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Abstract 

This study examines neighborhood change among mixed income neighborhoods in Chicago, IL 

between 2010 and 2017. Previous literature has focused extensively on the process of 

gentrification in transitioning homogenous low income neighborhoods to homogenous high 

income neighborhoods. However, few studies have tested empirically if mixed income 

neighborhoods are a persistent neighborhood type or if they are inherently a neighborhood 

undergoing transition. This methodology uses data from the U.S. Census American Community 

Survey to utilize a logit regression which tests the likelihood that a 2010 mixed income 

neighborhood will transition upwards to a 2017 homogenous high income neighborhood. 

Additionally, ArcGIS maps and a spatial autoregressive model were considered to test the 

surrounding spatial influences in the model. The findings of this study indicate that mixed 

income neighborhoods are more persistent in the short run than originally hypothesized.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Urban neighborhoods are constantly undergoing changes that are subject to housing 

market forces, consumer preferences, and government policies. The process of gentrification, 

known as an influx of high income residents entering a neighborhood, has the ability to lead to 

dramatic changes in the makeup of the neighborhood. As many urban neighborhoods 

experienced disinvestment throughout the 20th century, gentrification will have a profound 

impact among these neighborhoods. This impact can be seen through gentrification-induced 

displacement in which low income residents can no longer remain in the neighborhood due to the 

rising cost of living associated with the influx of high income residents. The increasing cost of 

living in gentrifying neighborhoods is triggered by consumer preferences which is 

accommodated by developers converting rental housing units to owner occupied units (Keating 

et al., 1996). This neighborhood change can also be considered urban revitalization, or local 

economic growth, which politicians are incentivized to seek out. However, the factor of 

residential displacement raises the question of who benefits from such revitalization if low 

income residents are unable to reap the neighborhood improvements.  

Thus, mixed income neighborhoods, in which both high income and low income coexist 

in the same neighborhood, can be viewed as a more equitable option. This is based on the 

documented studies of concentrated poverty in urban neighborhoods and its negative effects on 

residents. Through examining concentrated poverty, the theorized benefits include the creation of 

positive social capital and decreasing social isolation (Chaskin & Joseph, 2015; Wilson, 1987). 

However, mixed income neighborhoods were most prominently examined in the 1990s during 

the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s HOPE VI program which attempted to 

5 



 

create a public-private partnership to reform public housing in the country. These developments 

were created under explicit policy guidance and with few developments being built (Sampson et 

al., 2015). 

This study attempts to understand mixed income neighborhoods that occur naturally in 

urban areas. More specifically, this research is directed at observing the persistence of mixed 

income neighborhoods. This is intended to address the question of if mixed income 

neighborhoods occur because the neighborhood is transitioning or if neighborhoods are 

persistent across time. If mixed income neighborhoods are inherently neighborhoods in 

transition, it would be concluded that they are not persistent because it is transitioning into 

homogeneity.  

The outline of this Independent Study will begin with a theoretical discussion of 

neighborhood change in the context of gentrification among urban neighborhoods. It will then 

shift focus to the effects of displacement and a review of the current theories surrounding mixed 

income neighborhoods. The second chapter will address empirical literature that has looked at 

mixed income neighborhoods in regards to how they maintain economic heterogeneity. This will 

then lead into the methodology of this research which will incorporate a logit regression that 

tests the probability that a mixed income neighborhood will transition to a homogenous high 

income neighborhood. The case study selected for this research is the city of Chicago between 

the years of 2010 and 2017. Given the results of this research design, the paper will then discuss 

key findings from the model. This paper will conclude with the implications of the study in 

regards to the persistence of mixed income neighborhoods and future barriers facing mixed 

income neighborhoods in the long run.  
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Chapter 2: Theory 

2.1. Introduction 

Across urban areas, neighborhoods are subject to transition and change. Many of these 

processes, in recent years, have been documented through widespread gentrification and housing 

affordability crises in many of the country’s largest cities. These major urban areas contain a 

large network of urban neighborhoods that are constantly changing. Because of this, 

neighborhoods represent a diverse set of characteristics. This paper will examine the prevalence 

of mixed income neighborhoods; urban neighborhoods that are economically heterogenous. This 

chapter will begin with an examination of the historical factors leading to gentrification in urban 

neighborhoods. This discussion will then look at the role of consumers in instigating the 

gentrification process. The chapter will also highlight the role of developers in providing a 

market response to gentrifying forces. The government’s role, in particular the Growth Machine, 

will be emphasized in relation to providing a catalyst for gentrification. Next, the focus will look 

at the methods in which gentrification causes residential displacement among low income 

renters. Relating to mixed income neighborhoods, theoretical goals of such neighborhoods will 

be considered in addition to how mixed income neighborhoods can maintain their heterogeneity. 

The paper will conclude with a theoretical explanation of how mixed income neighborhoods can 

prevent gentrification and persist over time.  

2.2. Gentrification: Historical Precedent 

The decline of urban neighborhoods in the 20th century created the conditions for 

gentrification to take place. At the beginning of the 20th century, historical factors related to 

racial segregation and discrimination toward black urban residents played a signifcant role in the 
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present-day uneven development of urban areas (Massey & Denton, 1993). The middle of the 

20th century saw Federal policies that created incentives for residents, those of which were 

overwhelmingly white and of higher income, to migrate out of urban neighborhoods and into 

suburbs (Rothstein, 2017). The historical changes among urban areas in the 20th century 

reinforced a pattern of concentrated poverty and disinvestment in urban neighborhoods which 

would allow gentrification to occur at the conclusion of the 20th century.  

During the Great Migration of black residents to Northern cities in the early 20th century, 

Massey and Denton (1993) detail how white residents institutionally created and reinforced the 

“ghetto” for the black urban population. They define the “ghetto” as “...a set of neighborhoods 

that are exclusively inhabited by members of one group, within which virtually all members of 

that group live” (Massey & Denton, 1993, p. 18-19). The authors’ main focus is how racial 

segregation and discrimination towards black populations have led to lasting impacts across 

metropolitan areas. The causal mechanisms that instilled racial segregation included racial 

violence, discrimination in Federal housing programs, discrimination in the private housing 

market, public housing construction, white suburbanization, and restrictive covenants. Because 

of this, up to the 1970s, the suburbs were overwhelmingly represented by white residents and the 

central city was overwhelmingly represented by black residents. This observed racial segregation 

exists within the suburbs as well, making it not simply a dichotomous relationship between the 

suburbs and central city. The authors argue that more recent discriminatory practices operate less 

visibly through lending practices and racial steering; racial biases in the location of housing 

shown to people of color (Massey & Denton, 1993). The significance of such historical factors 

have led to the prevalence of concentrated urban poverty experienced disproportionately by 
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black households. It fueled greater structural inequality in metropolitan areas along the basis of 

race, income, and location.  

As a result, the housing market in declining urban neighborhoods underwent changes to 

its housing stock. These changes are seen through the filtering model; a process in which the 

housing stock of the neighborhood transitions from high income, owner occupied housing to low 

income rental housing (Keating et al., 1996). The model starts with the assumption that housing 

is a significant determinant of wealth for households. The homeowner has an asset, or an 

economic return with monetary value, in the form of their property ownership. However, the 

property of the homeowner is partly determined by its surrounding neighborhood characteristics, 

which will influence the value of the property, or land value. Given that the homeowner has an 

incentive to maximize the value of their asset, they invest in maintenance and repair to prevent 

physical deterioration that would lower their home value. Thus, the decision to engage in this 

investment is dependent, in part, on the surrounding neighborhood. If the neighborhood is 

experiencing decline, the owner will have less of a propensity to invest in the required 

maintenance and will consequently exit the neighborhood. The vacated housing unit, having 

experienced unabated deterioration by the previous homeowner, will decrease the surrounding 

home values. Because of this, middle and lower income residents are now able to afford to 

occupy the housing unit while the neighborhood shifts away from homeownership and towards 

renting. The incentives for current tenants to maintain and repair their housing unit has now 

decreased because the housing unit is no longer an owned asset (Smith, 1979). Therefore, 

filtering is a cycle in the housing market from higher income homeowners to lower income 
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renters based on neighborhood decline, homeownership, and the willingness to abate housing 

deterioration.  

The outcome of the 20th century metropolitan developments have led to a spatial 

structure of urban neighborhoods and surrounding suburbs that are steeped in inequality. This 

inequality is observed along the lines of income, race, and location. These neighborhood trends 

were first enforced at the beginning of the Great Migration which led to pervasive forms of racial 

discrimination towards black urban residents. This was combined with discriminatory Federal 

policies and other incentives that spurred white suburbanization away from urban 

neighborhoods. The effect of these historical changes led to the conditions for gentrification to 

take place as urban neighborhoods experienced disinvestment throughout the 20th century.  

2.3. Gentrification: Consumer Preferences 

When considering the process of gentrification, the market response is determined 

through the expression of consumer preferences. Thus, developers base their decisions to build 

on the preferences that they receive from consumers. In the context of urban housing markets, 

consumers live in close proximity to one another across a fixed space in the short run. Because of 

this, the spatial structure of urban areas will be considered in order to better understand the 

residential location preferences that drive gentrification.  

The first theories attempting to explain the urban spatial structure originated from 

early-20th century urban sociologists in the Chicago School. In response to observing Chicago’s 

rapid growth in its urban population, Park et al. (1925) proposed the Concentric Zone theory as 

an explanation for neighborhood change and urban expansion. According to the authors, urban 

land is organized in a series of successive zones radiating outward from the center of the city, 
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referred to as the central business district (CBD). They argue that improvements to transportation 

and the facilitation of utilities has allowed for this outward urban expansion to occur. The 

concentration of economic, cultural, and political activity in Chicago’s CBD combined with the 

outward expansion led them to characterize this urban growth as, “...processes of concentration 

and decentralization” (Park et al., 1925, p. 52). When explaining the Concentric Zone theory, 

Park et al. describe the city as a living organism with the succession of zones being analogous to 

the metabolism system. According to the authors, the succession of zones occur from an influx 

of in-migrants, what they refer to as excessive social disorder, that causes the original residents 

of the zone to migrate outward from the CBD. Thus, Park et al. see the spatial structure of urban 

areas as being segregated along the basis of class, occupation, and race. The authors claim that 

the successive movement from the CBD is functional for the city in order to minimize the 

authors’ conception of social disorganization. It makes the assumption that urban residents have 

an aversion to living in close proximity to people of a different race, class, and socioeconomic 

background (Park et al., 1925). This theory relates to consumer preferences because it states that 

residents express their preferences through relocation in relation to the CBD and an influx 

entering their residential zone. This theory establishes the relationship between consumer 

preferences and the CBD. It also introduces a theoretical discussion pertaining to socioeconomic 

statuses and consumer preferences. However, this theory, as it is the standard template for 

neighborhood change, has been criticized for overlooking larger structural factors that can 

influence neighborhood change (Sampson, 2013). These factors include institutional forms of 

housing discrimination that were previosuly discussed in addition to affordability considerations 

related to the overall housing market. 
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Regarding the racial preferences of residents, the Concentric Zone theory indicates that 

consumers have a low willingness to locate in racially diverse neighborhoods, as seen through 

the model’s designation of neighborhood diversity as zones of transition. This formulation of 

racial preferences is supported by Massey and Denton (1993) who argue that white residents 

have internalized negative stereotypes attached to black urban residents related to issues such as 

high crime and declining property values. Likewise, the authors claim that black residents have a 

low preference for being the pioneer of racial integration when entering a predominantly white 

neighborhood, given the history of racial discrimination (Massey & Denton, 1993). This 

argument, in connection to the Concentric Zone theory, indicates that urban residents may have a 

lower willingness in counteracting racial segregation because of stigma and a history of racial 

discrimination. In the context of gentrification, these preferences could become a determining 

factor regarding which urban neighborhood becomes gentrified. Given an understanding of 

gentrifiers as being predominantly white (McKinnish et al., 2010), this assertion would indicate 

that urban neighborhoods with lower levels of ethnic and racial minorities are more likely to 

become gentrified. Therefore, these racial preferences potentially provide a negative relationship 

between gentrification and communities of color, particularly black communities, as a result of 

racial stigma.  

Following the Concentric Zone theory, the Rent-Bid model further explains the location 

preferences of consumers in urban areas. According to Alonso (1964), the Rent-Bid model is 

concerned with how the value of land is determined and allocated in metropolitan areas. It 

continues with the Concentric Zone theory in which urban land expands outward from a 

concentrated CBD. The Rent-Bid model assumes a featureless plain radiating out from the CBD. 
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Alonso incorporates the factor of density in which the number of housing units per acre increases 

closer to the CBD. Given these assumptions, the model states that the land in the urban area is 

allocated to the highest bidder. The bids for land is an expression of how much consumers are 

willing to pay in order to locate in the specific plot. The consumer’s willingness to bid is 

influenced by their value of accessibility. Given that employment is concentrated predominantly 

in the CBD, the value of accessibility is reflected as the disutility of commuting. This disutility is 

realized through a movement away from the CBD which causes an increase in commuting. As a 

result, the value of accessibility leads to higher land values closer to the CBD and lower land 

values farther away from the CBD. However, the lower density away from the CBD provides the 

consumer with larger lot sizes. This results in a tradeoff facing the consumer between attaining a 

larger lot and having a longer commute or attaining a smaller lot and having a shorter commute. 

