation 
studies are found in the Appendix. 

Findings 
I n  terms of neighborhood characteristics, analyses revealed that experimental 
neighborhoods were significantly safer (Boston) and less crime-ridden (Boston) and 
disordered (New York City) than control neighborhoods (Katz, Kling and Liebman. 
2001; Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 2003). These neighborhood improvements for 
experimental families were sustained over time (Orr e t  al. 2003). 

Across MTO sites, minimal economic benefits were conferred on adults who moved 
from high- to low-poverty neighborhoods. 

I n  the short term, experimental adults were less likely to  report experiencing 
distress symptoms and depressive problems than in-place controls (Leventhal and 
Brooks-Gunn 2003). These effects were sustained over time across all sites in the 
six year interim evaluation (Orr et al. 2003). 

Neighborhood effects on children's achievement were the focus of two short-term 
MTO studies in Baltimore and New York City. The two studies revealed somewhat 
conflicted findings. Evidence from the Baltimore evaluation revealed improvements 
in five- to 12-year old experimental children's achievement (relative to in-place 
control children) approximately three years following moves. For 13- to  18-year old 
experimental youth in the same study, however, increases in grade repetition and 
school discipline were revealed (Ludwig, Ladd and Duncan 2001). Evidence from 
the New York City MTO found increased achievement test scores and time spent on 
homework among 11- to 18-year old experimental male youth, but increases in 
grade repetition among six- to ten-year old experimental boys (Leventhal and 
Brooks-Gunn in press). Minimal educational impacts were found across all sites in 
the six-year interim evaluation (Orr e t  al. 2003). 
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I n  terms of children's behavior problems and/or delinquency in the short term, 
children in the experimental groups in Boston and New York City exhibited fewer 
behavior problems (e.g., behavior at home and at school, cruelty to  others, and 
feeling unhappy, sad, or depressed) than in-place controls (Katz, Kling and Liebman 
2001; Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn in press). The Baltimore evaluation more closely 
examined male delinquency via data from the Department of Juvenile Justice and 
found that for one to one-and-a-half years following randomization, experimental 
male adolescents were less likely to  be arrested for violent crimes, especially 
robbery, relative to in-place controls (Ludwig, Duncan and Hirschfield 2001). There 
is evidence that experimental males demonstrated higher rates of property crime 
arrests compared with controls, possibly due to  more stringent policing in low- 
poverty neighborhoods. At the time of the interim evaluation approximately six 
years following relocation, decreases in behavior problems and delinquency were 
seen only for experimental girls (relative to controls), with some indication that 
experimental boys were reporting more behavior problems and property crimes 
relative to control boys (Orr et al. 2003). 

Only the MTO-Boston site evaluation examined early program impacts on residents' 
social relationships and found some evidence that experimental female children 
were more socially isolated than in-place controls (Katz, Kling and Liebman 2001). 

I n  general, i t  is difficult to synthesize the available evidence from the MTO 
Demonstration as the earlier research focused on site-specific evaluations, while the 
six-year evaluation aggregated findings across all five sites. Over time, few 
educational program effects were found, possibly due to  the fact that most 
experimental children (approximately 75 percent) remained in the same school 
district following moves (Orr et al. 2003). Approximately six years following moves, 
experimental girls appeared to benefit from moves in terms of their improved 
mental health relative to in-place control girls. Experimental boys, however, did not 
experience the same benefits. Findings from the final evaluation slated ten years 
after families' relocation will complement the long-term Gautreaux findings. 

Summary of Findings 

Based on findings from the three key residential mobility studies, i t  appears that 
neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation efforts that attempt to relocate 
disadvantaged minority families living in impoverished neighborhoods to relatively 
middle-class, White neighborhoods may actually be detrimental to  children at  the 
outset. I n  particular, findings from the Gautreaux Program and the Yonkers Project 
revealed some initially negative impacts on children who moved. I n  Gautreaux, 
however, children who moved to the suburbs in the study had better educational 
and employment outcomes, relative to city dwellers, in the long term. Long-term 
evidence from the Yonkers Project is not yet ava~lable. I n  the short term, children 
who were assigned to move to low-poverty neighborhoods as part of the MTO 
Demonstration exhibited fewer behavior problems than children who did not move. 
I t  is possible that these moves were easier to adjust to (relative to  children in 
Gautreaux and Yonkers) because the experimental families in MTO relocated to 
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ethnically diverse (approximately one-third White) rather than primarily White 
neighborhoods. Thus, the period of adjustment for families that move as a result of 
neighborhood poverty deconcentration initiatives may be related to the 
demographic make-up of the neighborhood, and favorable outcomes may not be 
found in the years immediately following such moves. 

Another factor with the potential to impact neighborhood deconcentration and/or 
desegregation programs' effects on outcomes is families' subsequent mobility. That 
is, the potential benefits of an upward move may be thwarted if families who 
relocated to low-poverty neighborhoods later move back to high-poverty, minority 
neighborhoods. This did not appear to occur with Gautreaux families, as a recent 
article reported that the SES and raciallethnic composition of the initial placement 
was similar to  that of subsequent neighborhoods ( DeLuca and Rosenbaum 2003). 
I n  MTO, follow-up analyses examining experimental families' neighborhoods in 
2001 revealed that of the families that actually used their housing vouchers to 
move to low-poverty neighborhoods, nearly 67 percent of them remained in 
neighborhoods with poverty rates less than 10 percent (Feins 2003). However, 
among all families assigned to the experimental group regardless of whether they 
moved, only 32 percent of these families lived in low-poverty neighborhoods. Thus, 
approximately six years following the implementation of MTO, a number of families 
assigned to the experimental group resided in higher-poverty neighborhoods. 
Clearly, this subsequent relocation could minimize potential program benefits on 
participating families. 

Review of the Impacts of School Desegregation on Children's and 
Adolescents' Well-Being 
Due to the limited experimental and quasi-experimental research examining 
neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation techniques on children's 
outcomes, a brief review of the school desegregation literature is presented. Like 
neighborhood deconcentration efforts, school desegregation initiatives necessitate 
changes in children's daily environments. Two trends of these school-based reforms 
that may inform neighborhood-based efforts are highlighted, namely, the timing of 
implementation and the timing of effects (i.e., short- versus long-term). 

Timing of Implementation 

Impacts of school desegregation on participants' outcomes may vary according to 
the timing of implementation and/or the number of years children spend in an 
integrated versus a segregated school. Early implementation and more years in an 
integrated setting lead to larger and more positive linkages with outcomes. Two 
ambitious meta-analyses compiling research on desegregation found larger positive 
effects on academic achievement for children who experienced desegregation 
during elementary school versus high school (Crain and Mahard 1983). 
Furthermore, one extensive study of a desegregation effort in St. Louis, Missouri 
revealed that among a sample of Black high school students attending White 
schools for the first time, the minority students were overrepresented in the lowest 
academic tracks (Wells and Crain 1997). The impacts of early desegregation may 
be due to a smaller academic gap between the minority and majority children in 
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younger years, as well as less fear or prejudice of minority children by Whites in 
elementary school relative to high school children (Scott and McPartland 1982; St. 
John 1975). 

