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In the United States, residential segregation by race and class has resulted in the creation 

and growth of geographic areas of concentrated poverty, or the concentration of mostly poor 

families of color into extremely poor neighborhoods. Due to the durability of concentrated 

poverty, along with the numerous adverse effects of living in neighborhoods characterized by 

concentrated poverty, deconcentrating poverty has been a prominent focus of urban poverty 

policy and housing and community development practice. Mixed-income development initiatives 

have emerged as promising strategies that focus on assisting low-income families living in 

distressed public housing while simultaneously investing in housing and neighborhood 

redevelopment. These strategies target distressed public housing projects for redevelopment, 

while providing intensive case management and supportive services to families living at the 

housing site.  

As a result of housing redevelopment, families living at the site to be redeveloped are 

offered housing vouchers to assist with housing relocation during the redevelopment phases of 

the project. Thus, mixed-income strategies typically require families to move offsite, and thus 

involve an involuntary move. Additionally, the successful implementation of mixed-income 

strategies requires a complex network of public and private sector partners who collaborate to 



x 

deliver a variety of programs and services to CNI families and in the surrounding communities. 

However, not a lot is known about the housing relocation process that occurs during mixed-

income development, particularly within the newest mixed-income strategy, the Choice 

Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI), a U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

sponsored program implemented in dozens of communities across the U.S. Additionally, 

collaboration dynamics within mixed-income initiatives, including challenges associated with 

housing relocation, have received little scholarly attention. 

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore two goals of mixed-income strategies to: 

1) improve quality-of-life for families through housing relocation, and 2) examine facilitators 

and barriers to partner collaboration within one mixed-income initiative, the South City Choice 

Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) in Memphis, Tennessee. Data come from three primary sources. 

First, longitudinal administrative case records spanning 6 years from 2015 to 2021 for families 

living at the Foote Homes public housing site (n=383) were utilized to examine housing 

relocation and subsequent changes in quality-of-life indicators for families. Second, semi-

structured interviews with partner staff (n=17) were conducted to identify facilitators and barriers 

to collaboration, including challenges associated with housing relocation. Third, a survey of 

partner collaboration was implemented with South City CNI partners (n=32) to better understand 

the unique structure of collaboration within mixed-income development initiatives.  

Results suggested that families impacted by the South City CNI experienced significant 

improvements in perceptions of home and neighborhood safety following housing relocation. 

However, families also experienced significant increases in stress over time despite many 

families moving to less disadvantaged neighborhoods. A social network survey of partner 

organizations, along with interviews with organizational staff, indicated that coordinating 



xi 

challenges, especially those associated with housing relocation, were particularly salient in 

Memphis. The presence of a high-capacity lead organization was essential for overcoming 

coordination challenges and distributing information and resources throughout the partnership 

network. Additionally, several bridging organizations were identified that exhibited high levels 

of internal and external credibility and worked tirelessly to ensure families remained at the center 

of CNI redevelopment efforts.  

These findings suggest that families impacted by the CNI may require additional services 

that target sources of stress above and beyond current services. Additionally, strategies that 

develop organizational capacity, particularly those focused on enhancing the capacity of CNI 

lead organizations to address coordination challenges, may translate to effective and efficient 

allocation of information and resources that ultimately benefit CNI families. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 

 Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1. Background and Introduction 

Persistent residential race and class segregation is among the most enduring social 

problems in the United States (U.S.) because it constrains the ability of individuals and families 

to live healthy, productive lives. In the U.S., residential segregation by race and class has 

resulted in the creation and growth of geographic areas of concentrated poverty, or the 

concentration of mostly poor families of color into extremely poor neighborhoods (Jargowsky, 

1997, 2015; Massey, 1996; Massey & Denton, 1993; Wilson, 2012). This spatial concentration 

of poverty into specific geographic areas results from complex interactions between racial and 

economic segregation, poverty, and public policy (Jargowsky, 1997, 2015; Massey & Denton, 

1993; Quillian, 2012; Rothstein, 2017; Wilson, 1997, 2012). Scholars find that multiple social 

and health-related problems and markers of progress come spatially bundled together at the 

neighborhood-level (Sampson, 2012). Abundant evidence shows that social problems like crime, 

violence, child maltreatment, and others are spatially bound and concentrated into geographic 

hotspots (Coulton et al., 2007, 2018; Sampson et al., 2002; Sharkey, 2018). This scholarship also 

suggests that these phenomena are long-lasting (i.e., enduring), resistant to change (i.e., durable), 

and have far-reaching effects on individual and community health and well-being (Massey, 

1996; Sampson, 2012; Sharkey, 2013; Wilson, 1997, 2012). 

National data suggests that concentrated poverty has increased in recent years both in 

terms of the number of people that live in high poverty neighborhoods, as well as the number of 

neighborhoods designated as areas of concentrated poverty (Jargowsky, 2015; Sampson, 2012). 

One in four U.S. residents live in poverty areas, or areas where the poverty rate is at or above 20 

percent, representing a total of 77 million people nationwide (Bishaw, 2014). In urban areas the 
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percentage of residents living in poverty areas doubles, with an estimated 50 percent of residents 

living in 13,200 poverty census tracts (Tatian et al., 2012). Concentrated poverty, or census tracts 

where 40 percent or more of residents are at or below the poverty threshold, roughly $24,000 for 

a family of four, has doubled since 2000, rising from 7.2 million people to 13.8 million 

(Jargowsky, 2015). This represents a similar doubling of concentrated poverty observed between 

1970 and 1990 (Jargowsky, 1997). The number of census tracts designated as areas of 

concentrated poverty has increased by 76% since 2000, rising from 2,510 tracts to 4,412 tracts, 

and 90% of all areas of concentrated poverty are located in urban, metropolitan areas 

(Jargowsky, 2015). High-poverty neighborhoods, or those where 30% or more of residents are at 

or below the poverty threshold, have also doubled since 1980 raising from 3,558 to 6,547 

(Benzow & Fikri, 2020).  

Living in areas of concentrated poverty severely compromises well-being and has been 

linked to numerous adverse health and socioeconomic outcomes across the life span (Ludwig et 

al., 2013; Sampson, 2012; Sharkey, 2013; Wilson, 2012). Burdens of concentrated poverty are 

not randomly distributed, and disproportionately affect individuals and families of color. One in 

four African Americans and one in six Hispanic Americans live in concentrated poverty 

compared to one in 13 White Americans (Jargowsky, 2015). Especially troubling is that 

compared to adults, concentrated poverty disproportionately affects young children six years old 

and under whose long-term life prospects may be most affected (Shapiro et al., 2015). Research 

across disciplines including psychology (Evans & Cassells, 2014; P. Kim et al., 2013), 

neuroscience (Hair et al., 2015), medicine (Shonkoff et al., 2012), public health and health policy 

(Raphael, 2011), and sociology (Wagmiller Jr. & Adelman, 2009), among others, reveal that the 

effects of early and enduring exposure to disadvantage do not disappear as children enter 
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adulthood. The fact that so many people grow up in places that limit their life prospects, 

compromise quality-of-life, and undermine regional prosperity (Jargowsky, 1997) is alarming 

and deserving of our collective attention. 

It is now widely accepted among social scientists that neighborhoods influence a variety 

of socioeconomic outcomes (Chetty et al., 2016; Galster & Sharkey, 2017; Knaap, 2017). 

Abundant research suggests that where we live impacts our health and well-being, and emerging 

research suggests that the links between place and social, economic, and health outcomes are 

causal (Chetty et al., 2014, 2016; Chetty & Hendren, 2018a, 2018b; Ludwig et al., 2013; 

Sampson, 2012). The neighborhoods where children grow up have considerable explanatory 

power across outcomes in adulthood and these differences are not attributable to the individual 

characteristics of people themselves (i.e., self-selection). Chetty and Hendred (2014) found that 

residential segregation, income inequality, school quality, social capital, and family structure 

were highly correlated with indicators of upward socioeconomic mobility and partially explained 

spatial variations in upward mobility. Recent work by Chetty and Hendred (2018a, 2018b) 

suggest causal place effects across multiple child outcomes (e.g., income, employment, college 

attendance, marriage, teenage birth) in the magnitude of 4 percentage-points per year of exposure 

to better neighborhoods which were defined as neighborhoods with lower levels of racial/ethnic 

segregation and income inequality, and higher levels of education quality and social capital.  

Chetty and Hendred (2018a) found that children who grew up in neighborhoods 

characterized by high levels of racial and ethnic segregation and income inequality experienced 

reduced future socioeconomic mobility. Specifically, a one standard-deviation increase in 

residential segregation decreased future child income by 5 percent (Chetty & Hendren, 2018a). 

Chetty and Hendred (2018a) also found that children that remained in poor neighborhoods 
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experienced income divergence at a rate of 4 percentage-points per year. Based on their results, 

Chetty & Hendred (2018a, 2018b) suggested that exposure to better environments for children 

between birth and 23 years old could result in as much as an 80% gain in income relative to 

permanent residents in receiving neighborhoods (e.g., neighborhoods where residents moved). 

The work of Chetty & Hendred (2014, 2018a, 2018b) provides some of the most compelling 

evidence that place matters for upward socioeconomic mobility, and the authors advocate for 

expansion of both people-based mobility programs and place-based programs designed to 

improve community conditions to reduce cumulative adverse childhood exposures.  

Where we live influences our health, wealth, and access to numerous opportunities that 

support social and economic well-being. Literature on neighborhood effects suggests that low-

income families experience disadvantages based on their own poverty, which are exacerbated by 

living in concentrated areas of poverty due to isolation from institutions, opportunities, and 

resources that support health and well-being (Fraser et al., 2013; Sampson, 2012; Wilson, 2012). 

Living in areas of concentrated poverty increases risks of exposure to adverse social and physical 

conditions that exacerbate individuals’ economic challenges (Chetty et al., 2014; Coulton & 

Pandey, 1992; Manduca & Sampson, 2019). Individuals living in neighborhoods of concentrated 

poverty exhibit poorer physical and mental health outcomes, tend to attend poor-performing 

neighborhood schools with higher dropout rates, possess weak job-seeking networks, and face 

high levels of financial insecurity (Kneebone & Holmes, 2016).  

Neighborhoods of concentrated poverty have higher death, child abuse, and youth 

delinquency rates, and lower childbirth weights compared to neighborhoods with lower poverty 

levels (Coulton & Pandey, 1992; Sampson, 2012). Researchers also find that such neighborhoods 

have higher rates of unemployment and school dropout rates, which limits economic stability 
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(Coulton & Pandey, 1992). Especially troubling are the rates at which individuals are exposed to 

violence, particularly children, and the adverse effects such exposure has on indicators of health 

and well-being (Curry et al., 2008; Fowler et al., 2009; Gorman-Smith & Tolan, 1998; Nebbitt, 

2015; Ozer et al., 2017; Sharkey, 2018; H. A. Turner et al., 2013; Wright et al., 2017). Prolonged 

exposure to concentrated disadvantage negatively affects a wide range of outcomes for children, 

including infant mortality, low birthweight, teenage pregnancy, delinquency, child maltreatment, 

and others (Coulton & Pandey, 1992; Oakes et al., 2015; Sampson et al., 2002). 

Concentrated poverty has adverse effects on cities and regions as well. Concentrated 

poverty directly increases public spending on antipoverty programs and indirectly raises the cost 

of providing general public services to all residents, compromising the economic performance 

and fiscal health of metropolitan regions as a whole (Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2005). The latter 

finding is important and suggests that municipal expenditures beyond those devoted to 

antipoverty efforts are significantly impacted by poverty itself. In current policy contexts that 

prioritize people-based antipoverty programs (e.g., welfare payments, cash transfers) and 

devolve increasing responsibility for antipoverty efforts to local forms of government, costs 

associated with poverty increase as the capacity to address rising costs decreases (Joassart-

Marcelli et al., 2005). These environments severely limit access to high quality services and 

opportunities for quality education, transportation, housing, and living-wage employment, all of 

which represent key resources necessary to support health and well-being  (U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development, 2011). These factors create a deeply complex, interconnected 

system that adversely affects residents, neighborhoods, and regions by depriving significant 

portions of the population of human capital development (U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development, 2011).  
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Literature on concentrated poverty and neighborhood effects has heavily influenced 

public policy at the national and state levels (Spencer, 2004). Neighborhood effects research 

provides compelling arguments that investments in severely distressed neighborhoods, along 

with programs that assist families in moving out of such neighborhoods, may provide short- and 

long-term benefits to health and well-being by providing access to resources and opportunities 

that promote upward socioeconomic mobility (Chetty & Hendren, 2018a, 2018b). However, 

there remains limited evidence and consensus on effective solutions to address concentrated 

urban poverty and improve the lives of residents living in America’s most distressed urban 

neighborhoods. 

1.2. Policy Interventions to Address Concentrated Poverty 

Due to the persistence and growth of concentrated poverty, along with the adverse effects 

of living in such neighborhoods, deconcentrating poverty has been a prominent focus of urban 

poverty policy and housing and community development practice. However, despite compelling 

evidence that prolonged exposure to concentrated poverty adversely affects children and families 

across a variety of important social, economic, and health outcomes (Sampson, 2012; Sharkey, 

2013), we still know very little about what interventions work, for whom they work, and why 

they work (Kubisch et al., 2010; Neumark & Simpson, 2015). A key question in urban poverty 

policy and housing and community development practice is whether to invest limited public and 

private resources to assist people directly (i.e., people-based strategies), or to invest the same 

resources into revitalizing entire neighborhoods (i.e., place-based strategies) (B. Austin et al., 

2018; Davidson, 2009; Glaeser & Gottlieb, 2008; Winnick, 1966). The people versus place 

debate is long-standing in community development practice, policy, and research (Crane & 

Manville, 2008; Crowley & Pelettiere, 2012; Galster, 2017; Glaeser & Gottlieb, 2008; Kline & 
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Moretti, 2013; Winnick, 1966). In practice, local government officials and community-based 

organizations focus efforts on both strategies, simultaneously investing in place-based strategies 

such as public space redesign and housing development while also supporting family wealth 

creation and housing relocation (Wolf-Powers, 2014).  

People-based strategies, also referred to as mobility strategies, focus on connecting 

people living in poor neighborhoods to opportunities and resources by expanding housing 

choices and moving families into neighborhoods where such amenities already exist (Crowley & 

Pelettiere, 2012; Galster, 2017). People-based programs generally include the use of housing 

vouchers and mobility assistance (i.e., case management and wrap-around services) to expand 

social and economic opportunity for children and families by moving them to less racially and 

economically segregated neighborhoods (Johnson, 2012). The goals of people-based strategies 

are to create opportunity moves, or moves into lower-poverty, higher-quality neighborhoods 

under the presumption that families will experience positive neighborhood effects by gaining 

access to higher-quality services, amenities, and institutions (Kleit et al., 2016).  

People-based housing mobility programs are generally designed around models of 

rational choice, where residential moves are based on utility maximizing decisions that balance 

individual needs and preferences with the associated costs of moving (Kleit et al., 2016). 

Additionally, families consider a variety of push (i.e., negative attributes of the place of origin) 

and pull factors (i.e., positive attributes of destinations) when making mobility decisions (Kleit et 

al., 2016; Rufa & Fowler, 2018). The general assumption underlying people-based programs is 

that people in low-income communities want to move to better locations, they will be able to 

move given adequate support, and they will stay in the destination neighborhood long enough to 

benefit (Kleit et al., 2016; M. A. Turner & Briggs, 2008).  
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Place-based strategies, also referred to as preservation or targeted strategies, focus on 

interventions within specific geographic areas to improve conditions where people live (Crowley 

& Pelettiere, 2012; Galster, 2017). Typically, place-based approaches include a comprehensive 

array of strategies that blend economic and human development, such as housing development, 

business assistance, social service provision, workforce development, and education reform, with 

goals to improve individual lives and transform targeted areas as measured by various indicators 

of improvement (e.g., income, employment, poverty, etc.) (Hopkins & Ferris, 2015). Core 

principles of place-based community development include comprehensive, multi-level strategies 

to address the full array of problems facing low-income communities (Fulbright-Anderson, 2006; 

O’Connor, 2012), participation by key community stakeholders (Ohmer, 2008; Perisho Eccleston 

et al., 2018), and cross-sector collaboration (M. J. Rich & Stoker, 2014).  

Place-based community development strategies also attempt to restore norms, markets, 

and social justice (Wolf-Powers, 2014). Restoration of norms is predicated on decades of 

sociological research linking macrostructural changes to social and economic distress in poor 

neighborhoods, which erodes individual and collective trust, civility, responsibility, and ambition 

(Wolf-Powers, 2014). Restoring markets is rooted in observations that distressed neighborhoods 

lack functioning markets and require financial and human capital to resuscitate them to build 

individual and community wealth (Wolf-Powers, 2014). Restoring justice is borne out of 

concerns for equitable outcomes and the policies that support or impede equity (Wolf-Powers, 

2014).  

People-based approaches that seek to assist families by moving them out of segregated, 

high-poverty neighborhoods have demonstrated mixed effects (Ellen, 2020; Owens, 2017; 

Rothwell, 2015). While children tend to benefit most from such programs, adults and young 
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adults tend to realize minimal or no gains, and in some instances experiences losses (Chetty et 

al., 2016). Place-based approaches designed to transform neighborhoods to support the families 

that live in them have also demonstrated mixed-effects, and there remain many unanswered 

questions regarding intervention effectiveness to reduce poverty, unemployment, and impact 

other community-level indicators (Dillman et al., 2017; Foell & Pitzer, 2020; Kubisch et al., 

2010; Neumark & Simpson, 2015). The inconclusive state of the evidence regarding the 

effectiveness of people-based and place-based initiatives has led to a new form of housing and 

community development policy interventions that combines elements of people- and place-based 

strategies. These mixed-income approaches seek to provide low-income families with resources 

and opportunities to move into housing and neighborhoods of choice, while simultaneously 

redeveloping distressed public housing. 

1.3. Mixed-Income Community Development 

Mixed-income community development is one strategy for lifting families out of poverty 

that combines aspects of people-based and place-based strategies (Joseph et al., 2007). Mixed-

income community development programs, such as the federal Housing Opportunities for People 

Everywhere (HOPE VI) program and the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI), include 

intentional efforts through federal policy to create mixed-income communities on the sites of 

severely distressed public housing (Chaskin & Joseph, 2015; Thurber et al., 2018). The goals of 

mixed-income community development strategies include place-oriented outcomes associated 

with economic desegregation and urban revitalization to provide access to and investments in 

improved services and amenities, and people-oriented outcomes associated with poverty 

alleviation via access to resource and information networks and through behavioral change (Levy 

et al., 2013).  
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HOPE VI, and other mixed-income development strategies like CNI, generally involve 

short- and long-term moves for families during the redevelopment and construction phases of 

projects (Goetz, 2010). The expectation is that these moves provide opportunities for families to 

move out of severely distressed communities into neighborhoods that provide resources and 

amenities to support family needs, ultimately leading to increased economic self-sufficiency. In 

the case of HOPE VI and CNI, residents generally experience an initial involuntary push to move 

as a result of the program’s design, which targets distressed housing for redevelopment, and in 

some instances complete demolition and reconstruction. Such programs attempt to maximize pull 

factors that influence mobility decisions by offering housing relocation assistance through 

housing vouchers and supportive services to assist with relocation (Kleit et al., 2016). 

The impetus for mixed-income development as an antipoverty strategy hinge on theories 

of social networks, social control, interpersonal processes and behaviors, and the political 

economy of place (Joseph et al., 2007). The rationale for mixed-income strategies is that positive 

changes to the residential environment through moves to higher-quality neighborhoods, local 

investment, and income mixing creates positive effects for children and families (Perry, 2017). 

The theoretical model proposed by Joseph, Chaskin, and Webber (2007) posits multilevel effects 

at the community, interpersonal, and individual levels through three primary pathways that 

influence individual, family, and community outcomes. The theory draws on neighborhood 

effects literature and assumes that context matters for individual and family well-being and that 

mixed-income environments provide more beneficial contexts for children and families 

compared to environments of concentrated poverty (Joseph et al., 2007). Figure 1.1 depicts the 

theorized effects of mixed-income development initiatives. 

Figure 1.1  
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Theorized Effects of Mixed-Income Development Initiatives 

 

Note. Figure reproduced from Joseph, Chaskin, & Webber (2007) 

First, the model suggests that mixed-income developments promote social interactions 

among individuals across income levels. Over time, social interaction leads to the building of 

trust and the sharing of information and resources to support individual processes (e.g., 

employment search), ultimately leading to improved employment and self-sufficiency outcomes 

(Pathway A). Social interaction may also promote pro-social behaviors that lead to improved 

educational and employment outcomes. Mixed-income strategies are also thought to promote 

interpersonal relationships, leading to improved accountability and reductions in negative 

behaviors, and ultimately reducing individual outcomes such as arrests and incarceration 

(Pathway A). Interpersonal processes are also hypothesized to decrease social isolation, bridge 

social distance, influence racial and class-based attitudes, and develop senses of common fate 

and shared responsibility (Perry, 2017). As such, mixed-income and racially diverse 

communities have the potential to build multiethnic and multiclass coalitions, reduce prejudice 

and discrimination, distribute resources and opportunities more equitably, and enrich democracy 

(Perry, 2017). 
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Additionally, mixed-income strategies are hypothesized to increase community-level 

social control and collective efficacy, which increases the likelihood that individuals will abstain 

from negative behaviors (Pathway B). Greater community-level social control also promotes 

neighborhood safety and crime reduction, improving quality of life for individuals and families 

(Pathway C). Mixed-income strategies leverage external resources to support higher quality 

public services and infrastructure, which improves the quality of life for children and families in 

neighborhoods (Pathway C) (Joseph et al., 2007). Additionally, the development of mixed-

income communities is hypothesized to create new market demand, leading to investment in 

higher quality goods and services for residents (Joseph et al., 2007; Levy et al., 2010).  

There is also an emerging body of research on mixed-income neighborhoods that 

provides additional insights into the expected benefits and challenges of economic residential 

integration embodied in mixed-income development strategies. Most studies of stable racially 

and ethnically diverse and mixed-income neighborhoods find that such communities are more 

likely in regions with strong housing markets and growing and diverse populations (Ellen, 2000; 

Ellen et al., 2012; Kneebone et al., 2019; Krupka, 2008; Rastogi, 2016, 2019; R. A. Smith, 

1993). Diverse housing supply in terms of unit age, unit-mix (e.g., single family, multifamily; 

ownership, rental), and housing cost is particularly important for producing and sustaining 

mixed-income neighborhoods (Ellen et al., 2012; Kneebone et al., 2019; Krupka, 2008; Rastogi, 

2019; R. A. Smith, 1993).  

Community amenities and assets such as parks, lakes, grocery stores, schools, community 

centers, transportation, and proximity to employment are also important factors for sustaining 

mixed-income neighborhoods because they supply resources to meet family needs and create 

social seams that promote interaction across racial, ethnic, and class divisions (Nyden et al., 
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1997; Peterman & Nyden, 2001; Saltman, 1990). The development and maintenance of social 

seams is particularly important because abundant research suggests that residential integration 

does not necessarily equate to social integration (Chaskin, Khare, et al., 2012; Perry, 2017; M. A. 

Rich, 2009; Tach, 2014; Walton & Hardebeck, 2016). Therefore, social seams provide places 

and spaces that increase exposure to diverse lifestyles and behaviors and may facilitate the 

development of tolerance, social trust, and social organization (Tach, 2014), enhance social 

control and collective action towards mutual goals (Perry, 2017), and create opportunities to 

bring diverse perspectives together to address conflict, develop new ways of thinking, and 

resolve differences (Nyden, 2012; Perry, 2017). Additionally, local institutions and amenities, 

such as community centers, provide important resources that make life more affordable for low-

income residents (Lumley-Sapanski & Fowler, 2017; Small, 2009; Small et al., 2008). 

The local policy landscape is also important for creating and sustaining mixed-income 

neighborhoods, including effective regional fair share housing programs, secure organizational 

funding, deconcentrated public housing, comprehensive school desegregation programs 

(Saltman, 1990), and effective partnerships between community groups and large institutional 

actors (e.g., local and federal government) (Goodwin, 1979; R. A. Smith, 1993). Taken together, 

the literature on mixed-income neighborhoods suggests that mixed-income development may be 

most successful in communities that are proximate to local amenities and those where 

mechanisms for neighborhood change have been institutionalized to ensure community 

engagement, effective resource coordination, and accountability.  

In addition to the hypothesized benefits of mixed-income communities for those who live 

in them, they may also represent viable options for voucher-assisted families that relocate during 

the development of mixed-income projects. Mixed-income neighborhoods may represent 
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opportunity bargains, or neighborhoods that improve outcomes for children and families without 

extracting higher rents that compromise financial security (Chetty & Hendren, 2018a, 2018b). 

Additionally, communities with less residential segregation and lower income inequality, 

representative of many mixed-income neighborhoods, generally promote upward socioeconomic 

mobility (Chetty et al., 2014). Such areas also may be more conducive to social interaction 

across racial, ethnic, and class groups, represent areas with reduced racial bias among Whites, 

and may reduce Black-White income disparities (Chetty et al., 2018). 

1.4. Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

The Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) incorporates mixed-income development 

strategies to improve housing and neighborhood conditions while assisting low-income families. 

The CNI is a national initiative funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) with the purpose of revitalizing distressed public housing in cities around 

the country. The CNI focuses on three primary goals: 1) replacing distressed public and assisted 

housing with high-quality mixed-income housing that is well-managed and responsive to the 

needs of the surrounding neighborhood; 2) improving outcomes of households living in the 

target housing related to employment and income, health, and children’s education; 3) creating 

the conditions necessary for public and private reinvestment in distressed neighborhoods to offer 

the kinds of amenities and assets, including safety, good schools, and commercial activity, that 

are important to families’ choices about their community (internal document, Social Policy 

Institute Project Overview). Since 2011, HUD has granted 108 CNI Planning Grants and 40 CNI 

Implementation Grants to communities across the U.S. 

While the CNI builds on past redevelopment programs (e.g., HOPE VI), there are several 

differentiating factors that distinguish the initiative from previous efforts. The neighborhood 
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component is the largest differentiating factor between the CNI and similar housing and 

community development programs. For example, HOPE VI focused on improving 

neighborhoods almost exclusively through the redevelopment of housing. In contrast, the CNI 

sets a much broader agenda for neighborhood transformation focused on transforming high 

poverty neighborhoods into sustainable mixed-income neighborhoods that offer appropriate 

public services, assets, and amenities including high quality transportation, schools, and access to 

employment. Additionally, the CNI expands the range of groups that can apply to receive a grant 

beyond local public housing authorities (PHAs) (Gebhardt, 2014).  

Unlike HOPE VI, the CNI also requires one-for-one replacement of each low-income 

housing unit. In other words, each public housing unit that is demolished must be rebuilt, 

expanding the opportunity for tenants to return to the redeveloped housing. The one-to-one 

replacement is an effort to correct a HOPE VI trend where a small minority of participants 

moved back to redeveloped HOPE VI communities. HUD also removed HOPE VI screening 

requirements on employment, education, and drug testing for re-occupancy lease agreements, 

further allowing residents to re-occupy their new communities. The CNI also brings an emphasis 

on improving education in target neighborhoods, requiring grantees to include schools early in 

their planning process. To be considered for a CNI grant, cities apply with the help from 

organizations that are responsible for the goals above (internal document, Social Policy Institute 

Project Overview).  

Urban Strategies is often responsible for CNI Goal 2 which includes providing case 

management services to families before and after redevelopment of their homes (internal 

document, Social Policy Institute Project Overview). Urban Strategies is a national nonprofit 

organization that specializes in comprehensive neighborhood revitalization through results 
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informed human services development, strategic planning, and strategy implementation to ensure 

equitable opportunity where all children and families are safe and thriving. Since its founding in 

1978, Urban Strategies has partnered on neighborhood transformation efforts in 24 cities and 

over 40 neighborhoods across the U.S. Annually, Urban Strategies serves roughly 100,000 

individuals and 30,000 families through intensive case management, community engagement, 

and collective action partnerships (https://urbanstrategiesinc.org/about-us/). 

Each CNI grantee identifies a target development, generally a HUD public or assisted 

housing site, to rebuild or rehabilitate, along with the neighborhood boundary to focus 

revitalization efforts (Gebhardt, 2014; Joice, 2017). Eligible neighborhoods must: 1) have a 

minimum of 20 percent of residents at or below the poverty line, 2) include an eligible severely 

distressed public or HUD-subsidized property, and 3) demonstrate one of the following: 3-year 

violent crime rate that is 1.5 times higher than the city average, long-term vacancy rates that are 

1.5 times the city rate, or a low-performing school (Gebhardt, 2014).  

Housing redevelopment often occurs in stages at each redevelopment site. Timelines for 

each CNI are not uniform (Joice, 2017; The Urban Institute, 2013) because financing, grantee 

capacity, and the size and scope of the revitalization efforts vary across sites (Joice, 2017). 

Housing at each site is often divided into sections, or phases, in preparation for demolition and 

reconstruction. Then local case management and housing partners work with families to assist 

with housing relocation. In some sites, relocation also occurs in phases and families who live in 

buildings targeted for redevelopment first may be offered the option of moving to another 

available unit onsite in a building that will be redeveloped in future phases. At other CNI sites, 

relocation occurs all at once, with all families given two primary relocation options to: 1) 

relocate to an available public housing unit offsite, or 2) relocate to housing in the private market 
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using a housing choice voucher (HCV). Due to the nature of redevelopment, participants in the 

same public housing site may be at various stages of the relocation process. The three stages in a 

CNI generally include: 

• Pre-Period: during this time, participants have been informed that they will be 

moved and are receiving case management services. 

• Redevelopment Period: during this time, participants relocate to a new housing 

unit and are given the following options: 1) move offsite to another public 

housing unit, 2) relocate to the private housing market using a HCV. In some 

cases, a phased relocation approach is taken and families living in buildings slated 

for redevelopment in the first phases of the project may be offered the opportunity 

to move to an available housing unit in another building onsite. 

• Post-Period: during this time, participants are given the opportunity to move 

back into their redeveloped housing or stay in their current neighborhood. 

Studies of the CNI are minimal, though a few publications provide informative reports on 

intervention processes and lessons learned. In an assessment of five CNI sites in early phases of 

implementation, The Urban Institute documented baseline conditions, planning and 

implementation processes, theories of change, and key accomplishments of CNIs in Boston, 

Chicago, San Francisco, Seattle, and New Orleans (The Urban Institute, 2013). They found that 

three of the five CNI sites consisted of partners with histories of collaboration. Additionally, 

housing efforts tended to have the highest levels of collaboration compared to neighborhood and 

people strategies. Early reports on CNI implementation also suggest that collaboration and 

partnership structures differ across sites, with some sites driven largely by a single lead agency 
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while others involve more complex structures that are co-led and involve multiple 

implementation agencies (Pendall & Hendey, 2013; The Urban Institute, 2013).  

Within each site, Joice (2017) found that attrition of baseline households was relatively 

low, with cumulative attrition ranging between 19 and 31 percent. Rates of return for CNI 

families also varied by site ranging from 12 percent in Chicago to 81 percent in San Francisco. 

Low rates of return across several sites were mostly due to incomplete housing construction that 

limited the number of residents who could return. Joice (2017) also found that among a cohort of 

baseline residents across sites, mean income and median income increased by 29 and 18 percent, 

respectively. The population of working adults with wage income increased across sites between 

5 and 50 percent. However, poverty rates among baseline households fluctuated and did not 

reveal consistent patterns across sites. Much like studies of HOPE VI, there is preliminary 

evidence that CNI sites represent among the most severely distressed neighborhoods in their 

respective cities (Gebhardt, 2014). Analysis of CNI Planning Grant recipients found average 

poverty rates exceeding 40 percent, a commonly used threshold for areas of concentrated 

poverty. Additionally, CNI Planning Grant sites were highly segregated by race/ethnicity, had 

low educational attainment rates and median incomes, and experienced high rates of 

unemployment and property vacancy (Gebhardt, 2014). 

1.5. Dissertation Goals and Objectives 

This dissertation explores a unique federal mixed-income community development 

program, the CNI, which has goals to improve the lives of people and places by investing in 

housing, people, and neighborhoods (Joice, 2017; The Urban Institute, 2013). The CNI combines 

elements of people- and place-based approaches, by offering housing choice to families while 

simultaneously redeveloping distressed, often economically and racially segregated, public 
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housing into mixed-income communities. The unique structure of the program, which targets 

distressed public housing communities for redevelopment and the neighborhoods around them 

for investment, while simultaneously providing supportive services and housing relocation 

assistance to current residents, provides an opportunity to better understand housing relocation 

and quality-of-life outcomes associated with moving (e.g., safety, stress), and program 

partnerships and implementation processes.  

Additionally, in contrast to other housing relocation and mobility programs, the CNI 

includes a unique right-to-return protection for residents that are relocated during the 

redevelopment phase of the program, which allows original residents the option of returning to 

the redeveloped mixed-income housing upon completion. This is much different from other 

historic and contemporary housing relocation and mobility assistance programs where the main 

program goals are to move residents to lower poverty neighborhoods long-term. The CNI 

represents a comprehensive, place-based community development program designed to improve 

housing and neighborhood conditions, as well as improve social, economic, education, and 

health-related outcomes for children and families. Since 2010, the U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development has awarded 108 Choice Neighborhood Planning Grants and 40 Choice 

Neighborhood Implementation Grants (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 

2021a, 2021b); yet the program has received little scholarly attention. This dissertation will focus 

on one CNI site in Memphis, Tennessee. The South City CNI was chosen because it represents a 

co-lead structure between a public housing authority (PHA) and city government, all original 

families have been relocated from the original housing site, and local partners have made 

substantial redevelopment progress at the site.  
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This dissertation utilizes data from the South City CNI to address several gaps in the 

current literature regarding mixed-income community development initiatives. Evidence is 

mixed on whether housing relocation programs improve neighborhood quality for children and 

families. Additionally, the extent to which the CNI improves neighborhood quality for residents 

during the development and post-development phases of the program remains unknown. Given 

the CNI’s unique right-to-return policy, which gives target families priority re-entry into the 

newly developed CNI housing, it is possible that CNI families view their moves as temporary 

and may settle for lower quality housing in lower quality neighborhoods under the belief that 

they will be able to return to the neighborhood after development is complete. Families may also 

choose to move to nearby housing within the same neighborhood in the belief that such moves 

are temporary until they are able to move into the redeveloped CNI development.  

Additionally, the CNI generally includes at least one involuntary move given the 

program’s design to redevelop distressed public housing communities. Therefore, the CNI 

includes an initial housing push factor, whereas programs such as Moving to Opportunity and the 

Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program focus primarily on pull factors to influence mobility 

decisions (Kleit et al., 2016). While housing relocation has been examined in other program 

contexts, an exploration of residential moves of CNI families has not been tested. Because 

securing high-quality housing in neighborhoods that provide supportive resources and 

opportunities is expected to confer numerous benefits to children and families, understanding 

housing relocation during CNI implementation represents a critical need. The CNI provides an 

opportunity to examine family relocation decisions, as well as differential improvements to 

neighborhood quality for residents who move to the private housing market using housing 

vouchers and residents who move to other public housing sites during the redevelopment period. 
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One of the biggest gaps in current research is limited in-depth understanding of 

organizational partnerships and program implementation processes necessary for large-scale 

community development interventions. A consistent finding in the literature on place-based and 

people-based strategies is that strong organizational partnerships are required to enhance 

program implementation to achieve policy goals, and it has been suggested that differences in 

collaboration and partner capacity may partially explain differences in outcomes across 

intervention sites (Chaskin, 2005; Chaskin et al., 1997; M. J. Rich & Stoker, 2014). Despite the 

breadth of research on organizational collaboration across disciplines, there have been few 

attempts to study organizational collaboration among mixed-income development initiatives. 

Therefore, the structure of organizational collaboration within these initiatives remains unclear. 

Additionally, there have been no known attempts to examine collaboration structures and how 

they may enhance or constrain implementation of mixed-income development initiatives.  

1.6. Research Design and Study Context 

This dissertation utilized case study research strategies to address the dissertation goals 

and objectives through a combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches to inquiry. Case 

studies are an approach to research that mix quantitative and qualitative research methods to 

explore and understand a real-life bounded system through detailed, in-depth data collection via 

multiple sources of information (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Padgett, 2017; Silverman & Patterson, 

2015). This dissertation utilized CNI family data collected by case managers at a partner 

organization, Urban Strategies, and primary data collection through in-depth interviews and 

quantitative surveys with CNI partner staff in Memphis, Tennessee. Urban Strategies partners on 

multiple CNI implementation grants and serves primarily as the lead organization for people 

strategies, including case management services and housing relocation. Additional publicly 
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available data and documentation about the South City CNI were also incorporated into the 

dissertation to contextualize the case. Memphis and the South City CNI was chosen for this 

dissertation based on partner consultation, local context, and data availability to answer the 

dissertation research questions. Thus, the South City CNI serves as an illustrative case for further 

examining housing relocation and partner collaboration in the CNI. 