This tradeoff, or the value of accessibility, is dependent on the preferences and needs of the 

consumer (Alonso, 1964). 

In the graph provided in Figure 1.1., the value of accessibility represented in the rent-bid 

curves is seen across three different subsets of the urban population: low income households, 

high income households, and gentrifiers. As previously mentioned, the Rent-Bid curve is an 

expression of the consumers’ willingness to bid for land when choosing where to locate in 

relation to the CBD. Each household in the model has a different value of accessibility, seen as 

the rate of change in the consumers’ willingness to bid when moving away from CBD. Thus, the 

rate of change, or slope, of the rent bid curve is seen as:  

                              ΔR/ΔX = -t/L 
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In this equation, the change in rent per acre (R) over the distance from the CBD (X) is equal to 

the disutility of commuting (t) over the lot size of the property (L). In this model, the type of 

household determines the relative magnitude of each of these variables.  

Figure 1.1. 

 

More specifically, the high income households in this model have a flatter rent-bid curve because 

they tend to value a greater lot size more than the disutility of commuting. This is because, with 
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increases in income, households are expected to demand a greater lot size. The rent-bid curve 

demonstrates that they have a greater willingness to increase their distance from the CBD for 

larger lot sizes. For low income households, there is a steeper rent bid curve because they tend to 

value the disutility of commuting more than the lot size of the property. There is a greater 

disutility of commuting among low income households because of factors relating to the use of 

public transit in which locating further away from the CBD would result in less public transit 

connections for households. The last curve provided in Figure 1.1. is the rent-bid curve for 

gentrifiers. According to McKinnish et al. (2010), the characteristics for gentrifiers are an influx 

of predominantly white, college educated, and under 40 years of age residents (McKinnish et al., 

2010). Given the lack of child-bearing responsibilities among younger residents, there would be 

less of an expected demand for larger lot sizes among gentrifiers. This means that gentrifiers, as 

seen in the graph, have a higher willingness to bid closer to the CBD. Therefore, they have a 

greater demand to locate in urban neighborhoods. 

Another main explanation regarding the gentrifiers’ willingness to locate in urban 

neighborhoods is their access to employment. Given that the gentrifiers have a higher 

educational attainment, they would most likely be employed in higher skilled occupations. The 

structure of the U.S. economy at the end of the 20th century has transitioned away from 

manufacturing and towards the service sector (Wilson, 1987). This has implications on the 

location decisions among firms in metropolitan areas. Like consumers, firms have to make a 

location decision subject to similar considerations under the Rent-Bid model. Among higher 

skilled, service sector firms, there is a higher willingness to locate closer to the CBD in order to 

take advantage of the external benefits from agglomeration economies. In agglomeration 
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economies, firms experience positive externalities from locating in close proximity to one 

another. This includes benefits such as knowledge spillovers and the shared access to a highly 

skilled labor force. The firms, therefore, have a higher willingness to bid for land closer to the 

CBD. In response to this, gentrifiers will have a high value of accessibility as they forego larger 

lot sizes in order to minimize the disutility of commuting. Because of the firm’s decision to 

locate in the CBD, gentrifiers would have a higher willingness to bid for land near the CBD in 

order to locate closer to their place of employment. Finally, the graph in Figure 1.1. provides an 

insight into how land will be allocated through its labels on the x-axis. The distance on the x-axis 

between the CBD and X1 demonstrates that this portion of urban land will be allocated to the 

gentrying population. This is because at every point on the graph, the gentrifier will be able to 

outbid the lower income residents due to higher value of accessibility and a higher income. The 

distance between X1 and X2 demonstrates that low income households, who have a higher value 

of accessibility at these points, will outbid high income households and will be allocated this 

portion of land. The remaining land farthest from the CBD will then be allocated to the high 

income segment of the population. 

Another explanation for why gentrifiers are moving to urban neighborhoods is through 

Tieout’s Hypothesis. According to Tiebout (1956), households will sort themselves across 

municipalities based on their demand for public services. He argues that metropolitan areas are 

able to best allocate public services to households if they are fragmented into numerous suburban 

municipalities. This is because local municipalities, outside of the central city, are able to levy 

their own taxes that would provide public services for the community, such as local school 

districts. In his article, Tiebout compares his hypothesis for public services to a private market. 
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His hypothesis argues that there should be many available options for households with varying 

levels of public services and that, given the assumption of household mobility and perfect 

information, they should be able to meet their desired level of public services (Tiebout, 1956). 

The theory outlined by Tiebout helps explain the low value of accessibility for high income 

households in the Rent-Bid model. The higher demand for public services is demonstrated 

through their lower willingness to bid for land closer to the CBD. The demand for public 

services, primarily in regards to the quality of local schools, causes families to bid up for land 

farther away from the CBD. This results in the flatter slope seen in Figure 1.1. However, the 

influx of gentrifiers without children do not have a high demand for public services and will have 

a higher value of accessibility in the Rent-Bid model, seen in the steeper sloped curve in Figure 

1.1.  

The demand for urban land, as an expression of consumer preferences, plays a significant 

role in the process of gentrification. These preferences were first developed through early 

theories on the urban spatial structure of neighborhood change and growth away from the CBD, 

seen in the Concentric Zone theory. This contributed to theories concerning consumers’ racial 

preferences which may hold implications on the nature of gentrification. The theory also allowed 

for the introduction of the Rent-Bid model which proposes a gradient of consumer preferences in 

relation to the consumer’s willingness to locate close to the CBD. The disaggregation of 

consumers between low income, high income, and gentrifiers demonstrated an allocation of 

urban land to gentrifiers based on their value of accessibility; the tradeoff between length of 

commute and lot sizes. These considerations pertaining to the preferences of consumers that will 

dictate gentrification is then met with a market response from developers.  
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2.4. Gentrification: Developer Response 

As discussed earlier, many urban neighborhoods in the middle of the 20th century 

experienced concentrated poverty in addition to suburbanization away from central cities. This 

resulted in a depreciation in land values among urban neighborhoods closer to the CBD. In 

addition to this, the housing markets in these neighborhoods were filtering down from owner 

occupied housing units to renter occupied housing units. As gentrifiers have a demand for living 

closer to the CBD, developers in urban neighborhoods will respond to such market signals.  

The main decision rule for developers considering new construction is seen in the Land 

Use Succession model. This model explains how a developer chooses to redevelop a plot of land. 

It includes the following condition (Clapp, 1977): 

               Vn - Bn > V0 + D0 

In the expression, the value of the new land use (Vn) minus the cost of development (Bn) must be 

greater than the sum of the value of previous land use (V0) and the cost of demolition (D0) 

(Clapp, 1977). Developers, being profit motivated, will not choose to redevelop a plot of land if 

this condition is not met. In the model, their economic profit is calculated through the difference 

in values of the new land use (Vn) compared with the value of the previous land use (V0). Many 

urban neighborhoods would be expected to have a low V0 due to the effects of disinvestment 

resulting from concentrated poverty, discrimination, and filtering. Given the Rent-Bid model, 

gentrifiers hold a higher willingness to bid for land closer to the CBD. This is because of factors 

related to a high value of accessibility; a substitution away from larger lot sizes towards higher 

density living and shorter commute times (Alonso, 1964). Developers, noticing the willingness 

to bid among gentrifiers in urban neighborhoods, will redevelop the land by building market rate 
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housing. The motivation for building market rate housing is to achieve a higher Vn within the 

Land Use Succession model. This generates greater profits for developers because market rate 

housing will allow the owner to charge higher rents with the influx of gentrifiers willing to enter 

the neighborhood. Thus, developers, responding to the increase in bidding from gentrifiers, will 

redevelop urban neighborhood land with market rate housing in order to maximize profits.  

The effect of the redevelopment process in urban neighborhoods has an impact on the 

existing renting population. As mentioned previously, the filtering process in urban 

neighborhoods is based on the maintenance and repair of homeowners as well as the depreciation 

of land values (Keating et al., 1996). The outcome of this process is a population of renters with 

low homeownership in the neighborhood. However, the developer’s decision to redevelop the 

land with market rate housing creates a reverse filtering process. This occurs when the housing 

stock begins to transition away from renter occupied housing and towards owner occupied 

housing. The increase in owner occupied housing units will cause residents to have a greater 

willingness to maintain and repair their structures, which will cause the land value to continue to 

rise in the neighborhood.  

Through the signals sent to the developers from the influx of gentrifiers, developers are 

given an incentive to redevelop land in urban neighborhoods. Furthermore, they are profit 

maximizing actors that will build market rate housing in order to capture the highest bids for land 

from gentrifiers. This will cause a transition to occur within the housing market of the urban 

neighborhood as rental housing is converted into market rate, owner occupied units. The result is 

a market outcome that accommodates and reinforces the process of gentrification in urban 

neighborhoods.  
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2.5. Gentrification: The Growth Machine 

The inflow of higher income residents, seen in gentrifying neighborhoods, creates a 

positive outcome for local politicians. As higher income residents enter the neighborhood, the 

local taxing jurisdiction will be able to raise a greater amount of revenue through taxation. The 

tax base, being improved through the inflow of higher income, allows for the government to 

improve the level of public services that it provides. This creates a politically beneficial outcome 

for politicians in local government because the improvement of public services would allow 

politicians to better address the needs of their constituency. The inflow of gentrifiers also 

provides benefits to the local economy as it increases the amount of spending in the local sector, 

such as towards retail and commercial options. Other forms of urban revitalization can be seen in 

the effects of human capital improvement, or greater educational attainment, in the urban 

population. A higher skilled labor force in the urban area allows for the city to be more 

competitive in attracting corporate relocations. Thus, gentrification poses benefits to the local 

economy resulting from urban revitalization. 

The relationship between local government and gentrification can be further understood 

through the Growth Machine. According to Molotch (1976), the Growth Machine is a political 

coalition established through mutual interest in population growth among homeowners and the 

local government (Molotch, 1976). As seen in the filtering model, the value of urban land, an 

asset to the homeowner, is partly dependent on the surrounding land values of the neighborhood 

(Keating et al., 1996). Thus, according to Molotch, homeowners have a collective incentive to 

maximize their wealth. This causes them to coalesce around a common interest; maximizing 

their land value. According to Molotch (1976): 

20 



 

The clearest indication of success at growth is a constantly rising urban-area 
population—a symptom of a pattern ordinarily comprising an initial expansion of basic 
industries followed by an expanded labor force, a rising scale of retail and wholesale 
commerce, more far-flung and increasingly intensive land development, higher 
population density, and increased levels of financial activity (Molotch, 1976, p. 310). 

Molotch explains that, through the increase in urban population, urban revitalization will occur, 

specifically among businesses and in the labor force. This will create positive spillover effects 

for local retail through increases in spending. Additionally, Molotch believes that density, land 

use intensity, and suburban development will experience an overall increase. In the context of the 

Rent-Bid model, the increase in density and intensity of land use from population growth can be 

seen through a greater willingness of consumers to bid for land closer to the CBD. The 

expansion outward away from the CBD from population growth is explained through an 

increased willingness of consumers to substitute proximity to the CBD for greater lot sizes. 

Moloch's theory that communities mobilize to increase their land value through population 

growth is supported by the Rent-Bid model because the overall increase in bidding process will 

result in higher land values, both closer to and farther away from the CBD. This increase in land 

values from population growth allows homeowners to generate wealth through the increasing 

values of their property.  

According to Molotch (1976), the Growth Machine responds to the interests of the 

homeowners by adopting neoliberal policies; governance through free market economic 

principles. In describing the local government response, Molotch writes, “To promote growth, 

taxes should be ‘reasonable,’ the police force should be oriented toward protection of property, 

and overt social conflict should be minimized” (Molotch, 1976, p. 312). With the mobilization of 

the Growth Machine, Molotch outlines the framework that governments operate in order to 
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respond to their constituency. When he refers to “reasonable taxes” it can be implied that he 

means favorable tax incentives for corporations and residents. This would be aligned with the 

Growth Machine because it is targeted at encouraging corporations to locate in the urban area. If 

this occurs, it would generate urban revitalization in the local economy. Other policy proposals 

under the Growth Machine would be the protection of property, which would be a favorable goal 

for homeowners concerned with wealth creation and increasing property values. Additionally, 

lowering crime would also have a positive effect on the land values of the neighborhood and the 

ability for the urban population to grow.  

These considerations connect to the Land Use Succession model which has a role in 

facilitating the process of gentrification. As developers are faced with the cost of building 

reflected in Bn, they gather costs when redeveloping a plot of land. With the adoption of 

neoliberal policies in urban areas, the developer could face lower building costs through lower 

taxes. Thus, the difference between the value of the new land use and the cost of building will 

increase. According to the Land Use Succession model, holding all other factors constant, 

decreasing the cost of building leads to an increase in the willingness of a developer to redevelop 

through greater economic profit (Clapp, 1977). This conversion of land use to a higher value 

land use is aligned with the goals of the Growth Machine as the surrounding area of the site 

could appreciate in land value, holding all else constant.  