Timing of Effects 

Many experts on school desegregation urge that efficacy should be measured by 
long-term effects (Jencks and Mayer 1990; St. John 1975; Wells and Crain 1997). 
Studies have found that effects on children's achievement assessed less than one 
year following implementation of school desegregation are smaller than the effects 
found when outcomes are assessed at  least one year following implementation 
(Crain and Mahard 1983). School desegregation has in fact been most consistently 
associated with longer-term outcomes including the findings that children who 
attend desegregated schools tend to attend predominately White colleges, to  form 
integrated social and professional networks, and to  have white collar or professional 
jobs (Braddock 1980; Dawkins 1994; Wells and Crain 1994). One study found that 
the percentage of White students in mothers' high schools was associated with 
nearly a two-point increase in their elementary school aged children's vocabulary 
scores above and beyond the impacts of maternal IQ and past achievement (Phillips 
et al. 1998). Research has also shown that Blacks who attend desegregated 
elementary and secondary schools are more likely to have higher and more realistic 
educational aspirations than segregated Black students (Jencks and Mayer 1990; 
Wells 1995). 

It must be noted, however, that studies using more sophisticated analytic 
techniques including statistical controls for individual and background demographic 
characteristics have found weak associations between school desegregation, youths' 
achievement test scores and school attainment, and adults' earnings, especially in 
comparison with the impacts of school quality on such outcomes (Rivkin 2000; 
Whitfield and Wiggins 2003). This may be due to the fact that the proportion of 
White pupils in U.S. public schools has declined dramatically since 1990s, leading to  
an increase in "majority minority" schools (Logan 2004). The fact that school 
quality may supercede the direct impacts of desegregation efforts on children's 
outcomes highlights the importance of providing high-quality services to  low- 
income and minority families. Research on housing quality, which is most relevant 
for neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation efforts, is discussed in a 
later section. 

I n  general, school desegregation produces positive adult outcomes when programs 
are implemented when children are young (i.e., during elementary school) (see 
Table 2 for a summary of impacts). It follows that implementing neighborhood 
deconcentration and/or desegregation initiatives early in ch~ldren's lives may be 
most advantageous; this would compliment the non-experimental evidence 
documenting positive associations between neighborhood SES and children's 
outcomes as young as three years of age. Although school desegregation does not 
impact children until they are at least five years of age, neighborhood policies can 
play an earlier role. Furthermore, the fact that favorable long-term effects have 
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been found in the school desegregation literature matches the long-term findings 
from the Gautreaux Program (Kaufman and Rosenbaum 1992; Rubinowitz and 
Rosenbaum 2000). 

Table 2. Summary of Impacts of School Desegregation on Children's Well- 
Being 

The Impact of Residential Mobility on Children's and Adolescents' 
Well-Being 
Moving is a key piece of mobility programs; independent of other factors, it may be 
disruptive to children and youth and thus negatively impact their outcomes. There 
exists an extensive body of research which examined the effects of residential 
mobility on children's achievement, mental health, and social outcomes, although 
many of these studies are descriptive in nature and do not statistically control for 
potentially confounding variables (e.g., racelethnicity, family SES, etc.). A review of 
the findings, however limited, follows including a summary of research that has 
examined the different types of moves (e.g., long versus short distance, 
opportunity versus necessity moves, etc.) children experience and how these 
variables may moderate (or mediate) associations between moving and their well- 
being. Figure 1 highlights potential moderators of residential mobility on children's 
outcomes. This section presents findings on school readiness and achievement first, 
followed by impacts on behavior and emotional problems. 

Timing 
of 

effects 

Timing of implementation 

Early (elementary Late (high school) 
school) 

short- + small effect sizes -/negligible 
term 
Long- + largest effect sizes + small effect sizes 
term 
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Figure 1. Summary of Potential Moderators of Residential Mobility on 
Children's and Adolescents' Well-Being 

School Readiness and Achievement 

A number of studies documented negative associations between the number of 
moves experienced by children since kindergarten and their achievement, 
measured as early as first or second grade. A few studies have also found negative 
mobility effects on other school-related outcomes including school behavior 
problems and attendance, but findings in this domain are less consistent than those 
for achievement. This section reviews the extant literature in more detail. 

One Denver area study found that children in the most unstable mobility groups 
(e.g., those that transferred more than two times in one year) were experiencing 
the lowest achievement test scores compared with more stable children, and this 
effect was strongest in the lower grades (Ingersoll, Scamman and Eckerling 1989). 
These negative impacts may not dissolve over time, as studies have documented 
that early moves (e.g., during elementary school) were negatively associated with 
children's future school performance as late as middle school or even high school 
(Pribesh and Downey 1999; Temple and Reynolds 1999). Studies have also 
demonstrated that mobility-achievement associations are influenced by children's 
social adjustment following moves (Pribesh and Downey 1999; Swanson and 
Schneider 1999). 

I n  terms of alternate school-related outcomes, a number of studies using the 
National Health Interview Survey of Child Health data, which surveyed children 
from all age groups, found that the odds of exhibiting academic-behavioral 
problems including grade repetition, disobedience in school, and 
suspensions/expulsions were higher for children who moved even one t ime during 
their childhood compared with children who did not move at  all, especially for 



The Impacts of Neighborhood Poverty 

children from single-parent families (Simpson and Fowler 1994; Tucker, Marx and 
Long 1998). Among young school age children in another study, moving more than 
two times between the beginning of kindergarten and the end of first grade was 
positively related with children's absenteeism and their school adjustment problems 
(Nelson, Simoni and Adelman 1996). 

Residential mobility may also be associated with children's educational attainment, 
which has long-term implications for children's future career opportunities. 
According to a number of studies, the odds of high school dropout were increased 
for children who have experienced family moves (Coleman 1988; Rumberger and 
Larson 1998; Swanson and Schneider 1999), especially when the moves occur 
during early childhood (Haveman, Wolfe and Spaulding 1991) and for children 
residing in single-parent and stepfamilies versus two-parent, intact families (Astone 
and McLanahan 1994). On the other hand, a Toronto-based study reported that 
moving had a significant, positive association with college completion and education 
attainment, especially for youth with supportive mothers and participating fathers 
(Hagan, MacMillan and Wheaton 1996). 

Finally, studies have examined variables occurring concomitantly with moving 
including the geographical distance of the move and existing risk factors. A number 
of studies found that shorter-distance, intracity moves were associated with less 
favorable outcomes compared with longer distance, extracity moves (Alexander, 
Entwisle and Dauber 1996; Johnson and Linblad 1991; Tucker, Marx and Long 
1998). Along the same lines, an older study of primarily minority youth from across 
the country found that local moves (i.e., intrastate or intraregion) were negatively 
associated with school progress when household head educational attainment was 
low; longer distance moves yielded no associations with school progress, regardless 
of background characteristics (Straits 1987). When it occurs concurrently with other 
risks and/or transitions including school change, puberty, and family disruption, 
moving may be viewed as an additional risk factor associated with unfavorable 
outcomes (Felner, Primavera and Cauce 1981; Scanlon and Devine 2001; Simmons 
et al. 1987). Finally, research has found that mobility may exacerbate poor 
academic outcomes for psychiatric inpatient or maltreated children (Eckenrode et  
al. 1995; Mundy et al. 1989). 

Behavior and Emotional Problems 

Residential mobility is also associated with children's behavior and emotional 
problems. Similar to  the findings assessing achievement outcomes, moving, even at  
a young age, is negatively associated with favorable behavioral and mental health 
outcomes, especially for highly mobile children. More prevalent for outcomes in this 
domain than for achievement, children's individual personality traits as well as their 
support networks may moderate (or mediate) the impacts of residential mobility on 
children's behavior and emotional problems. 