Memphis received a $250,000 CNI Planning Grant in 2010 followed by a $30 million 

CNI Implementation Grant in 2015 (Table 1.1). The initiative is co-led by the Memphis Housing 

Authority (MHA) and City of Memphis (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 

2015b, 2015a). The South City CNI also includes lead organizations for each strategy area for 

the grant: people, housing, and neighborhoods. The people strategy area is led by Urban 

Strategies, a national nonprofit organization that provides supportive services to low-income 

families in public housing. The housing strategy area is led by a private development company, 

McCormack Baron Salazar, a national affordable housing development firm. The neighborhood 

strategy area is led by the City of Memphis Division of Housing and Community Development. 

The leadership structure of the South City CNI appears as Figure 1.2.  

Table 1.1  

South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Grant Details 

CNI Planning Grant  

Target Housing Foote Homes 

Award Year 2010 

Award Amount $250,000 

Lead Applicant Memphis Housing Authority 

CNI Implementation Grant  

Target Housing Foote Homes 

Award Year 2014-2015 

Award Amount $29,750,000 

Lead Applicant Memphis Housing Authority 

Co-Applicant City of Memphis 

Housing Lead Memphis Housing Authority; McCormack Baron Salazar 
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Neighborhood Lead City of Memphis 

People Lead Urban Strategies Inc. 

 

Figure 1.2  

South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Leadership Team 

 

The South City CNI focuses revitalization efforts on Foote Homes, a 420-unit public 

housing complex and the last remaining traditional public housing site in the city. The South City 

Transformation Plan, the plan guiding CNI activities, includes plans for the redevelopment of 

Foote Homes and the surrounding neighborhood to include 712 mixed-income units, 600 of 

which will be constructed at the original site. The additional 112 units will be constructed offsite, 

and an additional 87 project-based vouchers (PBVS) will be reserved for use in the surrounding 

neighborhood for Foote Homes residents during family relocation.  

The plan also includes the provision of supportive services and critical community 

improvements in the neighborhood. These investments include community meeting space and a 

fitness center onsite, as well as pocket parks and additional greenspace surrounding the site. 

Neighborhood investments include the development of an early childhood center, a family 

resource center, outdoor farmers market space, establishment of a microloan fund for new 

businesses, public park improvements, implementation of a public safety program, and 

complimentary efforts to leverage other neighborhood investments (e.g., historic train station 
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renovation, HOPE VI developments). The redevelopment plan was carried out in six phases 

including 4 phases onsite, an onsite senior building (Phase 5), and offsite housing development 

in the neighborhood (Phase 6).  

The Foote Homes public housing project was originally developed in 1940 and is located 

in the 38126 Zip Code. Table 1.2 provides summary statistics of the CNI project Zip Code 

compared to all other Memphis Zip Codes and Shelby County, TN.  

Table 1.2  

Changes in Indicators of Neighborhood Disadvantage from Baseline to Follow-Up for the CNI 

Project Zip Code, all other Memphis Zip Codes, and Shelby County, TN 

 CNI Project Zip 

Code
a

 

Non-Project Zip 

Codesb Shelby County 
 

2010-14 2015-19  2010-14 2015-19 2010-14 2015-19 

African American 94% 96% 51% 52% 53% 54% 

Families Below 

Poverty 

58% 59% 16% 14% 17% 15% 

Female Headed 

Households 

53% 44% 20% 19% 21% 20% 

Unemployment 36% 24% 11% 7% 7% 5% 

Population Under 

18 years 

35% 36% 26% 25% 26% 25% 

Public Assistance 12% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2% 

Note. CNI = Choice Neighborhoods Initiative; All data come from American Community 

Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates for 2010-2014 and 2015-2019. 
aThe CNI targets the Foote Homes public housing development located in the 63126 Zip Code. 
bNon-project Zip Codes include all Zip Codes fully or partially contained within Shelby 

County, TN. 

The CNI project Zip Code is among the poorest, most racially segregated communities in 

Memphis. Prior to housing relocation and redevelopment, which started in the Spring of 2016, 

most residents of 38126 were African American (94%) which increased through 2019 (96%). 
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This is nearly double the percentage of Black families compared to other Memphis area Zip 

Codes. In 2014, the family poverty rate of 38126 was 58%, the highest among all Zip Codes in 

the Memphis area. By 2019, the most recent year for which data were available, the poverty rate 

in 38126 increased to 59% and remained the highest in the Memphis area. The family poverty 

rate for 38126 was nearly four times greater compared to other Memphis area Zip Codes. The 

unemployment rate for 38126 was 36% in 2014, and dropped to 24% in 2019, ranking highest 

among all Zip Codes in the Memphis area. Roughly 53% of families in 38126 were female 

headed households, which decreased through 2019 (44%), also ranking the highest among all 

Memphis area Zip Codes. The 38126 Zip Code included the highest percentage of households 

receiving public assistance in 2014 (12%) compared to other Memphis area Zip Codes, which 

dropped substantially through 2019 (3%). 

The South City CNI was purposively chosen for this study based on partner consultation, 

local context, and data availability to answer the dissertation research questions. South City CNI 

partners have relocated all CNI families from Foote Homes, the site targeted for redevelopment, 

and have made substantial progress on proposed development phases. Thus, the South City CNI 

represents a grantee at later stages of housing redevelopment and initiative implementation. 

Additionally, while the South City CNI has experienced challenges inherent in mixed-income 

development, the initiative represents an effective, high functioning partnership model according 

to local partners (Jones & Bradley, 2021).  

1.7. Specific Aims and Research Questions 

This dissertation addressed the following specific research aims: 

Aim 1. The first aim of the dissertation was to explore the extent to which South City 

CNI families improved their neighborhood environments and quality-of-life after housing 
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relocation. Aim 1 was addressed through the following research question: To what extent are 

CNI households’ housing relocation decisions associated with changes in neighborhood 

disadvantage and quality-of-life, controlling for baseline sociodemographic household 

characteristics? To answer the broad research question, I utilize longitudinal case records from 

administrative data collected by Urban Strategies case managers, who provided services to 383 

households originally residing at the Foote Homes housing site targeted for redevelopment 

through a CNI Implementation Grant. Household data were available from 2015 to 2021 and 

households were followed for between 1.5 and 6 years. The administrative data included baseline 

household characteristics along with three quality-of-life indicators of perceived home safety, 

neighborhood safety, and stress.  

Aim 2. The second aim of the dissertation was to investigate the facilitators and barriers 

to collaboration and effective delivery of programs and services to CNI families, including those 

associated with the housing relocation process. Aim 2 was addressed through the following 

research question: What facilitators and barriers do CNI partners identify to collaboration and 

the effective implementation of programs and services to CNI families? For Aim 2 I extended 

insights from Aim 1 by investigating the facilitators and barriers to collaboration and program 

implementation, including challenges associated with the housing relocation process. I utilized 

key informant interviews with staff at CNI partner organizations to develop an in-depth 

understanding of organizational partnerships and collaboration in the CNI. Participants included 

staff members of CNI partner organizations in Memphis, TN, who were identified as 

knowledgeable about CNI-related activities by the lead grantee, the Memphis Housing 

Authority, and the lead people strategy partner, Urban Strategies. I conducted 17 semi-structured, 
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one-on-one online interviews to explore factors that supported and challenged interorganizational 

collaboration and influenced CNI implementation.  

Aim 3. The third aim of the dissertation was to understand the structure of the CNI 

interorganizational partnership network and how the network structure impacted the delivery of 

programs and services to CNI families. Aim 3 was addressed through the following research 

question: What is the structure of interorganizational relationships within the CNI partner 

network in terms of communication, collaboration, and trust? I implement a social network 

survey of CNI partner organization (n=32) who were identified as knowledgeable about CNI-

related activities by the Memphis Housing Authority and Urban Strategies. Online surveys were 

distributed to staff members at CNI partner agencies to assess collaboration, contact frequency, 

partner trust, collaboration capacity, and perceived effectiveness to deliver CNI programs and 

services. Exploratory social network analysis (SNA) was utilized to visualize the network and 

examine network structural characteristics. 

The remainder of the dissertation is dedicated to exploring the specific research aims. In 

Chapter 2, I situate mixed-income community development strategies within two prominent 

development paradigms that guide federal housing and community development policy: people-

based and place-based strategies. In this chapter I utilize longitudinal administrative data and 

multilevel mixed effects modeling to examine: 1) the extent to which families affected by the 

South City CNI in Memphis, TN improved their neighborhood environments through housing 

relocation during the redevelopment phase of the CNI, and 2) the extent to which family moves 

were associated with household quality-of-life in terms of perceived stress and safety. While 

Chapter 2 provides an examination of housing relocation and neighborhood attainment for CNI 

families, the quantitative models do not capture complexities in service delivery and program 
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implementation that may impact housing relocation. The ability to collaborate across sectors and 

build effective partnerships between diverse organizations is critical for complex, 

multicomponent interventions and the children and families served by such interventions. These 

dynamics are the focus of Chapters 3 and 4 of the dissertation. 

In Chapter 3, I utilize semi-structured interviews with staff members at CNI partner 

organizations to better understand the barriers and facilitators to collaboration and program 

implementation, including those associated with housing relocation. In Chapter 4, I build on 

insights gained from partner interviews, which focus primarily on dyadic interpersonal aspects of 

collaboration, and examine CNI interorganizational partnerships from a network perspective to 

understand the partnership network structure of the South City CNI and how this structure may 

impact the effective delivery of programs and services to low-income families. In the fifth and 

final chapter of the dissertation I present recommendations for policy, practice, and future 

research.  

The dissertation adds to the current literature on mixed-income community development 

in two primary ways. First, I provide among the first examinations of housing relocation and 

quality-of-life outcomes associated with the CNI. Second, I add to the literature on collaboration 

and partnership development among federal housing and community development initiatives and 

provide the first empirical examination of mixed-income communities from a network 

perspective by examining organizational partnerships and program implementation. All research 

activities were reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Washington 

University in St. Louis and supporting documentation is included in the final dissertation 

Appendix. 
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 Chapter 2: Housing Relocation and Neighborhood 

Attainment Among Choice Neighborhoods Initiative 

(CNI) Families 

2.1. Abstract 

Objective: Mixed-income development initiatives involve an involuntary, forced move for 

families who live in the distressed public housing sites targeted for redevelopment. Little is 

known about housing relocation under such conditions, and the extent to which families improve 

their neighborhood environments and well-being when provided assistance through intensive 

case management and housing vouchers. The objective of this study was to examine housing 

relocation and effects on family well-being among families affected by the South City Choice 

Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) in Memphis, Tennessee.  

Method: Longitudinal administrative case management data for 383 heads-of-household and 

multilevel mixed-effects modeling were utilized to examine housing relocation and quality-of-

life outcomes for South City CNI families in terms of perceived home and neighborhood safety 

and perceived stress.  

Results: Families who moved out of the project Zip Code moved to significantly less 

disadvantaged neighborhoods compared to families who stayed in the project Zip Code (b=0.-41, 

p<0.001). However, destination neighborhoods remained above sample mean levels of 

disadvantage. Additionally, all families experienced improvements to perceived home safety 

(b=0.02, p<0.001) and neighborhood safety (b=0.01, p<0.001), while also experiencing more 

stress over time (b=0.06, p<0.001) regardless of the relocation decision.  

Conclusions: Additional housing assistance combined with programs and services that reduce 

family stress may be needed above and beyond current CNI services. 
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2.2. Introduction 

Since the 1990s, concerns over concentrated urban poverty have led to mixed-income 

housing and community development initiatives that target distressed public housing for 

redevelopment and provide programs and services to families through case management services 

and housing relocation assistance. As such, they combine people-based aid, primarily in the form 

of intensive case management and housing relocation assistance (e.g., housing vouchers), 

alongside place-based investments to redevelop the targeted housing site and make critical 

community improvements in the surrounding neighborhoods. Mixed-income development is 

exemplified in the federal Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere (HOPE VI) program, 

which was implemented from 1993 to 2011, and the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI), 

which replaced HOPE VI and expanded the scope of the program to include a substantial 

neighborhood investment component.  

The major premise of mixed-income development initiatives is that it is possible to 

improve the lives of public housing residents by helping them move to better neighborhoods and 

by investing resources to create healthier neighborhood environments at and around the mixed-

income development site (Popkin et al., 2009). The people-based goals of mixed-income 

development include housing relocation assistance and supportive services to public housing 

residents to improve indicators of family well-being, such as income and employment, and those 

associated with quality-of-life like stress and safety (Oakley et al., 2015). Place-based goals of 

mixed-income development initiatives include transforming distressed public housing into 

mixed-income communities by developing higher quality affordable housing units, replacing a 

portion of low-income units with market rate units, attracting higher income tenants, and 
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investing resources into the surrounding neighborhood to promote economic revitalization 

(Oakley et al., 2015).  

Despite nearly three decades of implementing mixed-income development initiatives, we 

still know relatively little about their impacts, particularly as it relates to housing relocation for 

families who must move for housing development to occur. Indeed, there are very few studies of 

CNI impacts on indicators of family health and well-being (Popkin et al., 2021). Thus, much of 

what we do know about housing relocation in mixed-income development initiatives comes from 

studies of HOPE VI. These studies show that many families relocate to the private housing 

market through vouchers or transfer to other public housing sites, while a smaller proportion of 

families relocate without housing assistance or seek homeownership opportunities (Buron et al., 

2002; Popkin et al., 2009; Popkin, Katz, et al., 2004). Studies of HOPE VI consistently find that 

very few original families return to redeveloped mixed-income housing following relocation, 

though there is considerable variation across sites (Goetz, 2010, 2013; Gress et al., 2016). On 

average, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) estimates that just 

27% of original residents return to mixed-income developments (Joice, 2017).  

These findings raise concerns regarding potential resident displacement resulting from 

the housing redevelopment process and suggest that housing relocation and where families move 

in the process is a substantial factor that may contribute to resident quality-of-life following 

relocation. However, there remain many uncertainties surrounding the relocation process, 

particularly as it unfolds within the CNI. Additionally, resident return rates from prior initiatives 

tell us little about whether residents fared better or worse following relocation (Popkin et al., 

2009). Despite low return rates, many residents relocated through programs like HOPE VI 

indicated that they were satisfied with their new housing and had no interest in returning to the 
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redeveloped mixed-income site (Levy et al., 2010; Popkin et al., 2009). Since a high proportion 

of families relocated under mixed-income redevelopment programs like HOPE VI and CNI do 

not return to the redeveloped mixed-income site, it is critical to examine the extent to which such 

initiatives promote moves to higher opportunity, less distressed neighborhoods that meet family 

needs.  

The remainder of this chapter reviews literature on housing relocation programs and 

distinguishes relocation under mixed-income strategies, which include an involuntary, forced 

move for families. At the same time, the CNI includes a unique right-to-return policy that allows 

for priority re-entry into the redeveloped mixed-income housing, as well as a one-for-one unit 

replacement such that all units that are demolished must be replaced on-site or in the surrounding 

community. These unique policy mechanisms distinguishing the CNI from prior mixed-income 

strategies and create unique policy mechanisms that likely impact the housing relocation process 

in ways that have not fully been explored in current literature. I test these assumptions with an 

empirical model that examines the extent to which families impacted by the CNI relocate to 

higher opportunity, less disadvantaged neighborhoods during housing relocation, and the extent 

to which relocation decisions are associated with improvements to households’ quality-of-life in 

terms of perceived stress and safety. 

2.3. Background 

2.3.1. Housing Relocation Programs and Neighborhood Attainment  

Understanding housing relocation for low-income families is primarily informed by 

studies of housing demonstration programs whose primary intent was to provide voluntary 

opportunities for low-income families to move from socioeconomically disadvantaged 

neighborhoods into lower poverty, less segregated neighborhoods. Generally, these programs 
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offered low-income households housing subsidies (e.g., vouchers) to expand housing options for 

families in the private market and increased access to higher opportunity neighborhoods where 

families may not otherwise have been able to afford rents. Housing relocation programs were 

built on research that suggested that moving from neighborhoods characterized by high levels of 

disadvantage – like poverty, segregation, and crime - into higher opportunity neighborhoods 

would improve indicators of family health and well-being (Chetty et al., 2016; Rothwell, 2015). 

These expected benefits derived from exposure to neighborhood environments that were safer, 

less stressful, and provided necessary resources and opportunities to support low-income families 

and their children. 

The Hills vs. Gautreaux supreme court case initiated one of the first large-scale housing 

relocation programs to assist low-income public housing families in moving out of substandard 

housing conditions using housing vouchers. Initiated in 1976 in Chicago, Illinois, Gautreaux I 

followed a quasi-experimental design, and eligible families with children who were interested in 

participating were randomly selected and allowed to move to neighborhoods that were less 

racially segregated using housing vouchers (Johnson, 2012). Evaluations of Gautreaux suggested 

that about 67% of participating families moved to lower poverty, less segregated neighborhoods 

primarily in the suburbs, and their children continued to live in similar neighborhoods as adults. 

Indeed, average neighborhood poverty rates for families were reduced from an average of 40% 

to 17% and these changes were sustained for up to 22 years following families’ initial moves. 

Similarly, families moved from segregated neighborhoods where 87% of their neighbors were 

African American into more integrated neighborhoods where African Americans made up about 

30% of the population (Duncan & Zuberi, 2006). And while Gautreaux did not assess effects on 

family well-being and quality-of-life, like mental health outcomes or perceptions of stress and 
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safety, the program did find substantial impacts on adult employment and children’s education. 

While demonstrating promising effects, subsequent relocation programs have been unable to 

replicate findings from Gautreaux I primarily due to flaws in the program’s study design and 

implementation including post-test only design and selection of participants who were more 

likely to successfully engage and remain in program activities (Johnson, 2012).  

Based on the success of Gautreaux I, the Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing 

Demonstration Program (MTO) was authorized in 1992 and implemented in 1994 across five 

cities in the U.S. Participants were randomly selected and assigned to one of the three relocation 

conditions: 1) housing vouchers in low-poverty neighborhoods, 2) Section 8 vouchers in any 

neighborhood, or 3) reassignment to public housing. Evaluations of MTO found that families 

assigned to the experimental group moved to neighborhoods with poverty rates that were about 

35 percentage points lower than the control group, and families who received unrestricted 

housing vouchers moved to neighborhoods that were about 21 percentage points less poor 

compared to the control group (Ludwig et al., 2013).  

Initial MTO program evaluations found negligible effects on adult employment and 

earnings and children’s education. These findings were in part due to the superior research 

design of MTO, and because 80% of children remained in their original schools following 

relocation (Duncan & Zuberi, 2006; Johnson, 2012). However, more recent studies of MTO 

showed substantial benefits from moving to better neighborhoods in terms of increased earnings 

and college attendance rates for children who moved before the age of 13 (Rothwell, 2015). 

Teenagers and adults over 13 years old tended to realize no benefits, and in some cases 

experience adverse outcomes following relocation (Chetty & Hendren, 2018a, 2018b). Perhaps 
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the most promising program impacts were to improvements in quality-of-life outcomes including 

perceptions of safety, psychological distress, and depression (J. E. Rosenbaum & Zuberi, 2010). 

The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program has also aided in our understanding of the 

benefits and challenges of housing relocation for low-income families. The HCV was initiated in 

the 1970s as the Section 8 Voucher Program. Currently, the HCV program is among the largest 

housing assistance interventions in the U.S., assisting over 2 million families annually (Mazzara 

& Knudsen, 2019). The HCV program provides both project-based subsidies and vouchers that 

travel with families as they seek housing in the private market. Studies of voucher programs have 

found mixed results on the extent to which vouchers facilitate moves to higher opportunity, less 

disadvantaged neighborhood for families (Ellen, 2020; Owens, 2017; Pergamit et al., 2019; 

Varady, 2010).  

Current research suggests that low-income families with children who utilize housing 

vouchers rarely live in low-poverty, high-opportunity neighborhoods (Mazzara and Knudson, 

2019). In a study of the 50 largest metropolitan areas, Mazzara and Knudson (2019) found that 

about 14 percent of families utilized vouchers in low-poverty neighborhoods, defined as 

neighborhoods where the poverty rate was 10% or less. Approximately 33% of voucher assisted 

families resided in high-poverty neighborhoods, neighborhoods where the poverty rate was 30% 

or more. In their study, Mazzara and Knudson (2019) found that even fewer voucher assisted 

families lived in high-opportunity neighborhoods (5%), measured using a composite index 

including school quality, poverty, labor market engagement, access to jobs, and access to transit. 

While the literature on housing relocation programs suggests that such programs are 

generally effective at moving some families to higher opportunity neighborhoods (Chetty et al., 

2016; Ellen, 2020; Ludwig et al., 2013; Sanbonmatsu et al., 2012), this literature also suggests 
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that improvements may be marginal and apply to a relatively small number of families 

(Collinson & Ganong, 2018; Mazzara & Knudsen, 2019; Owens, 2017; Sampson, 2008). 

Additionally, the supply of available affordable housing, including units that accept housing 

vouchers, remains well below the number of families who need it (Mazzara & Knudsen, 2019). 

This is particularly true among high opportunity neighborhoods, where affordable housing 

options are further limited (Bergman et al., 2019). There is also evidence that certain families 

face numerous barriers to housing, such as families involved in child welfare services, in which 

housing mobility assistance programs may be less effective in terms of neighborhood attainment 

(Pergamit et al., 2017, 2019). In some instances, these programs may actually move families to 

neighborhoods that are objectively worse than their original residence (Collinson & Ganong, 

2018; Feins & Patterson, 2005).  

2.3.2. Housing Relocation Under Conditions of Involuntary Mobility  

Despite the promising results of housing relocation programs like Gautreaux I, MTO, and 

the HCV, these programs did not involve involuntary, forced moves like those experienced by 

families living in public housing targeted for redevelopment through mixed-income initiatives. 

These families face unique constraints that may influence their relocation decisions in ways that 

may be substantially different from decisions made by families who relocate under less drastic 

conditions. Much of what we know about housing mobility under involuntary conditions comes 

from studies of HOPE VI.  

Studies of HOPE VI revealed that many families faced numerous challenges during the 

relocation process that limited their housing options. These hard-to-house families, which 

included families with multiple complex needs such as severe mental illness, chronic health 

conditions, substance use problems, and criminal records, faced numerous challenges in the 
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private housing market and were more likely to relocate to other public housing sites (Popkin et 

al., 2009). Additionally, families with disabilities, families with long tenures in public housing, 

larger families, elderly households, and households that included family members with criminal 

offenses, faced additional barriers in the housing market due to their unique and complex needs 

(M. K. Cunningham et al., 2005). Larger households with children found it difficult to locate 

affordable housing that could accommodate their family and therefore were more likely to move 

in close proximity to the original redevelopment site or chose to remain onsite if given the choice 

(Kleit & Manzo, 2006). However, in a study of Chicago, IL families, larger households with 

children were more likely to utilize housing vouchers to move (Chaskin, Joseph, et al., 2012). 

Additionally, residents who were older chose to remain onsite, or relocated to public housing that 

was located in similar neighborhoods compared to the original site due to mobility challenges or 

to maintain access to local social and health services providers (Kleit & Manzo, 2006; Nguyen et 

al., 2016). Residents with lower levels of education, specifically those without a high school 

diploma or GED, also experienced or perceived limited housing options and chose to relocate to 

public housing in similar neighborhoods compared to their original residence (Clampet-

Lundquist, 2004).  

Despite these challenges, several studies found that HOPE VI families moved to safer, 

less poor neighborhoods (Chyn, 2018; Curley, 2010; Nguyen et al., 2016; Popkin et al., 2009). 

Chyn (2018) found that Chicago, IL, families relocated through programs like HOPE VI moved 

to neighborhoods that were roughly 21% less poor and experienced roughly 42% fewer crime 

incidents compared to public housing families who did not face involuntary relocation. These 

findings were similar to those of Chaskin, Joseph, Voelker, and Dworsky (2012) who found that 

families that relocated with vouchers under Chicago’s Plan for Transformation moved to 
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neighborhoods with lower poverty rates. Nguyen and colleagues (2016) found that HOPE VI 

families in Charlotte, NC, relocated to higher quality neighborhoods compared to their original 

public housing residence. HOPE VI families in Philadelphia, PA that utilized housing vouchers 

moved to higher quality neighborhoods compared to their original residence and compared to 

HOPE VI families that relocated to public housing (Clampet-Lundquist, 2004). Findings were 

similar among HOPE VI families in Atlanta, GA, with voucher movers improving neighborhood 

quality compared to HOPE VI families that relocated to public housing (Oakley et al., 2011).  

One caveat to these findings was that HOPE VI developments in some sites were among 

the most disadvantaged communities in their respective cities (Tach & Emory, 2017). Thus, most 

moves placed families in less disadvantaged neighborhoods. Indeed, several studies have found 

that HOPE VI families moved to neighborhoods that improved modestly compared to their 

original neighborhoods and remained very low income and racially segregated (Johnson-Hart, 

2007; Keene & Geronimus, 2011; Kingsley et al., 2003; Oakley et al., 2011). In a panel study of 

HOPE VI families, about half of all families that moved using housing vouchers lived in 

neighborhoods with less than 20% poverty, but racial segregation remained high (Popkin et al., 

2009). Relocated residents also tended to move within close proximity to the original 

redevelopment site with most moving a few miles away (Buron et al., 2013).  

Although many relocated HOPE VI families were dispersed across neighborhoods with 

lower poverty, there was also evidence that HOPE VI voucher users clustered together in 

segregated, disadvantaged neighborhoods in some sites (Kingsley et al., 2003; Oakley & 

Burchfield, 2009). For example, Oakley and Burchfield (2009) found that voucher holders in 

Chicago, IL, were more likely to move to more disadvantaged neighborhoods and to areas with 

higher concentrations of other voucher holders. Conversely, residents who moved to other public 
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housing sites experienced only marginal improvements in neighborhood quality, reported 

substantial problems with crime and disorder, and felt unsafe due to drugs and illicit activities in 

their new neighborhoods (Popkin et al., 2009). Many families, particularly at sites that provided 

poor relocation services, moved to similarly distressed neighborhoods and a sizable number of 

families reported worse neighborhood and housing conditions (Buron et al., 2002; Popkin et al., 

2009).  

2.3.3. Benefits of Housing Relocation in Mixed-Income Initiatives  

The most promising effects of mixed-income development initiatives appear to be to 

indicators of quality-of-life and mental health. Research suggests improvements on indicators of 

quality-of-life such as general stress, perceptions of home and neighborhood safety (Joseph & 

Chaskin, 2010; Levy et al., 2010, 2013; Webb et al., 2017), and neighborhood satisfaction 

(Brooks et al., 2005; Popkin et al., 2009; Popkin, Katz, et al., 2004; Popkin, Levy, et al., 2004). 

For example, studies of HOPE VI found that most residents that were relocated to the private 

housing market using vouchers reported significant reductions in depression and anxiety (Popkin 

et al., 2009; Webb et al., 2017). Additionally, residents who relocated to housing in the private 

market generally reported improvements in perceptions of neighborhood quality, fear of crime, 

and safety (Buron et al., 2002; Popkin et al., 2009; Popkin, Katz, et al., 2004; Popkin, Levy, et 

al., 2004).  

Webb et al. (2017) found significant reductions in post-relocation depression among most 

residents who moved to the private market and those who moved to other public housing. These 

reductions in depression were also associated with increased feelings of safety, social support, 

and length of tenure in residents’ new neighborhoods (Webb et al., 2017). However, a sizeable 

portion of movers (34%) reported increased depressive symptoms, particularly those residents 
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who reported high levels of pre-relocation social support (Webb et al., 2017). Additionally, 

individuals with high levels of depression were more likely to relocate to other public housing 

rather than to the private market via housing voucher (Webb et al., 2017). In one of the few 

studies of CNI families in Florida, relocated public housing residents reported significantly 

higher levels of stress compared to non-relocated families that lived in the same community 

(Donley & Nicholson, 2019). 

Based on the literature, evidence is mixed on whether mixed-income community 

development interventions like the CNI improve neighborhood quality for residents during the 

redevelopment phases of the program. Given the CNI’s unique right-to-return policy, which 

gives target families priority re-entry into the newly developed CNI housing, it is possible that 

CNI families view their moves as temporary and may settle for lower quality housing in lower 

quality neighborhoods under the belief that they will be able to return to the housing site after 

development is complete. The inconsistent findings of neighborhood quality improvement for 

families reported in the literature, along with expected low rates of return to mixed-income 

development sites, represent critical gaps in knowledge. Housing relocation and the extent to 

which the CNI facilitates family moves to higher opportunity, less disadvantaged neighborhoods 

is an important short-term indicator of program success. Additionally, the extent to which 

families improve their quality-of-life through housing relocation represents another gap in 

knowledge, particularly as it applies to current mixed-income strategies. 

2.3.4. The South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

This study examined housing relocation and family well-being in the South City CNI in 

Memphis, TN. The South City CNI received a $250,000-dollar CNI Planning Grant in 2010, and 

a $30 million-dollar CNI Implementation Grant in 2015. The South City CNI is led by the 
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Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) and co-led by the City of Memphis (U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development, 2015b, 2015a). Additionally, the CNI has three core strategy 

areas: people, housing, and neighborhoods. Urban Strategies, a national nonprofit organization 

that provides supportive services to low-income families in public housing, leads the people 

strategy area. McCormack Baron Salazar, a national affordable housing development firm, leads 

the housing strategy area. The City of Memphis Division of Housing and Community 

Development leads the neighborhood strategy area. 

The South City CNI focuses revitalization efforts on Foote Homes, a 420-unit public 

housing complex. The South City Transformation Plan guides initiative implementation and 

includes plans for the redevelopment of Foote Homes and the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Housing redevelopment includes 712 mixed-income units, with 600 units being constructed 

onsite, 112 units being constructed offsite, and 87 project-based vouchers (PBVS) reserved for 

use in the surrounding neighborhood for Foote Homes residents during housing relocation. The 

plan also includes the provision of supportive services for families and critical community 

improvements in the neighborhood. The redevelopment plan includes six phases of housing 

redevelopment, including four phases onsite, an onsite senior building (Phase 5), and offsite 

housing development in the neighborhood (Phase 6). 

The South City CNI was purposively chosen for this study based on partner consultation, 

local context, and data availability to answer the dissertation research questions. South City CNI 

partners have relocated all CNI families from Foote Homes, the site targeted for redevelopment, 

and have made substantial progress on proposed development phases. Additionally, while the 

South City CNI has experienced challenges, the initiative represents an effective, high 

functioning partnership model according to local partners (Jones & Bradley, 2021).  
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2.4. Theoretical Framework 

In this study I utilized the push-pull framework of housing choice to understand the 

dynamics of housing relocation for low-income families effected by mixed-income development 

initiatives like the CNI (DeLuca & Jang-Trettien, 2020; Kleit et al., 2016; Rufa & Fowler, 2018). 

The push-pull framework extends rational choice theories of housing choice specifically applied 

to low-income families. Rational choice theory suggests that housing decisions are based on 

utility maximizing, cost-benefit calculations informed by household needs, preferences, and 

available resources (Kleit et al., 2016). According to rational choice theory, families consider 

their current living situation, which may include satisfaction with housing and neighborhood 

quality, in relation to the costs and benefits associated with other housing and location options 

given limited resources and imperfect information (Kleit et al., 2016). In this process, all 

households consider a variety of push and pull factors when deciding if and when to move 

residences. Push factors include negative attributes associated with a family’s current residence, 

whereas pull factors include the positive attributes associated with potential destinations (Kleit et 

al., 2016). Thus, housing relocation decisions represent a reasoning process whereby households 

weigh various push and pull factors to arrive at a rational housing choice. 

However, low-income families face unique housing mobility challenges compared to 

middle- and upper-class families. Kleit et al. (2016) provide a conceptual framework to 

understand the unique trade-offs low-income families make between housing stability, 

residential mobility, and neighborhood quality. Kleit et al. (2016) suggest that household 

relocation decisions for low-income families results from an interactive process that includes: 1) 

underlying reasons for moving including push and pull factors, 2) mobility outcomes in terms of 
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moving to similar, better, or worse neighborhoods compared to the original residence, and 3) the 

extent to which past and current moves have been voluntary or forced (Kleit et al., 2016).  

Compared to the average household, low-income families often confront heightened push 

factors (e.g., poor housing quality, evictions, etc.) and unexpected pull factors (e.g., housing 

unaffordability, inadequate housing counseling and search assistance) that influence their 

housing decisions (Kleit et al., 2016). For example, low-income families may move within close 

proximity to their original residence to maintain social ties and connections to important 

resources and services to support basic family needs (e.g., childcare) (Kleit et al., 2016). 

Additionally, low-income families may experience and perceive limited housing options 

available to them, and therefore trade off neighborhood quality for housing quality and 

affordability (Rufa & Fowler, 2018). At the same time, low-income families with children may 

settle for lower quality housing to resolve immediate housing crises (e.g., homelessness) in order 

to preserve family stability (Rufa & Fowler, 2018).  

The theoretical model suggests that low-income families who experience greater risks, 

including housing instability and the forced nature of the relocation decision, are more likely to 

make relocation decisions to resolve immediate housing crises (e.g., push factors), and thus are 

less likely to move to higher opportunity neighborhoods (e.g., pull factors) due to the need to 

secure affordable housing quickly. The push-pull dynamics of housing choice for low-income 

families appears as Figure 2.1. The figure illustrates a reinforcing dynamic of housing choice for 

low-income families under conditions of forced mobility. As push factors increase, pull factors – 

like neighborhood and school quality – become less salient in the relocation decision. As the 

salience of pull factors decreases, families prioritize resolving push factors with goals to find and 

lease affordable housing quickly.  
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Figure 2.1  

Push-Pull Framework of Housing Choice for Low-Income Families. 

 

Note. The push-pull framework illustrates that as push factors become more salient in the 

relocation decision, as is the case under conditions of involuntary mobility, pull factors become 

less important in housing choices for low-income families. 

In the context of the CNI, all families experience an involuntary move because of the 

program’s design to redevelop distressed public housing where families live. Therefore, the CNI 

acts as a shock that pushes family out of their current housing, with potential to induce reactive 

moves that are marked by limited time frames and short-term solutions to secure housing quickly 

rather than long-term solutions to secure affordable, high-quality housing in higher opportunity 

neighborhoods (DeLuca & Jang-Trettien, 2020). Given the CNI’s unique right-to-return policy, 

which gives target families priority re-entry into the newly developed CNI housing, it is possible 

that CNI families view their moves as temporary and may settle for lower quality housing in 

lower quality neighborhoods with hopes of returning to the CNI site after development is 

complete. 

Based on the theoretical framework and literature on housing choice in the context of 

involuntary mobility, several hypotheses emerge regarding housing relocation for CNI families. 

The literature suggests that relatively few families will move to higher opportunity 

neighborhoods due to immediate needs to secure affordable housing under a shortened relocation 

time frame imposed by the CNI. Additionally, given the right-to-return policy unique to the 
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CNI, families may choose to relocate near the CNI development site (e.g., relocate to housing in 

the surrounding neighborhood) in hopes that they may return to redeveloped CNI housing, or 

benefit from community improvements as a result of CNI community investments.  

There are also several family demographic and socioeconomic factors that may influence 

housing relocation decisions for CNI families. Families with multiple complex needs may face 

additional barriers in the housing market that limit their housing choices. Larger families with 

children may find it difficult to locate affordable housing to accommodate family needs. Hard-to-

house households, such as those with disabilities and chronic health concerns, may be less likely 

to move to higher opportunity neighborhoods due to limited housing options suitable to their 

housing needs, limited search capacities, and the need to maintain proximity to local services, 

care providers, and social support networks.  

Families that utilized housing vouchers were expected to move to higher opportunity, less 

disadvantaged neighborhoods compared to families who moved without vouchers. This was 

expected because of the spatial distribution of other housing options like relocating to other 

public housing developments, which tend to be located in predominantly low-income 

neighborhoods. In addition to factors expected to influence family relocation decisions to stay 

within or leave the CNI project neighborhood, families who relocated outside of the project 

neighborhood were expected to improve their neighborhood conditions relative to families who 

moved within the project neighborhood. This was expected because neighborhoods targeted by 

CNI grants tend to be highly distressed relative to other neighborhoods (Gebhardt, 2014). 