The Growth Machine connects to gentrification because it posits that local communities 

are often not only accepting of, but are encouraging, an influx of population growth. This is, in 

part, due to the revitalizing impact that population growth creates for the local economy and tax 

base. Urban neighborhoods that experienced depreciation in the 20th century due to 
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suburbanization and concentrated poverty will have an incentive to achieve urban revitalization 

through policies in the Growth Machine. The coalition of homeowners will encourage local 

governments to adopt neoliberal, market oriented policies in an attempt to stimulate urban 

revitalization. The result of these political incentives is an increasing rate of gentrification.  

2.6. Gentrification-Induced Displacement  

The impact of consumer preferences, the response from developers, and ensuing 

government facilitation created the conditions for gentrification to become a major source of 

neighborhood change. Because of this, residential displacement is an increasingly greater risk for 

low income renters in gentrifying neighborhoods. The impact of displacement in the 

neighborhood has consequences beyond housing unaffordability because of its ability to disrupt 

pre-existing social networks in the neighborhood.  

Following the depreciation of land values, many urban neighborhoods contained a large 

proportion of renter-occupied units within its housing stock. The neighborhood decline that 

followed suburbanization and concentrated poverty in the 20th century resulted in a higher rate 

of filtering with the housing stock. This caused a transition away from homeownership because 

the previous homeowners were disincentivized to maintain and repair their housing units because 

of depreciated land values. With gentrification in effect, higher income residents entering the 

urban neighborhood create a cycle of reverse filtering; a transition from predominantly 

renter-occupied housing units to owner-occupied housing units. This is the result of higher 

income residents’ willingness to bid for land closer to the CBD causing developers to redevelop 

urban land into market rate housing. As a result, the process of reverse filtering, led by 

gentrifiers and accommodated by market rate developers, transitions the housing stock towards 
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owner-occupied units and away from renter-occupied units (Keating et al., 1996). Landlords, 

noticing the signals from gentrifiers entering the neighborhood, have an incentive to capture the 

higher willingness to bid from gentrifiers by converting their previous rental unit into market rate 

housing. This causes a decline in the overall supply of rental units in gentrifying neighborhoods 

as the process of reverse filtering takes place. When this occurs, low income residents face 

displacement pressures in the form of a diminishing supply of affordable housing rentals and the 

threat of eviction in the gentrifying neighborhood.  

The consequences of residential displacement for low income residents also lead to the 

severance of pre-existing social networks. The social ties that residents feel toward their 

neighborhood is encapsulated in the concept of social capital. According to Putnam (2000), 

social capital is defined as, “...connections among individuals — social networks and the norms 

of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them” (Putnam, 2000, p. 19). These social 

networks that are established in neighborhoods over time provide long term residents with 

intangible value. This form of social capital is lost in the process of residential displacement. As 

reverse filtering takes hold, low income renters will face eviction pressures that will make 

remaining in the neighborhood difficult. Because of the factor of social capital, the cost of 

residential displacement becomes greater as the social ties and trust built in the neighborhood are 

broken. 

As gentrification takes place in previously disinvested urban neighborhoods, low income 

residents of the neighborhood experience displacement pressures. This is seen through the 

process of reverse filtering which occurs as a market response to gentrification. The developers 

will continue to build market rate housing as long as the influx of gentrifiers continue to have a 
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higher willingness to bid for urban land closer to the CBD. The transition from renter occupied 

units to owner occupied units causes low income renters to be threatened by the possibility of 

eviction and neighborhood unaffordability. Consistent with this, the homeowners of the 

gentrifying neighborhood would support the inflow of income as it allows for urban 

revitalization and the appreciation of property values. These market forces stemming from 

gentrification will negatively impact the pre-existing low income residents through the economic 

and social costs of displacement. As a result, the unchecked displacement of low income 

residents can lead to homogenous high income neighborhoods across urban areas.  

2.7. Mixed Income Neighborhoods: Theoretical Goals 

The underlying goals of mixed income neighborhoods is to alleviate the effects of 

concentrated poverty, according to Chaskin and Joseph (2015). Chaskin and Joseph argue that 

mixed income public housing reform attempts to deconcentrate urban poverty through neoliberal, 

market oriented urban revitalization efforts. However, they claim that skeptics of the programs 

criticize mixed income policies as catering to the middle class at the expense of residents with 

the highest need. Chaskin and Joseph, in reviewing the theoretical arguments for pursuing mixed 

income developments, provide two theoretical goals: an acknowledgement of neighborhood 

effects and the establishment of positive social capital (Chaskin & Joseph, 2015).  

The first theoretical goal of mixed income neighborhoods is based on the concept of 

neighborhood effects. This originated from the research by Wilson (1987) which examines the 

conditions of predominantly black urban neighborhoods with high levels of poverty in Chicago. 

Wilson argues that larger structural changes in the economy account for this inequality which 

racial discrimination by itself cannot explain. One of these structural changes is the shift from a 
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manufacturing-based urban economy to a services-based urban economy, therefore creating new 

educational requirements for the labor force. Wilson explains that these changes in the economic 

base particularly hurt the economic prospects for black populations in central cities, many of 

which initially migrated to such cities for manufacturing employment. Additionally, Wilson 

contends that the middle and working class outmigration from urban neighborhoods reinforced 

the concentration of poverty, which eliminates what Wilson calls “the social buffer” that 

neighborhoods have to weather economic changes. These factors create the environment for 

what Wilson calls “concentration effects”, which later scholars refer to as “neighborhood 

effects”. Wilson, in explaining this theory, seeks to disprove the prevailing conservative theory at 

the time which believed that the social problems in such urban neighborhoods was the product of 

a “culture of poverty”. Instead, Wilson argues that social isolation among these neighborhoods is 

a leading cause for these social trends. In formulating his point, Wilson (1987) writes:  

...concepts such as social buffer, concentration effects, and social isolation are used to 
describe the social and institutional mechanisms that enhance patterns of social 
dislocations originally caused by racial subjugation but that have been strengthened in 
more recent years by such developments as the class transformation of the inner city and 
changes in the urban economy (Wilson, 1987, p. 137).  

Wilson is contending that the social environment, or neighborhood effects, are significant 

because of its causal impact on individual outcomes. This is because of the larger structural 

changes in the urban area leading to racial and economic inequality which becomes entrenched 

through neighborhood effects. This is at odds with an individual unit of analysis which would 

argue that the “social dislocation” is not a function of neighborhood factors but of individual 

factors. The ideal of mixed income neighborhoods is based on this concept of neighborhood 

effects because it implies that neighborhood effects play a significant role in the life trajectory of 
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the neighborhood residents due to factors of social isolation and social buffers. In regards to this 

theory, mixed income neighborhoods could decrease social isolation and increase social buffers 

through the exposure of residents from across the income distribution, thereby decreasing the 

concentration of poverty. Thus, mixed income neighborhoods can alleviate the concentration of 

poverty by focusing on neighborhood effects. 

While expanding on the concept of neighborhood effects, Chaskin and Joseph (2015) 

argue that mixed income neighborhoods are targeted at creating positive forms of social capital. 

The authors argue that mixed income neighborhoods allow for interactions to occur between 

high income residents and low income residents. This has the theoretical potential to increase 

social mobility among low income residents because of greater resources relating to, “...jobs, 

child care, financial management, working with schools, negotiating bureaucratic hurdles, 

getting a response from city agencies” (Chaskin & Joseph, 2015, p. 30). The authors, it is worth 

noting, are not stating that low income neighborhoods do not have high social capital, but rather 

that the social networks in such neighborhoods do not have access to the same resources. 

Chaskin and Joseph are also skeptical of the promised social mobility in mixed income 

neighborhoods because they state that interactions occur primarily within similar socioeconomic 

backgrounds, not across socioeconomic backgrounds. Because of this, they argue that mixed 

income neighborhoods must make a deliberate effort to facilitate cross-socioeconomic 

interactions in order to improve social mobility among low income residents. Another limitation 

discussed by the authors is the potential for conflict due to the differences in power between high 

income residents and low income residents (Chaskin & Joseph, 2015). This connects with the 

issues brought to the attention by Wilson (1987) regarding the detrimental effects that a 
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neighborhood in social isolation experiences. The positive social networks that can be formed in 

mixed income neighborhoods act as the social buffer that urban neighborhoods lost during the 

out-movement of higher income residents.  

The goals of mixed income neighborhoods, as mentioned by Chaskin and Joseph and 

Wilson, are to alleviate the effects of concentrated poverty. This is grounded in the failed legacy 

of public housing in the 20th century. It also is based on the belief that neighborhood effects in 

the form of social isolation and social buffers will create a positive outcome for low income 

residents that would otherwise not be possible in a neighborhood of concentrated poverty. The 

factor of positive social capital creation also provides a foundation in which some policymakers 

find mixed income neighborhoods to be an objective worth pursuing.  

2.8. Mixed Income Neighborhoods: Maintenance Strategies 

Gentrification, as previously discussed, has the ability to cause resident displacement 

among low income renters in the neighborhood. The theories mentioned so far have explained 

how neighborhoods can become disinvested and how neighborhoods can become gentrified. 

However, they do not explain the existence of mixed income neighborhoods in urban areas. 

Thus, naturally occurring mixed income neighborhoods must be able to resist gentrification 

induced displacement. Additionally, mixed income neighborhoods may be created through 

policy action. Both approaches will be considered in the context of mixed income 

neighborhoods.  

The theoretical frameworks for naturally occuring mixed income neighborhoods have 

been developed by McKinnish and White (2011). The authors argue that there are two possible 

explanations. The first being that neighborhoods are formed through a diversity of in-movers 
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entering the mixed income neighborhood. The second theory is that mixed income 

neighborhoods exist in the midst of gentrification and are in the process of transitioning to a fully 

gentrified neighborhood (McKinnish & White, 2011). Regarding the second proposed 

explanation, mixed income neighborhoods will not maintain their heterogeneity because 

gentrification-induced displacement will cause an outflow of low income residents. This is due to 

developers responding to the influx of higher income gentrifiers by converting urban land into 

market rate housing. The decline in affordable rentals and displacement pressures on low income 

residents would make it difficult for the mixed income neighborhood to remain heterogeneous.  

Another consideration for mixed income neighborhoods is the levels of vacancy in the 

urban neighborhood. In areas with high levels of vacancy, there would be less of an expectation 

that displacement would  occur in the neighborhood. As many neighborhoods in urban areas lost 

population from suburbanization and neighborhood decline, the relationship between 

gentrification and displacement can be subject to the neighborhood context. However, if all 

higher income gentrifiers had a high willingness to bid for land in mixed income neighborhoods, 

the neighborhood would then transition away from being mixed income. Because of this, there 

must be a diversity within the influx of in-movers in order to maintain the mixed income nature 

of the neighborhood. This would entail lower income and middle income residents increasing 

their willingness to bid for land in mixed income neighborhoods. 

Regarding the policy approach to mixed income developments, the Federal government 

attempted to supply low income housing through different means. From the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD), public housing was converted into mixed income 
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housing development, referred to as HOPE VI. The key elements of the program, according to 

the HUD website, include: 

-Changing the physical shape of public housing 

-Establishing positive incentives for resident self-sufficiency and comprehensive services 
that empower residents 

-Lessening concentrations of poverty by placing public housing in nonpoverty 
neighborhoods and promoting mixed-income communities 

-Forging partnerships with other agencies, local governments, nonprofit organizations, 
and private businesses to leverage support and resources (“About HOPE VI - Public and 
Indian Housing—HUD | HUD.gov / U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD),” n.d.). 

The HOPE VI program consists of a series of Federal grants that local Public Housing 

Authorities (PHA) are able to utilize to fund the cost of demolition and revitalization. In order to 

be eligible, HUD required that the PHA applicant own “severely distressed public housing 

units”. The final fiscal year that HOPE VI grants were awarded was in FY 2010 causing the 

housing program to span between 1993 and 2010 (“About HOPE VI - Public and Indian 

Housing—HUD | HUD.gov / U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD),” 

n.d.). In the outlined goals, HUD attempted to alleviate the negative effects of concentrated 

poverty through mixed income developments. One of the policy failures of public housing was 

the PHA’s inability to maintain and repair the housing blocks because of budgetary constraints. 

As a result, the HOPE VI program was based on a public-private partnership in which a portion 

of the HOPE VI developments were market rate housing alongside public housing units. This is 

beneficial from the PHA standpoint because they have less of a liability regarding maintenance 

costs, compared to the earlier forms of public housing. Additionally, the developers also benefit 

from the inclusion of market rate housing in HOPE VI developments due to the Land Use 
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Succession model. Because of concentrated poverty and deteriorated public housing, the 

previous land value of the plots depreciated. However, with the demolition of the previous public 

housing developments, developers were able to maximize their profits through constructing 

market rate housing in the HOPE VI program. It is important to note that the HOPE VI is no 

longer an active Federal policy today. However, the framework of  HOPE VI was based on urban 

revitalization and creating a mutually beneficial outcome for both developers and PHA’s.  