Studies have found that mobility occurring early in children's school careers was 
associated with increased parent- and teacher-reported behavior problems 
measured when children were in first grade, especially for children who moved 



The Impacts of Neighborhood Poverty 

more than one time between preschool and first grade (Ackerman et  al. 1999b; 
Nelson, Simoni and Adelman 1996). Among older children, two studies have found 
positive associations between residential moves and adolescent girls' depression 
(Brown and Orthner 1990) and adjustment problems (Adam and Chase-Lansdale 
2002). 

I n  terms of more severe outcomes, two studies using data from approximately 
10,000 six- to 17-year old children who participated in the IVational Health 
Interview Survey of Child Health reported that children who moved six or more 
times were 77 percent times more likely t o  have experienced four or more behavior 
problems than their peers who did not move at all or moved infrequently; similar, 
yet attenuated, effects were found for children who moved one to three times 
versus nonmovers (Simpson and Fowler 1994; Wood et al. 1993). A study of 250 
12- to  18-year old psychiatric inpatients revealed that youth in the moderate- 
mobility (two to  four moves to or from psychiatric care) and high-mobility (five t o  
20 moves) groups were more likely than their low-mobility counterparts to  be 
diagnosed with conduct disorder (Mundy et al. 1989). Among older female youth, 
moving was positively associated with the odds of having intercourse even after 
controlling for a number of relevant variables including rurallurban geography, 
religiosity, father's educational attainment, number of sexually active girlfriends, 
and race (Stack 1994). 

Children's individual personality characteristics may moderate associations between 
moving and their emotional and behavioral outcomes, indicating that residential 
moves may be particularly hard for certain types of children. One small study of 
children enrolled in Head Start and their mothers revealed that children's emotional 
intensity, which is similar t o  temperament, moderated the associations between 
residential instability and maternal reports of children's behavior problems, 
depression, and social isolation. Results revealed that children low on emotional 
intensity had more problems and that highly emotionally intense preschoolers had 
fewer problems (Stoneman et  al. 1999). Similarly, a study of high school children 
found that the positive impact of frequent mobility on youths' depression scores 
held only for shy students (Norford and Medway 2002). According t o  these studies, 
less emotionally reactive children and shy children experienced the most difficulty 
adjusting to  residential moves. 

Aside from individual characteristics, parental and peer social support may 
attenuate negative associations between moving and adolescents' behavior or 
emotional outcomes (Hendershott 1989; Sampson and Laub 1994). A Canadian 
study of 10- to  11-year olds found that the positive association between frequent 
relocation and problem behavior (e.g., aggression, alcohol use, delinquency) was 
diminished among children who exhibited high family and school attachment, and 
was exacerbated for children with parents who displayed inconsistent or harsh 
caregiving practices (DeWit, Offord and Braun 1998). One study reported null 
associations between objective aspects of moving (e.g., months since last move, 
location of move) and youths' adjustment, yet their difficulty making new friends 
following residential moves was associated with less favorable outcomes (Pittman 
and Bowen 1994). Similarly, a study of higher-SES adolescents revealed that 
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mobile boys had less contact with friends and experienced more rejection than non- 
mobile boys. Furthermore, mobile boys and girls scored lower on assessments of 
friendship qualities including sharing and intimate self-disclosure than non-mobile 
teenagers (Vernberg 1990). Finally, children's self-concept scores declined linearly 
with the distance moved for a group of middle-class high school children (Kroger 
1980). 

Summary 

Research has indicated that children with above average mobility histories are more 
likely to reside in single-parent families, to  be poor and receive public assistance, 
and reside in households where the head has less than a high school education 
(Benson et al. 1979; Eckenrode et  al. 1995; Long 1992; Rumberger and Larson 
1998). Furthermore, there is some indication that children from high-SES families 
were more likely to make longer-distance moves than low-SES children, perhaps 
indicating that the more affluent families were moving in response to better 
opportunities (Alexander, Entwisle and Dauber 1996; Family Housing Fund 2001; 
Goebel 1981; Lacey and Blane 1979; Nelson, Simoni and Adelman 1996). Frequent 
residential mobility may not be in and of itself associated with deleterious outcomes 
for children, especially if the move is opportunity-oriented. I t  is a bit difficult to 
discern the implications of this literature on the low-income, minority families 
participating in residential mobility programs. On the one hand, the families, by 
nature of the program, moved to less poor or even middle-class neighborhoods, 
which should facilitate children's well-being. Yet, the relocation could be construed 
as another risk factor in addition to poverty, ethnic minority status, residence in 
female-headed households, and low maternal education in these children's lives. 
Furthermore, a t  the outset, these moves may have been difficult for targeted 
families as they were required to move to low-poverty and, in some cases, 
primarily White neighborhoods where they were obviously the minority. Clearly, 
children's perceptions of the move, relationships with family and friends, and 
experiences following moves affect their adjustment to this change. 

Pathways of Neighborhood Poverty Deconcentration Programs on 
Children's and Adolescents' Well-Being 
The research presented in the previous section highlights research on the impacts 
of poverty deconcentration and/or residential desegregation, school desegregation, 
and residential mobility on children's and youths' outcomes. While informative, this 
research review did not describe the potential mechanisms through which the 
impacts of neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation strategies may be 
transmitted to children. The following section reviews a number of these pathways. 

There are four primary paths through which neighborhood deconcentration and/or 
desegregation initiatives may affect children and youth. These include 
improvements in housing quality, changes in neighborhood characteristics, impacts 
on family economic resources and dynamics, and adjustments in social climate 
including social networks and ties. 



The Impacts of  Neighborhood Poverty 

Housing Quality 

Housing conditions and quality- including safety, cleanliness, space allocation (e.g., 
crowding), lighting, and decor- may impact low-income families' outcomes (Bradley 
1995; Caldwell and Bradley 1984). Moreover, these factors may be responsible, in 
part, for the neighborhood effects on children generated by housing 
deconcentration and/or desegregation programs. 

I n  general, residence in a neighborhood with a high proportion of poor residents is 
negatively associated with the physical quality of home environments (Evans and 
Kantrowitz 2002; Klebanov, Brooks-Gunn and Duncan 1994). Experimental and 
non-experimental studies have documented associations between neighborhood 
SES and children's health outcomes (e.g., injuries, asthma), which may be due, in 
part, to the physical quality of homes and the immediate environs (Carr, Zeitel and 
Weiss 1992; Durkin et al. 1994; Northridge et al. 1999; Spengler e t  al. 2002). 
Residential crowding and noise are aspects of housing quality that have been 
unfavorably associated with children's development including their motor skills (see 
Evans 2001 for a review), their persistence on tasks and ability to concentrate 
(Evans 2001; Evans, Saltzman and Cooperman 2001), as well as their reading 
ability (Evans and Kantrowitz 2002). Moreover, housing characteristics may have 
long-term impacts on children's outcomes; a two-generation study using data from 
the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) revealed that living in a clean house 
was positively associated with respondents' future educational attainment and 
earnings (Dunifon, Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 2001). 

There is mixed evidence regarding the associations between mental health 
outcomes and physically inadequate housing (Dunn 2002), although there is some 
indication that inadequate housing exacerbates psychological distress and other 
maladaptive behaviors such as behavior problems (see Evans 2001; Evans, 
Saltzman and Cooperman 2001; Evans, Wells and Moch in press; Newman 2001, 
for reviews) and psychological distress (Evans 2003). Children from poor families 
are more likely than children from middle-income families to experience multiple 
physical stressors including crowding, noise, and poor housing quality, and these 
stressors may mediate links between family poverty and children's socioemotional 
development (Evans and English 2002). Boys may be more susceptible to the 
effects of low-quality housing than girls, and adolescents may be more affected 
than younger children (Evans, Wells and Moch in press). 