Additionally, all CNI families were expected to experience improvements in quality-of-life 

indicators as a result of moving out of the severely distressed public housing site targeted for 

redevelopment. Additionally, families who moved out of the project neighborhood were 
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expected to experience greater quality-of-life improvements relative to families who stayed in 

the project neighborhood as a result of improved neighborhood environments. 

2.5. Study Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which mixed-income development 

initiatives, like the CNI, facilitated moves to higher opportunity, less disadvantaged 

neighborhoods during the housing relocation process, and whether these moves improved family 

well-being. The theoretical model proposed by Kleit et al. (2016) and informed by prior studies 

of mixed-income redevelopment interventions informed the following research questions: 1) 

what families stay in versus leave neighborhoods targeted by the CNI, 2) to what extent does the 

CNI facilitate moves to higher opportunity, less disadvantaged neighborhoods for families during 

the redevelopment phase of the intervention, and 3) to what extent do family relocation decisions 

impact changes to quality-of-life outcomes in terms of perceived stress and safety. 

To address the research questions, I utilized novel administrative case management data 

for CNI families collected over a roughly six-year period from December 2015 through 

September 2021. This longitudinal data included household-level demographic and 

socioeconomic information for CNI families and allowed for the examination of changes in 

families’ neighborhoods and quality-of-life over time. 

2.6. Methods 

2.6.1. Participants 

Participants included families who lived in the Foote Homes public housing development 

and received case management services provided by Urban Strategies, Inc. (n=383). The sample 

included adults over 18 who were identified as the family head-of-household. All families either 

lived in Foote Homes at the time of the CNI Implementation Grant award in July 2015 or moved 
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into Foote Homes after the grant was awarded but prior to housing relocation which occurred 

from December 2015 through May 2017. At the time of the CNI grant notification, 414 families 

lived at Foote Homes. Families who lived at Foote Homes but who did not receive case 

management services provided by Urban Strategies were excluded from the study because data 

for those families were unavailable. 

2.6.2. Procedures 

Household-level data for CNI families was collected by Urban Strategies case managers 

roughly six months prior to the first development phase of the CNI starting in December 2015. 

De-identified household-level administrative data was made available through a partnership 

between Urban Strategies and the Social Policy Institute (SPI) at the Brown School at 

Washington University in St. Louis (IRB# 202006188). All data were deidentified by Urban 

Strategies staff and transferred to a shared online folder that was password protected and 

available only to the research team. Data come from multiple family assessments which 

documented head-of-household sociodemographic information, employment and housing 

statuses, relocation assistance type (e.g., voucher utilization), Zip Code information for baseline 

and current location of the family, and quality-of-life indicators of perceived stress and safety. 

Neighborhood attainment data were collected from select indicators from the American 

Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year estimates at two non-overlapping time points that 

corresponded to baseline (ACS 2010-2014) and follow-up (ACS 2015-2019) assessments. 

Neighborhood data were exported directly from Social Explorer for all Zip Code Tabulation 

Areas (ZCTA) fully or partially contained within Shelby County, TN. 

2.6.3. Measures 
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Household Demographic Characteristics. Household demographic data for CNI 

families included gender, age, and race/ethnicity. All data were gathered from the family’s head-

of-household. Gender was a binary variable (e.g., male, female). Age was a continuous variable 

measured in years. Race/ethnicity was a nominal categorical variable with six response options 

(e.g., Asian, American Indian or Alaskan Native, Black or African American, Caucasian or 

White, Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, Other). Race/ethnicity was transformed into a binary 

variable for Black or African American (1) or non-Black or African American (0).  

Household Socioeconomic Characteristics. Household socioeconomic data for CNI 

families included employment status, educational level, marital status, disability status, chronic 

health status, and household size. Employment status was a binary indicator assessed through the 

following item: Are you currently employed, in school or in a job-training program (yes/no)? 

Educational level was an ordinal categorical variable with seven response options: 1) less than 

high school, 2) some high school or GED training, 3) high school diploma or GED, 4) some 

college, 5) Associate’s degree, 6) Bachelor’s degree, or 7) Master’s or Professional degree. 

Educational level was transformed into a binary variable indicating less than high school (0) and 

high school graduate or GED or more (1). Marital status was a nominal categorical variable with 

seven response options (e.g., common law, divorced, domestic partner, married, separated, 

single, widowed). Marital status was transformed into a dichotomous variable for not partnered 

or married (0) and partnered or married (1). Disability status was a binary dichotomous variable 

assessed by the following item: Do you have a disability (yes/no)? Chronic health status was a 

binary dichotomous variable assessed by the following item: Do you have a chronic health 

condition (yes/no)? Chronic health conditions included high blood pressure, Type II diabetes, 
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asthma, overweight, arthritis, high cholesterol, and other. Household size was a continuous 

variable representing the total number of family members in the household.  

Household Housing Assistance Type. Housing assistance was a nominal categorical 

variable with six response options including: 1) relocated to non-HUD assisted rental housing, 2) 

received a Housing Choice Voucher (HCV), 3) relocated to public housing, 4) relocated to 

Project-Based Section 8 unit, 5) relocated to a tax credit unit, 6) relocated to homeownership, 7) 

other relocation assistance. Housing assistance type was transformed into a binary dichotomous 

variable for families who relocated without a housing voucher (0) and those who relocated using 

a housing voucher (1).  

Household Relocation Decision. Relocation decision was a binary dichotomous variable 

indicating whether a family moved to a different Zip Code during relocation (0) or stayed in the 

project Zip Code (1). Family Zip Codes were recorded once at baseline and were also available 

for each household’s current known Zip Code at the time of data collection in September 2021.  

Assessment Year. Assessment year was created using dates of assessments in order to 

assess change in quality-of-life outcomes over time. Because household assessments were not 

consistent across families and time, yearly panels were created such that baseline for all families 

occurred between December 2015 and December 2016, and follow-up occurred yearly after 

baseline. Families who had multiple assessments within each year were collapsed such that 

sociodemographic characteristics were time invariant and outcome measures were averaged 

across assessments within each panel. For analysis, time was centered based on the sample mean. 

Quality-of-Life. Three indicators of quality-of-life were used to assess changes in family 

well-being over time in terms of perceived home safety, neighborhood safety, and stress. 

Perceived stress was assessed with one item: On a scale of 1-5, how would you rate your level of 
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stress? Response options included no stress (1), very low stress (2), somewhat stressed (3) high 

stress (4), and severely stressed (5). Perceived home safety was assessed with the following item: 

On a scale of 1-5, how safe do you feel in your home? Response options included not safe (1), 

somewhat safe (2), safe (3), very safe (4), and extremely safe (5). Perceived neighborhood safety 

was assessed with the following item: On a scale of 1-5, how safe do you feel in your 

neighborhood? Response options included not safe (1), somewhat safe (2), safe (3), very safe (4), 

and extremely safe (5). While single item measures to assess complex psychosocial phenomena 

like stress and safety are not ideal, studies have shown adequate reliability and validity of similar 

single item measures (Assari, 2017; Littman et al., 2006). Additionally, similar items have been 

utilized in previous studies of mixed-income development initiatives like HOPE VI (Holin et al., 

2003; Popkin et al., 2009; Popkin, Levy, et al., 2004).  

Neighborhood Attainment. Household-level changes to neighborhood attainment were 

assessed using six indicators from the American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates for 

two non-overlapping time points that corresponded to baseline and follow-up family assessments 

(baseline = ACS 2010-2014; follow-up = ACS 2015-2019). The six indicators included the 

percentage of: 1) families below poverty, 2) African American population, 3) unemployment 4) 

female headed households, 5) children under 18 years old, and 6) public assistance households 

(Sampson et al., 1997). These indicators were used to create an index of neighborhood 

disadvantage at baseline and follow-up using principal components analysis (PCA) with varimax 

rotation. The items demonstrated adequate reliability at baseline (α =0.79) and follow-up 

(α=0.94) and were normed to the Memphis metropolitan area. Components with eigenvalues 

greater than 1 were retained. Results of the PCA identified one component at baseline (λ=4.67) 

that explained 78% of the total variance of the six variables, and one component at follow-up 
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(λ=4.41) that explained 73% of the total variance of the six variables (Tables 2.7 to 2.10, Chapter 

2 Appendix). For analysis, regression weighted scores were calculated by standardizing each 

neighborhood indicator by the mean and standard deviation of all Memphis Zip Codes and 

multiplying each standardized indicator by the predicted component scores from the PCA. Next, 

disadvantage indices were created by averaging across all indicators for baseline and follow-up. 

The follow-up index was time adjusted by standardizing each indicator by the baseline mean and 

standard deviation. Finally, a regression weighted time adjusted change score was created to 

reflect changes in neighborhood attainment from baseline to follow-up for all families (Table 

2.11, Chapter 2 Appendix). 

2.6.4. Data Analysis Plan 

Data analyses occurred in several steps. Initially, bivariate tests of associations were 

conducted to explore baseline differences between household characteristics and relocation 

decisions for households who remained in the CNI Zip Code at follow-up (i.e., stayers) 

compared to households who moved out of the CNI Zip Code (i.e., leavers) during the 

redevelopment phase of the CNI. Bivariate associations for the following key variables were 

examined: age, gender, marital status, household size, disability status, chronic health status, 

employment status, education status, and housing assistance type. 

Next, the need for propensity score weighting of the relocation decision was assessed 

using logistic regression. Household-level propensity scores were estimated using theoretically 

important baseline demographic and socioeconomic characteristics for families who stayed in the 

same neighborhood (e.g., control) and families who moved to different neighborhoods (e.g., 

treatment) (Research Question 1, Figure 2.2). The distribution of propensity scores for each 

group was examined for group equivalence for the propensity to relocate within or outside the 
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CNI Zip Code. This analytic approach was taken because it was assumed that baseline 

differences would exist between households who stayed compared to those who left the project 

Zip Code. The analytic approach represents a common method in non-random observational 

studies to statistically adjust for selection into a treatment of concern if differences between 

groups exists (P. C. Austin & Stuart, 2015; Guo et al., 2020; H. Kim, 2019). Propensity scores 

represented the probability of receiving the treatment conditional on a set of theoretically 

important observed covariates (P. R. Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983). In the case of the CNI, the 

treatment of concern was relocation into a different neighborhood than that from the original 

public housing site.  

Next, linear regression analysis was utilized to examine associations between the 

relocation decision and changes in neighborhood attainment from baseline to follow-up, 

controlling for household baseline characteristics (Research Question 2, Figure 2.2). This 

followed a model building approach whereby baseline demographic and socioeconomic 

characteristics were entered into the first model and the relocation decision was added to the 

second model. 

Finally, multilevel mixed-effects modeling was utilized to examine change over time in 

three quality-of-life indicators to assess family well-being: home safety, neighborhood safety, 

and stress (Research Question 3, Figure 2.2). Separate models were conducted for each outcome 

because they were conceptualized as representing distinct psychosocial phenomenon and did not 

represent a single construct of well-being when examining internal consistency reliability (α = 

0.59). Unconditional models included the repeated outcome assessments and time in level one 

and a household identifier at level two. Time was modeled as linear, quadratic, and cubic for 

each outcome and the best fitting model was selected based on reductions in AIC, BIC, and LL. 
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Next, Conditional models added a group by time interaction term to examine differential change 

over time based on households’ relocation decision, covarying baseline characteristics and 

change in neighborhood disadvantage from baseline to follow-up. Because each model was the 

same except for the addition of time terms, they were considered nested. This analytic method 

was chosen because it was appropriate for modeling change over time for repeated 

measurements in the dependent variables (Snijders & Bosker, 2012). The full conceptual model 

tested appears as Figure 2.2.  

Figure 2.2  

Conceptual Model of Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Family Housing Relocation 

 

2.7. Results 

2.7.1. Sample Characteristics 

Participants included 383 heads-of-household who lived at Foote Homes and received 

case management services from Urban Strategies in Memphis, TN. Prior to analysis, sample 

attrition was examined. Households were considered lost to follow-up if they were missing 

assessment data for the final three years of the study period (n=87). Bivariate analyses indicated 
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that households who were lost to follow-up were significantly more likely to receive a housing 

voucher and were younger, on average, compared to all families at baseline (Table 2.12, Chapter 

2 Appendix). When examining baseline household characteristics collectively, household who 

were lost to follow-up were more likely to receive a housing voucher compared to households 

with follow-up assessments (Table 2.13, Chapter 2 Appendix). Therefore, the sample may 

underrepresent households who were able to secure housing vouchers and move quickly. 

Families served by Urban Strategies (i.e., CNI families) were similar to all families that 

lived in Foote Homes at the time of the CNI Implementation Grant award and were primarily 

African American, female headed households. Table 2.1 includes select household 

characteristics of CNI families compared to HUD data for Foote Homes families and all public 

housing households in Memphis in 2015. 

Table 2.1  

Select Household Characteristics of Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Families Compared 

to All Foote Homes Families and Memphis Housing Authority Families 

 

CNI 

Family Dataa 

Foote Homes 

2015b 

MHA 

2015b 

 n % n % n % 

Total Households 383 100% 394 100% 2,838 100% 

Race/Ethnicity       

     African American 381 99% 390 99% 2,753 97% 

Age       

24 years or less 13 4% 20 5% 114 4% 

25 to 49 years 211 57% 229 58% 1,164 41% 

50 to 60 years 84 23% 91 23% 653 23% 

61 years or more 60 16% 55 14% 937 33% 

Family Type       

Female headed households 355 93% 362 92% 2,072 73% 

Female HH with children 167 47% 209 53% 993 35% 
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Average Household Size 2.7 - 2.5 - 2 - 

Employment Statusc 109 28% 95 24% 1,036 27% 

Disability Statusd 99 24% 83 21% 1,078 38% 
aData from administrative case management records. 
bData from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Picture of Subsidized 

Households 2015 (https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/assthsg.html#2009-2020). Number 

of total units in Foote Homes was 420 units. Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) total units 

was 2,974. 
cEmployment data for HUD Subsidized Households represent the percent of heads of 

households where wages were a major source of income. 
dDisability status for HUD Subsidized Households represent the percent of heads of households 

ages 61 and under who reported having a disability. 

 

Sample characteristics by relocation decision appear as Table 2.2. The sample included 

African American households (99%), most of which were female headed (93%). Average age for 

the sample was 46 years (M=45.79, SD=14.21) and ranged from 21 to 93 years. Households 

included approximately three people per household (M=2.72, SD=1.69). The majority of 

households had a high school degree or more (57%) and about a third were employed (30%). 

Roughly 26% of the sample reported having a disability and 24% reported a chronic health 

condition. At baseline, just under half of all households received a housing voucher to assist with 

relocation (45%). At baseline, all families reported low levels of stress (M=1.72, SD=1), and felt 

generally safe at home (M=3.09, SD=0.86) and in the neighborhood (M=2.92, SD=0.92).  

Table 2.2  

Associations Between Baseline Household Characteristics and Relocation Decisions among 

Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Families in Memphis, TN 

 

Total 

(n=383) 

Stayer 

(n=138) 

Leaver 

(n=245)  

 Freq % Freq % Freq % Testa Sig 

Race         

African American 381 99.48 136 98.55 245 100 χ2=3.57 p=0.13 

Caucasian 1 0.26 1 0.72 0 0   

Other Hispanic 1 0.26 1 0.72 0 0   

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/assthsg.html
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Gender         

Female 355 92.69 127 92.03 228 93.06 χ2=0.14 p=0.71 

Male 28 7.31 11 7.97 17 7.94   

Marital Status         

Single 356 92.95 122 88.41 234 95.51 χ2=0.15 p=0.10 

Married 4 1.04 1 0.72 3 1.22   

Missing 23 6.01 15 10.87 8 3.27   

Disability Status         

Yes 99 25.85 38 27.54 61 24.90 χ2=11.62 p=0.004 

No 264 68.93 86 62.32 178 72.65   

Missing 20 5.22 14 10.14 6 2.45   

HCV Status         

Yes 174 45.43 52 37.68 122 49.80 χ2=5.23 p=0.02 

No 209 54.57 86 62.32 123 50.20   

Education Status         

Less than HS 163 42.56 63 45.65 100 40.81 χ2=0.85 p=0.36 

HS or more 220 57.44 75 54.38 145 59.18   

Employmentb         

Yes 109 28.46 39 28.26 70 28.57 χ2=0.004 p=0.95 

No 274 71.54 99 71.74 175 71.43   

Chronic Health 

Conditionc         

Yes 92 24.02 38 27.54 54 22.04 χ2=1.46 p=0.23 

No 291 75.98 100 72.46 191 77.96   

 M SD M SD M SD Test Sig 

Family Size 2.72 1.69 2.78 1.56 2.68 1.77 t=-0.56 p=0.58 

Age 45.79 14.21 46.97 15.08 45.12 13.71 t=-1.22 p=0.22 

Baseline Stress 1.72 1.00 1.69 0.93 1.73 1.04 t=-0.44 p=0.66 

Baseline Home 

Safety 3.09 0.86 3.14 0.84 3.06 0.87 t=0.82 p=0.41 

Baseline 

Neighborhood Safety 2.92 0.92 3.04 0.87 2.85 0.92 t=1.93 p=0.06 
aResults of Pearson χ2 tests reported when cell contains greater than 10 observations. Results of 

Fisher’s exact test reported when cell contains 10 or fewer observations. 
bEmployment represents whether a head of household was enrolled in an employment, education, 

or training program at baseline. 
cSelf-reported chronic health status. Chronic health conditions include high blood pressure, 

arthritis, diabetes, and other chronic physical and mental health problems. 

From baseline to follow-up, 36% of families moved within the project Zip Code and 64% 

left the project Zip Code. Relocation destinations at follow-up appear as Figure 2.3. In the figure, 

circles indicate the number of families living in a particular Zip Code at follow-up. Circles are 

sized by the number of families that moved such that larger circles indicate more families. Zip 
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Codes are symbolized such that red indicates higher disadvantage and blue indicates lower 

disadvantage. The largest circle on the map is located within the CNI project Zip Code. 

Figure 2.3  

Relocation Destinations for Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Families at Follow-Up 

 

 

2.7.2. Research Question 1: What Families Stay Versus Leave Neighborhoods Targeted by 

the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI)? 

Bivariate tests of association and logistic regression for the relocation decision were 

conducted to examine baseline household differences in decisions to stay versus leave the project 

Zip Code. Bivariate results appear as Table 2.2. Results indicated that housing assistance type 

was significantly associated with the relocation decision (χ2=5.23 p<0.05). Specifically, 

households who received a housing voucher were more likely to leave the project Zip Code. 
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Additionally, disability status was associated with relocation decisions (χ2=11.62 p<0.01). 

Specifically, households without a disability were more likely to leave the project Zip Code. All 

other baseline household characteristics were not significantly associated with the relocation 

decision (Table 2.2).  

Logistic regression results for the propensity to relocate outside of the project Zip Code 

appear as Table 2.3. Logistic regression results suggested that when considering all baseline 

household characteristics together, perceived neighborhood safety was significantly associated 

with decisions to leave the project Zip Code (OR=0.60, p<0.05). Specifically, households that 

reported feeling safer in the neighborhood at baseline were less likely to relocate to a different 

Zip Code at follow-up. There were no other significant differences in relocation decisions 

between households who stayed in the project Zip Code and those who left the project Zip Code. 

Further examination of the logistic regression results using a likelihood ratio test and area under 

the curve (AUC) indicated that baseline household characteristics were not reliable predictors of 

the relocation decision; results indicated that the model was not much better at predicting the 

relocation decision than random chance (AUC=0.63). Additional sensitivity analyses including 

interaction terms between housing voucher status, household size, and household age were also 

conducted and substantive results remained unchanged (Table 2.14, Chapter 2 Appendix). Thus, 

because stayers and leavers were nearly equivalent on observable baseline characteristics, 

propensity score weighting was determined unnecessary for subsequent analyses.  

Table 2.3  

Logistic Regression Results for Associations Between Baseline Household Characteristics and 

the Propensity to Relocate Outside of the Project Zip Code 

 OR SE CI Lower CI Upper z p 

Female 0.98 0.45 0.40 2.40 -0.04 0.97 
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Disabled 0.96 0.30 0.51 1.79 -0.14 0.89 

Chronic Health 0.69 0.22 0.37 1.28 -1.17 0.24 

Education (HS or More = 1) 1.13 0.27 0.71 1.82 0.53 0.60 

Employed 0.87 0.24 0.51 1.48 -0.51 0.61 

Age 0.98 0.01 0.96 1.00 -1.35 0.18 

Household Size 0.86 0.07 0.74 1.01 -1.81 0.07 

Housing Voucher 1.49 0.35 0.94 2.34 1.71 0.09 

Baseline Stress 1.07 0.13 0.84 1.36 0.55 0.58 

Baseline Home Safety 1.44 0.38 0.86 2.43 1.37 0.17 

Baseline Neighborhood Safety 0.61 0.15 0.37 1.00 -1.98 0.04 

LL -225.29      

LR χ2 15.58      

Prob> χ2 0.16      

Pseudo R-squared 0.03      

AUC 0.63      

LinkTest b SE CI Lower CI Upper z p 

_hat 1.03 0.57 -0.09 2.15 1.81 0.07 

_hatsq -0.02 0.35 -0.72 0.67 -0.06 0.95 

_cons -0.01 0.23 -0.46 0.44 -0.03 0.98 

LL -225.29      

LR χ2 15.59      

Prob> χ2 0.00      

Pseudo R-squared 0.03      

Note. Age and household size are mean centered 

 

2.7.3. Research Question 2: Does the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Facilitate 

Moves to Less Disadvantaged Neighborhoods for Families?  

Bivariate tests of association were conducted to examine associations between household 

relocation decisions, neighborhood disadvantage at follow-up, and changes in neighborhood 

disadvantage from baseline to follow-up (Table 2.4). Given the unique design of the South City 

CNI, all households moved prior to housing redevelopment with some families moving within 

the project Zip Code (e.g., stayers) and others moving out of the project Zip Code (e.g., leavers). 

Both types of moves could result in changes to neighborhood disadvantage. For stayers, 

neighborhood change represented change within the project Zip Code. For leavers, neighborhood 

change represented change due to moving to a different Zip Code. 
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Results indicated that the relocation decision was associated with neighborhood 

disadvantage at follow-up (t=-29.62, p<0.001), and changes in neighborhood disadvantage from 

baseline to follow-up (t=-26.60, p<0.001). Leavers and stayers both reduced their levels of 

neighborhood disadvantage over time. However, households who left the project Zip Code 

experienced significant reductions in neighborhood disadvantage from baseline to follow-up 

(M=-0.86, SD=0.22) compared to households who stayed in the project Zip Code (M=-0.46, 

SD=0.07). Stayers reduced their neighborhood disadvantage by approximately one standard 

deviation while leavers reduced their neighborhood disadvantage by two standard deviations 

relative to the mean of all Memphis area Zip Codes.  

At follow-up, leavers were living in less disadvantaged neighborhoods. However, they 

remained in neighborhoods that were approximately one standard deviation above the sample 

mean level of neighborhood disadvantage for all Memphis area Zip Codes. Additionally, while 

stayers experienced reductions in neighborhood disadvantage over time, the project Zip Code 

remained the most disadvantaged Zip Code at baseline and at follow-up relative to all other 

Memphis area Zip Codes (Table 2.11, Chapter 2 Appendix). 

Table 2.4  

Neighborhood Characteristics at Follow-Up and Changes from Baseline to Follow-Up for 

Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Stayers Compared to Leavers 

 

Stayers 

(n=138) 

Leavers 

(n=245)   

 M(SD) M(SD) t p 

Neighborhood Disadvantage 0.55(0.09) 0.16(0.16) -29.62 p<0.001 

Δ Neighborhood Disadvantage -0.46(0.07) -0.86(0.22) -26.60 p<0.001 

% Poverty 57.41(7.87) 26.23(8.68) -36.95 p<0.001 

Δ % Poverty 0.78(0.86) -31.22(11.38) -32.97 p<0.001 
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% African American 95.42(2.98) 82.06(18.95) -10.80 p<0.001 

Δ % African American 2.11(0.51) -11.54(19.16) -8.36 p<0.001 

% Unemployment 23.34(2.88) 13.28(5.11) -24.64 p<0.001 

Δ % Unemployed -11.55(1.28) -21.96(6.38) -18.94 p<0.001 

% Public Assistance 3.34(0.20) 2.91(0.81) -7.72 p<0.001 

Δ % Public Assistance -8.30(1.51) -8.90(1.53) -3.81 p<0.01 

% Female Headed Households 43.15(3.48) 27.99(7.70) -26.42 p<0.001 

Δ % Female Headed Households -8.89(2.01) -24.69(9.22) -19.85 p<0.001 

% Children Under 18 35.12(2.20) 24.98(5.92) -24.00 p<0.001 

Δ % Children Under 18 -36.64(2.45) -47.38(7.03) -17.35 p<0.001 

Note. Neighborhood disadvantage index is regression weighted and time adjusted based on 

baseline means and standard deviations. Changes in the percentage of other neighborhood 

indicators represent raw percentage point change from baseline to follow-up. 

Households who relocated outside the project Zip Code moved to neighborhoods that 

were roughly 37 percentage points less poor and about 11 percentage points less racially 

segregated compared to families who stayed in the project Zip Code. Across other neighborhood 

disadvantage indicators, all families experienced reductions; however, families who left the 

project Zip Code experienced significantly greater reductions relative to stayers. Household 

baseline characteristics were not significantly associated with changes in neighborhood 

disadvantage from baseline to follow-up (Tables 2.15 and 2.16, Chapter 2 Appendix). 

Linear regression results of change in neighborhood disadvantage from baseline to 

follow-up and household relocation decisions appear as Table 2.5. Results indicated that all 

families experienced reductions to neighborhood disadvantage from baseline to follow-up (b=-

0.46, p<0.001). Household relocation decision was the only significant predictor of changes to 

neighborhood disadvantage from baseline to follow-up (b=-0.41, p<0.001). Specifically, families 

who left the project Zip Code moved to neighborhoods that were approximately 0.41 units less 

disadvantaged relative to families who stayed in the project Zip Code. 
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Table 2.5  

Regression Results for Changes in Neighborhood Disadvantage from Baseline to Follow-Up for 

Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Stayers Compared to Leavers 

 b SE CI Lower CI Upper t p 

Intercept -0.46 0.17 -0.07 0.09 -7.70 0.00 

Female 0.01 0.04 -0.07 0.09 0.26 0.80 

Disabled 0.02 0.03 -0.03 0.08 0.89 0.37 

Chronic Health 0.02 0.03 -0.03 0.07 0.74 0.46 

Education (HS or More = 1) 0.02 0.02 -0.06 0.04 -0.46 0.65 

Employed -0.01 0.02 -0.06 0.04 -0.47 0.64 

Age -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -1.04 0.30 

Household Size 0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.02 1.04 0.32 

Housing Voucher 0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.06 1.08 0.28 

Stress -0.01 0.01 -0.03 0.01 -1.34 0.18 

Home Safety 0.00 0.02 -0.03 0.04 0.17 0.86 

Neighborhood Safety -0.01 0.02 -0.04 0.03 -0.43 0.67 

Left Zip Code -0.41 0.02 -0.45 -0.36 -19.44 0.00 

DF 12      

F 33.28      

R-squared 0.53      

Adj R-squared 0.52      

RMSE 0.18      

Note. Age and household size are mean centered. The following variables were excluded 

because they contained cell counts of less than 5 percent: race, marital status. 

 

2.7.4. Research Question 3: Does Housing Relocation Impact Family Well-Being? 

Multilevel mixed-effects models were conducted to examine change over time in family 

well-being for households who stayed in the project Zip Code compared to those who left the Zip 

Code. Three quality-of-life indicators were utilized for analysis: perceived home safety, 

neighborhood safety, and stress. There was a significant but weak negative correlation between 

perceived stress and neighborhood safety (Table 2.17, Chapter 2 Appendix). Additionally, 

perceived home and neighborhood safety were positively correlated. However, because each 

indicator was conceptualized as representing unique psychosocial phenomenon, separate models 

were conducted for each outcome.  
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Results of the final conditional models for home safety, neighborhood safety, and stress 

appear as Table 2.6. Results of multilevel mixed-effects modeling appear for the unconditional 

and conditional models for home safety (Table 2.18, Chapter 2 Appendix), neighborhood safety 

(Table 2.19, Chapter 2 Appendix), and stress (Table 2.20, Chapter 2 Appendix).  

Results of the unconditional models indicated that perceived home safety improved for 

all families over time (b=0.02, p<0.001). Similarly, perceived neighborhood safety improved for 

all families over time (b=0.02, p<0.001). For both home and neighborhood safety models, 

change was quadratic meaning that the rate of change increased over time. Despite 

improvements to perceived home and neighborhood safety, stress also increased for all families 

over time (b=0.06, p<0.001). For the stress model, change was linear meaning that the rate of 

change increased at a constant rate over time. 

Results of the final conditional models (Table 2.6), which included the group by time 

interaction, baseline household characteristics, and change in neighborhood disadvantage, 

suggested that home (b=0.02, p<0.001) and neighborhood safety (b=0.01, p<0.001) improved for 

all families over time. Baseline household characteristics were not significantly associated with 

changes in home and neighborhood safety over time. Additionally, there were no differential 

effects on home and neighborhood safety for those who stayed versus those who left the project 

Zip Code, controlling for baseline household characteristics. Results of the perceived stress 

model indicated that, on average, stress increased over time for all families (b=0.06, p<0.001). 

Having a chronic health condition was also significantly associated with stress over time 

(b=0.61, p<0.001), with those reporting chronic health conditions experiencing increased stress 

from baseline to follow-up relative to households without chronic health conditions. No other 

baseline household characteristics were significantly associated with changes in stress over time. 
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Additionally, there were no differential effects on stress for those who stayed versus those who 

left the project Zip Code, controlling for baseline household characteristics. 

Table 2.6  

Final Conditional Models of Change in Perceived Home Safety, Neighborhood Safety, and Stress 

 Home Safety  Neighborhood Safety  Stress  

Random Effects Variance SE CI Variance SE CI Variance SE CI 

Time(Years) 0.05 0.00 0.04-0.06 0.06 0.01 0.05-0.07 0.04 0.00 0.04-0.05 

Intercept 1.22 0.11 1.02-1.45 1.37 0.12 1.15-1.63 1.02 0.09 0.85-1.21 

Slope 0.17 0.02 0.13-0.21 0.20 0.02 0.16-0.25 0.12 0.02 0.09-0.16 

Residual 0.14 0.01 0.13-0.16 0.17 0.01 0.15-0.18 0.17 0.01 0.16-0.19 

Fixed Effects Estimate SE z Estimate SE z Estimate SE z 

Intercept 3.36 0.30 11.34*** 3.19 0.30 10.29*** 1.86 0.30 6.16*** 

Time(Years) 0.22 0.03 6.66*** 0.21 0.04 5.93*** 0.06 0.02 3.91*** 

Time(Years2) 0.02 0.01 3.64*** 0.01 0.01 2.78** - - - 

Group -0.13 0.17 -0.78 -0.04 0.18 -0.21 0.04 0.16 0.28 

Group x Time -0.01 0.06 -0.26 -0.02 0.06 -0.38 -0.01 0.03 -0.34 

Group x Time2 0.00 0.01 0.51 0.01 0.01 0.55 - - - 

Female 0.27 0.18 1.50 0.24 0.19 1.30 -0.23 0.18 -1.25 

Disabled 0.21 0.12 1.72 0.23 0.13 1.80 -0.11 0.13 -0.90 

Chronic Health 

Status -0.04 0.12 -0.35 -0.08 0.12 -0.63 0.61 0.12 5.06*** 

Education(HS or 

more) 0.02 0.09 0.20 0.05 0.10 0.50 -0.01 0.09 -0.14 

Employed 0.11 0.10 1.10 0.01 0.11 0.08 -0.08 0.11 -0.77 

Age -0.00 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.46 -0.00 0.00 -0.43 

Household Size -0.03 0.03 -0.94 -0.01 0.03 -0.42 -0.02 0.03 -0.64 

Housing Voucher -0.00 0.09 -0.00 -0.02 0.09 -0.22 0.12 0.09 1.28 

Δ Neighborhood 

Disadvantage -0.02 0.24 -0.08 -0.08 0.25 -0.31 -0.29 0.25 -1.18 

Observations 1773   1773   1773   

N 363   363   363   

Wald 89.82***   80.40***   58.30***   

DF 19   19   19   

LL -1632.01   -1774.69   -1734.21   

AIC 3302.02   3587.38   3502.41   

BIC 3406.15   3691.51   3595.57   

LR Test 1638.69***   1583.67***   1532.74***   

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Sensitivity analyses were conducted by omitting change in neighborhood disadvantage, which did not 

substantially change model results. 

 

Figure 2.4 shows marginal effects for changes in perceived home safety (Panel A), 

neighborhood safety (Panel B), and stress (Panel C). For home safety, stayers and leavers felt 

safe at baseline, which increased over time such that families who left the Zip Code felt safer 

than families who stayed in the project Zip Code. However, these differences were not 
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significant. For neighborhood safety, leavers felt less safe at baseline compared to stayers, which 

increased such that leavers felt as safe as stayers at follow-up. However, these differences were 

not significant. Finally, stayers and leavers felt relatively little stress at baseline, which increased 

such that both groups felt somewhat stressed at follow-up. Again, group differences were 

nonsignificant.  

Figure 2.4  

Changes in Perceived Safety and Stress Among Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Families 

by Housing Relocation Decision 

 

2.8. Discussion 
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This study is among the first studies to assess household relocation decisions for families 

impacted by the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI), and subsequent associations with 

quality-of-life improvements. Findings suggest that most families relocated outside of the project 

Zip Code during the redevelopment phases of the South City CNI, while about a third moved 

within the project Zip Code. Families who left the project Zip Code moved into significantly less 

disadvantaged neighborhoods from baseline to follow-up compared to families who stayed in the 

project Zip Code. Families who stayed in the project Zip Code also experienced reductions in 

neighborhood disadvantage from baseline to follow-up. Yet, the project Zip Code remained the 

most disadvantaged neighborhood in Memphis. Moves outside the project Zip Code did not 

translate into greater improvements to safety and stress compared to families who stayed in the 

project Zip Code. Indeed, all South City CNI families experienced improvements in senses of 

home and neighborhood safety while simultaneously experiencing small but significant increases 

in stress. Findings of increased senses of home and neighborhood safety are in line with past 

research which demonstrates that families relocated through HOPE VI and other housing 

relocation programs typically report feeling safer and more satisfied with their new home and 

neighborhood environments post-relocation (Ludwig et al., 2013; Popkin et al., 2009).  

Findings of increased stress for families runs counter to much of the available literature. 

While the literature indicates potential for initial increases in stress resulting from relocation and 

displacement, relocated families generally experience improvements on many indicators of 

mental health, including stress, over time (Goetz, 2010; Ludwig et al., 2013; Popkin et al., 2009). 

While the linear increase in stress reported in this study is surprising, qualitative literature on 

housing relocation suggests that the relocation process is a stressful process for low-income 

families (Frescoln et al., 2017; Hankins et al., 2014; Rosenblatt & DeLuca, 2012), and is often 
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marked by uncertainty and unpredictability. Low-income families navigate multiple challenges 

in the housing market which may be stressful – like difficulty locating properties and landlord 

discrimination (M. Cunningham et al., 2018). Additionally, families may experience added 

financial stress associated with increased housing costs through rent and utilities (Brooks et al., 

2005; Levy et al., 2010; Popkin et al., 2009; Popkin, Levy, et al., 2004). Families may also 

experience multiple moves after initial lease up, which may be an important source of stress for 

families. While, not available in the current data, past studies indicate that low-income families 

who relocate from public housing often make multiple moves (DeLuca et al., 2019; Ludwig et 

al., 2013; Sanbonmatsu et al., 2012). 

The HOPE VI literature also lends some support for increasing stress for families 

impacted by involuntary, forced relocation through mixed-income development. This literature 

suggests that despite families reporting increases in senses of safety, HOPE VI families 

continued to experience residential instability after their initial move, limited improvements to 

education and employment opportunities, and little or no improvements in physical and mental 

health years after housing relocation (Byck et al., 2015; Fraser, Burns, et al., 2013). Research 

also suggests that families in public housing often rely on locally embedded social networks for 

emotional and material support, which may be disrupted when families relocate (Byck et al., 

2015; Curley, 2009; Fullilove, 2004). Navigating new home and neighborhood environments 

following relocation may also increase stress as families adapt to and cope in new environments 

(Gibson, 2007; Keene & Geronimus, 2011).  