As mentioned by Sampson et al. (2015), the HOPE VI program had explanatory 

limitations due to the small size of the program (Sampson et al., 2015). The creation of mixed 

income developments, through the HOPE VI program, was a policy intended to address 

concentrated poverty, seen in the history of public housing. However, this was a policy objective 

between the Federal government, public housing authorities, and developers. For naturally 

occurring mixed income neighborhoods, the likelihood of a mixed income neighborhood 

maintaining its diversity will be a challenge. This is due to the need for low and middle income 

in-movers to match the willingness to bid from higher income in-movers. However, this will be 

difficult given the income constraints of low income and middle income residents in comparison 

to high income bidders. The longevity of naturally occuring mixed income neighborhoods will 

then hinge on the ability to curb gentrification-induced displacement.  

2.9. Conclusion 

Given the current theories discussing neighborhood change, mixed income 

neighborhoods appear to be at risk of neighborhood upward transition if gentrification is taking 

place. Gentrification, the process of neighborhood change from a lower socioeconomic group to 

a higher socioeconomic group, is seen as higher income residents’ willingness to live in the 
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neighborhood. This willingness can be the result of a variety of factors regarding the central 

business district and higher income residents’ value of accessibility. With this, developers 

respond by converting urban land from rental apartments to condominiums that cater to a higher 

income group moving into the neighborhood. Local governments, throughout the process, are 

given little incentive to mitigate the effects of gentrification and its ability to displace low 

income renters. Given these neighborhood dynamics, mixed income neighborhoods appear 

unlikely to remain economically heterogenous. In connection to the original research question, 

the current theories of neighborhood change indicate that mixed income neighborhoods appear to 

be the result of transitioning. This theoretical framework provides the conclusion that mixed 

income neighborhoods will not be persistent over time.  
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Chapter 3: Empirical Literature Review 

3.1. Introduction 

This literature review will discuss relevant articles pertaining to the relationship between 

gentrification and mixed income neighborhoods. The first article will discuss the impact of the 

diversity of in-movers in relation to mixed income neighborhoods. The second article will 

discuss the stability of mixed income neighborhoods over time. The third article will discuss the 

durability of a neighborhood's concentrated income in relation to individual level data. The 

fourth article will discuss the relationship between gentrification and displacement. The fifth 

article will also analyze the relationship between gentrification and displacement with a greater 

emphasis on the impact of displacement on low income residents. These articles are analyzed to 

better understand the relationship between gentrification, displacement, and mixed income 

neighborhoods empirically.  

3.2. Who moves to mixed-income neighborhoods? 

In the article “Who moves to mixed-income neighborhoods?” by McKinnish and White 

(2011), the authors explore how mixed income neighborhoods maintain their economic 

heterogeneity. McKinnish and White argue that mixed income neighborhoods exist due to either 

a diversity of in-movers into the neighborhood or because the neighborhood is in the midst of 

gentrification. As discussed earlier, if the mixed income neighborhood is experiencing 

gentrification, the expected outcome would be a complete neighborhood transition from a mixed 

income population to a higher income population. Based on this reasoning, the authors’ 

hypothesis is to test if mixed income neighborhoods attract a diversity in-movers on the basis of 

income. 
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McKinnish and White, in reference to Tiebout’s hypothesis and the Rent Bid model, 

argue that previous urban economic theories do not explain the prevalence of mixed income 

neighborhoods. This is because both theories predict an economically homogeneous 

metropolitan area (McKinnish & White, 2011). According to Tiebout (1956), households, under 

a neoliberal framework, sort themselves based on their preferences for public services across a 

fragmented metropolitan area. As the provision of public services and tax levies are closely 

related to income, it would be expected that the household sorting would not result in mixed 

income neighborhoods (Tiebout, 1956). Additionally, the Rent Bid model, developed by Alonso 

(1964), will also support economic homogeneity because urban land is allocated according to a 

bidding process from households. This bidding process is based on the households' value of 

accessibility and their willingness to bid, which is also dependent on their income (Alonso, 

1964). Thus, according to McKinnish and White (2011), both urban economic theories are not 

sufficient to explain the occurrence of mixed income neighborhoods which requires alternate 

explanations. Additionally, the authors state that mixed income neighborhoods are more 

common in metropolitan areas as compared to racially diverse neighborhoods. Given the lower 

degree of economic segregation compared to racial segregation, the authors explore the 

relationship of a diversity of in-movers and mixed income neighborhoods as this could decrease 

the liklihood of gentrification induced-displacement. 

In testing their hypothesis of mixed income neighborhoods, McKinnish and White use 

two different samples of census data. The first sample includes non-public household data on 

14.3 million households and 38.6 million individuals for the census in 1990. For the census in 

2000, the first sample includes 16.6 million households and 43.5 million individuals. The second 
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sample includes 12,338 census tracts across 72 consolidated metropolitan statistical areas that are 

linked between 1990 and 2000. Before conducting their analysis and stating their findings, the 

authors note that an important consideration regarding displacement are high mobility costs. As 

there are high mobility costs facing households, low income households in a neighborhood 

undergoing gentrification will be slow to react to the neighborhood changes. Because of this, 

empirical statistical analysis could demonstrate low displacement due to this factor. Additionally, 

the authors state that they are only able to study the population entry into the neighborhood, not 

the exit. McKinnish and White claim that the population exit from the neighborhood would have 

a significant impact on the mixed income status of the neighborhood, but they explain that a lack 

of data sources allow them to only analyze the entry into the neighborhood. The authors provide 

other limitations of their model, such as not knowing the in-mover household income at the time 

of the move-in and not being able to capture if the household moved from within the same 

census tract. Also, previous research on the stability of mixed income neighborhoods, according 

to McKinnish and White, were limited due to their cross-sectional analysis of neighborhood 

change. Therefore, the authors claim that cross section studies cannot observe the prevalence of 

mixed income neighborhoods over time.  

In specifying their model, McKinnish and White use neighborhood economic diversity, 

which they refer to as the coefficient of variation for tract-level income dispersion, as their 

dependent variable. This variable was selected as the dependent variable in order to measure the 

degree to which the census tract is mixed income. A high variation would indicate an economic 

heterogenous census tract while a lower variation would indicate an economic homogenous 

census tract. For the model’s independent variable, the authors use five separate variables 
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representing the income distribution of the in-movers into the census tract. The five income 

groups, from lowest income to highest income, were specified according to the metropolitan 

area’s median income. These independent variables are included in order to examine if an 

increase in the highest and lowest income groups lead to an increase in economic heterogeneity 

of the tract. Other independent variables include the migrant cohort, which is divided into three 

independent variables: in-movers who moved into the census tract in the last year from the 

census record, in-movers who moved into the census tract in the last one to five years from the 

census record, and in-movers who moved into the census tract in the last five to ten years from 

the census record. The migrant cohort independent variable is included in the model in order to 

observe the demographic changes over time of the in-movers into the census tract. A second 

model by the authors examines if mixed income neighborhoods attracted mixed income 

in-movers, compared to the earlier model which looked at the effects of a diversity of in-movers 

on the variation of income in the census tract. In this second model, the authors specify the 

model in order to determine if mixed income neighborhoods are able to attract diverse in-movers 

in regards to income. Other significant variables in the model include the racial and ethnic 

composition of the tract, specifically the percentage of the census tract population that is black 

and the percentage of the census tract population that is Hispanic. The authors also include 

variables for the age and college education attainment of in-movers. These variables are added to 

the model to get a better understanding of the demographic profile of in-movers entering mixed 

income neighborhoods.  

In the results from their model, McKinnish and White provide four main findings. The 

first was a high level of income diversity among in-movers across several migrant cohorts. 
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However, the authors note that this diversity was diminishing with the recent cohort of 

in-movers. The second was a significant, positive relationship between mixed income 

neighborhoods and a higher influx from the highest and lowest income groups. This indicates, 

according to their hypothesis, that mixed income neighborhoods attract more economically 

diverse in-movers. The third finding was a significant, negative relationship of a higher 

percentage of black and Hispanic residents in the census tract causing less economic diversity 

among the in-movers. This result demonstrates that, over time, black and Hispanic 

neighborhoods are less likely to be mixed income neighborhoods, thus being more economically 

homogeneous, because of the lower economic diversity of the in-movers. The final finding from 

the model is a significant, positive relationship of younger, college educated in-movers on the 

variation of household income in the census tract. The authors, regarding the higher lifetime 

earnings potential, suggests that there will be an out-movement of this population. This is 

because, according to the authors, the higher earning households are more likely to move to 

higher income neighborhoods in the future (McKinnish & White, 2011).  

This article relates to the persistence of mixed income neighborhoods because it provides 

insight regarding the in-movers’ demographics. Most importantly, it provides evidence that 

mixed income neighborhoods may attract a diversity of in-movers, therefore allowing the 

neighborhood to remain mixed income if such diversity persists. One important consideration is 

the relationship between the racial and ethnic composition of the neighborhood and the income 

diversity of in-movers. McKinnish and White do not provide any theoretical explanations for 

why this causal relationship occurs. Exploring this relationship and understanding why there is a 

decrease in income diversity among the in-movers could inform how and which mixed income 
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neighborhoods change over time. Additionally, the aspect of gentrification would imply that 

there is not an adequate level of diversity among in-movers into mixed income neighborhoods. 

Thus, implicitly, the authors argue that gentrification, the in-movement of a higher income group 

into a low income group, does not allow for mixed income neighborhoods to maintain its mixed 

income status.  

3.3. The Stability of Mixed Income Neighborhoods 

In the article titled “The Stability of Mixed Income Neighborhoods” by Tach (2009), the 

author explores the question of how stable mixed income neighborhoods are across successive 

years. The author uses the term “income mixing” in reference to mixed income neighborhoods. 

The article gives specific attention to how economic segregation impacts mixed income 

neighborhoods. The author explains that racial segregation is much more prevalent and 

documented than economic segregation which informs her decision to examine mixed income 

neighborhoods. She also references the HOPE VI housing policies that constructed 

mixed-income developments in replacement of public housing units. Regarding Federal policy, 

she argues that little research was conducted on mixed-income neighborhoods before undergoing 

the policy. In order to examine the changes in mixed income neighborhoods over time, Tach uses 

tract-level census data between 1970 and 2000 across Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) in 

the United States. The author notes that 83% of the U.S. population is included in her dataset.  

Before conducting her research methods, Tach provides two theories that could explain 

neighborhood change in regards to mixed-income neighborhoods. The first theory she refers to 

as the Invasion-Succession model. This was developed by the Chicago School of sociologists 

which has been widely influential in explaining neighborhood change. In discussing the model, 
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she argues that population flows between different socioeconomic groups determine how 

neighborhoods change over time. She argues that mixed income neighborhoods could be a 

neighborhood that is undergoing population change between different socioeconomic groups. In 

connecting this theory to the Concentric Zone theory, it would argue that these neighborhood 

changes are occuring in zones radiating away from the central business district. The second 

theoretical model that Tach provides is the Life-Cycle model. In this model, the focus of 

neighborhood change is based on the housing stock. She argues that there are five stages a 

neighborhood is placed in within the cycle that is based on a variety of housing characteristics. 

These factors include the number of single family housing, density, number of rental units, 

homeownership, and vacancy rates. The theory argues that higher homeownership leads to more 

stable neighborhoods. This connects to the underlying basis of the filtering model such that the 

neighborhoods’ housing stock transitioning is based on the ability and willingness of the 

occupant to engage in maintenance and repair. With the decline in homeownership, that 

willingness and ability decreases. This reflects the conclusion that Tach makes in regards to the 

Life-Cycle model; that low homeownership is an indicator for less stable neighborhoods. Given 

the above theories that hope to predict neighborhood change, Tach then attempts to apply these 

theories to her research design.  

In order to examine the level of income-mixing across the metropolitan areas, Tach 

begins by defining low income, middle income, and high income. She sets the definition by 

setting the income cut-offs at the 33rd and 66th percentiles of the income distribution for each 

MSA. She then, in order to define neighborhoods as mixed income, created a series of 

neighborhood classifications based on the percentage of families in each census tract that fall 
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within each of the income percentiles. In these classifications, she has three neighborhood types 

that are considered a non-mixed income neighborhood: majority low income, majority middle 

income, and majority high income. She defines each of these non-mixed income neighborhoods 

as tracts that have greater than 50% of families within the given income category. Regarding 

mixed income neighborhood classification, Tach created four separate neighborhood types. 

These include: low-middle, middle-high, low-high, and low-middle-high. Each of these mixed 

income neighborhood types are defined as having 75% of the families falling within the two 

income groups and less than 25% in the excluded income category. For example, a low-middle 

mixed income neighborhood has 75% for families that fall within the low and middle income 

group with less than 25% in  the high income group.  