I n  conclusion, there is emerging evidence that residence in low-quality homes has 
detrimental impacts on children's well-being. Housing quality improvement should 
be a priority of neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation programs, 
especially since residents may be less likely to  make frequent moves if  they reside 
in high-quality homes. Although i t  is probably easiest to control housing quality with 
a project-based approach, the downside is that public housing, regardless of 
quality, has the potential to "reconcentrate" poor families. 
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Neighborhood Characteristics 

Neighborhood characteristics- in particular neighborhood resources and 
organizational processes, disorder, and violence- are likely to  change following 
relocation from high- to low-poverty neighborhoods. I t  is these changes which may 
in turn cause neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation efforts to  impact 
children's and adolescents' outcomes. 

Neighborhood resources encompass the availability, accessibility, and quality of 
community schools, libraries, recreation centers, and other resources. Surprisingly, 
little research has explored variation in community resources by neighborhood SES 
and the subsequent impacts of these differences on children's outcomes. 
Community child care and schools are important resources that may change 
following residential moves and may subsequently impact children's and youths' 
outcomes, especially school readiness and achievement. One study found that the 
quantity and quality of child care in poor neighborhoods was low, which implies that 
access to child care may be a benefit of moving out of high-poverty neighborhoods 
(Fuller et al. 1997). The social and economic make-up of a particular neighborhood 
is likely intertwined with local schools' characteristics including quality, climate, and 
demographics, which has been shown to  influence children's outcomes (see Jencks 
and Mayer 1990). 

The learning activities and centers available within a community (e.g., libraries, 
literacy programs, family resource centers, museums) are also likely to change 
following neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation initiatives, as 
neighborhood disadvantage may be negatively associated with such resources 
(Catsambis and Beveridge 2001). When present, organized social and recreational 
activities including sports programs, art and theater programs, and community 
centers may foster children's well-being. I n  one study of third graders from middle- 
and working-class neighborhoods in California, the presence of neighborhood social 
resources (e.g., Boy/Girl Scouts, YMCA, etc.) was negatively associated with 
children's loneliness (O'Neil, Parke and McDowell 2001). Thus, these types of 
resources may assuage children's social transitions into new neighborhoods. A 
study of high schoolers found that their self-reported counts of neighborhood 
resources including community centers, parks and playgrounds, transportation, job 
opportunities, health clinics, and counseling/social services were positively 
associated with the youths' intention to complete high school (Williams et  al. 2002). 
Contrary to  expectations, one study found that family participation in recreation or 
sports programs was lowest for residents in moderately poor neighborhoods and 
highest for families residing in high-poverty neighborhoods (Rankin and Quane 
2000), which has implications for the economic make-up of neighborhoods targeted 
by deconcentration and/or desegregation programs. 

The quantity of health-related services in a community is generally excluded from 
studies of child health, although evidence exists that access to certain types of 
medical facilities (e.g., emergency care versus primary care) may vary depending 
upon neighborhood SES (Brooks-Gunn et al. 1998). A recent study found that 
access to mental health services was actually higher in urban than suburban areas 
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(Allard, Tolman and Rosen 2003). Families' access to health clinics has clear links to 
their subsequent health outcomes and may be altered following neighborhood 
deconcentration and/or desegregation efforts. 

The following part of this section reviews research on neighborhood organization 
including collective efficacy or informal social control (e.g., mutual trust and 
willingness to intervene for the common good) on children's outcomes, notably, 
behavior problems and delinquency. The presence or absence of neighborhood 
organization, disorder, and violence is indicative of a neighborhood's ethos; i.e., the 
shared values and trust among neighborhood residents (Sampson, Morenoff and 
Earls 1999; Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls 1997). Data from the Project on 
Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCIV), a neighborhood-based 
study of 80 Chicago neighborhoods, found that neighborhood disadvantage, 
residential instability, immigrant concentration, observed neighborhood disorder, 
and crime and victimization were negatively associated with neighborhood collective 
efficacy and social control (Sampson 1997; Sampson, Morenoff and Earls 1999; 
Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls 1997). Other studies have found that the 
presence of collective efficacy and social control in neighborhoods were positively 
associated with youths' achievement (Ainsworth 2002), and negatively associated 
with children's problematic behaviors (Elliott et al. 1996; Gorman-Smith, Tolan and 
Henry 2000; Kowaleski-Jones 2000; O'Neil, Parke and McDowell 2001), indicating 
the importance of these neighborhood mechanisms for children's well-being. 

The absence of community formal and informal institutions to  regulate residents' 
behavior is thought to be associated with pervasiveness of risk to residents (e.g., 
danger, violence, crime, and access to illegal or harmful substances), which 
impedes children's well-being and development. I n  fact, a Canadian study found 
strong negative associations between neighborhood disorder (e.g., persons arguing, 
shouting, or fighting in a hostile or threatening manner, as observed by 
interviewers) and preschool aged children's verbal ability after controlling for family 
and neighborhood SES as well as maternal mental health (Kohen et al. 2002). 
Moreover, low-income children growing up in poor neighborhoods are exposed to 
high levels of violence within their communities and homes beginning in their early 
years (Buka et al. 2001; Martinez and Richters 1993; Richters and Martinez 1993), 
which is subsequently linked to adverse mental health outcomes with potentially 
long-term effects such as behavior problems, depression, anxiety, oppositional and 
conduct disorders, alcohol use, and school-related problems (Aneshensel and Sucoff 
1996; Buka et  al. 2001; Fitzpatrick 1993; Gorman-Smith and Tolan 1998; Margolin 
and Gordis 2000; Osofsky 1999; Schwab-Stone et al. 1995; Schwab-Stone et al. 
1999). 

I n  conclusion, this section highlighted potential neighborhood-based characteristics 
that impact children's and youths' outcomes. Neighborhood resources including 
child care and schools, learning and recreational centers, and activities may vary 
according to neighborhood SES and thus, children's access to them may be altered 
through neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation initiatives. 
Furthermore, neighborhoods create and sustain their own set of organizational 
norms, rules, and regulations that are enforced both formally and informally. Past 
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research has shown that impoverished neighborhoods have fewer of these 
characteristics in place, resulting in higher incidences of disorder, delinquency, and 
violence compared with more affluent neighborhoods. I n  terms of direct linkages 
between neighborhood and housing policies and children's well-being, it appears 
that placing children in more affluent neighborhood environments should facilitate 
their school readiness skills and lead to  more favorable achievement outcomes 
most likely due to improved school quality, better resources, and greater 
achievement orientation in affluent neighborhoods. At the same time, removing 
children from disadvantaged neighborhoods is likely to  lessen children's behavior 
and emotional problems due to  lower access to delinquent peers and communal 
acceptance of such behavior. For the hypothetical impacts of neighborhood 
resources to  occur, it is necessary for children attending low-quality schools to  
begin attending higher-quality schools and for children with deviant peers to begin 
associating with non-deviant peers following residential moves. The distance 
families move as well as the school assignment policy certainly impact the degree 
of neighborhood change children and youth experience. 

Family Economic Resources and Dynamics 

Parental economic resources, well-being, and relationships with their children are a 
central conduit between neighborhood effects and children's and adolescents' 
outcomes. IVeighborhood SES and residential segregation are thought to  influence a 
variety of parental characteristics such as their economic resources and access to 
employment, mental and physical health, and parents' behavior. 