Another potential explanation for findings of increased stress concerns the fact that many 

families reported feeling very little stress at baseline. Therefore, increased stress may be partially 

due to scale attenuation and representative of a floor effect. In other words, because families 
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were not very stressed at baseline, any changes to housing and neighborhood circumstances were 

likely to increase stress. Thus, an interesting question remains about why families living at Foote 

Homes felt generally safe and relatively little stress at baseline given the distressed nature of the 

housing site and high levels of neighborhood disadvantage. The literature is particularly 

instructive on this point and suggests remarkable resilience and adaptive coping strategies for 

public housing families as they confront risks embedded in their housing and neighborhood 

contexts (Keene & Geronimus, 2011). Thus, it may be the case that families living at Foote 

Homes had developed successful coping strategies and routine practices that reduced stress 

associated with living in a community context with multiple stressors. 

2.9. Limitations 

There are several study limitations that must be considered alongside study findings. A 

primary limitation of this study includes the single-site, non-experimental nature of the study. 

Additionally, this study focused on a single cohort of families in the South City CNI in 

Memphis, TN, a midsized Midwestern city, which likely limits the ability to generalize findings 

to other cities where the relocation process and associated housing market dynamics differ. 

Additionally, the use of administrative case records, which rely on family self-reports and case 

manager data entry, increase risks for error in the data. Similarly, the use of single-item measures 

for complex psychosocial phenomena like stress and safety represents another study limitation as 

these measures may fail to capture the full range of family experiences and pose threats to 

construct validity. Scale attenuation could also have influenced results, with many families 

reporting very low levels of initial stress at baseline.  

Sample attrition represents another limitation that reduced the analytic sample size to 

families with more complete data. Individuals who were actively receiving case management 
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may be overrepresented in the sample and those not active, presumably with lower levels of 

needs, may be underrepresented. It is also possible that families who stayed in the project Zip 

Code differed from families who left the Zip Code on unobservable characteristics, which may 

have influenced results. The relatively small initial sample and attrition over time may have 

biased results and contributed to limited statistical power to detect differences between groups. 

2.10. Implications 

Prior literature suggests that moving to less distressed, higher opportunity neighborhoods 

is associated with improved quality-of-life, particularly in terms of senses of safety and stress. 

While this study found support for increased senses of home and neighborhood safety for 

families, families also experienced increases in stress over time. This finding suggests that 

additional services that target specific sources of stress for families may be needed above and 

beyond current services.  

One of the most salient stressors for families impacted by mixed-income development 

strategies is the housing relocation process. The literature suggests that this process is extremely 

stressful for families and may have long-term negative consequences for families particularly if 

they are relocated under involuntary, forced conditions. Thus, in addition to the intensive case 

management services that many families receive through the CNI, additional assistance with the 

housing relocation process may be needed. Housing navigators – staff who work alongside 

families to identify and address specific housing needs and preferences – represent a promising 

strategy to compliment case management services (Bergman et al., 2019). These navigators 

provide assistance with rental applications, discuss the location and availability of housing in 

higher opportunity neighborhoods, and work alongside other service providers to ensure that 

families housing needs are met in tandem with other family concerns. Additionally, providing 
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material and emotional support following relocation may be needed. For example, financial 

stress associated with the relocation process represents another potential target for intervention, 

as families balance increased housing costs associated with living in private market housing. 

Additional assistance with application fees, moving expenses, security deposits, and utilities may 

be needed to support families with complex housing and service needs. 

In addition to direct services to CNI families, strong partnerships between housing 

agencies, service providers, and landlords may be necessary to increase housing options for 

families in the private market (Aliprantis et al., 2022; DeLuca & Rosenblatt, 2017). A recent 

study by Bergman et al. (2019) found that in additional to targeted housing assistance and short-

term financial assistance, developing strong partnerships with landlords who owned properties in 

higher opportunity areas was essential to increasing housing choice for families. In additional to 

creating a list of pre-screened landlords who accepted housing vouchers, the program also 

included landlord incentives like a damage mitigation fund to cover additional property expenses 

not covered through tenant security deposits. Other studies have found that minimizing barriers 

to landlord participation in voucher programs may increase the supply of affordable housing in 

higher opportunity neighborhoods to the ultimate benefit of low-income families (Galvez, 2010; 

Galvez & Oppenheimer, 2020). 

In this chapter I provided a deeper understanding of residential mobility and 

neighborhood opportunity moves for families impacted by the CNI. However, the quantitative 

methods utilized to examine family relocation decisions do not capture complexities in service 

delivery and program implementation that may impact the effective delivery of programs and 

services to families, including those associated with housing relocation. The ability to collaborate 

across sectors and build effective partnerships between organizations is critical for complex, 
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multicomponent interventions like the CNI, and the children and families served by them. 

Indeed, the South City CNI relies on an extensive network of nonprofit, private, and 

governmental agencies to deliver a variety of programs and services to families and assist with 

the housing relocation process. In the next chapter I turn attention to further understanding this 

dynamic collaboration process, including barriers and challenges to program and service 

delivery. 
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2.11. Chapter 2 Appendix 

Table 2.7  

Results of Internal Consistency Reliability for Neighborhood Disadvantage Index 

Item N 

Item-Test 

Correlation 

Item-Rest 

Correlation 

Average 

Interitem 

Correlation Alpha 

Neighborhood Disadvantage 2010-2014      

% African American 40 0.90 0.86 0.70 0.92 

% Poverty 40 0.93 0.90 0.69 0.92 

% Unemployment 40 0.87 0.81 0.72 0.93 

% Population under 18 years 40 0.65 0.51 0.82 0.96 

% Female Headed Households 40 0.98 0.96 0.66 0.91 

% Public Assistance 40 0.92 0.88 0.69 0.92 

Test Scale - - - 0.72 0.94 

Neighborhood Disadvantage 2015-2019      

% African American 40 0.89 0.84 0.65 0.90 

% Poverty 40 0.94 0.90 0.63 0.89 

% Unemployment 40 0.80 0.71 0.69 0.92 

% Population under 18 years 40 0.68 0.54 0.76 0.94 

% Female Headed Households 40 0.96 0.94 0.61 0.89 

% Public Assistance 40 0.84 0.77 0.67 0.91 

Test Scale - - - 0.67 0.92 
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Table 2.8  

Interitem Correlation Matrix of Neighborhood Disadvantage Indicators 

Neighborhood 

Disadvantage 2010-

2014 

% 

African 

American 

% 

Poverty 

% 

Unemployment 

% 

Population 

under 18 

years 

% Female 

Headed 

Households 

% Public 

Assistance 

% African American 1.0 - - - - - 

% Poverty 0.80 1.0 - - - - 

% Unemployment 0.82 0.82 1.0 - - - 

% Population under 

18 years 0.49 0.48 0.31 1.0 - - 

% Female Headed 

Households 0.88 0.91 0.80 0.63 1.0 - 

% Public Assistance 0.75 0.88 0.81 0.48 0.90 1.0 

Neighborhood 

Disadvantage 2015-

2019 

% 

African 

American 

% 

Poverty 

% 

Unemployment 

% 

Population 

under 18 

years 

% Female 

Headed 

Households 

% Public 

Assistance 

% African American 1.0 - - - - - 

% Poverty 0.79 1.0 - - - - 

% Unemployment 0.76 0.76 1.0 - - - 

% Population under 

18 years 0.45 0.55 0.28 1.0 - - 

% Female Headed 

Households 0.88 0.90 0.67 0.70 1.0 - 

% Public Assistance 0.68 0.78 0.63 0.47 0.75 1.0 
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Table 2.9  

Principal Components Analysis of Baseline Neighborhood Disadvantage Index, 2010-2014 

 Eigenvalue Proportion Cumulative    

Component       

1 4.67 0.78 0.78    

2 0.76 0.13 0.90    

3 0.28 0.05 0.95    

4 0.16 0.03 0.98    

5 0.11 0.02 0.99    

6 0.04 0.01 1    

Variable Comp 1 Comp 2 Comp 3 Comp 4 Comp 5 Comp 6 

% African American 0.42 -0.09 0.70 -0.39 -0.25 0.34 

% Poverty 0.44 -0.12 -0.33 -0.33 0.72 0.26 

% Female Headed 0.45 0.09 -0.07 -0.29 -0.13 -0.82 

% Unemployment 0.41 -0.39 0.26 0.75 0.20 -0.14 

% Public Assistance 0.43 -0.10 -0.57 0.13 -0.60 0.32 

% Population <18 0.28 0.90 0.08 0.28 0.10 0.13 
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Table 2.10  

Principal Components Analysis of Follow-Up Neighborhood Disadvantage Index, 2015-2019 

 Eigenvalue Proportion Cumulative    

Component       

1 4.41 0.73 0.73    

2 0.79 0.13 0.87    

3 0.36 0.06 0.93    

4 0.25 0.04 0.97    

5 0.17 0.03 0.99    

6 0.03 0.01 1    

Variable Comp 1 Comp 2 Comp 3 Comp 4 Comp 5 Comp 6 

% African American 0.43 -0.19 0.39 -0.60 0.35 0.42 

% Poverty 0.45 -0.06 -0.08 0.11 -0.79 0.40 

% Female Headed 0.46 0.17 0.14 -0.31 -0.21 -0.78 

% Unemployment 0.39 -0.50 0.27 0.66 0.24 -0.16 

% Public Assistance 0.40 -0.07 -0.85 -0.05 0.32 0.00 

% Population <18 0.31 0.82 0.15 0.34 0.24 0.19 
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Table 2.11  

Neighborhood Disadvantage at Baseline and Follow-Up for All Memphis Area Zip Codes 

 N M SD Min Max 

Neighborhood Disadvantage Baseline 40 0 0.36 -0.54 1.04 

Neighborhood Disadvantage Follow-Up 40 0 0.35 -0.55 0.87 

Neighborhood Disadvantage Follow-Up (Time Adjusted) 40 -0.13 0..28 -0.55 0.57 

Neighborhood Disadvantage Baseline to Follow-Up 

(Time Adjusted) 40 -0.13 0.09 -0.47 -0.01 

Note. Neighborhood disadvantage indices represent regression weighted values. Time adjusted 

values were calculated using baseline means and standard deviations. The CNI Project Zip 

Code was the most disadvantaged neighborhood at baseline and follow-up. 
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Table 2.12  

Bivariate Associations Between Baseline Household Characteristics and Attrition at Follow-Up 

 

 

 

 

 Base Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 

No  

Follow-Upa 

Total Sample 383 225 311 240 284 136 87 

% Total 100 58.75 81.20 62.66 74.15 35.51 22.72 

Race        

% African American 99.48 100 99.37 99.58 99.30 98.53 98.85 

Gender        

% Female 92.95 94.22 93.57 92.08 92.25 94.12 90.80 

Marital Status        

% Single 98.89 99.08 99.01 98.73 99.29 99.26 98.83 

Disability Status        

% Yes 25.85 22.63** 26.71 28.15 28.37 20* 22.02 

HCV Status        

% Yes 45.43 45.78 51.77*** 52.08*** 50.35*** 54.41** 58.62** 

Education Status        

% HS or more 57.44 60.44 58.20 56.25 55.99 60.29 64.37 

Employment        

% Yes 28.46 30.22 27.97 27.92 29.93 32.35 26.44 

Chronic Health Condition        

% Yes 24.02 19.56** 23.79 23.33 23.94 15.11** 18.39 

Relocation Decision        

% Left 63.97 32.89 33.44* 37.92 35.92 24.26*** 22.99** 

Family Size 2.74 2.92** 2.82** 2.73 2.72 2.92 2.92 

Age 45.47 45.41 44.81* 46.11 45.91 42.63*** 42.49** 

Base Stress 1.72 1.67 1.76 1.63* 1.70 1.63 1.60 

Base Home Safety 3.07 3.08 3.08 3.05 3.06 3.02 2.87* 

Base Neighborhood Safety 2.91 2.93 2.91 2.90 2.89 2.81 2.67* 

Note. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
aNo follow-up includes households who were missing data for the last 3 years of the study period. 
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Table 2.13  

Logistic Regression of Baseline Household Characteristics and No Follow-Up 

 OR SE CI Lower CI Upper z p 

Intercept 38.08 82.69 0.54 2685.05 1.68 0.09 

African American 0.15 0.22 0.01 2.73 -1.28 0.20 

Female 0.58 0.29 0.22 1.55 -1.09 0.28 

Disabled 0.97 0.37 0.45 2.06 -0.09 0.93 

Chronic Health 0.93 0.35 0.44 1.96 -0.20 0.84 

Education (HS or More = 1) 1.37 0.38 0.80 2.35 1.13 0.26 

Employed 0.75 0.23 0.40 1.38 -0.93 0.35 

Marital Status (Single =1) 1.13 1.38 0.10 12.34 0.10 0.92 

Age 0.98 0.01 0.95 1.00 -1.85 0.07 

Household Size 0.94 0.09 0.78 1.12 -0.70 0.49 

Housing Voucher 1.87 0.49 1.10 3.13 2.32 0.02 

Stress 0.80 0.12 0.60 1.02 -1.48 0.14 

Home Safety 0.91 0.21 0.58 1.42 -0.43 0.07 

Neighborhood Safety 0.70 0.15 0.46 1.06 -1.67 0.09 

LL -184.57      

LR χ2 26.17      

Prob> χ2 0.02      

Pseudo R-squared 0.07      

AUC 0.67      

LinkTest b SE CI Lower CI Upper z p 

_hat 1.28 0.51 0.29 2.27 2.53 0.01 

_hatsq 0.13 0.20 -0.27 0.53 0.62 0.54 

_cons 0.10 0.31 -0.51 0.72 0.33 0.74 
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Table 2.14 

Logistic Regression Results for Associations Between Baseline Household Characteristics and 

the Propensity to Relocate Outside of the Project Zip Code 

 OR SE CI Lower CI Upper z p 

Female 1.07 0.50 0.43 2.70 0.15 0.88 

Disabled 0.69 0.28 0.31 1.51 -0.93 0.35 

Disabled X Housing Voucher 2.27 1.38 0.69 7.47 1.35 0.18 

Chronic Health 0.70 0.22 0.37 1.30 -1.14 0.26 

Education (HS or More = 1) 1.16 0.28 0.72 1.85 0.60 0.55 

Employed 0.84 0.23 0.49 1.44 -0.63 0.53 

Age 0.99 0.01 0.96 1.02 -0.60 0.55 

Age X Age 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 -0.66 0.51 

Age X Housing Voucher 0.99 0.02 0.95 1.03 -0.51 0.61 

Household Size 0.90 0.10 0.72 1.12 -0.95 0.34 

Household Size X Housing Voucher 0.92 0.15 0.67 1.27 -0.51 0.61 

Housing Voucher 1.18 0.34 0.67 2.07 0.56 0.58 

Baseline Stress 1.07 0.13 0.84 1.36 0.55 0.58 

Baseline Home Safety 1.39 0.37 0.83 2.33 1.24 0.22 

Baseline Neighborhood Safety 0.62 0.16 0.38 1.02 -1.88 0.06 

LL -223.93      

LR χ2 18.30      

Prob> χ2 0.25      

Pseudo R-squared 0.04      

AUC 0.63      

LinkTest b SE CI Lower CI Upper z p 

_hat 0.83 0.43 -0.01 1.68 1.93 0.05 

_hatsq 0.14 0.30 -0.45 0.72 0.46 0.65 

_cons 0.04 0.19 -0.36 0.40 0.11 0.91 

LL -223.82      

LR χ2 18.51      

Prob> χ2 0.00      

Pseudo R-squared 0.04      

Note. Age and household size are mean centered. The following variables were omitted due to 

containing cell counts of less than 5 percent: race, marital status. 
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Table 2.15  

Bivariate Associations Between Baseline Household Characteristics and Changes in 

Neighborhood Disadvantage from Baseline to Follow-Up 

 n M SD t p 

Race/Ethnicity      

Black 381 -0.71 0.26 17.86 0.00 

Other 2 -0.47 0   

Gender Identity      

Female 355 -0.71 0.27 0.02 0.98 

Male 28 -0.71 0.23   

Marital Status      

Single 356 -0.72 0.27 -0.21 0.84 

Other 4 -0.75 0.19   

Disability Status      

Yes 99 -0.70 0.27 -0.79 0.43 

No 264 -0.73 0.26   

Chronic Health      

Yes 92 -0.69 0.25 -0.83 0.41 

No 291 -0.72 0.27   

Education Level      

HS or more 220 -0.71 0.26 -0.01 0.99 

Less than HS 163 -0.71 0.26   

Employment      

Yes 109 -0.72 0.27 0.2597 0.80 

No 274 -0.71 0.26   

Housing Voucher      

Yes 174 -0.72 0.26 0.82 0.41 

No 209 -0.70 0.27   

Relocation Decision      

Stayer 138 -0.46 0.07 -26.60 0.00 

Leaver 245 -0.86 0.23   

Note. Results of t-tests with equal variances reported for the following household characteristics: 

gender identity, marital status, disability status, employment status, and housing voucher status. 

Results of t-tests with unequal variances reported for the following household characteristics: race and 

relocation decision. Nonparametric Wilcoxon Ranked Sum Tests were conducted to check for 

robustness. In nonparametric tests, race/ethnicity was not significantly associated with changes in 

neighborhood disadvantage (z = 1.61, p = 0.108). All other associations between household 

characteristics and changes in neighborhood disadvantage from baseline to follow-up remained 

consistent with t-test results. 
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Table 2.16  

Correlation Matrix for Baseline Household Characteristics and Changes in Neighborhood 

Disadvantage from Baseline to Follow-Up 

 Age Household Size Δ Neighborhood Disadvantage 

Age 1 - - 

Household Size -0.56*** 1 - 

Δ Neighborhood Disadvantage 0.01 0.09 1 

Note. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Table 2.17  

Correlation Matrix for Quality-of-Life Indicators 

 Stress Home Safety Neighborhood Safety 

Stress 1 - - 

Home Safety -0.05 1 - 

Neighborhood Safety -0.06** 0.85*** 1 

Note. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Table 2.18  

Multilevel Mixed-Effects Modeling Results for Changes in Perceived Home Safety 

 Null Model  Model 1  Model 3  

Random 

Effects Variance SE CI Variance SE CI Variance SE CI 

Time(Years) 0.05 0.00 0.04-0.06 0.05 0.00 0.04-0.06 0.05 0.00 0.04-0.06 

Intercept 1.25 0.11 1.06-1.49 1.25 0.11 1.05-1.48 1.22 0.11 1.02-1.45 

Slope 0.18 0.02 0.14-0.21 0.17 0.02 0.14-0.21 0.17 0.02 0.13-0.21 

Residual 0.14 0.01 0.13-0.16 0.14 0.01 0.13-0.16 0.14 0.01 0.13-0.16 

Fixed Effects Coef SE z Coef SE z Estimate SE z 

Intercept 3.66 0.07 54.94*** 3.70 0.08 45.16*** 3.36 0.30 11.34*** 

Time(Years) 0.21 0.03 7.84*** 0.22 0.03 6.61*** 0.22 0.03 6.66*** 

Time(Years2) 0.02 0.004 4.85*** 0.02 0.01 3.68*** 0.02 0.01 3.64*** 

Group    -0.12 0.14 -0.86 -0.13 0.17 -0.78 

Group x Time    -0.01 0.06 -0.25 -0.01 0.06 -0.26 

Group x Time2    -0.004 0.01 0.53 0.00 0.01 0.51 

Female       0.27 0.18 1.50 

Disabled       0.21 0.12 1.72 

Chronic 

Health Status       -0.04 0.12 -0.35 

Education(HS 

or more)       0.02 0.09 0.20 

Employed       0.11 0.10 1.10 

Age       -0.00 0.00 0.16 

Household 

Size       -0.03 0.03 -0.94 

Housing 

Voucher       -0.00 0.09 -0.00 

Δ 

Neighborhood 

Disadvantage       -0.02 0.24 -0.08 

Observations 1808   1808   1771   

N 383   383   363   

Wald 76.95***   79.71***   58.30***   

DF 7   10   19   

LL -1674.86   -1673.66   -1734.21   

AIC 3363.72   3367.32   3502.41   

BIC 3402.22   3422.32   3595.57   

LR Test 1688.35***   1685.22***   1532.74***   

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Sensitivity analyses were conducted by omitting change in neighborhood disadvantage, which did not substantially change 

model results. Race and marital status were omitted because cell counts contained less than 5 percent. Analytic sample 

reduction due to listwise deletion of missing covariates. Robustness checks were performed by running Null Model and Model 

1 with the analytic sample from Model 3, which did not substantially change model results. 
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Table 2.19  

Multilevel Mixed-Effects Modeling Results for Changes in Perceived Neighborhood Safety 

 Null Model  Model 1  Model 3  

Random 

Effects Variance SE CI Variance SE  Variance SE CI 

Time(Years) 0.06 0.01 0.05-0.07 0.06 0.01 0.05-0.07 0.06 0.01 0.05-0.07 

Intercept 1.39 0.12 1.17-1.64 1.39 0.12 1.17-1.64 1.37 0.12 1.15-1.63 

Slope 0.21 0.02 0.16-0.25 0.21 0.02 0.16-0.25 0.20 0.02 0.16-0.25 

Residual 0.17 0.01 0.15-0.18 0.17 0.01 0.15-0.18 0.17 0.01 0.15-0.18 

Fixed Effects Coef SE z Coef SE z Estimate SE z 

Intercept 3.52 0.07 49.89*** 3.54 0.09 40.78*** 3.19 0.30 10.29*** 

Time(Years) 0.20 0.03 6.86*** 0.21 0.04 5.87*** 0.21 0.04 5.93*** 

Time(Years2) 0.02 0.004 3.68*** 0.01 0.01 2.67** 0.01 0.01 2.78** 

Group    -0.07 0.15 -0.45 -0.04 0.18 -0.21 

Group x Time    -0.02 0.06 -0.35 -0.02 0.06 -0.38 

Group x Time2    0.01 0.01 0.60 0.01 0.01 0.55 

Female       0.24 0.19 1.30 

Disabled       0.23 0.13 1.80 

Chronic 

Health Status       -0.08 0.12 -0.63 

Education(HS 

or more)       0.05 0.10 0.50 

Employed       0.01 0.11 0.08 

Age       0.00 0.00 0.46 

Household 

Size       -0.01 0.03 -0.42 

Housing 

Voucher       -0.02 0.09 -0.22 

Δ 

Neighborhood 

Disadvantage       -0.08 0.25 -0.31 

Observations 1808   1808   1773   

N 383   383   363   

Wald 66.87***   71.76***   80.40***   

DF 7   10   19   

LL -1815.52   -1813.32   -1774.69   

AIC 3645.03   3646.64   3587.38   

BIC 3683.53   3701.64   3691.51   

LR Test 1642.05***   1639.59***   1583.67***   

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Sensitivity analyses were conducted by omitting change in neighborhood disadvantage, which did not substantially change model 

results. Race and marital status were omitted because cell counts contained less than 5 percent. Analytic sample reduction due to 

listwise deletion of missing covariates. Robustness checks were performed by running Null Model and Model 1 with the analytic 

sample from Model 3, which did not substantially change model results. 
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Table 2.20  

Multilevel Mixed-Effects Modeling Results for Changes in Perceived Stress 

 Null Model  Model 1  Model 3  

Random 

Effects Variance SE CI Variance SE CI Variance SE CI 

Time(Years) 0.04 0.00 0.04-0.05 0.04 0.00 0.04-0.05 0.04 0.00 0.04-0.05 

Intercept 1.07 0.10 0.90-1.28 1.07 0.10 0.90-1.28 1.02 0.09 0.85-1.21 

Slope 0.12 0.02 0.09-0.15 0.12 0.02 0.09-0.15 0.12 0.02 0.09-0.16 

Residual 0.17 0.01 0.16-0.19 0.17 0.01 0.16-0.19 0.17 0.01 0.16-0.19 

Fixed Effects Coef SE z Coef SE z Estimate SE z 

Intercept 2.02 0.06 33.90*** 2.04 0.07 27.77*** 1.86 0.30 6.16*** 

Time(Years) 0.06 0.01 4.80*** 0.07 0.02 4.15*** 0.06 0.02 3.91*** 

Group    -0.07 0.13 -0.57 0.04 0.16 0.28 

Group x Time    -0.01 0.03 -0.46 -0.01 0.03 -0.34 

Female       -0.23 0.18 -1.25 

Disabled       -0.11 0.13 -0.90 

Chronic 

Health Status       0.61 0.12 5.06*** 

Education(HS 

or more)       -0.01 0.09 -0.14 

Employed       -0.08 0.11 -0.77 

Age       -0.00 0.00 -0.43 

Household 

Size       -0.02 0.03 -0.64 

Housing 

Voucher       0.12 0.09 1.28 

Δ 

Neighborhood 

Disadvantage       -0.29 0.25 -1.18 

Observations 1808   1808   1773   

N 383   383   363   

Wald 23.08***   23.43***   58.30***   

DF 6   8   19   

LL -1801.35   1801.18   -1734.21   

AIC 3614.702   3618.36   3502.41   

BIC 3647.702   3662.36   3595.57   

LR Test 1534.58***   1534.92***   1532.74***   

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Sensitivity analyses were conducted by omitting change in neighborhood disadvantage, which did not substantially change 

model results. Race and marital status were omitted because cell counts contained less than 5 percent. Analytic sample 

reduction due to listwise deletion of missing covariates. Robustness checks were performed by running Null Model and 

Model 1 with the analytic sample from Model 3, which did not substantially change model results. 
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 Chapter 3: Examining Collaboration and 

Partnership Development in the Choice 

Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

3.1. Abstract 

Objective: Cross-sector partnerships are increasingly utilized to address the complex, interrelated 

problems that affect low-income communities. Not a lot is known about the unique barriers and 

facilitators of collaboration within these cross-sector partnerships particularly those concerned 

with issues of housing and community development. 

Method: This study examined facilitators and barriers to partnership development and 

collaboration within the South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) in Memphis, 

Tennessee. Semi-structured, in-depth interviews were conducted with organizational staff at key 

partner organizations (n=17) to better understand collaboration dynamics.  

Results: Findings suggest that the essential challenges of mixed-income development in 

Memphis were related to the complexities of coordination. The presence of a high-capacity lead 

organization that fostered frequent communication, engaged in trust-building activities, and 

effectively attended to emerging initiative challenges aided the implementation process. 

Additionally, partners with high levels of internal and external credibility were important for 

increasing legitimacy and sustaining efforts that balanced the goals of project partners and those 

of the targeted community. 

Conclusions: Lead agencies played a fundamental coordinating role within the South City CNI. 

These organizations, especially the Memphis Housing Authority, were trusted and had the 

capacity to fulfill their role within the CNI while also occupying the central role of coordinating 

communication, sharing information, and allocating resources to community partners. 
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3.2. Introduction 

Community development interventions typically target multiple risk factors at multiple 

socioecological levels (e.g., individual, family, community, system) and include work across 

multiple domains (e.g., housing, education, health, workforce development, etc.). Thus, cross-

sector partnerships are increasingly utilized to address the complex, adaptive, and interrelated 

problems that affect low-income communities such as poverty, housing quality and affordability, 

educational achievement, unemployment, crime and violence, and others (Fraser & Kick, 2007; 

D. M. Greenberg et al., 2017; Quiroz Becerra et al., 2019; M. J. Rich & Stoker, 2014). 

Demonstrating strong cross-sector partnerships that can effectively work together to establish 

and achieve collective goals is often a precondition of funding receipt through various local, 

state, and national funders (Luke et al., 2010). However, not a lot is known about the unique 

facilitators and barriers of collaboration within these cross-sector partnerships (van Puyvelde & 

Raeymaeckers, 2020), particularly those concerned with issues of housing and community 

development (Joseph et al., 2019).  

Partnerships are important for the implementation of community development strategies 

(Joseph et al., 2019; Kubisch et al., 2010; M. J. Rich & Stoker, 2014). Strong partnerships 

between local housing authorities and other family systems such as child welfare services, 

schools, and property owners have the potential to affect housing relocation decisions for 

families (Bergman et al., 2019; Pergamit et al., 2019), and may also impact the ability of partner 

organizations to deliver services necessary to achieve program goals. The functioning of 

interorganizational partnerships and the ability of partners to collaborate to deliver programs and 

services is important because of the associations between effective initiative implementation and 

positive community- and population-level outcomes (Brown et al., 2012).  
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Despite the associations between partner collaboration, intervention implementation, and 

community-level outcomes, there are few studies of housing and community development 

initiatives that provide in-depth examinations of the dynamics involved with initiating, 

managing, and sustaining cross-sector collaborative partnerships. This is an important gap in 

knowledge because funded activities require cross-sector collaboration to fulfill grant goals and 

objectives. However, the literature makes clear that there exist significant difficulties in getting 

diverse stakeholders with distinct experiences, backgrounds, and cultures to work together 

effectively to address complex problems (Bryson & Crosby, 2006; Cross et al., 2002; Provan & 

Kenis, 2008). 

The Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI), a U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) sponsored program, is one federal initiative that requires cross-sector 

partnerships to deliver numerous programs and services to assist low-income families living in 

distressed public housing communities. The CNI includes broad goals and objectives towards 

people, housing, and neighborhood transformation that require collaboration between public, 

nonprofit, and private for-profit organizations. CNI organizational partners commit to joint 

planning, management, and resource investment over time within a specific local community, 

which includes a distressed public housing site targeted for redevelopment. Each CNI site 

typically competes for a 1-year Planning Grant, followed by an Implementation Grant that, if 

awarded, spans roughly 7 years or more.  

The CNI requires an immense amount of sustained coordination between partners for 

successful implementation. As such, the funding guidelines require that potential applicants 

identify a lead applicant who is the primary entity responsible for implementing project plans, a 

co-applicant to assist with implementation, and principal team members for each of the three 
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strategy areas (e.g., people, housing, and neighborhood) (The Urban Institute, 2013). However, 

few studies have examined cross-sector partnerships and collaboration processes among housing 

and community development interventions generally, with fewer focused on the unique policy 

context of the CNI. Thus, facilitators and barriers associated with collaboration and program and 

service delivery remain largely unknown. This paper addresses these gaps in knowledge by 

drawing on organizational theories of cross-sector partnerships to understand barriers and 

facilitators to collaboration in the South City CNI in Memphis, Tennessee.  

3.3. Background  

3.3.1. Cross-Sector Partnerships and Interorganizational Collaboration  

Cross-sector partnerships include organizations representing two or more sectors (e.g., 

public, private, nonprofit) that share information, resources, activities, and capabilities to achieve 

outcomes that could not be achieved by individual organizations and sectors alone (Bryson & 

Crosby, 2006, 2015). The importance of partnerships and collaboration is well-established in 

theories of organizations, public administration, and strategic planning (Bryson & Crosby, 2015), 

as well as community coalitions (Brown et al., 2012; Feinberg et al., 2005; M. T. Greenberg et 

al., 2007; Provan et al., 2004, 2005; Provan & Kenis, 2008; Wandersman et al., 1996), 

organizational collective action (Feiock, 2013), and urban governance (Pierre, 2014; Stone & 

Stoker, 2015). Jointly these theories suggest that the capacity of single organizations, and often 

single sectors, is far too limited to sufficiently address complex and adaptive social and 

economic problems.  

The development of cross-sector partnerships allows organizations to draw from a 

broader range of resources and expertise to improve service efficiency, enhance organizational 

capacity, and work more effectively to address complex problems through networks of 
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relationships (Gilchrist, 2019; Keyes et al., 1996; Provan et al., 2005; Provan & Kenis, 2008). 

These benefits may occur because organizations control and have access to different resources – 

what scholars refer to as social capital – that can be coordinated for collective action (Keyes et 

al., 1996; Pierre, 2014). Thus, cross-sector partnerships increase the potential for organizations to 

share capital that can be leveraged within a network of partners to achieve common goals and 

objectives.  

Yet, despite the promises of cross-sector partnerships to enhance the efficiency and 

effectiveness of program and service delivery, establishing and maintaining them is not without 

difficulties. There are a variety of factors that influence the ability of organizations to collaborate 

across sectors and several frameworks have been proposed (Bryson & Crosby, 2015; Foster-

Fishman et al., 2001; Goodman et al., 1998; Turrini et al., 2010). These frameworks suggest the 

importance of initial internal and external collaboration conditions (e.g., local context, resources, 

preexisting relationships), as well as the establishment of effective collaboration processes (e.g., 

developing trust, commitments) and procedures (e.g., norms, rules, accountability) (Bryson & 

Crosby, 2015; Provan & Milward, 2001; Turrini et al., 2010).  

Initial internal conditions have been routinely identified in the literature as important for 

effective partnership development and collaboration. Two internal conditions seem particularly 

salient for cross-sector collaboration: organizational capacity and relational dynamics. 

Preexisting relational dynamics between partners, along with histories of collaboration, both 

positive and negative, are important factors that influence partnership development and initiative 

implementation (Bryson & Crosby, 2015). Specifically, organizations that have established 

relationships and a positive history of collaboration over time tend to face fewer collaboration 

challenges.  
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The literature also suggests that high-capacity lead organizations that have sufficient 

resources, are trusted by partners, have political influence, and can effectively communicate with 

partners are essential for successful cross-sector collaboration (Chaskin, 2001). High-capacity 

lead organizations are particularly important for developing partnerships that are likely to 

establish effective processes and procedures to facilitate collaboration (Chen & Graddy, 2010). 

Lead organizations are also important for mobilizing partners to address immediate 

implementation challenges while also fostering the collective ability to learn and adapt to 

changing social, economic, and political environments (Bulger et al., 2021). Thus, lead 

organizations play a central role in providing empowering leadership, developing high-quality 

interpersonal relationships among partners, establishing clear and directed tasks, planning and 

obtaining funds for sustainability, and garnering support from key community members, all of 

which are critical for well-functioning collaborations (Brown et al., 2012). Additionally, 

literature suggests that high-capacity organizations that collaborate to develop and achieve 

common goals may be more likely to experience positive initiative outcomes relative to 

initiatives with disparate goals and weak collaboration capacity (Fraser & Kick, 2007). 

Thus, the presence of a high-capacity lead agency is particularly important for successful 

cross-sector partnerships. These organizations typically enter contractual relationships and are 

mandated to coordinate partner organizations across sectors. Lead organizations are responsible 

for coordinating partners to establish collective goals and objectives and deliver programs and 

services to meet them (Chen & Graddy, 2010; Provan & Kenis, 2008; van Puyvelde & 

Raeymaeckers, 2020). Lead organization networks are goal-directed and are setup for a specific 

purpose and evolve over time based on intentional coordination efforts by network members 

(Provan & Kenis, 2008). The role of the lead organization may emerge from network members 
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or be mandated by funders (Provan & Kenis, 2008). The lead organization is also responsible for 

balancing tensions and tradeoffs that arise within the network, including issues of efficiency 

versus inclusiveness, internal versus external expectations, and flexibility versus stability 

(Provan & Kenis, 2008).  

In addition to internal conditions, collaboration processes - the practices that partners 

establish for developing trust, shared understanding of problems, commitments toward collective 

actions, and project planning – are also important for developing partnerships and facilitating 

effective collaboration (Bryson & Crosby, 2015; Nowell, 2009). These processes include 

practices for establishing clear partner roles and responsibilities, incorporating structures for 

facilitating partner communication, creating performance measurement and accountability 

mechanisms, and securing adequate resources for program implementation (Bulger et al., 2021; 

Joseph et al., 2019). Collaboration processes are important because partners may embody 

different institutional logics – the set of norms, rules, governance, and decision-making 

processes that dictate how they work with partners (Bryson & Crosby, 2015).  

Joseph and colleagues (2019) found that key challenges of cross-sector collaboration 

included differing institutional logics and the ability to manage communication and coordination 

between partners across sectors. Repeated interactions and shared experiences mitigated these 

challenges by building trust and allowing organizations to adapt and develop flexible approaches 

to problem solving (Joseph et al., 2019). These processes also have potential to increase internal 

legitimacy and promote accountability towards upholding partner commitments (Provan & 

Kenis, 2008). Absent intentional efforts to establish processes that acknowledge and manage 

these differences, divergent motivations and practices of partners and varying definitions of 

project success may create conflict and stall progress during implementation (Joseph et al., 
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2019). Additionally, lack of coordination has potential to impede the development of trusting 

relationships necessary to effectively coordinate resources and services necessary for project 

implementation (Jackson, 2018, 2020).  

Collaboration procedures are also important for effective collaboration. These procedures 

include structures that govern collaborative work, including norms and rules, and dictate how 

agreement on collaborative goals and actions are reached. Research suggests that formal 

accountability mechanisms through legal contracts and consent decrees are critical to ensure that 

initiatives are implemented in line with original plans, and in cases where plans must change, 

that partners have established procedures to negotiate decisions (Jackson, 2020). Partnerships 

that do not include formal accountability mechanisms may struggle during implementation and 

may be more likely to make decisions that diverge from original program plans (Jackson, 2020). 