Given the neighborhood classification for mixed income neighborhoods versus 

non-mixed income neighborhoods, Tach has three components in her research design. The first is 

analyzing transition matrices for mixed income neighborhoods to examine changes in 

neighborhood stability. Transition matrices are diagrams that compare neighborhood change 

between multiple time periods. In looking at the transition matrices, Tach found that when 

greater economic segregation is present in the census year, there was a decrease in mixed income 

neighborhoods. She also found that decreases in mixed income neighborhoods coincided with 

increases in majority low income neighborhoods, not majority high income neighborhoods. Tach 

noted that she expected to see increased concentrated affluence, but found that the increases were 

small. Additionally, when controlling for income inequality, she states that the increases in the 

percentage of families in high income groups were from wealth accumulation of existing 

families, not an in-movement of higher income residents. The other finding from Tach is that a 
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decrease in majority low income neighborhoods coincided with a decrease in concentrated 

poverty. She argues that this indicates a rising overall income distribution such that the 33rd 

percentile in the income distribution rose. In discussing these findings from the transition 

matrices, she argues that they do not explain mixed income stability.  

In order to explain mixed-income stability, Tach ran a regression looking at the 

probability that a mixed income neighborhood remains a mixed income neighborhood in the 

following census year. This regression also allows for a determination to be made on the 

direction of the neighborhood transition; if the mixed income neighborhood moves to a higher 

income classification or a lower income classification. She used the Invasion-Succession model 

and Life-Cycle model to determine the independent variables in the regression. For the 

Invasion-Succession model, Tach’s independent variables include variables representing 

demographic changes, such as race and age. For the Life-Cycle model, Tach’s independent 

variables include variables representing housing changes such as vacancy rates, affordable 

housing construction, and housing tenure. 

Regarding the findings from Tach’s regression, she found that, compared to majority high 

income and majority low income neighborhoods, mixed income neighborhoods were more likely 

to transition. She also saw that most of the transitions among mixed income neighborhoods were 

to an adjacent neighborhood classification. She argues that this indicates more common, but 

small scale, neighborhood changes regarding mixed income neighborhoods. Next, Tach 

examines the impact of race on the probability that a mixed income neighborhood will transition. 

Among majority low income neighborhoods, Tach found that predominantly black 

neighborhoods, classified as a tract with greater than 50% of its residents being black, were less 
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likely to transition compared to predominantly white neighborhoods. Hence, majority low 

income neighborhoods that are predominantly black are less likely to transition to a different 

neighborhood income classification compared to majority low income neighborhoods that are 

predominantly white. She also found that racially diverse neighborhoods fall at a level of 

stability in between predominantly black and predominantly white neighborhoods. However, 

outside of majority low income neighborhoods, predominantly black neighborhoods were more 

likely to transition than predominantly white neighborhoods.  

In testing the interaction of independent variables proxying for the Life-Cycle model, 

Tach found that MSA tracts with higher rates of homeownership and new housing construction 

led to a decreased likelihood that the neighborhood would transition towards a lower income 

neighborhood classification. Additionally, Tach determined that neighborhoods with a greater 

amount of affordable housing construction and neighborhoods located in central cities were more 

likely to transition to a lower income classification and less likely to transition to a higher 

income classification. Based on the interactions with the two theories on the probability of a 

mixed income neighborhood transitioning, Tach concludes that mixed income neighborhoods are 

less stable. This is, in part, because the definitions for mixed income neighborhood 

classifications are closely classified such that it does not take a great amount of change for a 

mixed income neighborhood to move to an adjacent classification. Despite this, she argues that 

mixed income neighborhoods are perpetuated through a process of moving into and out of each 

of the mixed income neighborhood classifications. She also states that the findings from both of 

the theoretical models were accurate predictions of mixed income neighborhood transitions 

(Tach, 2009).  
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Tach’s research is significant for understanding mixed income neighborhoods because of 

its difficulty in defining and specifying mixed income neighborhoods. Tach acknowledged this 

difficulty when she found that mixed income neighborhoods were moving rapidly between the 

specifications that were narrowly defined. Thus, the neighborhood specifications being closely 

defined can overestimate the amount of neighborhood change taking place, hence leading to 

different conclusions being drawn. Another important consideration raised by Tach was that 

overall incomes could rise which could make a neighborhood appear like it is transitioning. Tach 

also chose to use Metropolitan areas as opposed to central cities. These MSA tracts could 

potentially be affected by zoning and density variations. As Tach was looking at neighborhood 

transitions to lower or higher income classifications, she did not mention, specifically, the 

presence of gentrification in the research design. However, her application of the Chicago School 

theories of neighborhood change and housing stock characteristics directly relates to the 

Concentric Zone theory and filtering model mentioned previously in this study. She found that 

the variables for these theories had significant explanatory power in explaining the transitions of 

mixed income neighborhoods. This means that variables for the housing stock and demographic 

change have an impact on mixed income neighborhoods transitioning.  

3.4. Achieving the Middle Ground in an Age of Concentrated Extremes: Mixed 

Middle-Income Neighborhoods and Emerging Adulthood 

In the article titled “Achieving the Middle Ground in an Age of Concentrated Extremes: 

Mixed Middle-Income Neighborhoods and Emerging Adulthood” by Sampson et al. (2015), the 

authors seek to better understand the durability of mixed income neighborhoods. Before 

conducting their tests, the authors predict that, because neighborhood poverty has proven to be 
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durable, mixed income neighborhoods will exist in a similar fashion. In addition to charting 

neighborhood changes, Sampson et al. also look at individual level data to observe life trajectory 

in regards to whether or not an individual chooses to move to a mixed income neighborhood 

when they are coming of age. Like other studies of mixed income neighborhoods, the authors 

inquire if mixed income neighborhoods are a self contained form of a neighborhood or if it is in 

transition; either through gentrification or through neighborhood decline. The authors also note 

that the research into mixed income neighborhoods is only concerned with naturally occurring 

mixed income neighborhoods as opposed to Federal policies, such as HOPE VI. They argue that 

HOPE VI did not provide enough of a sample size to understand mixed income neighborhoods.  

Before testing their hypothesis, the authors begin by defining mixed income 

neighborhoods. They argue that measures of income inequality, such as the Gini coefficient, do 

not properly represent a mixed income neighborhood. This is because, according to Sampson et 

al., the Gini coefficient can have a high value in both low income neighborhoods and high 

income neighborhoods. This is because they argue that income inequality is a separate measure 

from income mixing. In the context of mixed income neighborhoods, it is income mixing that 

most accurately depicts economic diversity, according to the authors. Thus, Sampson et al. 

(2015) define mixed income neighborhoods as, “...areas that are more evenly balanced than those 

at the extremes of either concentrated poverty or concentrated affluence and that have a 

reasonable mix among income groups, especially exposure of the poor to the middle and upper 

classes” (Sampson et al., 2015, p. 157). This definition provided by the authors states the 

importance of including both extremes of the income distribution in order to measure income 

mixing and mixed income neighborhoods. The authors also emphasize that the mixed income 
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neighborhood must have a low income population as well. In establishing their research 

methods, Sampson et al. use Chicago and Cook County, IL as a case study. They use the time 

period of 1990 and 2010. In specifying their dependent variable, the authors use the Index for 

Concentrated Extremes (ICE). This measure of income mixing in a census tract is calculated by 

beginning with the upper and lower quintile of the income distribution. They then, for each tract, 

find the number of residents that fall within each income quintile and subtract the number of 

residents in the highest quintile with the number of residents in the lowest quintile. This value is 

then divided by the total number of residents in the tract to yield a value between -1 and 1. In 

interpreting this index, a value of -1 is considered a tract that is overwhelmingly low income and 

a value of 1 is considered a tract that is overwhelmingly high income. The authors, in describing 

the index, argue that the inability to determine if a neighborhood is homogeneously middle 

income requires them to also refer to the Gini coefficient as well.  

Given the use of the Index of Concentrated Extremes, the authors next calculate the ICE 

for each of the census tracts in Chicago and Cook County for their 30 year time frame. After 

doing so, with the distribution of ICE values, the authors use quintiles to create cut offs in the 

dataset. They define a mixed income neighborhood as a tract that falls within the second and 

third quintiles. After this definition, Sampson et al. arrange a transition matrix for the ICE 

quintiles which compares the data in two different time periods: 1990 and 2005-2009. In 

examining the findings, the authors find that just above 65% of the census tracts in both the 

highest ICE and lowest ICE quintiles remained in their original ICE quintile. Because of this, the 

authors determine that this finding is representative of how individuals are probably more likely 

to experience a mixed income neighborhood through moving to one as opposed to their 
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neighborhood transitioning into a mixed income neighborhood. The authors further state that 

neighborhood income, based on their transition matrix, does not change as much as originally 

expected.  

For the second component of their research, Sampson et al. examined individual level 

data to look at the relationship of individuals moving into and out of mixed income 

neighborhoods. For their research design, between the years of 1995 and 2013, the authors 

documented 671 adolescents between the ages of 9-15 to when they have reached adulthood 

between the ages of 25-32. The researchers’ goal was to compare the neighborhood that they 

were raised in with the neighborhood that they moved into as an adult. Similar to the 

neighborhood change research component, the authors begin with arranging a transition matrix 

of ICE values between the census tracts involved with the first wave of individuals in 1995 and 

the census tract involved with the fourth and final wave of individuals in 2013. At the individual 

level, Sampson et al. found that there was further evidence of little transitioning at the highest 

and lowest ICE. The authors conclude that this demonstrates the effects of concentrated poverty 

and concentrated affluence over the course of the adolescents’ life trajectory. However, the 

authors note that the results for the 2nd and 3rd ICE quintiles in the individual level transition 

matrix demonstrate that individuals were moving interchangeably between the two quintiles. 

This means that outside of concentrated poverty and affluence, the trajectory of the adolescents 

provided evidence of moving between the mixed income neighborhoods classifications.  

The next part of the individual level research included a logistic regression that was used 

to observe the likelihood that an individual lives in a mixed income neighborhood in the last 

wave of the sample data. They began by interacting the model with variables for age and race, 
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specifically black individuals and Latino individuals. Their findings indicate that living in a 

mixed income neighborhood in the first wave did not have any statistical significance on the 

probability of living in a mixed income neighborhood in the last wave. When looking at the 

variables for race, Sampson et al. found that Latino individuals are more likely to live in a mixed 

income neighborhood than white residents. Their findings also state that there was no statistical 

significance between black individuals and the probability of living in a mixed income 

neighborhood in the final wave of the sample data. When including immigration status of the 

individual’s parents, specifically being first or second generation immigrants, the researchers 

also found no significant relationship on the probability. Sampson et al. also tested for a 

statistical impact from homeownership and living in a public housing unit. This also yielded no 

statistical significance. The last finding that the researchers found from the regression was that 

there was a decreased probability of living in a mixed income neighborhood if the individual 

moved out of the city of Chicago. Given the results from the neighborhood change transition 

matrix, individual level transition matrix, and logistic regression, the authors conclude that both 

concentrated affluence and concentrated poverty are durable. In regards to mixed income 

neighborhoods, the authors find that mixed income neighborhoods are unstable while existing 

through a movement into and out of mixed income status (Sampson et al., 2015) 

Sampson et al., in contrast with Tach (2009), chose to examine mixed income 

neighborhoods with individual level analyses in addition to a logistic regression. Their 

conclusions are in agreement with Tach’s, such that mixed income neighborhoods are constantly 

undergoing changes to their mixed income status. The findings from the research are also aligned 

with how Tach concluded that mixed income neighborhoods are unstable, but the levels of 
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transition were of a small magnitude. In looking at the relationship between mixed income 

neighborhoods and gentrification, Sampson indirectly addresses this when the authors state that 

individuals are most likely to live in a mixed income neighborhood by moving to one, as 

opposed to having a neighborhood transition into a mixed income neighborhood. Sampson’s 

emphasis on concentrated poverty and affluence would need additional research to understand 

what makes them durable, but the results indicate that mixed income neighborhoods are not 

stable.  

3.5. Gentrification and Displacement: New York City in the 1990s 

In the article titled “Gentrification and Displacement: New York City in the 1990s” by 

Freeman and Braconi (2004), the authors seek to explore the relationship between gentrification 

and displacement, with particular attention given to its impact on low income residents. In 

reviewing previous literature related to gentrification and displacement, the authors argue that 

the literature is lacking in regards to the causal relationship between gentrification and 

displacement. Furthermore, the authors theorize that gentrification has the potential to provide 

neighborhood improvements for low income residents, specifically in neighborhoods that were 

disinvested due to suburbanization and exit of higher income residents. These potential benefits, 

according to Freeman and Braconi, include: decreasing segregation, increased investment, 

deconcentration of poverty, improved job networks, and better public services. The authors argue 

that these improvements are possible due to gentrification and that it provides enough of an 

incentive for low income residents to remain in gentrifying neighborhoods.  

In testing this hypothesis and theory, Freeman and Braconi use New York City during the 

1990s as a case study. In describing the context, they state that New York City experienced a 
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recession in 1993. Also, the city is unique in that it has a large population of residents living in 

rent regulated housing units, specifically in rent stabilized units. Given this fact, the authors 

explain that the relationship between rent regulation and displacement will be addressed in their 

research methodology. Regarding data, the authors use New York City Housing and Vacancy 

Survey (NYCHVS). This survey has a dataset of 16,000 housing units in which 70% are rental 

units. The survey takes place every three years by the U.S. Census Bureau in the following years: 

1991, 1993, 1996, and 1999. Within the NYCHVS, the survey identifies 55 sub-borough areas. 