Aside from the experimental evidence discussed in a previous section, there is little 
research documenting neighborhood effects on adults' economic well-being. Two 
studies have documented positive associations between neighborhood poverty 
concentration and unemployment and welfare dependence (Devine et al. 2002; 
Reingold, Van Ryzin and Ronda 2001). Furthermore, another study found that the 
neighborhood unemployment rate and percentage of families receiving welfare was 
negatively associated with adults' self-efficacy scores (Boardman and Robert 2000), 
thus indicating the potential benefits of improved economic circumstances on 
adults' well-being. 

The association between neighborhood structural conditions, notably SES and 
percentage minority, and adults' physical and mental health has been replicated 
within a number of studies (e.g., Acevedo-Garcia et al. 2003; Boardman et al. 
2001; Cubbin, LeClere and Smith 2000; Diez Roux et al. 2001; Ellen, Mijanovich 
and Dillman 2001; Goldsmith, Holzer and Manderscheid 1998; Kahlmeier et al. 
2001; Malmstrorn, Johansson and Sundquist 2001; Ross 2000; Ross and Mirowsky 
2001; Williams and Collins 2001). Mentally and physically healthy parents (relative 
to  unhealthy parents) are better able to interact with their children and act in a 
supportive manner, which facilitates children's positive development (Jackson et al. 
2000; Lovejoy et al. 2000; Zaslow and Eldred 1998). One study of first grade 
children and their parents found that the positive association between neighborhood 
risk and children' externalizing problems was partially mediated by maternal 
depression (Greenberg et al. 1999). A study by Elder and colleagues (1995) found 
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that among Black families, the link between neighborhood disadvantage and family 
monitoring and supervision was mediated by levels of parental self-efficacy. Finally, 
maternal well-being moderated the positive association between neighborhood 
drop-out rate and youths' risk-taking behaviors such that the association was 
strongest among youth whose mothers exhibited low self-esteem scores 
(Kowaleski-Jones 2000). 

Neighborhood conditions, notably poverty and danger, may affect specific parental 
behaviors including warmth, harshness, and supervision. Studies have found that 
residence in poor, dangerous neighborhoods was associated with lower maternal 
warmth (Klebanov, Brooks-Gunn and Duncan 1994; Pinderhughes et al. 2001) and 
higher rates of harsh control, verbal aggression, and inconsistent discipline from 
mothers (Earls, McGuire and Shay 1994; Hill and Herman-Stahl 2002; Molnar e t  al. 
2003). I n  terms of linkages with children's and adolescents' outcomes, Simons and 
his colleagues (1996) found that the effect of community disadvantage on 
adolescent boys' externalizing and internalizing behavior problems was mediated by 
quality of parenting (i.e., warmth, harshness, hostility, and communication). 
Additionally, nurturing, supportive parenting may help to buffer children from some 
of the negative consequences of growing up in a disadvantaged neighborhood 
including associations with deviant peers (Brody et  al. 2001; Duncan et al. 2002) 
and exposure to violence (O'Donnell, Schwab-Stone and Muyeed 2002). 

High levels of parental supervision and monitoring may be related to  neighborhood 
poverty and danger and could serve to insulate children from harmful community 
influences, which may then promote children's and adolescents' well-being. I n  one 
study, maternal involvement served as a protective factor against association with 
delinquent peers among 10- to 12-year old children residing in disadvantaged 
neighborhoods (Brody et  al. 2001). A Seattle area study of young adolescents 
found that maternal control buffered the negative association between 
neighborhood risk and youths'grade point average (Gonzales et  al. 1996). 
Similarly, two studies of Black families residing in Chicago reported positive impacts 
of parental monitoring on 11- to 16-year old teens' social skills, behavior, and 
grades, especially in neighborhoods rated high on assessments of social cohesion 
and social control (Quane and Rankin 1998; Rankin and Quane 2002). 

Moving impacts the entire family. Parents' economic resources, mental health, and 
subsequent parenting skills directly affect their children and these behaviors may 
depend on the type of neighborhoods families reside in. Thus, children are likely to  
be indirectly affected by neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation 
programs through impacts on their parents. Safe communities where children can 
play outside free of harm are likely to foster different parenting techniques than 
dangerous communities where children may be most safe at  home. 

Social Ties and Networks 

Moving, following the implementation of neighborhood deconcentration and/or 
desegregation initiatives, likely alters families' social climates, as preexisting social 
ties may be disrupted or broken and discrimination may be present in receiving 
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communities. More affluent neighborhoods, however, may offer ready access to 
informal social networks that serve as sources of information and opportunity for 
residents. Thus, the presence or absence of social networks and ties may mediate 
the efficacy of neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation initiatives on 
children's outcomes. 

Granovetter (1973) notes the importance of so-called "weak ties," acquaintance- 
like relationships that serve as portals of information, opportunity, and resources 
(see also Briggs 1998; Wellman and Wortley 1990). Neighborhood deconcentration 
and/or desegregation efforts where families move to  more affluent neighborhoods 
are a mechanism for making such socially distant ties accessible for low-income 
children and adults. A review of the role of weak ties for Black children attending 
integrated schools, which is a corollary to neighborhood integration efforts, noted 
that, in general, desegregated Black students formulated higher and more realistic 
future aspirations than their segregated counterparts (Wells and Crain 1994). 
Furthermore, another study found a positive association between white collar 
neighbors and the likelihood of adolescents' high school graduation (Crane 1991). 

Thus, if social supports including weak ties are important to  parents and children 
alike and are more readily available in middle-income or affluent neighborhoods, it 
is important to consider how such networks are built when low-income, minority 
residents relocate. Contact theory (Allport 1954; Pettigrew 1998), popularized in 
the middle of the last century as a way of facilitating better race relations in the 
US., postulated that simple contact between members of different cultural or 
ethnic groups may facilitate positive intergroup attitude changes and interaction 
patterns. More specifically, the original theory suggested that intergroup 
cooperation could result if contact is frequent, systematic, and made in an amicable 
environment in pursuit of a common goal. A number of studies focusing on both 
adults and children have explored aspects of contact theory. 

Among adults, an older study found that White women's previous interracial contact 
and current interracial neighbor contact were associated with lower levels of 
prejudice (Ford 1973). Interethnic contact may mediate the association between 
parental opposition to  integration and children's changes in racial attitudes, 
highlighting the importance of contact between groups for effective change (Miller 
1990). 

White children may be less accommodating than their Black peers when a person of 
a different race lives in their neighborhood. One study found that this was 
especially true with adolescents (versus children) and that early school 
desegregation efforts assuaged White children's negative racial attitudes (Scott and 
McPartland 1982). Studies using elementary school-aged children (Stephan and 
Rosenfield, 1978), high schoolers (Moody 2001), and college students (Duncan et  
al. 2003) reported positive associations between interethnic social contact (e.g., 
play dates, extracurricular activities) and parents' and children's attitudes regarding 
integration and affirmative action as well as the diversity of their social groups. 
However, there needs to  be a balance between racial/ethnic groups for this to  
occur. One study revealed that minority students attending a primarily White 
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school (e.g., less than 10 percent minority) were more likely to associate with own- 
race peers than minority children attending a school with 30 percent or more 
minority children (Quillian and Campbell 2003). Another study reported that 
attending an integrated school and/or living in a diverse neighborhood as a child 
was associated with the ethnic make-up of adult social ties including friendships, 
spouses, and church congregations; these findings were robust regardless of the 
respondents' race/ethnicity (Emerson, Kimbro and Yancey 2002). 