These changes have potential to limit transparency, foster mistrust, and may reduce the 

likelihood that partners will follow through on their commitments. Therefore, collaborations with 

higher levels of commitment and formal accountability mechanisms may be more effective 

during project implementation (Jackson, 2020).  

Collaboration procedures also assist with building program integrity where partners make 

effective use of scarce resources, combat corruption, and adapt based on lessons learned (M. J. 

Rich & Stoker, 2014). Collaboration procedures also include mechanisms to facilitate power 

sharing between actors across sectors (M. J. Rich & Stoker, 2014). Collectively, these procedures 

facilitate broad partner representation, the ability to adapt and restructure, and foster 

transparency in the standards, rules, policies, and practices guiding initiative decision-making 

and implementation (M. J. Rich & Stoker, 2014). On the other hand, practices and procedures 
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that generate partner exclusion may reduce transparency and create barriers to collaboration 

(Bulger et al., 2021). 

External conditions are also important for understanding cross-sector collaboration. Local 

housing market conditions, resource availability, and local politics shape partner interactions and 

may act as barriers or facilitators to collaboration (Jackson, 2020). For example, political 

divisions and historic racial tensions may limit partnership development and possibilities for 

action due to their impact on partner trust (Kegler et al., 2010). Community support for projects 

also impacts collaboration, with sites that face higher levels of community opposition 

experiencing more challenges during implementation (Comrie, 2018). The ability to promote 

meaningful community participation in decision-making processes and effectively manage 

conflict are critical to the success of cross-sector partnerships (M. J. Rich & Stoker, 2014). These 

external conditions have potential to create tension between initiative ideals and goals, and the 

business side of completing the work within established financial and time constraints specified 

in the grant (Jackson, 2020; Vale et al., 2018).  

3.3.2. Mixed-Income Development and the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI)  

Mixed-income housing and community development strategies represent a unique social 

and economic context for examining cross-sector partnership development and collaboration 

dynamics. These initiatives target distressed public housing for redevelopment into mixed-

income communities, while simultaneously investing in neighborhood development projects and 

providing a range of programs and services to families at the targeted public housing site and 

within the broader community. Cross-sector partnerships are essential for implementing mixed-

income development initiatives, and the literature suggests considerable variability in the goals 

and capacity of partner organizations to deliver services and engage in cross-sector collaboration 
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(Bulger et al., 2021; Jackson, 2018, 2020; Joseph et al., 2019; Oakley et al., 2015; Popkin, Katz, 

et al., 2004; Turbov & Piper, 2013). Prior research also suggests that the intensity and 

complexity of mixed-income development initiatives creates a unique program context for which 

organizations may have limited experience coordinating and sustaining (Joseph, 2010).  

In a baseline report of the first five CNI implementation grantees, the Urban Institute 

(2013) found that partnership structures and relational dynamics differed across sites, which 

influenced initiative implementation. The report demonstrated that partners at some sites 

exhibited centralized coordination processes led by a few key organizations, whereas others 

operated as a decentralized, loosely connected network of partners. Lead organizations, 

partnership teams, and collaboration structures also differed across sites, with some CNI 

implementation grants led by national nonprofit and for-profit organizations, while others were 

led by local government entities, local public housing authorities, or jointly by both. 

In Boston’s CNI, which was led by the City of Boston, partners operated as a loosely 

connected set of partners that collaborated on specific and discrete aspects of the CNI 

Transformation Plan – the overall plan guiding program activities. And while partners reported 

working well together, the loosely connected structure created limited clarity on leadership roles 

within the CNI. Additionally, while some partners had a strong history of collaboration and 

trusting relationships, many partners did not have long histories of working together. In 

Chicago’s CNI, the initiative established clear leadership roles among key partner organizations 

which included the Preservation of Affordable Housing (POAH) as lead agency and City of 

Chicago as co-lead. And while POAH assumed primary coordinating responsibilities, partners 

identified the need for a stronger and clearer coordinating role for the City of Chicago and other 

institutional partners, like the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA), Chicago Public Schools 
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(CPS), and Chicago Police Department (CPD), to address broader external factors that 

influenced initiative success (e.g., affordable housing, educational achievement, crime). Like 

Boston, Chicago CNI partners did not have extensive histories of working together to implement 

complex initiatives like the CNI and relied primarily on partner collaboration within specific 

activities of the CNI. For example, CHA assisted with housing relocation by providing vouchers 

to families but were not a primary partner on the CNI grant (Galvez, 2013).  

In New Orleans, the CNI included a housing authority and city government lead and co-

lead structure between the Housing Authority of New Orleans (HANO) and City of New 

Orleans. The New Orleans CNI proceeded with high levels of internal coordination among a 

small group of high-capacity and experienced partners, primarily led by HANO. Thus, strong 

collaborative relationships and established processes for resolving implementation challenges 

were identified as essential aspects of implementation success. In San Francisco, the lead 

applicant was a private affordable housing developer, McCormack Baron Salazar, and the co-

lead agency was the San Francisco Housing Authority (SFHA). The San Francisco CNI involved 

a complex network of organizational partners and was implemented as an extension of a much 

larger mixed-income development initiative, HOPE SF, which included three additional public 

housing sites targeted for redevelopment. Thus, efforts of HOPE SF had created a strong 

infrastructure for collaboration that carried over to CNI efforts. In Seattle, the Seattle Housing 

Authority (SHA) served as lead applicant and was also the lead agency for each strategy area 

(e.g., people, housing, neighborhood). Thus, unlike other CNI grantees, SHA acted as the central 

coordinating agency for the entire CNI and worked to galvanize a small, strategic group of 

partners for implementation.   
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In addition to the Urban Institute’s baseline report, Bulger et al. (2021) interviewed staff 

at 22 CNI planning and implementation sites to examine the extent to which mixed-income 

initiatives incorporated processes and practices of social inclusion in their design and 

implementation. The authors found that establishing a strong network of service providers was 

essential to successful intervention implementation and providing effective programs and 

services to CNI families. Additionally, intentionality around building trust, establishing shared 

commitments, embodying adaptive and flexible planning strategies, and ensuring that each 

initiative component was cohesive and clearly connected to the goals of the CNI was vital to 

successful program implementation.  

These initial findings suggest substantial variability in collaboration capacity and 

relational dynamics among CNI partner agencies. Partners across sites may represent different 

collaborative histories, with partners in some sites collaborating over prolonged periods of time 

across multiple initiatives while others have more limited partnership histories. Thus, working 

relationships between public sector entities, as well as trust and willingness to partner across 

sectors, has potential to influence collaboration capacity and program implementation. External 

factors, such as local opposition to CNI plans and decision-making processes may also differ 

across sites, with potential to influence collaboration dynamics and implementation timelines. 

And while these dynamics have been explored in limited detail among the first five CNI 

implementation grantees, there remain many questions about how these dynamics have unfolded 

in other CNI sites that received funding in more recent years. 

Based on the literature, evidence suggests that there may be competing internal and 

external conditions that influence CNI partner capacity to collaborate to effectively implement 

programs and services to achieve people, housing, and neighborhood goals. These collaboration 
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factors have not been adequately applied to housing and community development interventions 

despite recognition that organizational capacity and collaboration dynamics are integral to 

intervention success (Joseph et al., 2019; M. J. Rich & Stoker, 2014).  

Because differences in local context, initiative goals and objectives, and partner capacity 

are consequential to intervention implementation and the achievement of people, housing, and 

neighborhood goals, in-depth explorations of partner relationships and collaboration dynamics in 

mixed-income development initiatives are sorely needed. Specifically, facilitators and barriers to 

collaboration as experienced by partners across sectors may offer insights for improving 

implementation to best serve families and their communities. These insights have potential to 

identify specific challenges during CNI implementation and ways to address them that are 

grounded in partner experiences. Mixed-income development initiatives provide a unique 

context for exploring the facilitators and barriers to collaboration among multilevel, 

multicomponent housing and community development initiatives like the CNI. 

3.3.3. The South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

This study examined collaboration among organizations involved in the South City CNI 

in Memphis, TN. The South City CNI received a $250,000-dollar CNI Planning Grant in 2010, 

and a $30 million-dollar CNI Implementation Grant in 2015. Thus, the South City CNI 

represents a grantee in later stages of the implementation process. The lead applicant for the 

South City CNI is the Memphis Housing Authority (MHA). The City of Memphis serves as the 

co-lead applicant on the grant (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2015b, 

2015a). Additionally, the CNI has three core strategy areas: people, housing, and neighborhoods. 

People strategies are led by Urban Strategies, a national nonprofit organization that provides 

supportive services to low-income families in public housing. The housing strategy area is led by 
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a private development company, McCormack Baron Salazar, a national affordable housing 

development firm. The neighborhood strategy area is led by the City of Memphis Division of 

Housing and Community Development. These partners have a long history of work together, 

having completed several HOPE VI projects prior to receipt of the CNI Implementation Grant 

(City of Memphis & Memphis Housing Authority, 2013; Freiman et al., 2013). 

The South City CNI focuses revitalization efforts on Foote Homes, a 420-unit public 

housing complex. The South City Transformation Plan guides initiative implementation and 

serves as the overall plan for the initiative. The document includes plans for the redevelopment 

of Foote Homes and the surrounding neighborhood to include 712 mixed-income units 

constructed across six development phases. The plan calls for the development of 600 units at the 

original site, 112 units offsite, and an additional 87 project-based vouchers (PBVS) for use in the 

surrounding neighborhood by Foote Homes families. The plan also includes the provision of 

supportive services for families and critical community improvements in the neighborhood 

(Memphis Housing Authority, 2013). 

The South City CNI was purposively chosen for this study based on partner consultation, 

local context, and data availability to answer the dissertation research questions. South City CNI 

partners have relocated all CNI families from Foote Homes, the site targeted for redevelopment, 

and have made substantial progress on proposed development plans. Additionally, while the 

South City CNI has experienced challenges, the initiative represents an effective, high 

functioning partnership model according to local partners (Jones & Bradley, 2021).  

3.4. Theoretical Framework 

In this study I draw from literature on cross-sector partnerships and social capital theory 

to understand the unique facilitators and barriers to collaboration within the South City CNI in 
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Memphis, TN. Applied to cross-sector partnerships, social capital theory suggests that 

organizations enter collaborative partnerships to acquire tangible resources and benefits to 

address complex public problems, which would not be available to organizations working in 

isolation (Keyes et al., 1996). These benefits and resources include various forms of capital – 

like knowledge, information, and money – which become available to organizations as they 

collaborate with other organizations. Social capital theory suggests that long-term relationships 

built on trust and reciprocity are foundational to successful cross-sector partnerships, as are the 

development of mutual interests and a shared vision guiding collaborative work.  

Yet, literature on cross-sector collaboration document the tensions that arise when 

organizations across sectors enter collaborative relationships (Bryson & Crosby, 2015; Joseph et 

al., 2019). These tensions include different working and communication styles, organizational 

priorities, definitions of success, problem definitions, and understandings of roles and 

responsibilities. Despite these numerous tensions, there are many examples of successful cross-

sector partnerships that have managed to overcome these challenges by focusing on processes 

and structures that facilitate the development of shared goals, clarify roles and responsibilities, 

and promote effective communication and coordination (Joseph et al., 2019; Madden, 2012). 

However, how these issues unfold within complex housing and community development 

initiatives like the CNI have received little scholarly attention. 

3.5. Study Purpose and Research Questions 

Little is known about organizational collaboration and partnership development within 

housing and community development interventions (Joseph et al., 2019), despite decades of 

intervention research that suggests that such partnerships are vital to program implementation 

and initiative success. We know little about how collaborative networks develop within these 
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initiatives or how their structure and processes evolve over time. We also know little about 

differences in the local context of collaboration and differences in program policies, practices, 

and partnerships (Levy et al., 2010; M. J. Rich & Stoker, 2014; Tegeler & Gevarter, 2021).  

The available literature suggests that collaborative partnerships are critical to intervention 

effectiveness, particularly within complex, multicomponent strategies exemplified in mixed-

income development. Yet, in-depth accounts of collaboration and implementation processes in 

community development generally, and mixed-income development strategies specifically, is 

absent from the literature (Joseph et al., 2019). Therefore, one of the biggest gaps in current 

research is in the examination of the cross-sector partnerships necessary for implementing 

housing and community development interventions (Comrie, 2018; Joseph et al., 2019). 

To address these gaps in knowledge, the purpose of this study was to examine 

organizational partner perspectives of facilitators and barriers to collaboration and partnership 

development in the South City CNI. This study addresses these gaps in knowledge through the 

following research question: What facilitators and barriers do organizational partners identify as 

integral to the effective implementation of programs and services to families in the South City 

CNI in Memphis, TN?  

3.6. Methods 

3.6.1. Participants 

Participants for this study included staff members at community-based organizations, 

government entities, and private agencies that collaborated to implement a variety of programs 

and services in the South City CNI in Memphis, TN. Inclusion criteria included organization 

staff who were over 18 years of age, who spoke English, and who were identified as 
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knowledgeable about CNI activities by the lead organization for the South City CNI, the 

Memphis Housing Authority (MHA), and the lead people-strategy partner, Urban Strategies.  

Participant recruitment proceeded as follows. An initial list of key partner organizations 

was developed based on the South City CNI website, as well as a review of publicly available 

administrative documents, including the South City CNI Transformation Plan. Next, a staff 

member at MHA, the lead grantee for the South City CNI, was informed of the study and asked 

to participate in an initial conversation to discuss the purpose, goals, and objectives of the study. 

Following the conversation, MHA staff were provided the initial list of CNI partner 

organizations to review for inclusion in the study and were asked to provide the names and 

contact information of additional CNI partners who should be included but did not appear on the 

initial list. This strategy was chosen because there was no readily available list of South City 

CNI partners. Next, MHA was consulted to identify participants to invite to interviews. This is a 

common approach utilized to identify key partners in organizational collaboration research 

(Comrie, 2018; Krauss et al., 2004; Provan & Milward, 1995). In total, 32 organizations were 

identified as key partners in the South City CNI. 

A total of 17 staff representing 15 partner organizations participated in the interviews, 

and participants were selected for interviews using purposive sampling techniques in 

consultation with MHA. Staff represented organizations working in each CNI strategy area 

including the people (n=9), housing (n=4), and neighborhood teams (n=4). Participants 

represented organization staff that occupied executive positions (e.g., executive directors, chief 

executives), as well as project management staff and program directors. Interview participants 

represented a subsample of all South City CNI partners (47%) and were selected based on their 

historic and current knowledge of CNI activities.  
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3.6.2. Procedures 

Semi-structured interviews of staff members at CNI partner organizations were 

conducted to better understand facilitators and barriers to collaboration from the perspectives of 

partner organization staff. Participants were informed of the study by email and invited to 

participant in an online interview via Zoom. All staff members who were invited to participate in 

an interview agreed to participate. Informed consent was obtained verbally prior to audio 

recording each interview. Most interviews lasted approximately one hour. All interviews were 

recorded following verbal consent of participants and were securely stored online, and password 

protected. All interviews were transcribed verbatim and imported into NVivo version 20 to assist 

with data management and analysis. To encourage participation, email reminders were sent 

weekly in collaboration with MHA. After three recruitment attempts via email, the MHA was 

consulted to encourage participation. Interviews occurred between March 2021 and September 

2021. Recruitment materials for CNI partner interviews appear in the Chapter 3 Appendix. All 

study procedures were approved by the Washington University in St. Louis Institutional Review 

Board (IRB# 202102034). 

3.6.3. Measures 

A semi-structured interview guide was designed to assess CNI partnerships and 

collaboration. Informed by literature on cross-sector partnerships and studies of mixed-income 

community development initiatives, the interview guide included questions to assess partner 

roles within the CNI (e.g., goals, objectives, tasks), collaboration and implementation processes 

including facilitators and barriers to collaboration, and major accomplishments and achievements 

that resulted from partnering on the CNI. Participants were asked to reflect on their initial 

engagement with South City CNI efforts, as well as their current involvement with the initiative 
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and partnerships with other organizations (Joseph, 2010). Participants were also asked about 

relationships with other key partner organizations, including those with CNI lead agencies 

(Provan et al., 2005). Participants were also asked about significant barriers or challenges to 

collaboration (Freiman et al., 2013), along with factors that they viewed as helping overcome 

these challenges. The interview guide appears in the Chapter 3 Appendix. 

3.6.4. Data Analysis Plan 

Data analysis occurred in three steps congruent with qualitative data analysis and case 

study research: 1) preparing and organizing the data, 2) reducing data to themes through the 

coding and recoding process, and 3) presenting data in figures, tables, or a discussion (Creswell 

& Poth, 2018). Data analysis was descriptive in nature and aimed at generating pragmatic, 

practice- and policy-relevant insights (Dey, 1993). Data analysis included a mixed inductive and 

deductive approach, and multicycle coding methods were utilized to identify patterns and themes 

in the text data (Saldaña, 2016) in order to describe the South City CNI case and its context 

(Creswell & Poth, 2018).  

Prior to first-round coding, I read each transcript in full to get a sense of the entire 

interview. After reading each transcript, I wrote analytic memos for each interview which 

captured my thoughts, reflections, and emergent findings (Creswell & Poth, 2018). I then 

approached each transcript with predetermined codes while allowing for the identification of 

emergent themes directly from the data. Because I was interested in identifying common 

facilitators and barriers to collaboration, these structural codes were applied to the data during 

the first round of coding and formed the basis for more detailed coding in later rounds (Saldaña, 

2016). Next, I reviewed each interview and identified noteworthy quotes that stood out in the 

data (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Saldaña, 2016) and were representative of key barriers and 
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facilitators to collaboration. This first round of structural coding was followed by additional 

rounds of simultaneous coding to identify codes, categories, and themes directly from the text 

(Saldaña, 2016). Specifically, holistic codes were applied to the data to identify broad topics 

within the structural codes, followed by pattern coding to identify categories and themes in the 

data (Saldaña, 2016). 

3.7. Results 

3.7.1. Sample Characteristics 

Seventeen staff members at CNI partner organizations participated in interviews, 

representing the perspectives of 15 organizations. Participants included executive-level staff 

(n=9) along with project managers and program directors (n=8) that were knowledgeable about 

CNI activities. Interviews with South City CNI partners represented diverse perspectives from 

staff members at agencies working across people (n=9), housing (n=4), and neighborhood 

strategies (n=4). Participants also included representatives from organizations across government 

(n=6), nonprofit (n=10), and private sectors (n=1). Participants also included staff who had been 

involved in the South City CNI Planning Grant process, as well as newer partners who had 

initiated engagement in recent years. Participants also included a representative from each lead 

organization involved in the South City CNI. 

3.7.2. Summary of Themes  

Across interviews, participants revealed that coordinating challenges represented 

common barriers to collaboration and the effective delivery of programs and services to CNI 

families. Specific coordination challenges included those associated with housing relocation, 

managing complex budgets within resource constraints, shifting organizational arrangements, 

and navigating diverse program perceptions. Additionally, the emergence of the COVID-19 
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pandemic substantially impacted partnerships in Memphis, particularly as it related to 

coordinating partner communication and sharing information and resources. Themes, categories, 

and example codes appear as Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1.  

Themes Related to Barriers and Facilitators of Collaboration in the South City Choice 

Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

Category Theme Example Codes 

Barriers  

to Collaboration Coordination Challenges Housing Relocation 

  

Managing Complex Budgets 

Resource Constraints 

  

Shifting Organizational 

Arrangements 

  Diverse Program Perceptions 

 COVID-19 Limited Interaction Opportunities 

  Disruptions to Rhythm 

  Losing Ground 

  

Amplification of Pre-Existing 

Challenges 

Facilitators  

of Collaboration High-Capacity Lead Organization Frequent Communication 

  Strengths-Based Leadership 

  Network Nucleus 

  

Establish Collective Mission, 

Vision, Purpose 

  Balancing Project Tension 

  

Synergistic Efforts 

Trust Building 

 Credible Network Connectors Connecting the Dots 

  Relationship Building 

  Internal and External Legitimacy 

  Community Engagement 

 History of Collaboration Past Interactions 

  Shared Experiences  

  Trust Building 

  Collective Learning 

  Capital Exchange 

  HOPE VI Implementation 
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Overcoming coordination challenges required the presence of a high-capacity lead 

organization that was flexible and adaptive to constantly evolving sociopolitical environments. 

This lead organization was a key facilitator of collaboration within the South City CNI, which 

relied on extensive cross-sector partnerships and diverse funding sources to complete. In addition 

to strong lead agency coordination, there were several other organizations, generally community-

based nonprofits, which had high levels of internal and external credibility and were integral to 

ensuring that the South City CNI progressed through implementation while maintaining the 

mission and vision to serve marginalized, low-income families. These organizations – which I 

refer to as credible network connectors – occupied a bridging role within the CNI by creating 

connections between partners. Additionally, these organizations played a fundamental role in 

enhancing the CNI’s external legitimacy with outside community organizations and 

neighborhood residents. Finally, the South City CNI benefited from a long history of partner 

collaboration, which allowed for the development of trusting relationships which in turn 

promoted strong partner commitment and accountability towards shared goals and objectives.  

3.7.3. Barriers to Collaboration in South City 

Coordination Challenges in the South City CNI 

 Throughout interviews with CNI partners, it became apparent that the complexity of the 

South City CNI required immense amounts of coordination for planning and implementing the 

various components of the initiative. Key coordination challenges that emerged in the data 

included: housing relocation, managing complex budgets within resource constraints, shifting 

organizational arrangements, and navigating diverse program perceptions. Additionally, the 

COVID-19 pandemic further complicated coordination challenges by altering partner 

communication and venues for sharing resources and providing services to families.  
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Coordinating Housing Relocation 

One of the major coordination challenges that South City CNI partners faced was that of 

housing relocation, which was required to begin redevelopment and construction at Foote 

Homes. A housing partner described the coordination challenges associated with the CNI, and 

emphasized the difficulties posed by housing relocation: 

Affordable housing is never easy on a good day. The money that we received from HUD 

sounds like an awful lot, it's $29,750,000. But when you're looking at building over 700 

units of housing, supporting neighborhood projects, and providing case management 

services, that does not go very far. So, specifically on the housing side, I mean what it 

takes to actually build those 700 units is over $200 million, so we've got to leverage those 

federal dollars to be able to get other sources of funding... So, that takes a lot of work to 

be able to coordinate all that. Just the day-to-day work of coordinating and the different 

aspects that go into it. There's a lot of moving pieces. All the people that initially lived 

there at Foote Homes had to be relocated. So, that was a whole process. Now that they've 

been relocated, Urban Strategies continues to engage with them and provide case 

management services, but that is challenging. It would be challenging to engage with 

people if they were all living in one spot, but when they were relocated, they were 

scattered throughout the city. So that's challenging to keep those folks engaged… None 

of this is particularly easy, and it can involve a lot of different partners, funding sources, 

and entities that are involved that all may have different requirements. So, you're just 

kind of juggling a lot of different pieces. 

 There were two unique constraints that made coordinating the relocation process 

particularly challenging in Memphis. The first constraint was related to the unique context of 

Foote Homes as the last remaining traditional public housing development in the city. As such, 

Foote Homes was viewed as a development that provided housing to many hard-to-house 

families who faced multiple barriers in the housing market. Partners mentioned that many 

families who lived at Foote Homes had lived there for generations, and several had been 

previously displaced through other development efforts, specifically those associated with HOPE 

VI. Thus, several families at Foote Homes had extremely limited options in the housing market 

and experienced immense difficulties during relocation. A people strategy partner identified the 
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importance of strong partnerships when navigating the complex challenges families faced during 

relocation:  

A lot of families who lived in Foote Homes had been displaced during other development 

work… We had people who had been displaced by at least three HOPE VI grants and 

they were not ready to live in the greater community… it was overwhelming for them… 

we had to really assist them heavily with the process. You know, sometimes you have to 

walk with folks. You have to lean on those partners that are out there. You won't be 

successful if you don't depend on experience or collaboration. 

Another partner discussed the unique context of Foote Homes and implications for 

delivering programs and services to families, including those associated with relocation. The 

partner described how this context fostered a great deal of mistrust between service providers 

and residents that had to be addressed during the CNI planning and implementation process. The 

people strategy partner explained: 

Memphis is the only city that can say we have eliminated all traditional public housing. 

We have no more traditional public housing in the city. We are the first city to be able to 

say that... So, when you got to where some families had moved from one housing 

development to the next, and then you have the very last housing development, that was 

the most difficult of the grants that we had to tackle. And it took a lot of work to really 

engender trust with the residents and then hope for what their community will look like 

and how they will be a part of that. So, I think that's always one of the largest challenges 

you have in a situation like this so that people don't feel like their communities are being 

gentrified, but you are creating a place for them to actually come back to so that they 

benefit from all the revitalization that's happening around them… So, engendering the 

type of trust that we needed to have with our residents made it possible for us to say why 

this community is your community, why you're the authors of your own solutions to how 

this community becomes a thriving community. We aren't coming in saying this is what 

needs to happen, but we're working in partnership with you to really empower and 

amplify what you think your community needs in order to be a thriving community. So, 

you know I’m talking about trust in building that collaboration to me, was one of the 

biggest challenges. 

The second constraint that made housing relocation challenging in Memphis was due to 

the simultaneous condemnation of two nearby privately owned housing projects, the Warren 

Apartments and Tulane Apartments, which had failed several HUD inspections at the time of 

housing relocation at Foote Homes. This forced families living in an additional 400 low-income 
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housing units into the housing market at the same time that CNI partners were attempting to 

relocate families from Foote Homes. This meant that hundreds of additional low-income families 

were searching for affordable housing at the same time. A partner on the people strategy team 

discussed the need to pivot and adjust to these unforeseen challenges to ensure that families were 

supported: 

In Choice Neighborhoods or HOPE VI, there's different models for relocation. In 

Memphis for the Foote Homes CNI grant, they did the massive relocation. Everyone was 

moved off site around the same time, or they started the relocation, so they could do the 

demolition. There are some that may be done in phases, but we made the decision to go 

ahead and demolish the entire site so we could start the rebuild. During the time of 

relocation in Memphis, there were two apartment complexes in the city that were 

condemned by the federal government. So, then you have the competing priorities with 

these properties being condemned and relocation. So, I think they had to pivot and go 

through those condemned properties and make sure the market could absorb all the 

families from the condemned properties in addition to the families that were relocating 

out of Foote Homes… Now we didn’t have those other families to relocate, but I think 

they were voucher developments, which meant it was the Housing Authority’s 

responsibility to try to absorb and get everybody relocated. 

Coordinating Complex Budgets within Resource Constraints 

In addition to the coordinating challenges associated with relocation, another challenge 

involved managing complex budgets within resource constraints. These challenges included the 

immense complexities of coordinating a variety of programs and services across three distinct 

but interconnected strategy areas, all of which included different funding mechanisms and 

timelines. Additionally, partners frequently described the CNI Implementation Grant as 

necessary but not sufficient to address the complex challenges that families confronted at Foote 

Homes and in the surrounding neighborhood, which had resulted from decades of disinvestment. 

This meant that a seemingly large amount of funding was insufficient to address issues that had 

materialized and accumulated over decades.  

One CNI partner described these constraints as primarily limiting resources to support 

housing adjacent work – or projects that were viewed as vital for the success of the redeveloped 
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housing but were often not planned for and funded through the CNI grant itself. The partner 

viewed these projects as essential to the long-term success of the South City CNI, which 

included programs and projects for neighborhood and community-wide improvements. A 

housing strategy partner stated: 

So, generally the constraints of the multi-phase budget that is built at a point in time but 

has to be implemented over a period of time. I would say that's a really big upfront one 

[challenge]. I would say the scope of work that needs to be completed within those 

resources, which we just talked about. The site preparation and the streets, the housing 

construction itself. Also, the housing adjacent work that's critical to a successful 

community, but often isn't planned for upfront. Like parks and artwork... stuff that takes 

the community from bricks-and-sticks into much more of a living breathing organism that 

I think people start to feel like it's more of their home. That's so important, but costs 

money and takes time and community engagement… I think the point I want to make is 

that there are all of those challenges, even in a city and state where the partners are so 

communicative and collaborative and supportive. 

And while funding was a constraint to the overall efforts of the South City CNI, a few 

nonprofit organization staff mentioned that successfully coordinating and navigating these 

resource constraints was vital to the collaborative efforts in Memphis. One neighborhood 

strategy partner stated: 

There are some nonprofit organizations who are territorial. So, although collaboration is 

key, when it comes to funding, everybody is vying for the same dollars. And so that can 

sometimes strain relationships or make them really even nonexistent. But we try to 

collaborate, we try to stay as open and honest as we possibly can to make sure that we get 

the work done. 

Another neighborhood strategy partner echoed these sentiments, describing how 

competition for scarce resources could threaten collaborative efforts if not coordinated 

effectively. The partner explained: 

I think collaboration more broadly can be challenging because we're resource poor and 

there are a lot of community development corporations that are fighting for the same 

scarce dollars for operating. I think we leave some collaboration and some synergy on the 

table if everybody's scrambling for the same operating dollars and they're not looking at 

how they can align and leverage and multiply their efforts. 

Coordinating Amidst Changing Organizational Arrangements 
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Coordinating challenges were magnified by changing organizational arrangements as a 

result of staff turnover at CNI partner organizations. A housing partner described how 

partnerships had evolved over time since receiving the CNI Implementation Grant: 

It’s just that the challenge of when we applied for the grant back in 2015, there were 

different organizations that supported our application and we talked about what are some 

possibilities of working together. In some cases, leadership changed in some of these 

organizations and so that can pose a challenge. It doesn't mean that they're not still 

interested in working with us, but it just means that whatever plan or strategy we had in 

2015, as leadership changes and then in some cases it depends on the organization, for 

some organizations that means they've got different priorities or different focus areas. So, 

you've got to adjust and that can be a little bit challenging because that can mean that the 

commitment that was made in 2015, how it looks in 2019 or 2020 is different. 

Because of the evolving nature of partnerships, several partners identified the importance 

of establishing structured processes to reorient partners towards the mission, vision, and goals of 

the South City CNI. A people strategy partner stated: 

You know, one of the largest challenges is always that you don't have the same people 

who began the process with you then, when you end the process right. So, I don't think 

that the vision has changed. One of the biggest challenges is realigning folks to the shared 

goals and outcomes that we're trying to achieve. That's part of the collaboration process is 

how do you bring people back to that center. One that families are at the center of all 

decisions and the focus for the Choice Neighborhood. 

Coordinating Differing Program Perceptions 

Coordination challenges also included navigating different, often contradictory 

perceptions of the South City CNI between different stakeholder groups. One housing partner 

mentioned navigating diverse perspectives as a challenge during the CNI planning and 

implementation process:  

I think the challenges in our market specifically are just the perception of the program 

and the perception of what's happening when you tear down something and build 

something new. This area is in a much different neighborhood than all the other projects. 

It's very close to downtown Memphis. So, there's a lot of other projects happening near 

and around it. And so, I think there's this perception of not being affordable and not being 

for the people that lived there before and some tensions because of that. And so, we have 

to help dispel some of that misinformation. In those cases, it's just people either making 

assumptions or not asking, not getting the right information… But there's just a general 
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tension. How do you make something new but also acknowledge and celebrate what was 

there before? It's a strong community. There are a lot of people in the community that 

have a very affectionate view of the public housing… because that's where they grew up 

and their family grew up. 

Another people strategy partner described the tensions between community members 

who were celebratory about the efforts of the South City CNI, compared to others who viewed 

the initiative with skepticism and in some cases anger. The people-strategy partner stated: 

You know you have everything from new people coming in and excited and saying 

“wow, how can I live right there”… Then you have other individuals that say “this is 

what they wanted all the time. They did not want poor people…they did not want us here 

all the time. The whole strategy all along was not building this, this was about moving 

poverty away from our downtown center.” So, you have everything from celebratory, to 

anger, and cynicism, you know, and distrust. 

Multiple partners discussed this tension and described examples of how CNI partner 

organizations attempted to navigate and address these challenges to ensure that diverse 

community voices were represented in the work of the South City CNI. A specific example was 

in the naming of streets within and surrounding the housing development. A housing strategy 

partner stated: 

We had a lot of conversations about just what we should name it, what streets should be 

called. Things like that because people still wanted to have that attachment, which of 

course we expect, respect, and honor through all those elements. We listened to their 

feedback and we had a very devoted street naming, particularly for the current part of the 

development, to make sure that they felt heard, and they still felt connected and 

understood that we weren't trying to erase or take away from what was there before. We 

just wanted to provide a better environment for people. So, I think that's been the biggest 

challenge is just navigating that community and helping people feel like we're there to do 

what we think will benefit them and I hope that they feel the same way. 

Another housing partner discussed the inevitability of these competing perspectives and 

the need for equity and inclusion in the decision-making process. The partner stated: 

Everybody is not going to be happy. That's just the way it is. But I think one thing that 

people will say is that the message hasn't changed. You know I've been consistent I've 

been accessible I've been open. And you know I’ve invited people to the table that 

weren't traditionally invited to the table… and I think sometimes you need to bring 

people in the room, because otherwise they're going to be standing outside talking and 
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you can't control the message. And when they're in the room, they become part of the 

conversation, part of the solution… And so, I think it's a benefit to any project. Just to 

have people included and people to be heard as much as possible. 

COVID-19 and Collaboration in the South City CNI 

 The COVID-19 pandemic represented a unique sociopolitical context for the South City 

CNI. Partners often discussed CNI related activities pre-pandemic, indicating that business-as-

usual had been substantially impacted by the pandemic. Partners discussed how routine ways of 

working together had been disrupted, and partners were still learning how to navigate disruptions 

to service and program delivery resulting from the pandemic.  

 One way the pandemic influenced collaboration was by limiting in-person contact that 

organizations had with one another. The impact of this disruption was most notably felt among 

partners outside of lead organizations who relied on these in-person opportunities to receive 

program updates about initiative progress. Additionally, the pandemic also influenced the extent 

to which program partners, particularly grassroots community organizations and direct service 

providers, were able to engage and stay connected with CNI families. A few participants 

described being “off schedule” and “losing touch” with some CNI partners. A housing partner 

described how the rhythm of working with partners had been disrupted during the pandemic: 

We really had gotten into a rhythm of offering programming through this Resource 

Center connecting residents with these other organizations or entities that had programs. 

And all that kind of thing with COVID, you know, the school building is closed, you just 

can't do all that in person activity. And so that's been challenging because the work that 

we were doing changed. And then for a lot of the partners, I mean their work has 

changed. And everybody's had to regroup and they're just thinking about how do we keep 

the doors open. And so, the bandwidth for new initiatives is not quite there. So, that's 

been challenging for the partnerships because we've been meeting quarterly and really 

gotten into that rhythm and COVID really disrupted all of that. And all of that does not 

always easily translate to a virtual platform. So that's challenging. 

 A people strategy partner mentioned the pandemic as representing a significant challenge 

to delivering programs and services to families. The people partner stated:  
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I think the biggest change has really just been the pandemic. We were able to bring 

people into our space and host all types of meetings [and] press conferences… It's all 

been in person. I think that as we started having meetings, we realized what people 

needed in our space, and we just kept growing it out… Now with the pandemic, trying to 

manage live events and be able to social distance, and the sanitizers, and the contactless, 

and all of those things… The thing that's been a challenge for a lot of the agencies is that 

when you think about doing things virtually and you're connecting or need to connect 

with the population that's already disenfranchised, at risk, they don't have the digital 

infrastructure to be able to do a lot of these things remotely. Now that we've shut down, 

people who normally would have come in to use this free service, they didn't have that 

either. 

A people strategy partner described having lost touch with some organizations due to the 

pandemic. The partner described how this disruption in contact and communication created 

distance between partners and limited opportunities to work together: 

And I think through the pandemic, we've lost touch a little bit. And we haven't worked as 

closely together I would probably say in the last six months. 

A neighborhood partner described specific constraints in working on neighborhood 

projects. The partner described: 

It's been challenging for everyone in the pandemic, because we're not able to get people 

out there. Because if I were in a pandemic and the first time I heard about this program, 

I'd be suspicious as a homeowner. Especially if I'm older and people always trying to 

have schemes to take their homes. And so, seeing us face to face and really getting to 

know us, it's different than me calling you. So, we would have had getting-to-know-you 

events and frequently ask questions… And so, the challenge of the pandemic is true for 

any business because it disrupted how we operate… We've had to adapt. And we still did 

homes during the pandemic, probably not as many as I think we could have done because 

people were unsure…  

The partner went on to describe how the pandemic had strained systems that were 

essential for coordinating and completing neighborhood projects. The partner discussed how 

adaptation delays for permitting, along with substantial cost increases and availability of 

materials, had impacted project timelines. The partner explained how these delays were 

particularly challenging for completing smaller projects, like those associated with 

homeownership in South City: 
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Our code enforcement department was shut down. They moved to electronic, but it took 

them a while. It's kind of like some colleges that were not online, it took them a while to 

adapt. And so, we were impacted by their adaptation to a pandemic… And then supplies. 