Among these areas, the authors, based on their own familiarity, define the following 

neighborhoods as gentrifying: Chelsea, Harlem, the Lower East Side, Morningside Heights, Fort 

Greene, Park Slope, and Williamsburg. In defining mobility, the authors were able to observe, 

based on the survey, if the housing unit has a new occupant. Regarding the research design, the 

authors choose to conduct a logistic regression in order to determine the likelihood of a resident 

to move. In proxying for a resident’s disadvantage, the researchers used variables for education, 

not having a college degree, and income, being below the Federal poverty line. Their control 

variables include what they reference as Life-Cycle variables, which they provide as significant 

life events, such as marriage. Because of this, the authors predict that these factors will have an 

impact on the residents’ likelihood of moving. In order to control for this, the authors include the 

following variables: age, marital status, and the presence of children. Also, the researchers 

include independent variables for demographic characteristics and physical characteristics. 

Freeman and Braconi also note that they excluded occupants of public housing units, but 

included occupants of rent regulated apartments who may be facing harassment from landlords 

in gentrifying neighborhoods. The authors acknowledge that their data set does not account for 

49 



 

intra-neighborhood mobility. This could cause the mobility rate and level of displacement to be 

underestimated in the model  

With the logistic regression, Freeman and Braconi ran two separate tests: one including 

gentrification as the main explanatory variable and the other including rental inflation as the 

main explanatory variable. The variable for gentrification, as discussed previously, are those 

residents living in the sub-borough areas defined as being gentrified by the researchers. The 

authors do not provide specific criteria in defining gentrification. Within the regression results, 

the authors found that rent stabilization did not have a significant impact on low income 

resident’s likelihood of moving. However, they found that rent stabilization did have a 

significant, negative impact on the likelihood of residents without a college degree to move. The 

authors also found that, within gentrifying neighborhoods, low income residents are 19% less 

likely to move compared to non-gentrifying neighborhoods. Freeman and Braconi also report 

that, in gentrifying neighborhoods, residents without a college degree are 15% less likely to 

move compared to non-gentrifying neighborhoods. The second component of their regression 

methodology used rental inflation, specifically the average rate of rental increases, as the main 

explanatory variable. They argue that, if gentrification is occurring, it would be assumed that 

rents would increase, given that the housing market accurately reflects the neighborhood change. 

They predict that the residents’ likelihood of moving will increase with rising rents. However, 

the authors were surprised to find that an increase in rental inflation leads to a decreased 

likelihood that a low income resident or resident without a college degree will move. In 

discussing their conclusion, the authors state that the decreased likelihood from disadvantaged 

residents indicate that there are benefits to gentrification that could be influencing disadvantaged 
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residents’ likelihood of moving. They also state that there are other reasons, outside of 

gentrification and rent increases, that could explain why individuals change residences. This 

connects back to their earlier ideas, which is that life events could determine moving from a 

residence, such as marriage or divorce, change of job, wanting a bigger unit, or wanting to own 

their residence. Freeman and Braconi, in explaining the relationship between gentrification and 

displacement, argue that there is evidence that neighborhoods are changing due to succession, 

not displacement. In making this distinction, they write, “A neighborhood can gentrify without 

direct displacement as long as in-movers are of a higher socioeconomic status than out-movers” 

(Freeman & Braconi, 2004, p. 50). This explains how the researchers theorize that the 

socioeconomic composition of neighborhoods can change if the demographics of the residents 

entering the neighborhood are different than the residents leaving the neighborhood (Freeman & 

Braconi, 2004).  

Understanding the relationship between gentrification and displacement is crucial for 

examining the full effects of gentrifying neighborhoods. Freeman and Braconi argue that 

displacement can be and is resisted by low income residents who find that there are benefits to 

remaining in gentrified neighborhoods. However, in regards to neighborhood change, the authors 

argue that housing succession occurs, as opposed to residential displacement. This connects with 

the article by McKinnish and White (2011) who argued that the socioeconomic makeup of 

in-movers significantly changes the neighborhood composition (McKinnish & White, 2011). 

However, the main gap in this research is the role of developers. According to the Land-Use 

Succession model, the in-movement of a higher income group will send signals to the developer. 

These signals cause the developer to redevelop urban land in order to capture the additional 
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profits accompanied by the influx of gentrifiers. Thus, in a profit-motivated urban space, the 

argument in support of housing succession does not account for the role that developers play in 

redeveloping, converting housing units, or raising rent to capture the inflow of higher income 

in-movers. As for mixed income neighborhoods and gentrification, the argument that 

gentrification can occur without displacement leads to the belief that mixed income 

neighborhoods can form through gentrification. This is theoretically possible through higher 

income residents moving into a gentrifying neighborhood without displacing low income 

residents.  

3.6. The Right to Stay Put, Revisited: Gentrification and Resistance to Displacement in 

New York City 

In the article titled “The Right to Stay Put, Revisited: Gentrification and Resistance to 

Displacement in New York City” by Newman and Wyly (2006), the authors further explore the 

relationship between displacement and gentrification, with more of an emphasis on capturing the 

full effect of displacement. The research was published after the previous article by Freeman and 

Braconi (2004) and uses the same data, time period, and case study. The author’s main 

hypothesis is that Freeman and Braconi did not properly address the full effect of gentrification’s 

ability to generate displacement pressures on disadvantaged residents. Their main contention is 

that gentrification affects urban areas such that there are negative consequences for low income 

residents outside of those directly displaced.  

Newman and Wyly criticize the findings from Freeman and Braconi’s research because 

of issues that they have with the specification of their model. Their first critique is that Freeman 

and Braconi used cross section data to understand the relationship between gentrification and 
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displacement. Additionally, they argue that the boundaries chosen by Freeman and Braconi 

contained few low income residents at the time. According to Newman and Wyly, this leads to 

bias in the model as the remaining low income residents are those most inclined to resisting 

displacement pressures. Newman and Wyly also argue that Freeman and Braconi had a control 

group with a higher rate of mobility. They find that the control group included areas of the city in 

high poverty which results in higher mobility rates. This causes mobility rates in the 

experimental group to look comparatively smaller. Newman and Wyly’s final criticism of the 

model run by Freeman and Braconi are the large boundary sizes that they used in regards to 

sub-borough areas. Newman and Wyly argue that this does not account for the various 

neighborhoods contained in each of these sub-borough areas, as there could be up to three 

distinct neighborhoods with different levels of transitioning.  

Given these issues, Newman and Wyly use New York City as a case study for their own 

research in understanding the relationship between gentrification causing displacement. They 

used a survey of 18,000 residents in the New York City Housing and Vacancy Survey 

(NYCHVS). The survey years that they used are 1991, 1993, 1996, 1999, and 2002. The authors 

explain that the survey regarding displacement allows for the surveyee to choose 1 of 30 reasons 

explaining why they moved residences. Newman and Wyly argue that this is a limitation of their 

model as they claim that there are often more than one reason for why a resident chooses to 

move. Based on the survey responses, the authors define displacement as moving residences due 

to: housing costs, landlord harassment, and the private market, such as the conversion to owner 

occupied housing. They found that, for each of the survey years, the displacement rate ranged 

from 6.22% to 9.87%. Through further analyzing the displacement rates, the authors found that it 
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fluctuated in accordance to the overall housing market. They also found variations of 

displacement within boroughs such that the authors conclude that the area context matters.  

In running their logistic regression, Newman and Wyly test for the likelihood that a 

resident is displaced. They control for a series of variables which include: demographics, human 

capital, labor market characteristics, race, ethnicity, household income, status of regulatory 

housing, housing quality, and housing costs. According to the regression results, Newman and 

Wyly found that black, asian, and Hispanic residents are less likely to be displaced. They also 

found that foreign-born, female-headed households, residents in poverty, and older residents are 

more likely to be displaced. The authors also discovered that socioeconomic characteristics had a 

small impact on the residents' likelihood of being displaced, which the authors argue demonstrate 

how displacement affects a wide range of people. In further understanding their hypothesis that 

area context matters, the researchers add three additional independent variables to the model: the 

borough the resident moved from, the borough the resident moved to, and the HVS (Housing and 

Vacancy Survey) panel year. The authors found that some of the sub-borough areas impact the 

likelihood of displacement, thus indicating evidence of variation across neighborhoods.  

The second component of Newman and Wyly’s methodology included a qualitative 

section of interviews that the researchers conducted among community residents and community 

organizers. These interviews were conducted in the same neighborhoods identified as gentrifying 

by Freeman and Braconi. The authors conducted 33 interviews that asked questions about their 

observations of gentrification and the methods in which disadvantaged residents are able to 

remain in the gentrifying neighborhood. One transcript described how Harlem, because of its 

close proximity to Midtown Manhattan, has been undergoing gentrification. Other excerpts from 
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the interview highlighted a collective frustration among residents who feel like they have put 

considerable effort into improving their neighborhood and are now facing housing affordability 

issues which threaten their ability to stay in the neighborhood. Other issues mentioned in the 

qualitative section are issues of overcrowding in housing units in order to remain in the 

gentrifying neighborhood. Residents have also reported difficulty in paying rising rents on a 

fixed income. Also, the authors reported the presence of homelessness and residents having to 

seek housing in the city’s shelter program. The interviewees also noted residents moving to low 

cost areas outside of New York City, such as Upstate New York or the South. The researchers 

found that, regarding public intervention, rent regulation was the most widespread tool used in 

this case study. However, the qualitative research indicated landlord harassment continued to 

take place in rent stabilized units. Additionally, the authors observed that homeowners were also 

susceptible to displacement because of rising property taxes. With these displacement pressures, 

Newman and Wyly found that community based organizations (CBOs) have undergone an active 

role in the community. In formulating their conclusion, the authors argue that neoliberal housing 

policies have exacerbated the displacement pressures and that the media is not attuned to the 

issues that displacement creates. In referencing mixed income neighborhoods, Newman and 

Wyly (2006) write, “...revitalisation of mixed income/mixed race neighbourhoods will not 

produce the beneficial changes policy-makers seek if protections for low-income residents are 

not also included” (Newman & Wyly, 2006, p. 52). The authors argue that displacement is one of 

the main barriers for creating mixed income neighborhoods. Because of this, the authors 

advocate for renewed attention on how displacement affects low income residents (Newman & 

Wyly, 2006).  
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Newman and Wyly set the intention of their research with the goal of understanding the 

effects of displacement not captured in the research of Freeman and Braconi (2004). As 

mentioned previously, one of the main critiques of the Freeman and Braconi article is their 

inability to account for the actions of landlords and developers to achieve profit in a gentrifying 

neighborhood. As evidenced by Newman and Wyly, among rent stabilized units, landlords 

engaged in harassment in order to allow their housing units to be leased at market rate. 

Additionally, the findings from Newman and Wyly are significant because it accounts for a 

larger impact of displacement, as they highlight the costs of staying in a gentrified neighborhood. 

The article theorizes that there is a class conflict in gentrifying neighborhoods as they argue that 

mixed income neighborhoods do not provide a positive outcome for low income residents 

because of displacement. Thus, this article provides evidence and an argument that mixed 

income neighborhoods are unattainable in the long run because of the unabated displacement of 

low income residents. 

3.7. Conclusion 

The overall findings from the literature review indicates that mixed income 

neighborhoods are in a constant state of fluctuation and transition. This is seen by the evidence 

provided in the research from Tach (2009) and Sampson et al. (2015) which noticed that there 

was an interchangeable movement between the mixed income neighborhood classifications in 

both of their models. Research regarding the diversity of in-movers, such as by McKinnish and 

White (2011) determined that mixed income neighborhoods attract economically diverse 

residents. Furthermore, the literature highlights a contested debate over the impact that 

gentrification has on low income residents, particularly in regards to displacement. From a 
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theoretical perspective, neighborhood transitions will result in higher housing costs that will 

cause low income residents to be displaced. However, the article by Freeman and Braconi (2004) 

refutes this causal relationship when it argues that the neighborhood improvements provide an 

incentive for low income residents to remain in the neighborhood. They also state that housing 

succession can explain upward neighborhood transition without displacement. This connects 

with the research by McKinnish and White (2011) which also argued that the influx of residents 

entering the neighborhood play a key role in determining neighborhood transition. Their research 

found that mixed income neighborhoods attract economically diverse residents, albeit at a 

diminishing rate. These two studies claim that neighborhood change, or neighborhood 

maintenance, is based on the characteristics of in-movers and less on the displacement of low 

income residents. In response to the link between gentrification and displacement, Newman and 

Wyly (2006) posit that the housing affordability crisis and costs of gentrification will negatively 

affect low income residents through displacement pressures that may not be captured 

statistically. The overall findings from the literature inform the relationship between 

gentrification, displacement, and mixed income neighborhoods because it provides evidence that 

mixed income neighborhoods are not persistent over time. 
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Chapter 4: Methodology  

4.1. Introduction 

The purpose of this research is to examine the likelihood of an upward transition among 

mixed income neighborhoods. The particular focus of this study is if mixed income 

neighborhoods are a self-sustaining, persistent neighborhood type over time or if mixed income 

neighborhoods exist in the middle of a transition to a homogeneous high or low income 

neighborhood. Previous research by Tach (2009) and Sampson et al. (2015) have found that 

mixed income neighborhoods exist due to a constant period of transitioning over time. Thus, 

based on their findings alone, mixed income neighborhoods are not a long term neighborhood 

phenomenon and are instead a short term occurrence. Regarding my own research design, the 

city of Chicago, IL was chosen as a case study between the years 2010 and 2017 because it 

provides a diversity of distinct neighborhoods, a large enough population for empirical analysis, 

and constant census tract boundaries. The main research component in this study is a logit 

regression that will test the likelihood that a 2010 mixed income neighborhood will transition to 

a homogenous high income neighborhood in 2017. This regression was preferred because it 

models a full neighborhood transition, which will provide evidence regarding the persistence of 

mixed income neighborhoods between 2010 and 2017. This research will also include a series of 

ArcGIS maps to observe the spatial distribution of neighborhood classifications across the census 

tracts. The final component of the methodology used in this study will be a spatial autoregressive 

linear probability model. This model incorporates spatial lags for select independent variables in 

order to determine if there is a surrounding spatial effect influencing the model. The 
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consideration of these models are intended to further understand the persistence of mixed income 

neighborhoods in Chicago between 2010 and 2017.  