I n  conclusion, social ties and networks are an important resource for low-income 
families residing in both poor and middle-income neighborhoods. While relocation 
due to neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation initiatives likely disrupts 
fam~lies' social systems, the presence of more advantaged neighbors in the new 
communities may benefit incoming families. For effective relationships to develop 
between current and new residents, contact needs to occur, and research has 
shown that contact occurring within a supportive environment does indeed facilitate 
more positive relations between different groups. The problems that remains, then, 
is that there may be little opportunity for new, low-income residents to engage in 
positive encounters with current residents. More work is needed that examines 
programs and initiatives that foster positive relationships among economically and 
ethnically diverse residents. 

Summary 

The large body of work on cumulative contextual risk including family poverty, 
residential moves, household head marital status, parental mental health, and child 
maltreatment, among other factors, revealed that the amalgam of risk factors is 
often more harmful than the impacts of each independently (Ackerman et  al. 
1999a; Atzaba-Poria, Pike and Deater-Deckard 2004; Brooks-Gunn et al. 1995; 
Evans 2003; Prelow and Loukas 2003). Paralleling this work, when children relocate 
out of impoverished neighborhoods to low-poverty neighborhoods, it is necessary to 
examine all of the corresponding factors that concurrently change. Consideration of 
variation within and between pathways helps to make sense of how neighborhood 
deconcentration and/or desegregation efforts may differentially affect children and 
youth. For example, while we might suspect that living in high-quality housing is 
favorably associated with children's outcomes (particularly cognitive outcomes), 
potential benefits may be attenuated if the construction of new low-cost housing 
keeps poor families concentrated, albeit in higher quality housing. Or, if a family 
relocates to high-quality housing, but the children do not change schools as a result 
of the move and remain in low-quality schools, the potential positive impact of 
improved housing quality may be suppressed. (See Table 3 for a summary of the 
pathways.) Similarly, the potential discrimination that low-income, minority fam~lies 
may face in their new neighborhoods could override any other potential benefits in 
the way of improved housing quality, neighborhood characteristics, and family 
dynam~cs. Moreover, the impacts of the pathways may vary depending on the 
attributes of the child (e.g., age, sex) or the outcome variable being assessed. For 
example, we might expect parental attributes to  impact younger children more than 



Table 3. Summary of Pathways of Neighborhood Poverty Deconcentration Programs 
on Children's and Adolescents' Well-Being 

Pathway Components Process 

Housing quality Safey Moves t o  low-poverty neighborhoods3better quality 
Cleanliness housing+childrenls well-being 
Space allocation BUT 

I f  public housing built in low-poverty 
neighborhoods+"re-concentration" of  families in new 
public housing and quality may not improve 

Neighborhood 
characteristics 

Resources Moves t o  low-poverty neighborhoods3better resources 
child care, schools, & organization+childrenls well-being 
libraries, health BUT 
centers, employment Children may not  change schools following moves 

Organization Resources may be concentrated in high-poverty 
formal, informal neighborhoods 
institutions to  regulate 
behavior 

Family Economic resources Moves t o  low-poverty neighborhoods+more 
economic Parent mental health employment opportunities, improved parental mental 
resources and Parenting health, less harsh parenting+childrenfs well-being 
dynamics BUT 

Parental employment may be difficult for children 
(especially adolescents) 

Social ties and Weak ties Moves t o  low-poverty neighborhoods+more access t o  
networks affluent neighbors+childrenls well-being 

BUT 
Discrimination may thwar t  access to  affluent neighbors 
Relative disadvantage+unfavorable impacts on children 
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their adolescent siblings, as the family environment is likely to be more salient for 
younger than older children, due to the limited independence of the former. 
Neighborhood organization is likely to primarily affect adolescent boys' behavior 
problems and delinquency because of the strong association between neighborhood 
disorder and delinquency among this group. Housing quality and neighborhood 
resources probably influence children's cognitive and achievement outcomes more 
so than their behavior and emotional outcomes. I n  sum, there are many factors 
that come into play and affect children's adjustment to neighborhood poverty 
deconcentration programs. 

Each of the four potential pathways highlights ways in which moving from an 
impoverished neighborhood to a low-poverty or middle-class neighborhood may 
benefit children and their families. Research has shown connections between poor 
housing quality and children's health and behavior. Thus, if policies are created to 
assist low-income families with their housing needs, restrictions against movement 
into low-quality housing should be implemented. Community resources including 
schools, recreational facilities, and access to employment as well as neighborhood 
organization, disorder, and violence can certainly serve to either protect or inhibit 
children's development. For example, moving to neighborhoods where violence and 
drug use is sanctioned may lead to declines in adolescents' engagement in similar 
activities. Neighborhood environments impact the entire family, not just children. 
'Thus, i t  is important to examine the ways in which primary caregivers' physical and 
mental health as well as their parenting is influenced by different environments as a 
way of better understanding how children and youth may be indirectly affected by 
their neighborhoods and changes in these environments. Finally, neighborhood 
social climate, including access to social supports and ties, has a potential influence 
on children and their parents and thus such networks should be facilitated following 
neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation initiatives. 

Synthesis 
With all of the changes in federal cash assistance policy since the late 1990s (i.e., 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families), other forms of government aid have 
become crucial in order to maintain the subsistence of low-income families. I n  
particular, housing may cost low-income families more than half of their earned 
incomes, creating an unnecessary cost burden for families relying on meager 
salaries or welfare benefits. Consequently, without housing assistance, poor 
families' housing choices are likely to be constrained to the most impoverished 
neighborhoods where public housing and low-rent apartments are prevalent, 
creating pockets of concentrated poverty. The fact that minority families are more 
likely to be poor than Whites makes it  more likely that these impoverished 
neighborhoods are primarily inhabited by Black and Latino families. The first section 
of this paper reviewed extant literature to this effect. Following that section was 
information on neighborhood poverty deconcentration and/or racial desegregation 
techniques used in recent years, focusing on new trends in project-based assistance 
and housing vouchers. These sections segued into a review of three prominent 
housing mobility programs, namely the Gautreaux Program in Chicago, the Yonkers 
(New York) Project, and the Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing Demonstration 
in five U.S. cities. Each of the three deconcentration and/or desegregation 



The Impacts of Neighborhood Poverty 

programs utilized moving as the instrument for mitigating neighborhood poverty. 
However, the programs' aims (e.g., deconcentration versus desegregation) differed 
as well as the ways in which mobility was brokered for families (e.g., vouchers 
versus public housing). Subsequent sections reviewed relevant research from two 
separate bodies of literature, namely school desegregation and residential mobility, 
in order to supplement the limited extant research examining the efficacy of 
neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation programs. Various 
mechanisms or pathways of influence were reviewed, namely, housing quality, 
community resources and characteristics, parenting and family processes, and the 
neighborhood social climate. These four potential pathways emphasize the 
intricacies of neighborhood effects on children's and adolescents' outcomes as well 
as the infinite considerations policymakers must contend with as they design 
policies that attempt to  alleviate neighborhood poverty concentration. 