So, our supply chain. We're talking about challenges beyond our control. Construction 

went up probably 300 or more percent. So, if we needed to replace any wood, the cost to 

us went up. So that limited the amount of repair we can do on some people's houses.” 

While coordinating challenges and the COVID-19 pandemic had potential to disrupt and 

delay CNI implementation, CNI partners also routinely identified partner characteristics and 

collaboration strategies that allowed the South City CNI to acknowledge and address these 

challenges while working collaboratively to identify solutions to effectively move forward. 

3.7.4. Facilitators of Collaboration in South City 

High-Capacity Lead Organizations in the South City CNI 

Partners frequently identified the presence of a high-capacity lead organization as 

essential to the successful coordination and implementation of the South City CNI. The lead 

organization was described as the nucleus of the South City CNI who was responsible for 

coordinating communication to all CNI partners that worked in the people, housing, and 

neighborhood strategy areas. Thus, the lead organization played a fundamental role in connecting 

partner organizations to the comprehensive work of the CNI. In Memphis, the lead organization 

was the Memphis Housing Authority (MHA). A housing partner described discussed MHA and 

the general structure of partnerships in the South City CNI: 

[There is] lots of contact... stakeholder meetings...we communicate all the time… I guess 

I would just say it's just a big loop. It's a big circle and there are a lot of crossing lines 

through the nucleus to all the different groups on the outside of the circle. 

A people strategy partner described MHA as exhibiting strengths-based leadership and 

having the capacity to manage relational dynamics so that the CNI benefited from diverse voices 

and perspectives. The people strategy partner stated: 

And for Choice you know, we had you know our Memphis Housing Authority is kind of 

like the ultimate lead… they were able to lead in a way that was really strengths-based. It 
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was really pulling other people in, allowing the voice of the people to really guide the 

process. So, they really approached it as partner, and you know when you're in a city like 

Memphis, strong ties, long relationships… they [MHA] were able to navigate that. And I 

think that's key. The savviness of the lead organization in navigating those local 

dynamics, really being a servant to the process, and they were able to exhibit those 

qualities. 

A housing strategy partner described MHA’s capacity in the lead agency role as 

exhibiting dynamic leadership qualities and intentionality about addressing substantial problems 

with potential to impact the CNI. The partner’s reflection suggested that while the South City 

CNI experienced problems similar to other CNI sites, MHA’s leadership and coordinating 

capacity helped partners address challenges directly while working towards positive outcomes. 

The housing partner stated: 

Dynamic leadership, addresses issues head on, doesn’t seem to let them linger. They 

[South City CNI] have issues. There are so many issues. The same issues as other urban 

metropolises across the country, but they seem to not scurry from them, but embrace and 

work towards a result that is more positive… And the intentionality that I have seen from 

the partners to try and create short-term and long-term solutions is significant. 

Structured Opportunities for Frequent Communication 

Multiple partners described how MHA’s approach created synergy throughout the 

initiative, which made partners feel connected to each other and the joint work of the CNI even if 

they were not in direct contact. This synergy was the product of structured opportunities for 

frequent communication and information sharing. A housing partner, who worked on the housing 

and neighborhood strategy teams, stated: 

I've never worked on other CNIs or another HOPE VI so I can't say if this is normal or 

abnormal, but I think there's generally synergy within the whole project… There isn't a 

lot that goes on that we're not talking to each other about. And when there are things that 

go on in the neighborhood that, although it isn't directly impacting the development and 

the construction in housing, the housing team still wants to know what's happening 

beyond their walls and what's going on around the neighborhoods. So, there is generally 

just a lot of synergy because we all are involved in multiple parts indirectly or directly. 
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One of the ways MHA created synergy was through consistent and frequent 

communication. Frequent communication and opportunities to learn from others were identified 

by several partners as essential for successful program implementation. A neighborhood partner 

stated:  

We have fairly regular communication with them [MHA]. It's a great relationship...With 

[other organization], we don't directly interact with them regularly outside of CNI 

meetings, but we are made aware of things happening in the Zip Code... And then the 

Housing Authority we check-in in between because we don't directly, we're not directly 

partnered with them. Obviously, they're just overseeing everything and work obviously 

very closely with the housing team and the people team. We don't work with them as 

closely on the neighborhood component. But they are great about keeping everyone up-

to-date. They check in very regularly. They keep us up to date on stuff that we may not 

know what's going on. 

Another partner explained that communication was essential to connecting the various 

activities of the CNI together, which helped partners see connections across work areas. The 

housing partner stated:  

I really do think that this communication and collaboration piece is really key. So, one 

example is that they have stakeholder meetings. And they do them quarterly. And 

everyone pre-COVID sits around a table, and they talk, and they bring up issues and they 

invite certain people to present at certain times. But they keep in touch, so no one, the 

pieces and the parts don't feel siloed they feel connected. And I think that's been really 

successful. 

A people strategy partner discussed the value of bringing partners together to share ideas 

and solve problems:  

Bringing different minds together so that you can get different ideas, helping to solve any 

issues or problems that one organization may be having by bouncing ideas off of each 

other, or you may be presented with an issue that another organization has already had 

and been able to solve. And then just finding out other opportunities that may be 

available for funding or moving families forward. So just knowledge sharing mainly.  

 Another people strategy partner described how the meetings coordinated by MHA and 

other partners helped them see how their work was connected to the big picture of the CNI. The 

partner mentioned: 
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And so, unfortunately, I missed it [meeting] last month but I can't wait to reconnect. 

That's a convening that they host that I think is a really, really good one because we do 

want to reduce redundancies and sometimes there is a tendency for us to work in silos. I 

don't even think it's intentional sometimes. It's down doing the work. And so, being able 

to step back and think about how all of our pieces work together to help residents and 

build communities. I think it is pretty powerful. 

Trust Building Activities 

Frequent communication created strong ties between partner organizations. Over time, 

these opportunities developed trust and allowed for flexibility when addressing challenges while 

also fostering accountability and commitment to shared goals and objectives. Another people 

strategy partner described: 

In doing this work, we all had the same goal and that is to move our residents forward. 

And it takes collaboration. And for years, there were times when we would be meeting on 

a monthly basis, or quarterly basis with Memphis Housing Authority staff. We would be 

making referrals. So, that's how we developed a close relationship with those 

organizations. Same thing with [other organization]. They would make referrals. Our 

staff members would be in communication with their staff members. And so, because of 

the nature of our work, we just developed those close ties.  

Partners also discussed the overall transparency and willingness to work across 

differences among partners. One housing partner stated: 

Anyone who's remotely related to the area, we invite them to our meetings. And when we 

have our executive committee meetings or community meetings, we're not trying to 

exclude anyone because they don't necessarily understand or know what's going on. We 

allow them that. We give them the space to have those conversations. So, nothing has 

been, at least since the project has started and I've been involved, anything that's been 

insurmountable. A lot of it has just been about having a conversation… I think we're very 

open and very transparent and very accessible. So, there aren't people that we're not 

willing to invite or talk to or have a conversation with. 

Credible Network Connectors in the South City CNI 

In addition to strong lead agency coordination, another type of organization that emerged 

from conversations with South City CNI partners included what I call credible network 

connectors. These were staff members at community-based organizations that had prominent 

levels of internal credibility with CNI network partners, as well as high levels of external 
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credibility with community groups and neighborhood residents that were outside of the CNI 

partner network. One housing partner described a local community-based organization as 

integral for keeping a pulse on how community residents felt about different projects occurring 

through the CNI: 

We work very closely with one of the local CDCs [Community Development 

Corporations] and she'll say, ‘people feel this way. How can we help them?’ And she's 

been involved in many of our conversations. We talk with her regularly, but she'll also 

bring concerns and we'll listen, and we'll address them. So, those come directly from the 

community or at least from the people she's dealing with in the community. 

The same housing partner confirmed the importance of these community-based 

organizations as enhancing CNI efforts. The partner stated: 

You have to have those partnerships. Particularly not just for the good, but they help you 

because some of them can talk to people that we can't. Like the Director of [community-

based organization]. I mean she has the ability to talk to people. They will tell her stuff. 

They will confide in her about what they want and about what they don't want. So, she 

has a good sense, a really true sense of being on the ground helping us to understand 

what's desirous and what we need to do differently. 

Another community-based organization exemplified the bridging role that these 

connectors provided within the CNI partner network. The people strategy partner described the 

work like this: 

Written inside of the grant are about 45 or 50 agencies who have committed to provide 

services in the community. When I got the grant, they handed it to me in a notebook. I 

read through it, and I highlighted all the agencies and what their purpose and mission 

was, and the commitment to the grant. I started making phone calls. I had to look up who 

the contact person was and all that and say, “Hey, I'm a part of this Choice Initiative 

Grant. I see that you're written in. How can we partner? Well, I have the space. You 

could bring the people. What do you need me to do and what can you do for us?”… 

That's really how we got started. Then word of mouth. As I tackled that list, somebody 

told somebody else, somebody told somebody else. With all of that being said, even now 

some of our partners are not even partners who were on our list. They're just partners in 

the city who want to make a presence in the community, and we make it happen… That's 

what we're trying to do. We just try to connect the dots and make some stuff happen. 

Another partner worked at a community-based organization and described the importance 

of connecting service providers to ensure that families had access to a broad range of services 
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while also connecting the work of the CNI to efforts in the neighborhood. The people strategy 

partner stated:  

I'm definitely grassroots on the ground, boots on the ground… I'm knocking on doors, I'm 

[going] door to door. I walked through the crowds of the gang bangers, and I tell them 

who I am and what I'm doing. They may not know my name, but they know that lady 

with the long dreadlocks. So, I try to at least make myself visible in the neighborhood. 

Whenever I have events, I would pass out flyers in the community, put them in people's 

doors… And so, my passion is just, I'm just driven by seeing the excitement in the 

residents, seeing the implementation of projects… And so that's what drives me. Every 

time I see a successful project, even when one doesn't pan out the way I wanted to, I just 

try to figure out, well, how can I make this better? How can I make this work the next 

time? How can I reach more residents? How can I be more impactful? I live and sleep 

and dream this. I go to bed thinking about this, I wake up thinking about this. 

History of Collaboration and Committed Partners in the South City CNI 

The South City CNI partnership network also benefited from a long history of 

collaborative efforts that allowed organizations to develop trust and establish processes and 

procedures for working together. These partnerships included current work on projects that were 

complimentary to work in the CNI, such as work towards meeting the goals of citywide and 

regional initiatives, as well as past partnerships on similar projects through the federal HOPE VI 

program. Indeed, partners routinely talked about past HOPE VI efforts during interviews and 

discussed building collective organization capacity through grant writing, project planning, and 

program implementation. Additionally, experiences working together to implement HOPE VI 

allowed partners to identify the challenges and shortcomings of past efforts while attempting to 

incorporate lessons learned into the implementation of the CNI. These joint efforts served to 

build trust between partners and established lead organizational legitimacy that directly 

influenced efforts through the CNI.  

One people strategy partner described the history of collaboration between organizations 

that went back decades to the first HOPE VI grant in Memphis. The partner described how 

partners routinely worked together across programs, often attending the same trainings and 
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developing shared goals and visions for their joint work. These continuous opportunities for 

learning and adaptation fostered deeply held commitments and accountability within the South 

City CNI. The people strategy partner stated: 

It's really a lot of the same nonprofit organizations that are engaging in all this space. So, 

they're likewise a part of all of these plans… [we] just finished doing a HOPE VI 

application…we did it again three years ago. It’s the same crowd that we're bringing to the 

table…And we're trying to leverage all these things off each other…The same crowd was 

doing the Evidence to Success planning with Casey, the Promise Neighborhood planning, 

and the Choice Neighborhoods plan. Same folks. So, you know, it’s repetition…There is a 

sense that’s strong enough that 90% of the providers are going to respond and feel 

compelled to respond…but the strength behind that is there's enough connection and 

enough attention to collective impact that we're all up… we have a Memphis STRIVE 

connection, so all of the language, the training that has covered a lot of us…trainings 

where all of this same crowd has been a part of this movement of really understanding we 

have to align and move toward the same, not just the same work, but really the same goals 

to really have an impact that we need in the city… again it's us being very intentional about 

even framing that all of this work, from the HOPE VI grants have led us to this place of 

Choice Neighborhoods, you know what I’m saying? That this is a growth pattern, this is a 

culmination of all this work. 

This history of working together and high levels of partner trust was particularly salient 

for galvanizing support to address resource limitations in the CNI. For example, several 

organizations identified themselves as filling gaps in funding to ensure that families were 

supported beyond the housing development itself. Another people partner mentioned: 

And then it's the lack of resources right. So, when you're getting a Choice Neighborhoods 

$30 million grant, most of that is to the actual development and building the housing 

right. It's not like you're just putting a lot of money into an infrastructure to support that. 

You're not putting a lot to the community organizations that are carrying out programs. 

So, that's why our role as a philanthropic partner has always been so pivotal. And how 

we're able to leverage but also how we see ourselves as providing those very critical 

resources that families need. And that it has to be at the center of what families tell us 

that they need for their own sufficiency to then help them to get to the point of security. 

The same partner went on to describe how the history of collaboration had built up broad 

organizational capacity among various CNI partners, which assisted with CNI implementation. 

In addition to the lead organization, MHA, several partners mentioned the capacity of 

organizations within each strategy area and the need to invest in capacity building to ensure 
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continuity of service provision and sustainability beyond the CNI grant period. The partner 

mentioned: 

You always go into these types of processes thinking one way and you learn so quickly 

what real capacity means. It’s a term folks use in the nonprofit world quite a bit, but 

when you get into the meat of something as large as this particular partnership and 

collaboration, you understand there's no way to even plan for the type of capacity you 

need. It's a learning process right. I think to our benefit having those previous HOPE VI 

grants prepared us in ways that we didn't realize… We knew after the first HOPE VI 

grant that you needed capacity to continue to support those families. It [HOPE VI] ends 

with the five-year grant. It's over after the new development is built. That's it. There's no 

other capacity in place, or there's no other funds coming to support that community. So, 

we learned early on what that meant. So, building the infrastructure to support our 

families and case management across the continuum has been a tenet and values 

statement for us in Memphis. And that's why we localized our case management… We 

were very specific about the continuity of both staff and personnel and services that 

needed to be provided for families. So, that is one that I think we've made an intentional 

investment over the years to make sure that that happens.  

3.8. Discussion 

This study examined barriers and facilitators to cross-sector partnerships and 

collaboration within the South City CNI in Memphis, TN. This study provides among the first 

in-depth explorations of partnership and collaboration dynamics within the CNI and makes 

several notable contributions to the literature on mixed-income housing and community 

development initiatives.  

In addition to consistencies with prior literature, this study also adds new insights into 

partnership and collaboration dynamics within complex housing and community development 

initiatives. One key finding was the identification of coordination challenges as a foundational 

problem for the implementation of the CNI. This aligns with prior research on cross-sector 

collaboration and complex community initiatives (Joseph et al., 2019; Peters, 2018). While 

resource scarcity and external conditions matter, the ability to effectively coordinate resources, 

no matter how scarce, and manage external constraints, no matter how intractable, seems 

fundamental to effective collaboration within complex initiatives like the CNI. In the South City 
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CNI, organizational partners embraced these challenges and established processes and 

procedures to address challenges and achieve collective goals and objectives embedded in the 

CNI.  

In Memphis, the identification of a clear lead organization with primary coordinating 

responsibilities was frequently identified as a core strength of the South City CNI. This 

addressed an immediate hurdle that arises in cross-sector partnerships working jointly to address 

complex problems, the institutional void, where singular organizational actors may feel limited 

coordinating responsibility to address issues that are perceived as beyond their organizational 

mandates (van Tulder & Keen, 2018). Through strategic coordination and intentional boundary 

crossing across different areas of work, MHA and South City CNI partners have been able to, at 

least to some extent, fill this institutional void and achieve a fairly high degree of policy 

integration, or the creation of synergy between various programs and services focused on broad 

strategic goals (Peters, 2018). This also allowed South City CNI partners to overcome the 

numerous barriers to the development of affordable housing, which many partners suggested 

were common problems that generally applied to all CNIs. This is consistent with prior research 

suggesting that a key difference between successful and less successful collaborations is in part a 

function of partner capacity and willingness to address challenges, resolve problems through 

adaptation, and move forward to achieve initiative goals (Madden, 2012). 

It also became clear through discussions with South City CNI partners that COVID-19 

represented a significant disruption to collaborative efforts. Not only did the pandemic 

substantially increase the costs of doing business through material costs and supply chain 

challenges, but it also limited the opportunities for in-person contact, which was an essential 

mechanism for sharing information, generating new ideas, and fostering trust between partners. 
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While partners adapted to new ways of working together through the pandemic, new and 

emerging partnerships were put on hold as partners focused efforts on maintaining organizational 

stability and finding ways to meet the basic needs of CNI families. 

Consistent with prior literature on cross-sector collaboration, I identified the presence of 

several initial internal conditions that impacted cross-sector collaboration (Bryson & Crosby, 

2015). The most notable internal condition that enabled strong partnerships and collaboration in 

South City was the extensive history of collaboration among CNI partners dating back to initial 

HOPE VI developments in the mid- to late-1990s, and likely much further. This partnership 

history, which partners spoke about as a strength, was a key factor that allowed organizations to 

come together, establish plans, and identify roles and responsibilities for moving these plans into 

action. This sustained history of collaboration also served to establish norms of working 

together, partner engagement practices, and decision-making processes that maintained program 

integrity while remaining flexible and adaptive to address new and emergent problems. 

Sustained engagement between partners across a variety of housing and community development 

initiatives developed an accumulated knowledge base among partners and a shared language to 

discuss local problems and solutions. 

Several notable processes and procedures facilitated collaboration within the South City 

CNI including structured and consistent opportunities for communication and information 

sharing (Bryson & Crosby, 2015; Joseph et al., 2019). This was exemplified in the establishment 

of quarterly partner meetings which provided a venue where partners could provide updates 

across different areas of work, express and address challenges, and review data and project 

metrics to chart progress and make adjustments. These processes and procedures, which 

materialized over decades of collaboration across organizations, established high levels of 
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partner trust and a collective sense of commitment and accountability towards shared goals and 

objectives. These opportunities also provided a venue for partners to reframe problems, 

coproduce innovative solutions, and galvanize network resources needed to move forward 

(Howell & Wilson, 2019). This culminated in program and service delivery systems that 

benefited organizational partners and fomented a network of partners that intentionally worked 

together towards a collective vision. This suggests that structured and consistent opportunities 

for communication and knowledge sharing are integral within complex initiatives like the CNI. 

Another contribution of this study is in the identification of organizations that occupy a 

connecting role within the CNI. These organizations, often community-based nonprofits, were 

well connected within the CNI partnership network and had developed high degrees of internal 

and external credibility. Internally, these organizations were viewed as trusted representatives of 

the communities they served. At the same time, staff at these organizations worked tirelessly to 

gain the trust of stakeholders outside of the CNI to ensure that the work of the CNI was inclusive 

of and responsive to a variety of community concerns and incorporated diverse community 

perspectives. These efforts went beyond formal service provision to include substantial amounts 

of unfunded relationship building and connecting work. These organizations held firm to the end 

goal of thriving families in South City and the 38126 Zip Code. By starting with the ends in 

mind (Bryson & Crosby, 2015) these partners engaged in a process of continual learning and re-

orientation towards the mission and desired outcomes and aspirations of the CNI. 

3.9. Limitations 

Limitations of this study include the single-site case study design. This study was 

conducted in a single CNI implementation site, the South City CNI in Memphis, TN, which 

likely differs in terms of local context, the size and scope of the CNI project, the stage of project 
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implementation, and the quantity and quality of partnerships compared to other CNI sites.  This 

is a key limitation in the ability to generalize beyond the South City CNI. Additionally, the cross-

sectional, retrospective nature of the study represents another limitation concerning potential 

recall bias and the ability of participants to recall information accurately and honestly about their 

involvement in the CNI. To assist with recall, interview questions and prompts focused on initial 

partnership development and evolution over time. Additionally, the sample of partners included 

those who the lead organization identified as current, active partners who had collaborated within 

the past 12 months. Therefore, perspectives from staff at less active organizations, or those 

representing organizations who had ceased collaborating on the CNI were not included in this 

study. 

Additionally, staff who participated in interviews, while representing diverse perspectives 

and representing organizations across sectors and domains of work, may systematically differ 

from partners who were not interviewed in terms of their views of the CNI. Because this study 

utilized purposive sampling techniques and recruited participants in partnership with the lead 

organization, it is possible that interviewees were more involved and held more favorable 

attitudes towards the South City CNI. Despite these limitations, findings from this study provide 

additional insight into partnership development and collaboration in mixed-income community 

development. 

3.10. Implications 

There are several implications for the findings of this study. First, is in the need to 

identify and address key coordination challenges that must be overcome to successfully 

implement the bundle of programs and services embedded in the CNI. In Memphis, identifying 

or establishing a lead agency to coordinate the initiative was particularly important to navigate 
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complex internal and external dynamics associated with cross-sector collaboration in the CNI. 

This organization was trusted by CNI partners and had the capacity to fulfill their own role 

within the CNI implementation process while also occupying the central role of coordinating 

communication, sharing information, and allocating resources to community partners. While the 

lead agency structure was identified as a strength in Memphis, assigning and agreeing upon 

coordinating responsibilities outside of the lead CNI grantee could be sufficient in other CNI 

sites. Additionally, this does not mean that the lead coordinating agency must be directly 

connected to every CNI partner. In fact, the South City CNI demonstrates that being well 

connected to organizations who themselves are well connected may be an effective coordination 

strategy. Additionally, an explicit focus on lead coordinating agency capacity building should be 

a core feature of the CNI planning process prior to implementation. 

The findings of this study also support the value of information sharing about key 

challenges, successes, and lessons learned among CNI partner organizations. While these 

insights were particularly important within the South City CNI, it is likely that the benefits of 

information and knowledge sharing could extend across CNI planning and implementation 

grantees as well. Annual convenings of CNI grantees have occurred in the past (Urban 

Strategies, 2019; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, n.d.) and represent a 

potential avenue for building knowledge and local capacity to implement the CNI by bringing 

together grantees across funding cohorts to learn from each other. 

Implications for future research include examining collaboration and partnership 

dynamics in other CNI planning and implementation sites and across funding cohorts. This 

research could shed light on differences in partnership successes and challenges, organizational 

capacity, and partner readiness to implement the range of programs and services envisioned in 
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the CNI. This research could also offer insights into key challenges at earlier and later stages of 

CNI implementation.  

In this chapter I explored the barriers and facilitators to collaboration in the South City 

CNI in Memphis, TN, including those associated with the housing relocation process. Using 

interviews with CNI partners staff, I identified key coordinating challenges associated with CNI 

implementation, and identified the presence of high-capacity lead organizations, credible 

network connectors, and initial enabling conditions which facilitated collaboration in Memphis. 

Qualitative data collected through in-depth interviews provided insights into interpersonal 

partnership dynamics and collaboration processes, including facilitators and barriers to 

collaboration and the effective delivery of programs and services in the CNI. However, these 

data do not sufficiently capture important structural characteristics of the CNI partnership 

network that may be important for effective collaboration and service delivery. These 

collaboration processes and structure are further explored in Chapter 4 through a network survey 

of CNI partner organizations. 
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3.11. Chapter 3 Appendix 

South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Interview Recruitment Email 

Dear [Organization Representative Name], 

 

My name is Andrew Foell and I am a social work doctoral student at Washington University in 

St. Louis. I am currently in the dissertation phase of my degree program and I am partnering with 

Urban Strategies and the Memphis Housing Authority to examine organizational partnerships 

and collaboration in the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative in Memphis, TN. The purpose of this 

study is to better understand the facilitators and barriers to collaboration and implementation in 

the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative.  

 

I would like to invite you to participate in a phone interview via Zoom to discuss your 

experiences as a partner on the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative. I obtained your contact 

information from [Staff name of lead agency], who thought you would provide valuable insights 

for the study. The interview should take approximately 30-minutes to one hour depending on 

how much information you would like to share. 

 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and your decision to participate, or not 

participate, will not affect your organization’s services or role in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative. If you decide to participate, your responses will remain confidential and you may 

decline to answer any questions.  

 

If you would like to participate or have any questions about the study, please contact me at 

andrewfoell@wustl.edu. Thank you very much for your consideration of this research study.  

 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Foell, MSW, MPP (pronouns: he/him/his) 

PhD Student 

Brown School 

Washington University in St. Louis 

Campus Box 1196 

One Brookings Drive 

St. Louis, MO  63130 

[e] andrewfoell@wustl.edu [w] https://sites.wustl.edu/afoell/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:andrewfoell@wustl.edu
https://sites.wustl.edu/afoell/
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Choice Neighborhoods Initiative Partner Interview Guide 

 

Date of Interview:  

Name of Partner:  

Name of Organization and Position:  

 

Introduction 

 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. We are interviewing you because of your 

experience as a partner organization in the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) in Memphis, 

TN. We are interested in your perspective on the barriers and facilitators to collaboration and 

implementation of the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative in Memphis, TN. We are interested in 

your own experiences and there are no right or wrong answers to any of our questions. 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and your decision to participate, or not 

participate, will not affect your organization’s services or role in the Choice Neighborhood 

Initiative. The interview should take approximately one hour depending on how much 

information you would like to share.  

With your permission, I would like to audio/video record the interview because I don’t want to 

miss any of your comments. All responses will be kept confidential. This means that your 

interview responses will be de-identified and your interview responses will only be shared with 

research team members. We will ensure that any information we include in our reports does not 

identify you as the respondent. You may decline to answer any question or stop the interview at 

any time and for any reason.  

Are there any questions about what I have just explained? 

*Ask for verbal consent: Verbal consent was obtained/not obtained from participant 

May I turn on the digital recorder? 

*Please note that this interview guide only represents the main questions to be discussed with the 

participants and as such does not include the various prompts that may also be used (examples 

given for each question). Non-leading and general prompts will also be used, such as “Can you 

please tell me a little bit more about that?” and “What does that look like for you”. 

Interview Questions 

Rapport Building and Stakeholder Role 

1. Before we begin, could you tell me a little bit about yourself and your role with 

[ORGANIZATION NAME]. Please introduce yourself and tell me a little about your 

work and responsibilities within [OGANIZATION NAME]. 

2. When did you start at [ORGANIZATION NAME]?  

a. Probe 1: Did you work with this organization prior to the CNI? 

b. Probe 2: If yes, what have been the most noticeable changes to your work since 

the CNI began? 
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Stakeholder Role in the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

3. Can you tell me a little about your role in the CNI? 

a. Probe 1: What are your organization’s main tasks/objectives within the CNI? 

Have these changed over time? If so, how? 

4. What are the biggest challenges to your work with the CNI? 

a. Probe 1: What constraints have you experienced while working with the CNI? 

b. Probe 2: What are some strategies you have used to overcome these challenges? 

5. What are some of the benefits that your organization has experienced as a CNI partner?  

CNI Collaboration and Implementation 

6. Next, I’d like to ask about CNI implementation and collaboration. Could you tell me 

about how the CNI lead organization(s) has built relationships with implementation 

partners? 

a. Probe 1: What formal or informal mechanisms (policies or practices) are in place 

to facilitate communication between partners? 

b. Probe 2: How would you describe the relationship between CNI leadership and 

CNI partner organizations? What is the role of the CNI lead organization(s)? 

7. Based on your experiences with the network, how has collaboration evolved over 

time? Have there been any noticeable changes in the way partners work together?  

a. Probe 1: Have new partners been added to the network? Has progress been made 

in developing stronger relationships between partners? 

8. From your perspective, who/what organizations are the most central or important partners 

for doing your work? 

b. Probe 1: Are these organizations part of the CNI implementation team? 

c. Probe 2: Are there any CNI partners that have access to resources that are integral 

to your work? Are there partners that have access to resources outside the network 

that are integral to the CNI?  

CNI Outcomes and Achievements 

9. Could you indicate some of the major outcomes and achievements of the CNI network 

that stand out for you? 

a. Probe 1: What are some of the biggest achievements of the CNI to date? 

10. What factors, mechanisms or strategies has the network used to achieve these outcomes? 

11. What are the biggest strengths of the CNI in terms of collaboration? 

12. What are the biggest challenges or barriers to collaboration that could be improved to 

improve collaboration? 

 

Conclusion 

13. Are there other people you think I should talk to in order to better understand 

collaboration and implementation of the CNI?  

14. Are there other details about the CNI network that you’d like to share that would be 

beneficial in understanding collaboration or network effectiveness? 

15. Anything else that you would like to comment on that I have not asked you about? 

 

Thank you very much for your time today. If you have any follow up questions, please feel free 

to contact me at andrewfoell@wustl.edu. 

mailto:andrewfoell@wustl.edu
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 Chapter 4: Partnership Network Structure in the 

Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

4.1. Abstract 

Objective: Cross-sector partnerships are increasingly called upon to address the complex social 

and economic problems faced by families living in low-income, high poverty neighborhoods. 

There has been limited scholarly attention exploring these networks, their structural properties, 

and implications for program and service delivery within housing and community development 

initiatives.  

Method: This study examined cross-sector partnerships among key partner organizations (n=32) 

within the South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) in Memphis, Tennessee. 

Organizational staff completed a social network survey which included questions about their 

existing partnerships and collaboration with other agencies. Exploratory social network analysis 

(SNA) was utilized to visualize and describe the partnership network. 

Results: The South City CNI represented a relatively dense and moderately centralized network 

in terms of communication (density=0.28), collaboration (density=0.36), and trust 

(density=0.35). Three partner organizations emerged as central for coordinating information and 

resources across the network, but their positionality changed across each network.  

Conclusions: Findings suggest that the South City CNI partner network is dense and moderately 

centralized, which may provide a structure that balances network connectivity with efficient 

information and resource distribution to coordinating initiative implementation. Understanding 

cross-sector partnerships and relational structures of housing and community development 

initiatives can aid researchers and practitioners in developing strategies for organizing effective 

service delivery systems. 
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4.2. Introduction 

Cross-sector partnerships are increasingly called upon to address complex public 

problems that extend beyond the capacity of individual, single-sector organizations. A consistent 

finding across housing and community development research is the importance of collaborative 

partnerships to implement complex, multilevel interventions and achieve program goals (Fraser 

& Kick, 2007; D. M. Greenberg et al., 2017; Quiroz Becerra et al., 2019; M. J. Rich & Stoker, 

2014). Additionally, cross-sector partnerships are essential for supporting sustained improvement 

in outcomes for people with complex socioeconomic and health-related needs (Brewster et al., 

2019). Thus, research on cross-sector partnerships has largely evolved from whether cross-sector 

partnerships are needed to address complex social, economic, and environmental problems, to 

how cross-sector partnerships should be organized, structured, governed, and expanded (van 

Tulder et al., 2016).  

Despite recognition of the need for cross-sector collaboration to solve complex problems, 

there is a dearth of literature on collaboration dynamics within mixed-income housing and 

community development interventions (Joseph et al., 2019). These interventions include multiple 

goals toward people, housing, and neighborhood transformation within low-income public 

housing communities, and involve partners in the public, private, and nonprofit sectors that work 

together to deliver a variety of programs and services within a geographically defined area. 

Within such initiatives, there is variability in the goals and capacity of partner organizations that 

challenge collaborative efforts (Oakley et al., 2015; Popkin, Katz, et al., 2004; Turbov & Piper, 

2013). The structure of collaborative relationships that emerges from such partnerships may also 

differ, which is important for understanding the extent to which interventions may be effectively 

implemented and programs and services delivered efficiently (Provan & Milward, 2001). 
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However, the unique structure of collaboration generated through mixed-income development 

strategies is underdeveloped in the literature, and the utilization of formal methods for 

quantifying collaborative networks among community-level interventions is minimal (Feinberg 

et al., 2005; Korn et al., 2018; McGlashan et al., 2018). 

In this study I explored cross-sector partnerships and collaboration network structure in 

the South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) in Memphis, TN. Using social network 

analysis (SNA), I sought to better understand the structure of collaborative relationships between 

partner organizations within a complex, multicomponent housing and community development 

initiative. The CNI provides services to low-income public housing families, engages in housing 

demolition and redevelopment, and makes substantial neighborhood investments in areas 

surrounding the redeveloped housing site. Network analysis is a beneficial yet underutilized 

technique that may be helpful to cross-sector partnerships working to address a wide range of 

social issues and community problems by providing insights on the existing nature of 

organizational collaboration that may facilitate or limit the achievement of collaborative goals 

and objectives (Provan et al., 2004, 2005).  

4.3. Background  

4.3.1. Cross-Sector Partnerships and Collaboration Networks  

Cross-sector partnerships include multiple organizations within the public, private, and 

nonprofit sectors that agree to jointly work together to address mutual concerns and common 

goals and objectives (Bryson & Crosby, 2006, 2015). Organizations engaged in cross-sector 

partnerships share resources, co-sponsor activities, and leverage different organizational 

strengths and capabilities to achieve outcomes unachievable by organizations working apart from 

one another (Bryson & Crosby, 2015). These partnerships are increasingly called upon to deliver 
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complex, multicomponent housing and community development initiatives that target the 

redevelopment of distressed public housing, provide programs and services to low-income 

families, and implement a variety of community-level programs to advance resident health and 

safety within low-income communities (Joseph et al., 2019). As a result, cross-sector 

partnerships create networks of relationships across organizations. These relationships are 

important for understanding how resources may be distributed and mobilized for collective 

action to achieve common organizational and network goals. 

The literature suggests that there are many dimensions upon which cross-sector 

partnerships vary (Brewster et al., 2019). These factors include what types of organizations are 

involved, how organizations work together, the extent of connections across organizations, and 

the positionality of organizations within partnership networks (Brewster et al., 2019; Provan & 

Kenis, 2008). Literature also suggests that organizations that enter cross-sector partnerships have 

varying levels of capacity to effectively engage in collaborative relationships (Foster-Fishman et 

al., 2001; Goodman et al., 1998). These differences are consequential for the ability of 

organizations to collaborate to deliver programs and services, address community concerns, and 

achieve collective goals and objectives (Brown et al., 2012; Igalla et al., 2020; Provan & 

Milward, 2001; J. G. Smith, 2020). Additionally, whether cross-sector partners view their joint 

work as effective – what some scholars refer to as network effectiveness or network performance 

– is important for understanding the extent to which certain network structures facilitate effective 

and efficient service delivery systems (Igalla et al., 2020; Provan & Kenis, 2008; Provan & 

Milward, 2001). 

4.3.2. Collaboration Networks in Mixed-Income Community Development  
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Mixed-income development initiatives target the redevelopment of distressed public housing into 

mixed-income communities. These strategies are exemplified in the federal Housing 

Opportunities for People Everywhere (HOPE VI) program and contemporary efforts through the 

Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI). These federal programs target distressed public housing 

for redevelopment into mixed-income housing, provide a variety of programs and services to 

low-income families, and invest in community improvement projects designed to revitalize entire 

neighborhoods. As such, mixed-income development initiatives require extensive partnerships 

between organizations in the public, nonprofit, and private sectors.  

Studies on partnership development and collaboration within mixed-income development 

initiatives are limited (Joseph et al., 2019). Existing studies provide qualitative evidence on 

differences in organizations involved, partnership structures, and lessons learned across 

implementation sites (Comrie, 2018; The Urban Institute, 2013; Urban Institute & MDRC, 

2015). In a study of two HOPE VI sites, Comrie (2018) found that forging strong partnerships 

between community organizations, local housing authorities, and public schools was essential for 

coordinating effective education programming to benefit low-income children and families. This 

suggests that the composition of partnership networks may matter for the achievement of 

partnership goals and program outcomes. Additionally, case studies of the first five CNI 

implementation grantees suggested substantial variation in leadership structures, coordination 

activities, and relational dynamics across CNI sites. For example, initiatives were led by local 

public housing authorities, city governments, and entities in the private sector. Additionally, CNI 

partners were highly connected and collectively governed at some implementation sites, whereas 

others were loosely connected and more centralized (The Urban Institute, 2013). Despite this 
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notable literature, no studies have attempted to empirically document and explore cross-sector 

partnerships within mixed-income development initiatives generally, or the CNI specifically. 