4.2. Maps 

This study incorporated ArcGIS maps in order to better understand the level of spatial 

clustering among neighborhood types in the city of Chicago. The first and second maps, using 

census tracts, will look at the spatial concentration of the three neighborhood classifications: 

homogeneous low income, homogeneous high income, and mixed income. The third and final 

map will highlight only the tracts that transitioned from a mixed income neighborhood in 2010 to 

a homogenous high or low income neighborhood in 2017. These maps are limited in their 

explanatory power because they are descriptive in nature, such that they do not empirically test 

causal forces. The empirical testing of spatial influences will be addressed with the spatial 

autoregressive model, which will be discussed later. However, because of this, the maps alone 

cannot determine if surrounding spatial effects contribute to the geographic pattern of upward 

transitions shown in the maps. Despite this, the use of ArcGIS maps is included in this study in 

order to observe the level of segregation among neighborhood classifications and neighborhood 

transitions in Chicago.  

4.3. Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable selected for this research methodology is a dummy dependent 

variable indicating the likelihood that a mixed income neighborhood tract experiences an upward 

neighborhood transition into a higher income neighborhood classification between the years 

2010 and 2017. An upward neighborhood transition is defined as a mixed income census tract in 

2010 becoming a homogenous high income census tract in 2017. If the mixed income 
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neighborhood experienced an upward transition, the dependent variable would yield a value of 1. 

A value of 0 would indicate that an upward neighborhood transition did not occur between 2010 

and 2017. This dependent variable was chosen because it captures a full neighborhood transition 

as opposed to a change in the ICE value which would not demonstrate a full neighborhood 

transition. The non-linear logit regression, using a dummy dependent variable, was chosen as it 

models full neighborhood transitions between 2010 and 2017 in Chicago.  

In classifying mixed income neighborhoods, this study uses the Index for Concentrated 

Extremes (ICE). This index is calculated by finding the difference between the number of high 

income residents and low income residents in the census tract which is then divided by the total 

number of residents in the census tract. The equation for the ICE calculation is provided below: 

Index of Concentrated Extremes (ICE) = (number of high income residents in census 
tract - number of low income residents in census tract) / number of total residents in 
census tract 

The index yields a value between -1 and 1 in which a value of -1 represents a census tract 

composed of entirely low income residents and a value of 1 represents a census tract composed 

of entirely high income residents. A value closer to 0 would represent a mixed income 

neighborhood. This index for defining mixed income neighborhoods is introduced in an article 

by Sampson et al. (2015) who argues that the measure captures the coexistence between 

residents in the upper and lower tails of the income distribution. They argue that the ICE is more 

suitable for defining mixed income neighborhoods as opposed to the Gini coefficient which 

measures income inequality at the tract level (Sampson et al., 2015). For defining high income 

and low income residents, the top four and bottom four income intervals were used in American 

Community Survey reporting. This provides a limitation in which, ideally, it would be preferable 
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to have a continuous income distribution that would allow for the top and bottom quartile or 

quintile to be used. After the ICE value is calculated for each census tract in both time periods, 

the middle 50% of the ICE distribution was classified as a mixed income neighborhood. Then, 

the top quartile and the bottom quartile of the ICE distribution are classified as homogeneous 

high income and homogenous low income neighborhood types.  

4.4. Independent Variables 

The following independent variables were chosen due to their expected explanatory 

power in predicting the likelihood that a mixed income neighborhood will transition upwards. 

Each independent variable and its corresponding definition is shown in Table 4.1. The first 

independent variable in the model is the median housing value in 2010 for the census tract. This 

variable has an expected positive impact on the likelihood of an upward transition because higher 

housing values would attract greater developer activity, according to the Land Use Succession 

model (Clapp, 1977). Additionally, the higher housing values in the census tract indicates that 

there is a higher willingness to locate in the neighborhood among consumers. The Rent-Bid 

model argues that housing values are determined and allocated among competing consumers 

based on a process of bidding for urban land (Alonso, 1964). The developers, seeking to 

maximize profits, would react to these consumer preferences by building for-profit, market rate 

development, therefore leading to a higher likelihood of an upward neighborhood transition.  

The second independent variable is the percentage of residents in the same residence 

from one year ago. The expected impact on the likelihood of transitioning is indeterminate as a 

result of two possible outcomes. The first being that a higher level of commitment to the 

neighborhood among current residents in the tract could be an indicator of future expectations for  
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 Figure 4.1. 

neighborhood economic growth. This future economic growth could be a sign that the mixed 

income neighborhood is about to transition upwards, which would have a positive effect on the 
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likelihood of transitioning upwards. The second possible outcome is that a higher percentage of 

residents remaining in the neighborhood could lead to a decrease in the likelihood of 

transitioning upwards because fewer residents are entering the neighborhood. This would 

disallow an influx of higher income residents to enter the neighborhood, therefore decreasing the 

likelihood that an upward transition will occur in the census tract.  

The third independent variable is the percentage of homeownership which is also 

indeterminate in its expected impact on the likelihood of an upward neighborhood transition. 

According to the filtering model, higher levels of homeownership would translate to a higher 

willingness of maintenance and repair among homeowners as compared to the renting population 

(Keating et al., 1996). Due to the resulting decreased deterioration of the housing stock, this 

could cause a higher likelihood of that the mixed income neighborhood will transition upwards. 

However, a neighborhood with fewer housing rentals could also mean that fewer residents are 

able to enter the neighborhood. Thus, it would restrict the ability for high income residents to 

enter the neighborhood, which would decrease the likelihood of an upwards transition. Because 

of this, the expected sign for homeownership is indeterminate.  

The fourth, fifth, and sixth independent variables are proxies for race, ethnicity, and 

immigration in the census tract. There is an expected negative effect of these variables on the 

likelihood that the neighborhood would transition upwards due to the prevalence of 

discrimination and the Concentric Zone theory. This theory argues that neighborhood change 

occurs through the outward movement of socioeconomic groups away from the central business 

district. In the context of racial preferences, this theory concludes that zones are homogeneous in 

respect to race and income due to the out-movement of white and high income residents when a 
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neighborhood begins to diversify (Park et al., 1925). In addition to this, communities of color 

have experienced historical disinvestment and discrimination within the segregated housing 

market. Because of these factors, the three independent variables would have an expected 

negative effect on the likelihood that the neighborhood will transition upwards. 

The seventh independent variable is the percentage of residents with a Bachelor’s degree 

or above. This would have an expected positive impact on the dependent variable because a 

greater level of educational attainment will be an indicator of early gentrification to developers. 

Developers, hoping to take advantage of this future economic development, would increase 

market-rate housing, therefore increasing the likelihood that the neighborhood would transition 

upwards.  

The eighth and final independent variable is per capita income. The expected impact of 

this variable would be a positive effect on the likelihood that an upward neighborhood transition 

occurs. This is because a neighborhood tract with a high level of income would attract a greater 

amount of market-rate developer activity. Developers would regard a high income neighborhood 

tract as an indicator for favorable market conditions in order to maximize profits, hence 

positively contributing to the probability that the neighborhood would transition.  

These independent variables would empirically test my research question because it 

would allow me to see which factors would influence the likelihood that a 2010 mixed income 

neighborhood transitions into a homogeneous high income neighborhood in 2017. If the 

independent variables have an insignificant or negative impact on the likelihood of an upwards 

transition, it would be concluded that mixed income neighborhoods of Chicago are persistent 

within the studied time frame.  
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4.5. Spatial Influences 

In order to examine the influence of surrounding spatial factors, this research will include 

a spatial autoregressive linear probability model. As mentioned previously, the maps alone do 

not provide evidence regarding the causality of spatial effects from adjacent census tracts. This is 

important for the validity of the model because the logit model does not control for this influence 

and would therefore include spatial effects in the error term. In order to remedy that, this 

research will include an additional regression that applies spatial weights to each of the predicted 

independent variables that could be affected by surrounding characteristics to determine if spatial 

influences are in the model.  

The spatially weighted independent variables, seen in Table 4.1, were selected based on 

their predicted spatial influence. The first variable, the median housing value in the census tract, 

would be expected to be spatially defined because of the Rent-Bid model. In this model, the 

value of land is determined in relation to the proximity to the central business district and the 

consumers’ value of accessibility (Alonso, 1964). Therefore, the median housing value of a 

census tract would be expected to be dependent, in part, to its distance from the CBD. As 

mentioned previously, the Concentric Zone theory states that geographic zones radiating from 

the CBD remain racially and economically homogeneous because of an outward movement from 

the previous socioeconomic group (Park et al., 1925). Given this theoretical explanation, the 

socioeconomic makeup of a census tract would be influenced by the socioeconomic 

characteristics of the surrounding census tracts. This possible relationship warrants that the 

independent variables proxying for race, income, and immigrant status be included in the spatial 
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autoregressive model. The spatial autoregressive model results will then determine statistically if 

nearby spatial effects are impacting the independent variables in the model.  

4.6. Conclusion 

This research design is structured around understanding the persistence of mixed income 

neighborhoods within the given study. This research question will be explored through modeling 

factors that will predict upward neighborhood transitions among mixed income census tracts in a 

logit regression. The methodology uses the city of Chicago as a case study between the years of 

2010 and 2017. In the model, independent variables were selected in order to test theoretical 

explanations, relating to housing and socioeconomic characteristics, which could have an impact 

on the likelihood that a mixed income neighborhood in 2010 will transition to a homogenous 

high income neighborhood in 2017. Additionally, the research will incorporate a spatial 

autoregressive model and ArcGIS maps to observe and empirically test the influence of 

surrounding spatial effects in the model. Using these methods, this research intends to conclude 

if mixed income neighborhoods in Chicago are persistent or if these neighborhoods are 

undergoing a transition across the given time frame.  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

66 



 

Chapter 5: Findings 

5.1. Introduction 

The research undertaken in this study will model neighborhood transition in order to 

determine the persistence of mixed income neighborhoods in Chicago. This analysis will 

incorporate a logit regression to predict the likelihood that a mixed income neighborhood in 2010 

will transition to a homogenous high income neighborhood in 2017. The second regression 

included in this research is a spatial autoregressive linear probability model which will test the 

statistical significance of spatial factors in the model. The analysis will also consist of a series of 

maps to observe the spatial patterns across Chicago census tracts in 2010 and 2017. The 

objective of this empirical research is to better understand if mixed income neighborhoods are 

neighborhoods in undergoing transition or if they are a persistent neighborhood type within the 

studied time frame.  

5.2. Maps 

Across the Chicago census tracts, the maps demonstrate that neighborhood classifications 

are spatially concentrated. This is seen in the first two maps, Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2, which 

display the spatial distribution of the homogenous low income, mixed income, and homogenous 

high income classifications for census tracts between the years 2010 and 2017 in Chicago. The 

clustering of neighborhood classifications are aligned with previous expectations of Chicago as 

the North side is composed of concentrated homogenous high income neighborhoods and the 

South and West sides are composed of concentrated homogeneous low income neighborhoods. 

Additionally, many of the neighborhood transitions that did occur, seen in Figure 5.3, are located 

adjacent to the neighborhood clusters in 2010. Thus, many of the census tracts that  
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 Figure 5.1. 
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 Figure 5.3. 
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experienced an upward transition were located predominantly near homogenous high income 

neighborhood clusters, specifically on the North side. Of the 29 upward transitions that occurred 

among 2010 mixed income neighborhoods, 28 of these transitions were adjacent to a 

homogenous high income census tract. In contrast, only 5 of these upward transitions were 

adjacent to a homogenous low income census tract. This spatial pattern remains true for 

downward transitions as well in which 44 of the 46 census tracts that experienced a downward 

transition were adjacent to a homogenous low income census tract. Additionally, 9 of these 46 

census tracts were adjacent to a homogenous high income census tract. This connection between 

neighborhood transitions and the concentration of neighborhood homogeneity indicate that 

neighborhood transitions could be dependent on the location of the census tract.  