The appropriate timing of such initiatives in the lives of children is crucial. 
Theoretically, we might expect the largest 'neighborhood effects" during the 
adolescent years as these types of influences are expected to  take precedence as 
children segue into adolescents (Aber et al. 1997; Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 
2000). However, the work on family poverty indicates that early, persistent poverty 
may be most deleterious for children in the short- and long-term compared with 
later or intermittent poverty (Duncan et al. 1998; Korenman, Miller and Sjaastad 
1995; McLeod and Edwards 1995), which indicates that for neighborhood 
deconcentration programs to be most effective, they should occur early in children's 
lives. I n  fact, the increases in property crime among experimental MTO boys and in 
behavior problems and delinquency among youth in the Yonkers Project (both 
relative to  in-place controls) were strongest for older adolescents- children that 
spent much of their childhood in concentrated poverty. A recent study found that 
associations between neighborhood poverty and young adults' behavior problems 
were strongest when neighborhood poverty was assessed during middle childhood 
compared with adolescence (Wheaton and Clarke 2003). We might suspect that the 
opposite would also be true- strong positive associations between early 
neighborhood affluence and young adults' mental health. The work on school 
desegregation supports this early implementation perspective as the impacts of 
such school initiatives were strongest among children attending desegregated 
elementary schools relative to desegregated high schools. 

The work on residential mobility complicates the early timing hypothesis presented 
above as moving during the early childhood years was more deleterious for children 
than moving later in life. Additionally, family disadvantage accentuated unfavorable 
impacts of residential mobility on children. I t  may be that some of the early 
negative impacts on children who participated in the neighborhood deconcentration 
and/or desegregation programs summarized earlier were due to this accumulation 
of stressors. On the positive side, parental support, which is a potential benefit of 
neighborhood poverty deconcentration efforts, appeared to mitigate the negative 
impacts of residential mobility on children's outcomes, which may bode well for 
children in the long-term. Also, there is some evidence to  suggest that upwardly 
mobile moves are generally beneficial for families, although the circumstances 
surrounding the moves made by families who participate in neighborhood 
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deconcentration and/or desegregation programs are unique compared to most 
"upward" moves (e.g., for a job opportunity). 

Probably the most crucial consideration when determining the relative merits of 
neighborhood poverty deconcentration initiatives is the potential for discrimination. 
The deleterious impacts of discrimination may override the benefits of improved 
housing quality, resources, neighborhood organization, and the like. The situation in 
Yonkers is most revealing of this phenomenon as the 1985 court order was 
vociferously and adamantly contested by middle-class, White residents (Belkin 
1999; Newman 1996). Relatedly, empirical studies have shown that a mismatch 
between family- and neighborhood-SES was unfavorably associated with outcomes 
for children (Gordon et  al. 2003; Kupersmidt et al. 1995). Along the same lines, 
other work has shown that the benefits of residing in an advantaged neighborhood 
diminished at very high levels of neighborhood SES (Turley 2003). Thus, when 
creating new housing policies, the climate of the low-poverty neighborhoods needs 
to  be considered. Encouraging low-income, minority families to  relocate to low- 
poverty, ethnically diverse neighborhoods rather than affluent, White 
neighborhoods may be the best option. 

It is important to return to the findings from the three key sMtes& residential 
mob~l i ty programs. Each of the studies found generally positive impacts on 
participating adults, and findings from the Gautreaux Program revealed that 
children that moved to the suburbs were more likely to later attend college and be 
employed compared with their peers who remained in high-poverty neighborhoods. 
These findings point to the importance of the long-term effects of such programs, 
which parallels the school desegregation literature. When assessing the efficacy of 
residential mobility programs, we need not be hasty and expect immediate results 
for children. 

Policy Recommendations 
Beyond understanding the range of factors that come together to affect children's 
well-being in the face of neighborhood deconcentration and/or desegregation 
programs, policymakers must also consider the feasibility of various policy 
approaches. 

Additional Assistance by Local Housing Authorities 

Housing support for low-income families needs to be supplemented with counseling 
and longer-term support services. Only one in four families eligible for housing 
assistance receive it from the government (Center for Budget and Policy Priorities 
2003). Furthermore, there have been repeated problems with the "portability" of 
vouchers, or the ability of families to apply their vouchers in communities different 
from where they were originally issued (Goetz 2003). Once families receive 
vouchers, they should receive immediate assistance in navigating the rental market 
including finding affordable, high-quality apartments with nearby access to  
necessary services. Housing authorities should encourage (and assist, as needed) 
families to  relocate to economically and racially integrated neighborhoods with an 
appropriate balance between middle-class and poor, and White and minority 
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residents so positive outcomes are maximized for all groups (Galster 2002). 
Assistance should not cease once a family signs a lease, especially if they relocate 
into an economically and ethnically mixed neighborhood. I n  line with contact 
theory, community-based social groups and committees should be created to 
facilitate cooperation, trust, and eventually, friendships among new and old 
residents. 

Homeownership 

While many of the policies or strategies presented in this paper have been rental- 
based techniques, home ownership should not be overlooked, especially for lower- 
income families at  the higher end of the income range. Home ownership is a 
defense against frequent residential mobility, which can be detrimental to children's 
well-being. Further, recent reviews indicate that homeowners tend to maintain their 
dwellings at  a higher standard than do renters, which has implications for housing 
quality. Additionally, they may learn important self-sufficiency skills (e.g., learning 
how to perform repairs, negotiate with contractors, etc.) that may benefit children 
exposed to such behaviors. Home owners may be more invested in their 
neighborhoods and become more concerned with threats to property values such as 
delinquency and disorder (Galster in press; Schill and Wachter 2001). 
Homeownership is often a sound investment that serves to  improve families' equity. 
Yet, many minority families may be thwarted from becoming home owners due to 
lack of access to available housing and financing options, higher moving costs, and 
raciallethnic steering, wherein minority families are encouraged to buy in primarily 
Black or Hispanic areas (see Zubrinsky Charles 2003). 

Supplemental Tax Policies 

I n  light of the severe rent burden borne by lower-income families, progressive tax 
policies including the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) utilized in conjunction with 
housing vouchers may help to alleviate poverty in the U.S. Eligible families are 
more likely to receive EITC benefits than housing vouchers, indicating the EITC is a 
more accessible form of assistance (Stegman, Davis and Quercia 2003). At its 
current levels, the EITC reduces severe housing-cost burden for 15 percent of EITC- 
eligible families with children. Clearly, there is room for greater EITC benefits and 
participation among families needing increased housing assistance. 

Conclusion 
Housing policies are often overlooked one of the best mechanisms to lift families 
out of poverty, as more than 5 million Americans, with incomes up to three times 
the minimum wage, pay more than 50 percent of their incomes or housing (Joint 
Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University 2003). Concentrated poverty is 
harmful to children, but the solution does not necessarily lie in moving low-income 
families to  middle-class neighborhoods without further assistance. Moreover, simply 
providing families with vouchers to move without overseeing their placement may 
lead to frequent intra-community mobility within impoverished neighborhoods. The 
larger goal of such policies should be to  break the cycle of economic and racial 
inequality present in the U.S. More long-term evidence is needed to see how 
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families who participated in the  three key residential mobil i ty programs fare over 
time. This research should be supplemented wi th in-depth, qualitative interviews 
with families to better understand their  specific experiences as pioneers in these 
low-poverty neighborhoods. The more we  learn about the  intricate associations 
between poverty and children's well-being, t h e  better w e  can appropriately design 
and implement interventions. 

Endnotes 
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2. The author would like to acknowledge the Ford Foundation, the National Science 
Foundation, and the Spencer Foundation for their support. Special thanks to Jeanne 
Brooks-Gunn and Tama Leventhal for their guidance and advisement. Thanks to Robert 
Crain, Angela Aidala, and Xavier de Souza Briggs for their previous work on the Yonkers 
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National Center for Children and Families; 525 West 120th St., Box 39; New York, NY 
10027; Telephone: (212) 678-3904; Fax: (212) 678-3676; and email: 
RCF25@columbia.edu. 