4.3.3. The South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

This study examined collaboration among organizations involved in the South City CNI 

in Memphis, TN. The South City CNI represents a grantee in later stages of implementation, 

having received a $250,000-dollar CNI Planning Grant in 2010, and a $30-million-dollar CNI 

Implementation Grant in 2015. The Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) serves as the lead 

applicant for the Implementation Grant and the City of Memphis serves as the co-lead applicant 

(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2015b, 2015a). In addition to the lead 

and co-lead applicants, there are lead agencies for each of the three strategy areas for the grant 

which include people, housing, and neighborhood strategies. The people strategy area is led by 

Urban Strategies, a national nonprofit organization that provides supportive services to low-

income families in public housing. The housing strategy area is led by a private development 

company, McCormack Baron Salazar, a national affordable housing development firm. The 

neighborhood strategy area is led by the City of Memphis Division of Housing and Community 

Development. 

The South City CNI focuses revitalization efforts on Foote Homes, a 420-unit public 

housing complex and the last remaining traditional public housing site in the city. The South City 

Transformation Plan, a plan that guides initiative implementation, includes plans for the 

redevelopment of Foote Homes and the surrounding neighborhood to include 712 mixed-income 

units, 600 of which will be constructed at the original site. The additional 112 units will be 

constructed offsite, and an additional 87 project-based vouchers (PBVS) will be reserved for use 

in the surrounding neighborhood for Foote Homes residents during family relocation. The plan 
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also includes the provision of supportive services for families and critical community 

improvements in the neighborhood. The redevelopment plan includes six phases, including 4 

phases onsite, an onsite senior building (Phase 5), and offsite housing development in the 

neighborhood (Phase 6). 

The South City CNI was purposively chosen for this study based on partner consultation, 

local context, and data availability to answer the dissertation research questions. South City CNI 

partners have relocated all CNI families from Foote Homes, the site targeted for redevelopment, 

and have made substantial progress on proposed development phases. Additionally, while the 

South City CNI has experienced challenges, the initiative represents an effective, high 

functioning partnership model according to local partners (Jones & Bradley, 2021).  

4.4. Theoretical Framework 

This paper draws from social network theory to understand the extent to which partners 

work together to implement programs and services in the CNI. Network theory refers to the 

processes and mechanisms that interact with network structures to yield outcomes for individuals 

and groups (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011). Network theory is concerned with the consequences of 

network variables such as having many ties (e.g., density), and occupying central network 

positions (e.g., centrality) and how these characteristics influence how network resources are 

accessed by members to address mutual concerns (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011). Thus, network 

theory suggests that the pattern of relational connections, or ties, yields a particular network 

structure, and actors, or nodes, occupy certain positions within that structure that are 

consequential for how resources are distributed and accessed by network members (Borgatti & 

Halgin, 2011). Social network theory suggests that the structure of collaborative relationships, 

which includes organizations and their patterns of interactions, and network processes, or the 
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nature of relationships among and between organizational actors, are important for understanding 

the extent to which information and resources can be mobilized or flow through the network to 

achieve collective goals and objectives. Thus, structure and process aspects of collaborative 

partnerships are important determinants of what partners can accomplish by working together 

(Borgatti & Halgin, 2011).  

Network theory and empirical literature examining collaboration networks has also 

identified structural characteristics of networks that may facilitate effective collaboration. This 

literature suggests that the network structure of collaborative relationships falls on a continuum 

between highly dense versus highly centralized networks. Dense networks are those where all or 

most network members are connected to each other and jointly share decision-making and 

coordinating responsibilities (Provan & Kenis, 2008). At the other end of the spectrum are highly 

centralized networks where one organization holds decision-making power and coordination 

responsibilities. In the middle of this density-centralization continuum are networks where a 

small group of network members may jointly coordinate network activities and have shared 

decision-making power (Provan & Kenis, 2008).  

Research suggests that network density, or the extent to which partners are highly 

connected throughout a network, is positively associated with the ability to complete tasks and 

collaborate effectively in coalitions (Feinberg et al., 2005). Dense networks can more freely 

share information and coordinate actions across members and are resistant to external shocks and 

network disruptions that may challenge collective action (Marwell et al., 1988). Dense networks 

also facilitate trust-building through the sanctioning process (Burt, 2000). Dense networks with 

close ties where many partners make up the core collaboration network may also be better 

equipped to pursue community change strategies and community-level interventions (Feinberg et 
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al., 2005). Dense networks also enhance partner commitments and reduce collective action 

problems like accumulating benefits without making fair contributions (e.g., free riding) and 

neglecting responsibilities to the detriment of the network (e.g., shirking) (Feiock, 2013). 

However, dense collaboration networks may be inefficient in certain contexts, 

particularly those that involve heterogenous actors and immense amounts of coordination. In 

such contexts, more centralized network structures may be preferred wherein a small number of 

trusted and well-connected members coordinate between members that have limited direct 

contact with one another by bridging resources and coordinating action (Marwell et al., 1988; 

Provan & Kenis, 2008). These well-connected organizations that can leverage relationships with 

powerful network members may be particularly effective at achieving program goals due to their 

unique ability to galvanize support and mobilize organizational actors (Chaskin & Greenberg, 

2015). Indeed, research on cross-sector partnerships have identified the presence of bridging 

organizations that convene and manage partner relationships as essential to effective 

collaboration (Selsky & Parker, 2005). Yet, highly centralized networks may struggle to navigate 

environments that exhibit unpredictability and rapid change (Gilchrist, 2019). 

Literature also suggests that different network structures may emerge based on 

differences in the local context of collaboration, including the unique goals and objectives of the 

initiative. For example, Provan and Kenis (2008) suggest that trust, goal consensus, and network 

size are key determinants of network structure. Specifically, in contexts where trust and goal 

consensus are high, dense networks are likely to form among a small group of partners. 

However, as network size increases, trust may become less distributed across all network 

members, goal consensus is likely to decline, and the need for more centralized network structure 

may be required to effectively coordinate network activities (Provan & Kenis, 2008).  
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Based on this literature, it is likely that partner relationships and the structure of 

collaboration differ across CNI sites in ways that impact intervention implementation and the 

extent to which partners may effectively collaborate to achieve initiative goals and objectives. 

However, these dynamics have not been explored in the context of the CNI. Thus, the structure 

of collaboration in the CNI remains unknown, as does the extent to which certain network 

structures may be preferential (e.g., dense versus centralized) for implementing mixed-income 

development interventions. To address these gaps in knowledge, this study examined CNI 

partnerships and collaboration from a network perspective using social network analysis.  

4.5. Study Purpose and Research Questions 

The available literature suggests that the CNI may provide a unique policy context that 

influences the structure of relationships between collaborative partners. Yet, examining the 

structure of partner relationships in collaboration networks within housing and community 

development interventions has received little scholarly attention. To address these gaps in 

knowledge, the purpose of this study was to examine the South City CNI partner network from a 

network perspective. Thus, this study addressed the following research questions: 1) What is the 

structure of interorganizational relationships within the South City CNI partner network in terms 

of communication, collaboration, and trust?, 2) To what extent is the structure of 

interorganizational relationships similar and different in terms of communication, collaboration, 

and trust?, and 3) To what extent do lead agencies occupy central network positions in terms of 

communication, collaboration, and trust? 

Given the unique context of the CNI, which includes a lead and co-lead grantee structure 

along with lead agencies within distinct people, housing, and neighborhood strategy areas, it was 

expected that the CNI partner network would be highly centralized such that MHA and the City 
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of Memphis would be the most central and influential actors in the network. Additionally, lead 

agencies within each strategy area were expected to be central actors that were connected to each 

other and connected to MHA and the City of Memphis. These lead agencies were also expected 

to be highly connected to partners within their respective strategy areas and were expected to 

facilitate communication to other organizations partnering within each strategy area. It was also 

anticipated that there would be relatively few connections across strategy areas within the 

network. 

4.6. Methods 

4.6.1. Participants 

Participants for this study included staff members at community-based organizations, 

government entities, and private agencies that collaborated to implement a variety of programs 

and services in the South City CNI in Memphis, TN (n=32). Organization staff were eligible to 

participate if they: 1) were over 18 years of age, 2) spoke English, and 3) were identified as 

knowledgeable about CNI activities by the lead organization for the South City CNI, MHA, and 

the lead people-strategy partner, Urban Strategies.  

Relational strategies were utilized to specify the boundaries of the South City CNI 

partnership network (Knoke & Song, 2020). An initial list of key partner organizations was 

developed based on the South City CNI website, as well as a review of publicly available 

administrative documents, including the South City CNI Transformation Plan and U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development Grantee Summaries. Next, a staff member at 

MHA, the lead grantee for the South City CNI, was informed of the study and asked to 

participate in an initial conversation to discuss the purpose, goals, and objectives of the study. 

Following the conversation, MHA staff were provided the initial list of CNI partner 
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organizations to review for inclusion in the study and were asked to provide the names and 

contact information of additional CNI partners who should be included but did not appear on the 

initial list (Doreian & Woodard, 1992; Knoke & Song, 2020; Krauss et al., 2004). The use of 

organizational staff as respondents on behalf of organizations is a common and acceptable 

practice in social network research (Brewster et al., 2019; Feinberg et al., 2005; Luke et al., 

2010; Provan & Milward, 1995). 

4.6.2. Procedures 

A social network survey was developed to assess organizational collaboration and 

collaboration capacity among South City CNI partner organizations. A total of 32 organizations 

were identified as South City CNI partners and a knowledgeable staff member at each 

organization was invited to participate in the online survey. The network survey and 

implementation procedures adhered to best practices in network research (Borgatti & Molina, 

2005). Staff at MHA pilot tested the initial survey and provided recommendations for minor 

revisions to question wording prior to implementation. The final survey was sent to MHA for 

approval before distributing it to the partner list. Next, participants were informed of the study 

and invited via email to participant in the online survey via Qualtrics.  

Modified fixed-list sampling procedures guided survey distribution and data collection 

efforts (Doreian & Woodard, 1992; Krauss et al., 2004). Distribution started with the initial key 

partner list approved by MHA. Participants were invited to complete the survey and were given 

the option to identify additional partners missing from the initial list (Doreian & Woodard, 1992; 

Knoke & Song, 2020). Additional collaborative partners were invited to participate in the survey 

if they were nominated by two or more CNI partners (Doreian & Woodard, 1992). Three 

respondents nominated five additional partners that did not appear on the original roster. 



145 

However, each nominated organization was not identified as a partner by more than one 

respondent. Therefore, the nominated organizations were not added to the list or invited to 

participate in the study. Weekly email reminders were sent to participants to encourage 

participation. After three recruitment attempts via email, the lead agency was consulted to 

encourage participation. Participants were offered the opportunity to opt-in to a raffle for a $100 

visa gift card as compensation for their participation. Data collection occurred between 

December 2021 and March 2022. All study procedures were approved by the Washington 

University in St. Louis Institutional Review Board (IRB# 202102034). Study materials appear in 

the Chapter 4 Appendix. 

4.6.3. Measures 

Interorganizational Collaboration. Network data come from three questions that 

assessed organizational collaboration in terms of: 1) general collaboration, 2) communication, 

and 3) trust. One multiple response question was used to identify all organizations that 

respondents partnered with within the last 12 months. Collaboration was defined as sharing 

information, providing contracted services, making client referrals, co-sponsoring activities, and 

conducting community assessments. Responses to this question also determined the list of 

partners that appeared in subsequent collaboration questions. The following question was used to 

assess communication: How often does your organization have contact (such as meetings, phone 

calls, or e-mails) with the following organizations? Response options included yearly (1), 

quarterly (2), monthly (3), and weekly (4) contact (Krauss et al., 2004; Lee et al., 2012). For 

analysis, communication was dichotomized into having contact quarterly or more (1) and having 

no contact or only yearly contact (0). This coding minimized the number of null dyads in the 

network which could cause analytic challenges (Lee et al., 2012). One evaluative network 
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question was utilized to assess partner trust and included the following item: I trust members of 

this organization to fulfill their roles and responsibilities in the CNI? Response options ranged 

from very untrustworthy (1) to very trustworthy (5). For analysis, partner trust was dichotomized 

into somewhat or very trustworthy (1) and neither trustworthy nor untrustworthy, somewhat 

untrustworthy, or very untrustworthy (0). This dichotomization was chosen because it was 

conceptualized that responses of somewhat trustworthy and very trustworthy were indicative of a 

positive, trusting relationship. Similar approaches have been utilized in other network studies to 

indicate close partner relationships (McGlashan et al., 2018).  

Respondent and Organization Characteristics. Respondent characteristics were 

collected for descriptive purposes and included participant’s current job or position title, gender 

identity, and racial/ethnic identity. Organization characteristics included organization sector 

(e.g., government, nonprofit, for-profit, other), primary area of work in the CNI (e.g., people, 

housing, neighborhood), what year the organization became involved with the CNI, and whether 

the organization participated in the CNI Planning Grant process prior to engagement with the 

CNI Implementation Grant. 

4.6.4. Data Analysis Plan 

Exploratory social network analysis was utilized to describe and visualize the South City 

CNI partnership network. Common network measures were utilized to describe the South City 

CNI network and the centrality of organizations within the network. At the network level, these 

measures included network size, density, components, diameter, and clustering. These measures 

represent common metrics to describe network structure (Luke, 2015). Network size represents a 

count of the number of nodes in a network. Network density, a measure of observed 

collaboration ties relative to maximum possible ties, was utilized to describe the structure of 
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collaboration in the whole network (Luke, 2015). Network density ranges from 0 meaning no 

partners are connected to one another, to 1 meaning that all partners are connected to every 

partner in the network. Thus, network density represents a measure of network interconnectivity 

(Luke, 2015). Highly dense networks are indicative of shared governance structures where all 

network members routinely share information and work together to make decisions, whereas 

networks with lower densities indicate more centralized network structure where activities may 

be coordinated by one or a small number of key organizations (Provan & Kenis, 2008). These 

centralized networks may indicate brokered forms of governance where one or a few network 

members have decision making authority and power within the network.  

Networks may also have one or many components, which are groups and subgroups 

within a network. Networks with one component indicate that all members of the network are 

directly or indirectly connected to one another, whereas networks with two or more components 

indicates distinct member groups where members are connected to one another but disconnected 

from members in other components. Network diameter is a general measure of how compact a 

network is based on the longest of the shortest paths required to get information or resources 

from one actor to another. Thus, network diameter can be thought of as the worst-case-scenario 

for sending information and resources across a network (Luke, 2015). Clustering represents the 

number of closed triangles, or triads, within a network. Triads are groups of three nodes that are 

all connected to one another, and clustering is a general measure of triads relative to the total 

possible number of open and closed triads in a network (Knoke & Song, 2020; Luke, 2015).  

In addition to measures of overall network structure, four node- or actor-level centrality 

measures were assessed to understand CNI partner centrality within the collaboration network: 1) 

degree, 2) betweenness, 3) closeness, and 4) eigenvector centrality. These are common metrics 
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utilized to describe network actors. Degree centrality represents a count of the number of ties 

each actor has within a network. Thus, degree centrality indicates how connected and visible an 

actor is within a network. Betweenness centrality is calculated as the percentage of shortest paths 

that pass through the node. Thus, betweenness centrality measures the extent to which a node is 

situated between pairs of nodes in a network (Luke, 2015) and indicates how influential an actor 

is for bridging information and resources within a network. Closeness centrality is a measure of 

how close an actor is to all other actors in the network. Thus, nodes that are closer to all other 

nodes in the network represent more prominent actors in the network. Eigenvector centrality is a 

measure of how well connected nodes are to other nodes who themselves are well-connected. 

Thus, eigenvector centrality is a general measure of influence within a network (Knoke & Song, 

2020). Together, these measures were utilized to identify key partners in the South City CNI that 

may be important for understanding how information and resources flowed through the 

collaboration network.  

Data visualization and analysis occurred in Gephi version 0.9.2. For analytic purposes, 

the South City CNI was treated as an undirected network and all relational ties were considered 

bidirectional. Missing relational data (e.g., ties) due to survey nonresponse were handled using 

simple imputation methods based on observed relational ties of survey respondents (Huisman, 

2014). This approach resulted in 100% coverage of the South City CNI partnership network. For 

graph visualizations, missing data for organizational characteristics (e.g., organization type) of 

nonrespondents were entered by the author based on publicly available information about the 

organization. All other data for nonrespondents were treated as missing. Each network was 

visualized using the Fruchterman-Reingold layout algorithm. The Fruchterman-Reingold 

algorithm is force-directed and treats edges like springs to situate nodes that are closer and more 
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connected towards the center of the network and situates nodes that are less connected towards 

the outer edges of each network graph. 

4.7. Results 

4.7.1. Sample Characteristics  

A total of 19 respondents, each representing different organizations, completed the 

survey representing a 59% survey response rate. Sample descriptive statistics appear in Table 

4.1. Respondents indicated that their organizations represented the following agency types: 

governmental (n=4; 21%), nonprofit (n=11; 58%), private (n=2; 11%), and other organization 

type (n=2; 11%). Most respondents indicated that their organization worked in the people 

strategy area (n=12; 63%), with fewer respondents working in the housing strategy area (n=3; 

16%), neighborhood strategy area (n=1; 5%), or across multiple strategy areas (n=3; 16%).  

On average, respondents indicated that their organization had been involved with South 

City CNI efforts for about 7 years (M=6.47, SD=3.10), and initial engagement occurred between 

2010 and 2019. Just over a third of respondents indicated that their organization had participated 

in the CNI Planning Grant process (n=7; 37%), while a smaller percentage indicated they had not 

participated (n=6; 32%) or did not know (n=5; 26%). The majority of respondents identified as 

women (n=13; 68%) and just under half identified as African American or Black (n=9; 42%). 

Many respondents were at the executive levels of their respective organizations (n=8, 42%) and 

represented executive directors, chief executive officers, or agency presidents and vice 

presidents. Additionally, about 32% (n=6) of respondents were project managers or program 

directors at their respective organizations.  

Table 4.1  

South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Respondent and Organization Characteristics 
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(n=19) 

 n % 

Organization Characteristics   

Organization Type   

Governmental 4 21% 

Nonprofit  11 58% 

Private  2 11% 

Other  2 11% 

Strategy Area   

People  12 63% 

Housing  3 16% 

Neighborhood 1 5% 

Multiple Areas 3 16% 

Participated in CNI Planning   

Yes 7 37% 

No 6 32% 

I don’t know 5 26% 

Missing  1 5% 

 M SD 

Years Involved 6.47 3.10 

Respondent Characteristics n % 

Race   

African American or Black 8 42% 

White or Caucasian 6 32% 

Two or more identities 1 5% 

Missing 4 21% 

Gender Identity   

Woman 13 68% 

Man 2 11% 

Missing 4 21% 

Job Title   

Executive  8 42% 

Project Manager or Program Director 6 32% 

Other 1 5% 

Missing 4 21% 

  

4.7.2. South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Communication Network  

The South City CNI communication network appears as Figure 4.1. The communication 

network represents all partners that had contact at least quarterly or more with other CNI 

partners. In the figures, nodes (e.g., organizations) are represented by circles and edges (e.g., 
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relationships) are indicated by lines between nodes. Nodes are colored by organization type 

indicating what sector the organization represented.  

The communication network consisted of 32 nodes and 139 edges, resulting in a network 

density of 0.28. This suggests that in terms of communication, roughly 28% of actual ties are 

realized in the South City CNI. The communication network included two isolates, or 

organizations that were not connected to any other organization in terms of communication. This 

resulted in 3 network components that were not connected to one another. Diameter of the 

communication network was 3.0, meaning that approximately three steps were required to 

communicate information across the network. Clustering was high in the communication 

network as indicated by an average clustering coefficient of 0.60, meaning that organizations 

were likely to have communication ties with organizations that communicated with each other.  

In Panel A of Figure 4.1, nodes are sized by degree centrality which represents the 

number of ties each organization has with other organizations in the network. In the 

communication network, degree centrality ranged from 0 to 23, with partners having 

approximately nine communication ties with other CNI partner organizations (M=8.69, 

SD=5.78). In the figure, larger nodes indicate organizations that have more collaborative 

relationships in the network. In Panel B of Figure 4.1, nodes are sized by betweenness centrality 

which represents a count of the number of shortest paths between two other nodes that pass 

through the node. Thus, higher betweenness centrality scores represent organizations that have 

more influence and may act as bridges or brokers of information and resources within the 

network. Betweenness centrality for the communication network ranged from 0 to 72 with a 

mean betweenness centrality score of 10.03, SD=18.43.  
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In Panel C of Figure 4.1, nodes are sized by closeness centrality with larger nodes 

indicating that the actor is closer to all other nodes in the network. Closeness centrality for the 

communication network ranged from 0 to 0.83 (M=0.55, SD=0.17). In Panel D, nodes are sized 

by eigenvector centrality with larger nodes indicating actors who are connected to other actors 

who are well-connected in the network. Eigenvector centrality ranged from 0 to 1 (M= 0.45, SD 

= 0.26). Visualizations of the communication network revealed that MHA (Organization #14) 

and Urban Strategies (Organization #30) were central organizations in terms of communication. 

Additionally, visualizations highlighted the centrality of a community-based nonprofit 

organization (Organization #9) that occupied a central position within the network. This 

particular organization reported a long history of collaboration with Memphis partners and was 

among the organizations who had been involved in the CNI Planning Grant process.   

Figure 4.1  
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South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Communication Network 

 

Note. Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) = 14, Urban Strategies = 30, Community-Based 

Organization = 9. All nodes sized by centrality measures: degree (Panel A), betweenness (Panel 

B), closeness (Panel C), and eigenvector (Panel D). Ties between two organizations represent 

quarterly or more frequent contact (e.g., monthly, weekly). Graphs visualized using the 

Fruchterman-Reingold layout algorithm using Gephi Version 0.9.2.  

4.7.3. South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Collaboration Network  

The South City CNI collaboration network consisted of 32 nodes and 180 edges resulting 

in a moderate network density of 0.36 (Figure 4.2). This suggests that about 36% of possible 

collaborative relationships exist within the South City CNI. The South City CNI collaboration 

network was comprised of one component, meaning that all members of the network were 

directly or indirectly connected to one another. Diameter of the collaboration network was 2.0, 
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indicating a compact network where information and resources took approximately two steps to 

get from any one organization to another. The collaboration network also exhibited high levels of 

clustering with a clustering coefficient of 0.71.  

In the collaboration network, degree centrality ranged from 1 to 31, with CNI partners 

collaborating with an average of 11 other partner organizations (M=11.25, SD=6.88). 

Betweenness centrality in the collaboration network ranged from 0 to 116 with a mean 

betweenness centrality score of 9.88, SD=23.00. Closeness centrality ranged from 0.51 to 1 

(M=0.62, SD=0.11). Eigenvector centrality ranged from 0.07 to 1 (M=0.48 SD=0.22). 

Visualization of the South City CNI collaboration network revealed that the network was 

moderately dense and included several key organizations that were central and more visible in 

the network, potentially acting as brokers of information and resources. Like the communication 

network, MHA (Organization #14), Urban Strategies (Organization #30), and the community-

based nonprofit organization (Organization #9) were all well connected and central in the 

collaboration network.  

Figure 4.2  
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South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Collaboration Network 

 

Note. Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) = 14, Urban Strategies = 30, Community-Based 

Organization = 9. All nodes sized by centrality measures: degree (Panel A), betweenness (Panel 

B), closeness (Panel C), and eigenvector (Panel D). Ties between two organizations represent 

that organizations had collaborated within the past 12 months. Graphs visualized using the 

Fruchterman-Reingold layout algorithm using Gephi Version 0.9.2. 

4.7.4. South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Trust Network  

The South City CNI trust network appears as Figure 4.3. In this network, ties existed 

between organizations if respondents indicated that a somewhat or very trustworthy relationship 

existed with other partner organizations. The South City CNI trust network consisted of 32 

organizations and 174 edges, resulting in a network density of 0.35. Like the collaboration 

network, the trust network included one component where all members were connected. 
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Diameter of the trust network was 2.0 and clustering remained high at 0.72 indicating a compact 

network of trusting relationships. In the trust network, degree centrality ranged from 1 to 31. On 

average, organizations reported approximately 11 trusting relationships with other CNI partners 

(M=10.86, SD=6.85). Betweenness centrality for the trust network ranged from 0 to 124, with an 

average betweenness centrality score of 10 (M=10.06, SD=23.89). Closeness centrality for the 

trust network ranged from 0.51 to 1 (M=0.62, SD=0.10). Eigenvector centrality ranged from 0.07 

to 1 (M=0.47, SD=0.22). Again, MHA, Urban Strategies, and the community-based nonprofit 

organization remained central in the trust network. 

Figure 4.3  
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South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Trust Network 

 

Note. Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) = 14, Urban Strategies = 30, Community-Based 

Organization = 9. All nodes sized by centrality measures: degree (Panel A), betweenness (Panel 

B), closeness (Panel C), and eigenvector (Panel D). Ties between two organizations represent 

that organizations had a somewhat or very trustworthy relationship. Graphs visualized using the 

Fruchterman-Reingold layout algorithm using Gephi Version 0.9.2. 

4.7.5. Comparing South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Networks 

Descriptive statistics for the South City CNI communication, collaboration, and trust 

networks appear as Table 4.2. A few notable similarities and differences exist when comparing 

each network. In terms of differences, the South City CNI collaboration and trust networks are 

slightly denser than the communication network. Thus, the collaboration and trust networks 

appear to be more interconnected compared to the communication network. This suggests that 
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communication tends to be more centralized compared to trust and collaboration within the 

South City CNI. Additionally, there are a few organizational isolates in the communication 

network, or organizations that have no ties to other partners in the network. This suggests that at 

least in terms of communication on a quarterly or more basis, there may be a small number of 

organizations within the South City CNI that are disconnected from the network.  

Table 4.2  

Descriptive Statistics for the South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Communication, 

Collaboration, and Trust Networks 

 Communication Collaboration Trust 

Network Level    

Nodes (Size) 32 32 32 

Edges 139 180 174 

Components 3 1 1 

Density 0.28 0.36 0.35 

Diameter 3 2 2 

Clustering 0.60 0.71 0.72 

Node Level M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

Degree Centrality 8.69 (5.78) 11.25 (6.88) 10.86 (6.85) 

Betweenness Centrality 10.03 (18.43) 9.88 (23.00) 10.06 (23.89) 

Closeness Centrality 0.55 (0.17) 0.62 (0.11) 0.62 (0.10)  

Eigenvector Centrality 0.45 (0.26) 0.48 (0.22) 0.47 (0.22) 

Note. Descriptive statistics calculated based on undirected network graphs 

with isolates included. 

In terms of similarities, the communication, collaboration, and trust networks all consist 

of a small number of partner organizations that are more central within the networks. 

Additionally, these key organizations are the same agencies in each network, but their centrality 

or positionality changes dependent upon the type of relationship examined. This becomes 

apparent when examining each network side-by-side (Figure 4.4).  

Figure 4.4  
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Bridging Organizations in the South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

 

Note. Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) = 14, Urban Strategies = 30, Community-Based 

Organization = 9. All nodes sized by betweenness centrality and colored by sector for 

communication (Panel A), collaboration (Panel B), and trust (Panel C). Graphs visualized using 

the Fruchterman-Reingold layout algorithm using Gephi Version 0.9.2. 

Unsurprisingly, one key organization is MHA, the lead coordinating agency for the South 

City CNI. While MHA occupies a central position across all networks, they are more central in 

the communication network in terms of brokerage. Urban Strategies, the lead people strategies 

partner, also occupies a central position within each network, but appears to play a much more 

central bridging role for communication compared to collaboration or trust. A third organization 

also appears prominent in each network and represents a community-based nonprofit 

organization. This nonprofit organization occupies the most central position within the 

collaboration and trust networks and remains central, but less prominent in the communication 

network. This suggests potential shifts in organizational roles in the South City CNI which is 

dependent upon the type of partner relationship examined. Node level centrality measures for 

each network appear in the Chapter 4 Appendix (Tables 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5). 

4.8. Discussion 
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In this study, I examined cross-sector partnerships in the South City CNI from a network 

perspective and quantified the structure and strength of interorganizational partnerships in terms 

of communication, collaboration, and trust. Using social network analysis and a survey of South 

City CNI partner organizations, this study provides the first network study of the CNI and makes 

several notable contributions to the literature on mixed-income housing and community 

development initiatives. 

Findings of this study suggest that the South City CNI represents a relatively dense yet 

moderately centralized partnership network consisting of communication, collaboration, and 

trusting relationships. While these relationships are widely distributed across CNI partners, a 

small group of key partner organizations emerged within the South City CNI that act as bridges 

of information and resources throughout the network. Perhaps unsurprisingly, MHA, the lead 

coordinating agency, and Urban Strategies, the lead people strategy agency, were central actors 

in each network. However, lead agencies for the housing and neighborhood strategies did not 

appear central in the networks. Additionally, a community-based nonprofit organization also 

emerged as an influential actor in the South City CNI. Available literature suggests that such 

moderately centralized collaboratives that include a group of key influential organizations may 

be more effective at facilitating communication and collaboration across network members 

compared to highly dense networks especially within heterogeneous networks (Provan & 

Milward, 1995; Raab et al., 2015). Within the South City CNI, these influential organizations 

have potential to fulfill vital bridging roles in the network, what network theorists describe as 

structural holes – or relational gaps between organizations that occupy different positions within 

a network (Burt, 2004). These gaps are particularly important in contexts where partners have 

long histories of working together such is the case in the South City CNI.  
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The South City CNI communication network was less interconnected (e.g., lower 

density) compared to the collaboration and trust networks and was the only network that 

contained organizational isolates that were disconnected from other partners. This suggests that, 

at least in terms of quarterly or more frequent communication, there may be some CNI partners 

that are not in regular communication with other partners. Literature suggests that consistent and 

frequent opportunities for communication is a facilitator of collaboration because it cultivates 

trust, commitments, and shared understanding of problems and potential solutions (Ansell & 

Gash, 2008; de Montigny et al., 2019). Organizations that are disconnected from partnership 

efforts may have inadequate access to information and resources to contribute to collective goals 

(Ennis & West, 2014) and may become unmotivated to continue their engagement over time (de 

Montigny et al., 2019). Additionally, less connected partners may be unable to voice their 

concerns and bring to bear their unique experiences and perspectives to develop understanding 

about and address emergent issues (de Montigny et al., 2019).  

Another interesting finding was that the South City CNI trust network was very similar to 

the collaboration network in terms of density. Trust is among the most commonly cited 

facilitators of effective collaboration (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bryson & Crosby, 2015; de 

Montigny et al., 2019; Provan et al., 2005; Provan & Fish, 2007) and findings of this study 

suggest that there exist high levels of partner trust that is widely shared across the South City 

CNI partner network. Literature on cross-sector partnerships suggests that trust is an important 

initial condition for partnership success and developing trusting relationships over time is vital to 

effective delivery of programs and services (Bryson & Crosby, 2015). And while the available 

literature suggests the importance of trusting relationships within cross-sector partnerships, 

social network analysis allows for the strategic targeting of trust building by visually depicting 
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partnership networks and identifying areas where partner relationships could be strengthened. 

Additionally, the identification of key network actors who themselves are trustworthy within the 

network provides additional insights on where trust building might occur, and which 

organizations may be best equipped to facilitate the diffusion of trust through the network. 

Another notable finding is that many respondents indicated that they had not been 

involved in the South City CNI Planning Grant, which occurred in 2010 prior to the awarding of 

the CNI Implementation Grant in 2015. This suggests that there may exist limited continuity of 

partners across CNI Planning and Implementation grants, and the South City CNI network and 

the organizations involved in CNI efforts have evolved over time. Thus, it is possible that 

network structure and partner relationships may look different among CNI implementation 

grantees during the initial stages of implementation compared to those that emerge at later 

stages. While unavailable within the current study, documenting CNI partnership networks at 

different stages and timelines of implementation and examining partnership changes over time 

represents a key area for future research. 

4.9. Limitations 

There are several limitations of this study that must be considered alongside study 

findings. A primary limitation of the study includes the retrospective nature of the study and 

cross-sectional study design. A potential limitation in retrospective surveys is the potential for 

recall bias and the ability of respondents to accurately identify collaborative partners. However, 

this limitation was minimized by asking respondents about current CNI partnerships over the 

past 12 months. Documenting network changes longitudinally would be preferable. However, 

retrospective surveys are common in social network studies and represent an appropriate 

alternative to studying collaboration networks when longitudinal data are unavailable.  
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Another potential limitation is the low survey response rate of 59%. While the response 

rate for the network survey was above average survey response rates for general surveys in social 

science research, studies have shown that network survey response rates of about 75% are 

preferable when conducting social network research (Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010). The primary 

limitation associated with low response rates in social network research includes the impact of 

missing relational data from nonrespondents. Studies have shown that ignoring missing data may 

bias estimates of network statistics (Huisman, 2014), though studies have shown that estimates 

may be reliable with as much as 25% missing data (Costenbader & Valente, 2003; Krauss et al., 

2004). To address this limitation, I used simple methods to impute missing edge data based on 

observed information from survey respondents. Although not ideal, this imputation method is 

commonly used in social network studies (Krauss et al., 2004). While this approach resulted in 

100% coverage of the South City CNI partner network, it is likely that the approach 

underestimated the number of actual ties in the network (Huisman, 2014). Despite these 

limitations, the study provides important insights on network structure and collaboration within 

mixed-income initiatives upon which future research can build.  

4.10. Implications 

The development of cross-sector partnerships has proliferated in recent years. As such, 

attention to developing and strengthening cross-sector partnerships has emerged as a core area 

for housing and community development research, policy, and practice. Successful development 

of these partnerships builds the capacity and capital required to facilitate community change 

efforts (Robertson et al., 2012).  

The South City CNI appears to have struck a balance between being overly dense and 

overly centralized. The presence of a core group of central partner organizations suggests that the 
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South City CNI partnership network may more readily diffuse information and resources to other 

non-central partners. Emerging empirical literature suggests that cross-sector collaborations that 

can effectively balance network cohesiveness, or connections between partners, with network 

range, or the extent to which diverse actors are integrated, represent optimal structures to 

enhance network performance and generate positive community-level outcomes to address 

public problems like crime reduction and economic development (Siciliano et al., 2021).  

Implications of this study include the utilization of social network analysis and social 

network tools to empirically document and examine cross-sector partnerships and the network 

structure of interorganizational collaboration within complex housing and community 

development initiatives. Specifically, social network tools may be utilized to examine existing 

partner relationships and identify gaps in resource and information linkages that can be 

strategically targeted to strengthen partnerships (Provan et al., 2004). Additionally, network 

visualizations have potential to identify what partners may be missing from the network that 

could be integrated into the network to address emerging concerns. For example, public safety 

and crime prevention have been significant concerns for residents in distressed public housing 

communities targeted for redevelopment through mixed-income initiatives like the CNI. 

However, law enforcement and crime prevention agencies were not identified as primary 

partners within the South City CNI. Additionally, partners integral to housing relocation efforts – 

like property management companies and landlords – were also not identified as key partners in 

South City. Social network analysis allows for the identification of these partnership gaps so that 

actionable strategies can be developed to expand partnerships in areas that could benefit broader 

efforts within South City.  
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While the implications of the study are broadly applicable to other CNI planning and 

implementation grantees in terms of the documentation and description of CNI partner networks, 

it is likely that different partner characteristics and collaboration structures exist in other CNI 

sites. Thus, key areas for future research include documenting partnership and collaboration 

dynamics in a broader set of CNI grantees. This information could provide useful information 

not only about what factors and conditions give rise to particular characteristics of network 

structure, but also what structures may be most effective towards particular short- and long-term 

people, housing, and neighborhood outcomes. 
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4.11. Chapter 4 Appendix 

South City CNI Partner Survey Recruitment Emails 

 

Dear [Organization Representative Name], 

 

My name is Andrew Foell and I am a social work doctoral student at Washington University in 

St. Louis. I am currently in the dissertation phase of my degree and I am partnering with Urban 

Strategies (USI) and the Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) to examine organizational 

partnerships and collaboration in the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative in Memphis, TN. The 

purpose of this study is to better understand the facilitators and barriers to collaboration and 

implementation in the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative.  

 

I would like to invite you to participate in an online survey to assess your experiences as a 

partner on the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative. I obtained your contact information from [Staff 

name] at MHA and [Staff name] at USI, who thought you would provide valuable insights for 

the study. The online survey should take approximately 20 to 30 minutes to complete, and 

includes questions about collaboration capacity and collaborative relationships in the Choice 

Neighborhoods Initiative. 

 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and your decision to participate, or not 

participate, will not affect your organization’s services or role in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative. If you decide to participate, your responses will remain confidential and you may 

decline to answer any questions. If you submit a completed survey in its entirety, you will have 

the option to be entered into a raffle to win a $100 Visa electronic gift card. Raffle winners will 

be notified the week of December 20, 2021. 