The maps demonstrate that, between the years of 2010 and 2017, the location of 

neighborhood transitions has solidified a segregated pattern of concentrated census tracts on the 

basis of income. One possible explanation for this observation is the Rent-Bid model from 

Alonso (1964). In this theory, urban land is allocated to the highest bidder, or the consumer with 

the highest willingness to locate (Alonso, 1964). Under the assumption that a homogenous high 

income neighborhood is a desirable amenity, consumers may have a higher willingness to locate 

in a mixed income census tract that is in close proximity to a high income census tract. This 

would be reflected by consumers increasing their bids for residing in the adjacent census tract. 

As high income residents have a greater ability to outbid lower income residents, the land would 

be allocated to the higher bids from high income residents. In response to this, developers would 

maximize this opportunity by constructing market rate housing in order to capture greater 

economic profit, according to the Land Use Succession model (Clapp, 1977). This would result 
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in a decrease in the supply of housing rentals, therefore lowering the availability of affordable 

housing and contributing to the displacement of low income renters in the mixed income census 

tract. This would lead to an upward neighborhood transition due to an influx of high income 

residents and the displacement of low income residents. The combination of consumer 

preferences, neighborhood amenities, and displacement of low income renters provide an 

explanatory framework for why mixed income neighborhoods overwhelmingly transition 

upwards near concentrated, homogeneous high income clusters. As discussed in the previous 

chapter, the maps alone cannot explain the causal effect of spatial influences on the likelihood of 

a neighborhood transition. Because of this, the results from the spatial autoregressive model will 

be considered to further determine the spatial influences in the model.  

5.3. Regression Results: Logit Model 

In the logit model, the model uses a dummy dependent variable of 0 and 1 with a value of 

1 representing that a mixed income neighborhood in 2010 has transitioned to a homogenous 

income neighborhood. The model tests the impact of each independent variable on the 

probability of an upward transition among 2010 mixed income neighborhoods in Chicago. The 

summary statistics is provided in Figure 5.4 for the mixed income neighborhoods that 

transitioned upwards. The regression results for the logit model are provided in Figure 5.5. In 

this figure, Model 1 corresponds with the logit regression results for the full sample size of 

approximately 800 census tracts. Model 2 corresponds with the logit regression results for the 

approximately 400 mixed income neighborhoods in 2010. In addressing the research question, 

the main focus will be on Model 2 because it isolates neighborhood change among 2010 mixed 

income neighborhoods.  
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 Figure 5.4. 

In Model 2, the only significant independent variable for housing characteristics is 

median housing. This provides evidence that mixed income census tracts with higher home 

values have a greater likelihood of transitioning to a homogenous high income neighborhood.  
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 Figure 5.5. 

74 



 

This is in agreement with the variable’s predicted effect because of the Land-Use Succession 

model. This model argues that market rate developers face a decision point in determining where 

to build market rate housing. As developers are profit motivated, they will attempt to build where 

the value of the new land use and the cost of development is greater than the value of the 

previous land use and cost of demolition (Clapp, 1977). It is worth noting that developers 

engaging in redevelopment are responding to market outcomes which is driven by consumer 

demand for living in the census tract. This higher willingness to live in the census tract among 

consumers is seen through higher housing values of the neighborhood. Thus, the developers, 

thinking at the margin, see higher home values as an indication for future economic growth in 

the mixed income neighborhood. This expectation of future consumer demand and rising home 

values would lead to greater market rate development from developers, thus contributing to a 

greater likelihood of an upward neighborhood transition in the mixed income census tract.  

Regarding the socioeconomic independent variables in Model 2 in Figure 5.5, the first 

significant variable is the percentage of black residents in the census tract. The regression result 

provides evidence that higher percentages of black residents lead to a lower likelihood that the 

mixed income neighborhood tract will experience an upward neighborhood transition. This is 

aligned with the predicted negative effect of a larger black population on the likelihood of a 

mixed income neighborhood transitioning upwards. In reference to previous findings by 

McKinnish and White (2011), the authors argue that a high level of economic diversity among 

neighborhood in-movers is essential for a mixed income neighborhood in maintaining its status. 

Their results found that predominantly black and Hispanic mixed income neighborhoods were 

less likely to attract economically diverse in-movers, thus leading those neighborhoods to be 
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more susceptible to transitioning (McKinnish & White, 2011). When relating this finding to the 

logit regression results, mixed income neighborhoods that are predominantly black are less 

susceptible to transitioning than McKinnish and White predicted. The combination of a lower 

likelihood of upward transition and a lower level of economically diverse in-movers could 

suggest that predominantly black, mixed income neighborhoods attract a greater number of low 

income residents. This occurrence could, holding all else constant, increase the likelihood of a 

downward neighborhood transition. However, this assertion would require additional testing as 

this regression was not able to incorporate the characteristics of in-movers entering census tracts.  

The negative relationship between the percentage of black residents and the likelihood of 

an upward transition can be further observed in the summary statistics. In Figure 5.4, the average 

percentage of black residents among mixed income census tracts that transitioned upwards was 

8.00%. Among mixed income neighborhoods that did not transition or transitioned downwards, 

the average percentage of black residents among mixed income census tracts was 35.56%. This 

provides evidence that mixed income neighborhoods are more likely to transition upwards if it 

has a low black population. This relates to the process of gentrification in which the dominant 

demographic among gentrifiers are white, young, and college educated residents (McKinnish et 

al., 2010). From the perspective of a developer attempting to predict a neighborhood undergoing 

gentrification, they would most likely focus their activity in census tracts that demonstrate a 

higher proportion of what they consider signs of gentrification. Thus, census tracts with a greater 

representation of white and college educated residents would attract greater market rate 

development, therefore increasing the likelihood that a neighborhood will transition upwards. 

This is also confirmed in the regression results as the independent variable for the percentage of 
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residents with a Bachelor’s degree had a significant, positive effect on the likelihood that a 

mixed income neighborhood transitions to a homogenous high income neighborhood.  

5.4. Regression Results: Spatial Autoregressive Model 

The spatial autoregressive model was used in this research to understand the impact of 

spatial influences in the model. It attempts to test if the adjacent census tracts have a significant 

impact on the performance of the independent variables in the model. In Figure 5.5, Model 3 

represents the full sample size and Model 4 represents the subsample of the 2010 mixed income 

neighborhoods. Looking at the results, it can be concluded that there are no significant spatial 

effects among the spatially lagged independent variables. However, according to the Wald Test, 

which assesses the significance of the variables as a whole, there is a significant impact in the 

model. This ambiguous results tells us that the independent variables collectively are statistically 

significant, but that the model results cannot provide evidence regarding the statistical 

significance among the individual independent variables. Therefore, the findings indicate that 

each census tract’s select independent variables for housing and socioeconomic characteristics 

are unaffected by the surrounding census tracts. This model was included in the research to 

control for surrounding spillover effects that could be influencing the likelihood that a mixed 

income census tract transitions to a homogenous high income census tract. Based on these 

findings, the research indicates that there is a possible, indeterminable spatial influence on the 

likelihood of an upwards transition, but no statement can be made concerning the specific nature 

of this influence.  

5.5. Conclusion 
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The overall results of this study provides evidence that mixed income neighborhoods are 

more persistent within the time frame than previously expected. This is due in part to the 

statistical insignificance of the majority of independent variables used in the logit regression to 

predict the likelihood that a mixed income neighborhood will transition to a homogenous high 

income neighborhood. The statistical insignificance tells us that the explanatory factors 

representing gentrification and neighborhood transition are not impacting the status of mixed 

income neighborhoods. Additionally, of the 400 census tracts classified as mixed income 

neighborhoods, only 29 of the census tracts experienced an upwards transition, which 

demonstrates that only a small proportion of mixed income neighborhoods transitioned upwards. 

The results of the study provides other significant insights such that upward transitions were 

overwhelmingly located near homogenous high income census tracts compared to low income 

census tracts. However, the spatial autoregressive model yielded an ambiguous effect related to 

the spatial influences of surrounding census tracts. This particular finding indicates that there is a 

possible overall spatial effect which cannot be specifically determined from the regression results 

in this study. These factors disprove the notion that the existence of mixed income 

neighborhoods is inherently based on a neighborhood transition. Thus, mixed income 

neighborhoods can be considered persistent in the short run, according to the results of this case 

study. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

The purpose of this research was to better understand the nature of mixed income 

neighborhoods through an examination of census tract transitions in Chicago. The overall goal 

was to determine if mixed income neighborhoods are persistent over time or if they exist through 

transitioning between homogeneous neighborhood classification. This research question was 

tested empirically through observing neighborhood transitions in Chicago between 2010 and 

2017. An upward transition was defined as a 2010 mixed income census tract that transitioned to 

a homogenous high income census tract in 2017. The methodology included a logit regression 

that tested the probability that a mixed income neighborhood transitions upwards within the 

specified time frame. The results of the research demonstrate that the mixed income 

neighborhoods in the model were more persistent in the short term than originally hypothesized. 

This was evidenced by the insignificance of the majority of independent variables used to predict 

upward transitions and the low number of upward transitions that did occur.  

The limitations of this research include the selected time frame of the case study. As 

census boundaries changed between each decade, the model specification was limited to 

modeling neighborhood change within the census year. Because of this, the model was not able 

to predict neighborhood change in the long term. This is a significant consideration because 

neighborhood change is a long process that could transcend the time frame of this study. Another 

limitation of this research is the size of the boundaries. The goal of examining mixed income 

neighborhoods is to model neighborhoods in which high income and low income residents live in 

close proximity. Because of this, census tracts may be too large of a geographic unit to model 

income mixing. The inclusion of block group data could allow for a more finely tuned analysis 
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of neighborhood change that would not be incorporated in the larger areas of the census tracts. 

Additionally, as mentioned before, the classification of high income and low income residents 

was limited in the American Community Survey reporting. This limitation includes the income 

distribution being reported as intervals, not a continuous distribution. The continuous income 

distribution would allow for more exact definitions of the top and bottom quartile, or quintile, of 

the income distribution. 

The results of this research provide evidence that mixed income neighborhoods transition 

less than expected in the short run. This contrasts with other empirical literature examined as 

Tach (2009) and Sampson et al. (2015) found that a city’s mixed income neighborhoods exist 

through transitioning across mixed income statuses. However, these studies spanned a longer 

time period than the seven year time frame of my own research. This provides further evidence 

that mixed income neighborhoods are possibly less persistent in the long run. Other literature, 

such as by McKinnish and White (2011), focused on neighborhood in-movers as opposed to 

modeling full neighborhood transitions. This is an important consideration in thinking about 

neighborhood change because it accounts for the impact that an influx of residents have on the 

makeup of the neighborhood. The implications of my own findings provide evidence that 

gentrification-induced displacement is less prevalent, as seen by the persistence of mixed income 

neighborhoods. If gentrification-induced displacement was a dominant factor in the case study, 

we would see a greater number of mixed income neighborhoods transitioning into homogenous 

high income neighborhoods. However, as argued by Newman and Wyly (2006), displacement 

pressures are more pervasive than an explicit eviction. This would require additional research 

into the lived experience of low income renters in the remaining mixed income neighborhoods. 
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As the literature surrounding the link between gentrification and displacement is divisive, as seen 

by Newman and Wyly (2006) and Freeman and Braconi (2004), it is important to acknowledge 

the difficulty in measuring displacement empirically. Because of this, the results from my own 

research can only speculate as to the extent of gentrification-induced displacement. Thus, the 

persistence of mixed income neighborhoods in the short term in this model can only provide 

evidence that displacement is less extensive than theories of neighborhood change would predict.  

In connection to the theoretical goals of mixed income neighborhoods, these communities 

are intended to provide benefits for low income, disadvantaged residents. The benefits from 

living in close proximity to residents across the income distribution are meant to combat the 

harmful effects of concentrated poverty in urban neighborhoods through positive social capital 

and decreasing social isolation (Chaskin & Joseph, 2015; Wilson, 1987). However, assuming 

that this is a neighborhood type worth pursuing, there are significant barriers for its 

implementation in the real world. This includes the possibility of racial biases that could limit the 

propensity for residents of different socioeconomic backgrounds to live together (Massey & 

Denton, 1993). As mentioned earlier, many of the cities in the U.S. are the product of a legacy of 

racial segregation and discrimination that has been formulated and perpetuated through a variety 

of tactics (Massey & Denton, 1993). Other barriers to mixed income neighborhoods formation 

are market forces in the housing market. The expression of consumer preferences among high 

income gentrifiers has the ability to instigate a developer response that can profoundly change 

the housing stock and economic makeup of the neighborhood. This process of gentrification can 

introduce the possibility of residential displacement among low income renters, therefore 

transitioning to a homogenous high income neighborhood. The government, in response, is given 
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little incentive to abate displacement pressures that will jeopardize the persistence of mixed 

income neighborhoods. This is due to the presence of urban revitalization that results from the 

influx of high income residents. Despite these obstacles, the findings from this study still found 

that mixed income neighborhoods were persistent within the time frame. However, as mentioned 

previously, the short time frame of this study may not capture the full effects of neighborhood 

change that can cause mixed income neighborhoods to lose their heterogeneity. If mixed income 

neighborhoods are a desirable outcome, this study suggests that, in the long run, significant steps 

must be taken in order to preserve the mixed income status of these neighborhoods.  
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