3. Minority families may actually prefer racially and economically mixed neighborhoods, so 
called "50-50" neighborhoods, or may fear discrimination and thus turn away from 
residing in middle-class, primarily White communities (Clark 1991; Krysan and Farley 
2002; Wilson and Hammer 2001). 

4. Although not the focus of the present discussion, so-called "development strategies" 
take an entirely different approach to providing opportunity for low-income families 
residing in impoverished areas, by instating policies to return jobs to central cities 
(Hughes 1995). 

5. A tertiary issue worth mentioning is that of program take-up. Due to the relatively low 
percentage of selected families that actually chose to move in the Gautreaux and MTO 
programs (20 percent and 47-60 percent, respectively), the samples may not be entirely 
representative of public housing residents. Although families were compared on a 
number of baseline characteristics based on treatment or program status, there may be 
unmeasured variables for which families that chose to move differ from families that 
forfeited their placement. I n  the Yonkers project, however, only 11 families selected to 
participate opted not to move; these families were similar in terms of background and 
demographic characteristics to the families that moved. Thus, unlike Yonkers, it could be 
argued that Gautreaux and MTO families who participated in the programs are a select 
group of public housing residents, a potentially more advantaged, "creamed" subsample 
of the population. 
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Appendix 
Gautreaux Program: Study Designs and Samples 

The first study, commenced in 1982, had two waves, a three-year study and a ten- 
year follow-up (years of studies are based on averages) focusing on 114 mothers 
and one randomly selected child between the ages of 6- to 16-years who had 
attended both inner-city and suburban schools. Although 6 1  of the children actually 
participated, most of the child data were based on maternal-report. As a 
comparison group, 48 city movers were recruited. I n  1989, an average of ten years 
following original moves, a follow-up study was conducted with 58 percent (n  = 
107) of the original families (n  = 68 suburban movers, n = 39 city movers). Due to  
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the small subsample of city movers, an additional ten similar city families were 
recruited. Seventy-eight percent of suburban movers remained in the suburbs at 
the time of the follow-up. 

The second study, which began in 1988, approximately six years after selected 
respondents originally moved, was based on a random sample of 342 participating 
fam~lies (n  = 230 suburban movers, n = 112 city movers) and focused primarily on 
adults' economic outcomes; 67 percent of families selected participated. In-depth 
interviews were conducted with 95 ( n  = 52 suburban movers, n = 43 city movers) 
respondents in their homes. 

I n  both studies, the two groups (suburban and city movers) were similar on a 
number of relevant background characteristics including maternal education, 
household composition, and child age and gender. Additionally, suburban movers 
resided at their current address slightly longer than city movers (Rosenbaum 1995; 
Rubinowitz and Rosenbaum 2000). I n  general, suburban movers originally relocated 
to  primarily middle-class, White neighborhoods and the city movers selected for the 
studies relocated to neighborhoods not unlike those from which they came. 

Families in both the three-year and six-year studies were interviewed in their 
homes by Black women. Interviews focused on residents' perceptions of and their 
experiences in their new neighborhoods including harassment and discrimination, 
as well as questions on children's education. Results were obtained from qualitative 
records, descriptive statistics, and regression analyses controlling for a standard set 
of background characteristics (Rosenbaum et al. 1991). 

The Yonkers (NY) Project: Study Design and Sample 

Two hundred families in public housing and on the wait list for public housing 
residing in Southwest Yonkers were selected via lottery to move to the new public 
housing ("movers"); 189 families relocated. The 11 families selected who opted not 
to move did not significantly differ from the families who moved within the program 
on any major demographic characteristics. The analytic sample consisted of 173 
mover families, excluding White participants (n  = 16), since they were not the 
target of the court order. 

An in-place control group of demographically similar residents who remained in 
Southwest Yonkers ("stayers") was recruited via network sampling, in which 
movers were asked to name a maximum of five demographically similar families 
currently residing in Southwest Yonkers who had expressed interest in relocating. 
Secondly, families that had been on the public housing wait list who replaced mover 
families in the old public housing units were also recruited. All but 36 of the 402 
families recruited using the two strategies were screened to determine their public 
housing eligibility according to the Yonkers Housing Authority's guidelines. Forty 
percent (n  = 148) of the 366 families that completed the screener interview would 
have been eligible for the housing lottery had they applied; three-quarters were 
public housing residents. All but three of these families were interviewed. Nearly 
half (46 percent, n = 66; "lottery losers") of the eligible, participating families had, 
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in fact, entered the lottery and lost, and the remaining 54 percent (n  = 79; "other 
stayers") of the participants who met the criteria elicited through the screening 
process never applied to the housing lottery regardless of their eligibility. Thus, 
approximately half of the control group is randomized ("lottery losers"). Univariate 
comparisons between movers and the two stayer subsamples revealed that the 
"other stayers" were somewhat more disadvantaged than the randomized groups 
("movers" and "lottery losers"). The final stayer sample consists of 142 residents of 
Southwest Yonkers, omitting the three non-minority families from analyses. 

Of the 315 families (n  = 173 movers and n = 142 stayers) included in the analytic 
sample, 261 8- to 18-year old youth (n = 147 movers and n = 114 stayers) from 
167 of the 315 families (83 percent of families with eligible youth, 53 percent of 
total families interviewed) completed interviews. Movers and stayers were fairly 
similar in terms of background demographic characteristics. 

The Yonkers (NY) Project commenced between 1994 and 1995, approximately two 
years (M = 22.07 months; SD = 12.77; range = .75 months to 36 months) after 
mover families relocated. Structured interviews focusing on a range of outcomes, 
which took approximately two hours, were administered to families by trained 
graduate students within participants' homes. Multiple regression analyses 
controlling for background and demographic characteristics were utilized to assess 
differences between movers and stayers on relevant outcomes. 

MTO Demonstration: Study Designs and Samples 

This paper reviewed short-term (approximately three-year) impact evaluations for 
three of the MTO project sites, namely Baltimore, Boston, and New York City. First, 
the Baltimore MTO follow-up study utilized city administrative data and state 
standardized achievement test scores to examine educational outcomes from over 
1,200 primarily Black and Latino children between the ages of 5 and 12 years from 
638 families (Ludwig, Ladd and Duncan 2001). An additional study, smaller in 
scope, was conducted with 336 adolescents who were 11 to 16 years of age when 
their families were randomly assigned MTO placement, and examined prevalence of 
crime and delinquency among teenagers from the three treatment groups using 
juvenile arrest records (Ludwig, Duncan and Hirschfield 2001). The Boston study 
focused on 612 6- to 15-year old chlldren from 540 participating families using 
administrative school data and telephone interviews conducted with primary 
caregivers (Katz, Kling and Liebman 2001). Finally, data from the New York City 
evaluation, which used data from in-home interviews with primary caregivers and 
up to two children under the age of 18 years, spawned two studies; the first 
focused on 512 Black and Latino children aged 8 to 18 years (Leventhal and 
Brooks-Gunn 2003) and the second examined 588 Black and Latino 6- to 16-year 
olds (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn in press). Each of the studies listed above utilized 
Instrumental variable analyses and multiple regression analyses to determine 
treatment effects. 

The interim evaluation, which took place approximately six years following the 
implementation of the demonstration included approximately 4,300 families from 



The Impacts of Neighborhood Poverty 

the five U.S. cities that participated in the original random assignment process (92 
percent of the full MTO sample). Up to two randomly selected 5- to 19-year old 
children from each household were also recruited for this evaluation, which focused 
on outcomes including economic factors, adult and child physical and mental health 
and delinquency, and children's educational achievement. 