 

If you would like to participate, please use the link below to access the online survey.  

 

Survey Link: [survey link here] 

 

If you have any questions about the study, please email me at andrewfoell@wustl.edu. Thank 

you very much for your consideration of this research study. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Andrew Foell, MSW, MPP (pronouns: he/him/his) 

PhD Student 

Brown School 

Washington University in St. Louis 

Campus Box 1196 

One Brookings Drive 

St. Louis, MO  63130 

[e] andrewfoell@wustl.edu [w] https://sites.wustl.edu/afoell/ 

mailto:andrewfoell@wustl.edu
https://sites.wustl.edu/afoell/
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South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Partner Survey 

 

Introduction 

 

Welcome to the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Partner Network Survey. The purpose of 

this study is to understand the factors that influence partnerships and collaboration to implement 

CNI programs and services to assist children, families, and neighborhoods. Survey data will be 

used to inform recommendations to improve programs, practices, and policies. If you choose to 

participate, you will be asked to provide information about what organizations you interact with 

regularly, along with background information about your organization. The survey will take 

about 20 minutes to complete. 

 

Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary. You may choose to stop your 

participation at any time and you may skip any questions you do not want to answer. There are 

no right or wrong answers and your responses to the survey will remain confidential. There are 

no foreseeable risks or direct benefits to participating in this study. The main benefit to 

participating is in providing information to inform strategies to increase communication and 

collaboration in the CNI. All participants who submit a completed survey will have the option to 

opt-in to a raffle for a $100 Visa giftcard. 

 

If you have questions for the research team, please contact andrewfoell@wustl.edu or you may 

contact the Human Research Protection Office at 1-(800)-438-0445 or hrpo@wustl.edu. Thank 

you very much for your consideration of this research study. 

 

Organizational Characteristics 

 

1. What is the name of your organization? 

 

Organization Name  

Organization 1 □ 

Organization 2 □ 

Organization 3 □ 

Organization 4 □ 

Organization 5 □ 

Organization 6 □ 

Organization 7 □ 

Organization 8 □ 

Organization 9 □ 

Organization 10 □ 

Organization 11 □ 

Organization 12 □ 

Organization 13 □ 

Organization 14 □ 

Organization 15 □ 

Organization 16 □ 
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Organization 17 □ 

Organization 18 □ 

Organization 19 □ 

Organization 20 □ 

Organization 21 □ 

Organization 22 □ 

Organization 23 □ 

Organization 24 □ 

Organization 25 □ 

Organization 26 □ 

Organization 27 □ 

Organization 28 □ 

Organization 29 □ 

Organization 30 □ 

Organization 31 □ 

Organization 32 □ 

Other Organization Not Listed [open response] □ 

 

2. What year did ${Organization Name} become involved with the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI)? 

a. 2010 

b. 2011 

c. 2012 

d. 2013 

e. 2014 

f. 2015 

g. 2016 

h. 2017 

i. 2018 

j. 2019 

k. 2020 

l. 2021 

3. Did ${Organization Name} participate in a Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

Planning Grant prior to involvement in the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

Implementation Grant? 

m. Yes 

n. No 

o. I don’t know 

4. Which of the following best describes ${Organization Name}? 

p. Government Agency 

q. Nonprofit Agency 

r. Private or For-Profit Agency 

s. Other Nongovernmental Agency (e.g., community group, tenant association, etc.) 

__________ 
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5. The Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) has goals toward people, housing, and 

neighborhood transformation. What primary goal area does ${Organization Name} 

contribute to in the CNI? 

t. People 

u. Housing 

v. Neighborhood 

w. Other (Please specify) __________ 

6. Does ${Organization Name} serve as a lead organization for the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI)? (Select all that apply) 

x. People Lead 

y. Housing Lead 

z. Neighborhood Lead 

aa. No, my organization does not serve as a lead organization 

 

Collaboration 

 

7. For each organization in the table, please indicate whether you or members of 

${Organization Name} have worked together on the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative 

(CNI) in the last 12 months. Working together includes: 1) sharing information; 2) 

financial or contracted services; 3) co-sponsoring activities; 4) making client or service 

referrals; or 5) conducting community assessments. 

 

If ${Organization Name} has relationships with organizations not listed, you can write-in 

those organizations in at the end of the table. 

 

Organization Name 

Have you worked with this 

organization in the past 12 

months? (Select all that apply) 

Organization 1 □ 

Organization 2 □ 

Organization 3 □ 

Organization 4 □ 

Organization 5 □ 

Organization 6 □ 

Organization 7 □ 

Organization 8 □ 

Organization 9 □ 

Organization 10 □ 

Organization 11 □ 

Organization 12 □ 

Organization 13 □ 

Organization 14 □ 

Organization 15 □ 

Organization 16 □ 

Organization 17 □ 
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Organization 18 □ 

Organization 19 □ 

Organization 20 □ 

Organization 21 □ 

Organization 22 □ 

Organization 23 □ 

Organization 24 □ 

Organization 25 □ 

Organization 26 □ 

Organization 27 □ 

Organization 28 □ 

Organization 29 □ 

Organization 30 □ 

Organization 31 □ 

Organization 32 □ 

Other Organization Not Listed [open response] □ 

Other Organization Not Listed [open response] □ 

Other Organization Not Listed [open response] □ 

 

8. For each organization in the table, please indicate how you have worked together in the 

past 12 months. (Select all that apply)  

 

Organization 

Name 

Sharing 

Information 

Financial 

Relationships 

or 

Contracted 

Services 

Co-

Sponsoring 

Activities 

(programs, 

events, 

reports, 

etc.) 

Client or 

Service 

Referrals 

Community 

Assessments 

Organization 1 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 2 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 3 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 4 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 5 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 6 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 7 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 8 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 9 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 10 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 11 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 12 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 13 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 14 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 15 □ □ □ □ □ 
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Organization 16 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 17 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 18 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 19 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 20 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 21 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 22 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 23 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 24 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 25 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 26 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 27 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 28 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 29 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 30 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 31 □ □ □ □ □ 

Organization 32 □ □ □ □ □ 

Other Organization 

Not Listed [open 

response] □ □ □ □ □ 

Other Organization 

Not Listed [open 

response] □ □ □ □ □ 

Other Organization 

Not Listed [open 

response] □ □ □ □ □ 

 

9. How frequently do you or members of ${Organization Name} typically contact or 

interact (such as meetings, phone calls, or e-mails) with the members of the following 

organizations regarding the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI)? 

 

Organization Name 

At Least 

Yearly 

Contact 

At Least 

Quarterly 

Contact 

At Least 

Monthly 

Contact 

At Least 

Weekly 

Contact 

Organization 1 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 2 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 3 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 4 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 5 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 6 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 7 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 8 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 9 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 10 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 11 ○ ○ ○ ○ 



172 

Organization 12 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 13 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 14 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 15 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 16 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 17 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 18 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 19 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 20 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 21 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 22 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 23 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 24 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 25 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 26 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 27 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 28 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 29 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 30 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 31 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 32 ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Other Organization Not 

Listed [open response] ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Other Organization Not 

Listed [open response] ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Other Organization Not 

Listed [open response] ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

10. Please indicate how much you and members of ${Organization Name} trust each 

organization to fulfill their roles and responsibilities in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI)? 

 

Organization 

Name 

Very 

Trustworthy 

Somewhat 

Trustworthy 

Neither 

Trustworthy 

Nor 

Untrustworthy 

Somewhat 

Untrustworthy 

Very 

Untrustworthy 

Organization 1 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 2 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 3 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 4 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 5 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 6 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 7 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 8 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 9 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Organization 10 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 11 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 12 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 13 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 14 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 15 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 16 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 17 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 18 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 19 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 20 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 21 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 22 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 23 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 24 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 25 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 26 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 27 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 28 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 29 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 30 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 31 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Organization 32 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Other 

Organization 

Not Listed 

[open response] ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Other 

Organization 

Not Listed 

[open response] ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Other 

Organization 

Not Listed 

[open response] ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Collaboration Capacity 

 

Thinking about ${Organization Name}'s involvement in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI), please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 

following statements: 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 
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11. Agencies in this 

community have a 

history of working 

together. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

12. Trying to solve 

problems through 

collaboration has been 

common in this 

community. It has been 

done a lot before. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

13. Leaders in this 

community who are not 

part of the CNI seem 

hopeful about what we 

can accomplish. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

14. Others in this 

community who are not 

part of the CNI would 

generally agree that the 

organizations involved 

in the CNI are the 

“right” organizations to 

make the CNI work. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

15. The political and social 

climate seems to be 

“right” for starting a 

collaborative project 

like the CNI. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

16. The time is right for the 

CNI. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Thinking about ${Organization Name}'s involvement in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI), please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 

following statements: 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

17. People involved in the 

CNI trust one another. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

18. I have a lot of respect 

for the other people 

involved in the CNI. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

19. The people involved in 

the CNI represent a 

cross section of those ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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who have a stake in 

what we are trying to 

accomplish. 

20. All the organizations 

that we need to be 

involved in the CNI 

have become involved 

in the CNI. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

21. My organization 

benefits from being 

involved in the CNI. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

22. People involved in the 

CNI are willing to 

compromise on 

important aspects of 

CNI projects. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Thinking about ${Organization Name}'s involvement in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI), please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 

following statements: 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

23. The organizations that 

belong to the CNI 

invest the right amount 

of time in our 

collaborative efforts. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

24. Everyone who is 

involved in the CNI 

wants it to succeed. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

25. The level of 

commitment among 

CNI partners is high. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

26. When the CNI makes 

major decisions, there 

is always enough time 

for members to take 

information back to 

their organizations to 

confer with colleagues 

about what the decision 

should be. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

27. Each of the people who 

participate in decisions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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in the CNI can speak 

for the entire 

organization they 

represent, not just a 

part. 

28. There is a lot of 

flexibility when 

decisions are made; 

people are open to 

discussing different 

options. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

29. People in the CNI are 

open to different 

approaches to how we 

can do our work. They 

are willing to consider 

different ways of 

working. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

30. People in the CNI have 

a clear sense of their 

roles and 

responsibilities. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

31. There is a clear process 

for making decisions 

among the partners in 

the CNI. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

32. The CNI is able to 

adapt to changing 

conditions, such as 

fewer funds than 

expected, changing 

political climate, or 

changes in leadership. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

33. The CNI has the ability 

to survive even if it had 

to make major changes 

in its plans or add some 

new members in order 

to reach its goals. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

34. The CNI has been 

careful to take on the 

right amount of work at 

the right pace. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

35. The CNI is currently 

able to keep up with the 

work necessary to ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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coordinate all the 

people, organizations, 

and activities related to 

this collaborative 

project. 

 

Thinking about ${Organization Name}'s involvement in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI), please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 

following statements: 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

36. People in the CNI 

communicate openly 

with one another. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

37. I am informed as often 

as I should be about 

what is going on in the 

CNI. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

38. The people who lead 

the CNI communicate 

well with CNI partners. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

39. Communication among 

people in the CNI 

happens both at formal 

meetings and in 

informal ways. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

40. I personally have 

informal conversations 

about the CNI with 

others who are involved 

in the CNI. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Thinking about ${Organization Name}'s involvement in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI), please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 

following statements: 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

41. I have a clear 

understanding of what 

the CNI is trying to 

accomplish. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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42. People involved in the 

CNI know and 

understand our goals. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

43. People involved in the 

CNI have established 

reasonable goals. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

44. The people involved in 

the CNI are dedicated 

to the idea that we can 

make this project work. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

45. My ideas about what 

we want to accomplish 

with the CNI seem to 

be the same as the ideas 

of others. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

46. What we are trying to 

accomplish with the 

CNI would be difficult 

for any single 

organization to 

accomplish by itself. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

47. No other organization 

in the community is 

trying to do exactly 

what we are trying to 

do. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Thinking about ${Organization Name}'s involvement in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI), please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 

following statements: 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

48. The CNI has adequate 

funds to do what it 

wants to accomplish. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

49. The CNI has adequate 

“people power” to do 

what it wants to 

accomplish. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

50. The people in 

leadership positions for 

the CNI have good 

skills for working with 

other people and 

organizations. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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51. The CNI engages other 

stakeholders, outside of 

the CNI, as much as we 

should. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Thinking about ${Organization Name}'s involvement in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI), please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 

following statements: 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

52. A system exists to 

monitor and report the 

activities and/or 

services of the CNI. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

53. We measure and report 

the outcomes of our 

collaboration. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

54. Information about CNI 

activities, services, and 

outcomes is used by 

members of the CNI to 

improve our joint work. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Thinking about ${Organization Name}'s involvement in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative (CNI), please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 

following statements: 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

55. CNI partners work 

together to identify 

unmet needs in the 

community. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

56. CNI partners work 

together to decide how 

to fill gaps in services. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

57. CNI partners usually 

make their own plans 

without consulting one 

another. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

58. CNI partners act toward 

a common goal. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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59. CNI partners are often 

in competition with one 

another. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

60. CNI partners get a lot 

accomplished by 

working together. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

61. CNI partners have 

trusting relationships 

between organizations. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

62. CNI partners have 

access to resources 

(e.g., expertise, 

facilities, funding) that 

support collaboration 

between organizations. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

63. CNI partners keep each 

other up to date about 

the issues we work on. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

64. CNI partners 

communicate about 

individual 

clients/patients that we 

serve together, when 

needed. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

65. CNI partners share 

information that helps 

the system of care work 

better. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

66. CNI partners have 

trouble communicating. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Perceived Network Effectiveness 

Please indicate how effective the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) has been to date 

in achieving each of the following accomplishments: 

 

Not at all 

effective 

Slightly 

effective 

Moderately 

effective 

Very 

effective 

Extremely 

effective 

67. Demonstrating that it 

is contributing to the 

provision of efficient, 

high quality programs 

and services to the 

community and CNI 

target population. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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68. Providing benefits to 

the community and 

CNI target families 

that would not be 

possible with 

uncoordinated 

services. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

69. Providing a broad 

range of services that 

effectively address the 

full needs of the 

community and CNI 

target population. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

70. Demonstrating to state 

or federal agencies the 

contributions that CNI 

partners can make to 

improving programs 

and services. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Please indicate how effective the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) has been to date 

in achieving each of the following accomplishments: 

 

 

Not at all 

effective 

Slightly 

effective 

Moderately 

effective 

Very 

effective 

Extremely 

effective 

71. Achieving its people-

based goals/objectives 

(e.g., housing 

relocation, service 

delivery, employment 

training, etc.) ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

72. Achieving its housing-

based goals/objectives 

(e.g., housing unit 

rehabilitation, 

demolition, 

construction, etc.). ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

73. Achieving its 

neighborhood-based 

goals/objectives (e.g., 

critical community 

improvements, 

neighborhood safety, 

etc.). ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 



182 

 

 

74. In what specific areas has the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) been most 

effective? (open response) 

75. What one thing do you think the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) should do to 

increase effectiveness? (open response) 

Respondent Characteristics 

 

76. What is your current job or position title at ${Organization Name}? (open response) 

77. How many years have you been involved in the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI)? 

(open response) 

78. How do you describe your racial and ethnic identity? (Select all that apply) 

a. American Indian or Alaska Native 

b. Asian 

c. Black or African American 

d. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

e. Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin 

f. White or Caucasian 

g. Other Racial or Ethnic Identity (open response) 

h. Prefer not to answer 

79. How do you describe your gender identity? 

a. Woman 

b. Man 

c. Non-binary 

d. Other (open response) 

e. Prefer not to answer 

80. Would you like to enter a raffle for a $100 Visa giftcard? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

81. What is your name? (If “Yes” to previous question) 

a. First Name (open response) 

b. Last Name (open response) 

82. What is your preferred email address? (open response) 

 

Conclusion 

 

Thank you for taking this survey! Your response has been submitted. If you have questions for 

the research team, please contact andrewfoell@wustl.edu or you may contact the Human 

Research Protection Office at 1-(800)-438-0445 or hrpo@wustl.edu. 
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Table 4.3  

South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Collaboration Network Actor Centrality 

Measures 

Actor Degree Betweenness Closeness Eigenvector 

Org 9 31 116.35 1.00 1.00 

Org 30 27 60.82 0.89 0.92 

Org 14 25 44.50 0.84 0.90 

Org 23 20 20.67 0.74 0.78 

Org 29 16 10.96 0.67 0.65 

Org 2 15 5.34 0.66 0.66 

Org 21 15 4.48 0.66 0.66 

Org 17 14 4.46 0.65 0.63 

Org 31 14 5.81 0.65 0.62 

Org 19 13 7.38 0.63 0.51 

Org 24 13 5.05 0.63 0.57 

Org 16 12 4.48 0.62 0.52 

Org 22 12 4.68 0.62 0.49 

Org 10 11 3.83 0.61 0.48 

Org 11 11 4.52 0.61 0.47 

Org 28 11 3.12 0.61 0.48 

Org 1 10 2.87 0.60 0.43 

Org 3 10 0.69 0.60 0.49 

Org 4 10 1.26 0.60 0.47 

Org 6 10 1.18 0.60 0.50 

Org 15 10 1.45 0.60 0.46 

Org 20 7 0.24 0.56 0.37 

Org 27 7 0.66 0.56 0.32 

Org 26 6 0.25 0.55 0.33 

Org 32 6 0.62 0.55 0.26 

Org 13 5 0.09 0.54 0.27 

Org 25 5 0.13 0.54 0.27 

Org 8 4 0.13 0.53 0.21 

Org 5 3 0.00 0.53 0.17 

Org 7 3 0.00 0.53 0.19 

Org 18 3 0.00 0.53 0.20 

Org 12 1 0.00 0.51 0.07 
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Table 4.4  

South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Communication Network Actor Centrality 

Measures 

Actor Degree Betweenness Closeness Eigenvector 

Org 30 31 60.99 0.83 1.00 

Org 14 27 72.40 0.81 0.96 

Org 9 25 62.97 0.78 0.92 

Org 29 20 15.66 0.66 0.74 

Org 2 16 11.03 0.64 0.66 

Org 21 15 5.98 0.63 0.66 

Org 31 15 5.08 0.63 0.67 

Org 23 14 6.43 0.63 0.65 

Org 19 14 10.78 0.62 0.53 

Org 17 13 4.25 0.59 0.56 

Org 6 13 1.95 0.59 0.61 

Org 22 12 10.02 0.59 0.46 

Org 28 12 5.74 0.60 0.51 

Org 24 11 14.75 0.59 0.49 

Org 15 11 3.66 0.59 0.48 

Org 1 11 2.93 0.58 0.44 

Org 3 10 1.30 0.57 0.47 

Org 4 10 3.25 0.56 0.41 

Org 10 10 0.96 0.56 0.46 

Org 11 10 9.62 0.56 0.34 

Org 16 10 8.89 0.56 0.35 

Org 20 7 1.04 0.57 0.43 

Org 25 7 0.14 0.54 0.34 

Org 26 6 0.14 0.52 0.26 

Org 7 6 0.17 0.52 0.27 

Org 27 5 0.00 0.50 0.20 

Org 32 5 0.58 0.43 0.10 

Org 13 4 0.25 0.51 0.16 

Org 8 3 0.00 0.45 0.08 

Org 5 3 0.00 0.45 0.08 

Org 12 3 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Org 18 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Table 4.5  

South City Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) Trust Network Actor Centrality Measures 

Actor Degree Betweenness Closeness Eigenvector 

Org 9 31 124.58 1.00 1.00 

Org 14 25 49.46 0.84 0.90 

Org 30 25 51.00 0.84 0.88 

Org 23 20 21.34 0.74 0.78 

Org 29 17 13.25 0.69 0.69 

Org 2 15 5.74 0.66 0.67 

Org 31 14 6.74 0.65 0.62 

Org 21 14 4.35 0.65 0.63 

Org 19 13 8.32 0.63 0.52 

Org 17 12 3.32 0.62 0.56 

Org 16 12 4.54 0.62 0.52 

Org 24 12 4.68 0.62 0.53 

Org 10 11 4.14 0.61 0.49 

Org 11 11 5.36 0.61 0.47 

Org 22 11 4.89 0.61 0.46 

Org 28 11 3.18 0.61 0.49 

Org 3 10 0.69 0.60 0.50 

Org 4 10 1.39 0.60 0.47 

Org 6 10 1.04 0.60 0.51 

Org 15 10 1.46 0.60 0.46 

Org 1 7 0.63 0.56 0.33 

Org 20 7 0.43 0.56 0.37 

Org 27 7 0.71 0.56 0.32 

Org 32 6 0.67 0.55 0.27 

Org 26 5 0.00 0.54 0.30 

Org 7 4 0.00 0.53 0.22 

Org 13 4 0.10 0.53 0.20 

Org 25 4 0.00 0.53 0.25 

Org 5 3 0.00 0.53 0.17 

Org 8 3 0.00 0.53 0.19 

Org 18 3 0.00 0.53 0.20 

Org 12 1 0.00 0.51 0.07 
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 Chapter 5: Discussion 

5.1. Summary of Dissertation Findings 

This study investigated two primary goals of the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

to: 1) improve the quality-of-life for low-income families living in distressed public housing by 

increasing access to affordable housing and neighborhood opportunity through housing 

relocation, and 2) leverage cross-sector partnerships to deliver high quality programs and 

services to families, redevelop distressed public housing into mixed-income communities, and 

make investments in community improvement projects to enhance health and well-being of 

neighborhood residents. To interrogate these goals, I leveraged administrative data along with 

primary data collected through in-depth interviews and a social network survey of South City 

CNI partner organizations in Memphis, TN.  

In Chapter 2, I utilized novel administrative data of longitudinal case records and 

multilevel mixed-effects modeling to examine neighborhood attainment and quality-of-life 

improvements for low-income families living in distressed public housing targeted for 

redevelopment through the South City CNI. I found that housing relocation increased access to 

higher opportunity, less disadvantaged neighborhoods for families that moved out of the CNI 

project Zip Code. Despite improvements to neighborhood quality for many CNI families, the 

neighborhoods where families moved remained above the sample mean levels of neighborhood 

disadvantage. Additionally, housing relocation within and outside the CNI project Zip Code did 

not translate into differential quality-of-life improvements between families who stayed versus 

those who left the project Zip Code. Indeed, over the six-year study period, all CNI families 

experienced increased senses of home and neighborhood safety, as well as increased stress.  
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In Chapter 3, I utilized semi-structured in-depth interviews with staff at CNI partner 

organizations to identify facilitators and barriers to collaboration within the South City CNI, 

including challenges with the housing relocation process. In analysis of interview data, I 

identified coordinating challenges as key barriers to collaboration in the South City CNI. 

Specific coordination challenges included those related to the housing relocation process, 

managing complex budgets within resource constraints, changing organizational arrangements, 

navigating diverse program perspectives, and the unique context of the COVID-19 pandemic. I 

also identified several facilitators of collaboration, which included the presence of a high-

capacity lead organization, credible network connectors, and a long history of collaboration as 

essential for overcoming challenges associated with coordination.  

In Chapter 4, I built on insights gained through partner interviews by empirically 

documenting and describing the South City CNI collaboration network in terms of 

communication, collaboration, and trust. Using social network analysis, I found that the South 

City CNI consisted of 32 partner organizations that collaborated across a variety of areas 

including sharing information, making client referrals, co-sponsoring activities, engaging in 

contracted services, and conducting community assessments. The South City CNI exemplified a 

relatively dense, yet moderately centralized partnership network characterized by widely 

distributed interrogational relationships along with a small group of central organizations that 

coordinated network activities. The remainder of this chapter is dedicated to exploring 

implications for policy and practice as well as directions for future research.  

5.2. Implications for Policy and Practice 

The findings presented in Chapter 2 and 3 of this dissertation support prior research 

indicating that housing relocation is a substantial challenge in mixed-income development. The 
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availability of housing vouchers combined with housing search assistance allowed many South 

City CNI families to locate housing in neighborhoods that were significantly less disadvantaged 

compared to the CNI project Zip Code. However, just over a third of families relocated within 

the CNI project Zip Code. And while neighborhood disadvantage decreased in the CNI project 

Zip Code over time, the neighborhood remained the most disadvantaged neighborhood in the 

Memphis area. Despite changes in exposure to neighborhood disadvantage for families who 

stayed versus left the CNI project Zip Code, relocation decisions did not translate into 

differential quality-of-life effects in terms of stress and safety. While findings of increased senses 

of home and neighborhood safety following relocation is largely congruent with prior research, 

findings of increased stress are somewhat contradictory compared to prior literature. 

Interviews with South City CNI partner staff provided additional insights into the 

challenges associated with housing relocation that helped contextualize the findings from 

Chapter 2. Through these interviews, it became apparent that two key factors were particularly 

important for understanding housing relocation efforts in Memphis. The first was the unique 

context surrounding the public housing site targeted for redevelopment through the CNI 

Implementation Grant. The Foote Homes public housing development was the last remaining 

traditional public housing site in Memphis. As such, many families who lived at the site had been 

previously displaced by other development initiatives, including some who had been displaced 

multiple times from previous HOPE VI redevelopments. This mean that many families faced 

multiple challenges and barriers that made them hard-to-house in the private housing market. 

Additionally, the simultaneous condemnation of two nearby apartment complexes strained the 

local housing market, ultimately forcing hundreds of additional low-income families into the 

market at the same time South City CNI partners were relocating residents from Foote Homes. 
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Staff at CNI partner organizations highlighted these factors as creating a unique social and 

economic context that influence housing relocation in Memphis.  

Addressing issues of housing relocation along with other coordinating challenges 

required the presence of a high-capacity lead organization along with other key connecting 

organizations that worked together to share information and collaborate to address the collective 

goals and objectives of the South City CNI. The central coordinating role of the Memphis 

Housing Authority (MHA) was frequently identified by CNI partners as a strength, particularly 

in terms of communication, transparency, adaptability, and willingness to productively engage 

conflict in ways the incorporated diverse voices and perspectives. 

Together, these findings suggest that additional housing relocation and supportive 

services may be needed to address the full range of issues that CNI families confront before, 

during, and after relocation. Despite many South City CNI families moving to less disadvantaged 

neighborhoods and most families feeling safer in their new home and neighborhood 

environments, literature suggests that many relocated families experience higher rates of crime 

perpetration and violent victimization after relocation compared to the general population (Hayes 

et al., 2013). Additionally, it is well documented that relocated households face additional 

stressors that may minimize the potential benefits of relocating to higher quality housing in less 

disadvantaged neighborhoods. These stressors includes additional financial stress and the stress 

associated with navigating new home and neighborhood environments. Thus, supportive services 

that focus on stress management and reduction post-relocation may be needed above and beyond 

current CNI services. Additionally, ongoing support to promote safe and stable housing also 

represent promising approaches to ensure that families maintain housing or have the resources to 

assist with additional moves if needed. Developing and strengthening partnerships with quality 
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housing management companies and landlords represents another viable strategy to increase 

housing choice and neighborhood opportunity for low-income families (Bergman et al., 2019). 

In addition to programs and services targeting CNI families, findings of this study also 

highlight the importance of network interventions to strengthen cross-sector collaboration within 

complex housing and community development initiatives. These interventions include the 

identification of network champions that are uniquely positioned to diffuse information and 

resources to network members (Valente, 2012). This is particularly important when piloting new 

programs and services or communicating information that may be controversial where network 

members and external stakeholder have divergent views (Valente, 2012). Additionally, the 

identification of isolated members of a collaboration network could inform actions to strengthen 

connections with these agencies, while also generating new and innovative ideas and capitalizing 

on partner strengths and capacities (Cross et al., 2002; Valente, 2012). Other network 

interventions include targeting resources to network members that occupy bridging positions in 

the network to ensure that they are adequately resourced to fulfill their role in the initiative and 

serve as network connectors among other partners. Network interventions might also focus on 

adding new organizational partners or rewiring existing linkages between partners to assist with 

information and resource flows (Valente, 2012). 

Finally, devoting more attention to pre-existing organizational and collaborative capacity 

seems essential for the effective delivery of programs and services to low-income families and 

the successful implementation of mixed-income development initiatives. The case of the South 

City CNI, and likely other planning and implementation sites, suggests that there are substantial 

coordination challenges associated with implementing complex multilevel and multicomponent 

initiatives that include people, housing, and neighborhood goals and objectives. These initiatives 



191 

necessitate that partner organizations can effectively work together to develop a shared mission 

and vision for the initiative, establish clear goals and objectives, create clear roles and 

responsibilities, and establish transparent policies and procedures that govern work across 

sectors.  

5.3. Implications for Future Research 

Over a decade after the first CNI Planning and Implementation grants were awarded, we 

still know relatively little about successes, challenges, and outcomes of the initiative. While 

research is emerging that partially addresses these gaps in knowledge, we are just beginning to 

understand the extent to which the CNI has improved lives for people and transformed housing 

and neighborhood conditions that promote healthy youth and family development. This 

dissertation contributes to this body of knowledge while highlighting additional areas for future 

research. 

In mixed-income housing and community development initiatives, the process and 

outcomes related to housing relocation represent a fundamental area that should be the focus of 

future research. Studies of HOPE VI have been instrumental in our understanding of the 

challenges related to involuntary, forced relocation of low-income families in public housing. 

Additional studies of how this process unfolds within the CNI, the current federal effort toward 

mixed-income development, should be implemented across other CNI sites. This research should 

incorporate quantitative and qualitative methods to better understand short- and long-term 

outcomes in terms of housing quality and stability, neighborhood attainment, and social, 

economic, and health-related outcomes for families. Answering key questions about where 

families relocate and whether these moves translate into improvements to family well-being 

represents a critical area for future research. Answering these important questions requires the 
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appropriate partner capacity and necessary data collection systems and infrastructure that allows 

for the tracking of family data over time. Additionally, qualitative studies that incorporate the 

perspectives and experiences of families directly affected by the CNI are also needed. 

Specifically, how families make decisions regarding housing relocation, the challenges and 

barriers they face during the relocation process, and ongoing issues they face post-relocation 

represent areas for future exploration.  

In terms of partnership development and collaboration, social network analysis represents 

a useful tool that provides insights into how partnership networks are structured and how they 

may be managed and modified to achieve collective goals and objectives (Robertson et al., 

2012). While this dissertation examined partner characteristics and collaboration in the South 

City CNI in Memphis, TN, it is likely that different partner and collaboration dynamics exist in 

other CNI planning and implementation sites. Thus, key areas for future research include 

documenting partnership and collaboration dynamics in a broader set of CNI grantees. These 

efforts could compliment and contribute to national evaluation efforts currently underway (U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2020). Currently, there are 108 CNI Planning 

Grantees and 40 CNI Implementation Grantees at various stages of development across the U.S. 

Understanding partner characteristics and collaboration structures at different stages of planning 

and implementation could provide valuable insights regarding the development and evolution of 

cross-sector partnerships in mixed-income development initiatives. Longitudinal assessments of 

CNI collaboration network structure and evolution over time also represents an important area 

for future research. 



193 

 References 

Aliprantis, D., Martin, H., & Phillips, D. (2022). Landlords and access to opportunity. 

Journal of Urban Economics, 129. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2021.103420 

Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative governance in theory and practice. Journal of 

Public Administration Research and Theory, 18(4), 543–571. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum032 

Assari, S. (2017). Perceived neighborhood safety better predicts risk of mortality for whites 

than blacks. Journal of Racial and Ethnic Health Disparities, 4, 937–948. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40615-016-0297-x 

Austin, B., Glaeser, E., & Summers, L. (2018). Saving the heartland: Place-based policies in 

21st Century America. Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 1–96. 

https://doi.org/10.3386/w24548 

Austin, P. C., & Stuart, E. A. (2015). Moving towards best practice when using inverse 

probability of treatment weighting (IPTW) using the propensity score to estimate 

causal treatment effects in observational studies. Statistics in Medicine, 34(28), 3661–

3679. https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.6607 

Benzow, A., & Fikri, K. (2020). The expanded geography of high-poverty neighborhoods: 

How the economic recovery from the Great Recession failed to change the landscape 

of poverty in the United States (Issue May). https://eig.org/neighborhood-poverty-

project 

Bergman, P., Chetty, R., DeLuca, S., Hendren, N., Katz, L. F., & Palmer, C. (2019). 

Creating moves to opportunity: Experimental evidence on barriers to neighborhood 

choice. In NBER Working Paper Series (No. 26164; NBER Working Paper Series). 

https://www.nber.org/papers/w26164 

Bishaw, A. (2014). Changes in areas with concentrated poverty: 2000 to 2010 (Issue June). 

Borgatti, S. P., & Halgin, D. S. (2011). On network theory. Organization Science, 22(5), 

1168–1181. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0641 

Borgatti, S. P., & Molina, J. L. (2005). Toward ethical guidelines for network research in 

organizations. Social Networks, 27(2), 107–117. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2005.01.004 

Brewster, A. L., Yuan, C. T., Tan, A. X., Tangoren, C. G., & Curry, L. A. (2019). 

Collaboration in health care and social service networks for older adults: Association 

with health care utilization measures. Medical Care, 57(5), 327–333. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0000000000001097 

Brooks, F., Zugazaga, C., Wolk, J., MA, A., & Adams, M. A. (2005). Resident perceptions 

of housing, neighborhood, and economic conditions after relocation from public 



194 

housing undergoing HOPE VI redevelopment. Research on Social Work Practice, 

15(6), 481–490. http://10.0.4.153/1049731505276038 

Brown, D. L., Feinberg, M. E., & Greenberg, M. T. (2012). Measuring coalition 

functioning: Refining constructs through factor analysis. Health Education Behavior, 

39(4), 486–497. https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198111419655 

Bryson, J. M., & Crosby, B. C. (2006). The design and implementation of cross-sector 

collaborations: Propositions from the literature. Public Administration Review, 66(S1), 

44–55. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00665.x 

Bryson, J. M., & Crosby, B. C. (2015). Designing and implementing cross-sector 

collaborations: Needed and challenging. Public Administration Review, 75(5), 647–

663. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12432 

Bulger, M., Joseph, M., McKinney, S., & Bilimoria, D. (2021). Social inclusion through 

mixed-income development: Design and practice in the Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative. Journal of Urban Affairs, 00(00), 1–23. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2021.1898283 

Buron, L., Hayes, C., & Hailey, C. (2013). An Improved Living Environment, but... 

http://www.urban.org/housing/Transforming-Public-Housing-in-Chicago.cfm 

Buron, L., Popkin, S. J., Levy, D. K., Harris, L. E., & Khadduri, J. (2002). The HOPE VI 

Resident Tracking Study: A Snapshot of the Current Living Situation of Original 

Residents from Eight Sites. http://webarchive.urban.org/publications/410591.html 

Burt, R. S. (2000). The network structure of social capital. Research in Organizational 

Behavior, 22, 345–423. 

Burt, R. S. (2004). Structural holes and good ideas. American Journal of Sociology, 110(2), 

349–399. 

Byck, G. R., Bolland, J., Dick, D., Swann, G., Henry, D., & Mustanski, B. (2015). Effect of 

housing relocation and neighborhood environment on adolescent mental and 

behavioral health. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry and Allied Disciplines, 

56(11), 1185–1193. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12386 

Card, D., Mas, A., & Rothstein, J. (2008). Tipping and the dynamics of segregation. The 

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 123(1), 177–218. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1162/qjec.2008.123.1.177 

Chaskin, R. J. (2001). Building community capacity: A definitional framework and case 

studies from a comprehensive community initiative. Urban Affairs Review, 36(3), 291–

323. https://doi.org/10.1177/10780870122184876 

Chaskin, R. J. (2005). Democracy and bureaucracy in a community planning process. 

Journal of Planning Education and Research, 24(4), 408–419. 



195 

Chaskin, R. J., & Greenberg, D. M. (2015). Between public and private action: 

Neighborhood organizations and local governance. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 

Quarterly, 44(2), 248–267. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764013510407 

Chaskin, R. J., & Joseph, M. L. (2015). Integrating the Inner City: The Promise and Perils 

of Mixed-Income Public Housing Transformation. University Of Chicago Press. 

Chaskin, R. J., Joseph, M. L., & Chipenda-Dansokho, S. (1997). Implementing 

comprehensive community development: Possibilities and limitations. Social Work, 

42(5), 435–444. https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/42.5.435 

Chaskin, R. J., Joseph, M. L., Voelker, S., & Dworsky, A. (2012). Public housing 

transformation and resident relocation: Comparing destinations and household 

characteristics in Chicago. Cityscape, 14(1), 183–214. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/41553090 

Chaskin, R. J., Khare, A., & Joseph, M. (2012). Participation, deliberation, and decision 

making: The dynamics of inclusion and exclusion in mixed-income developments. 

Urban Affairs Review, 48(6), 863–906. http://10.0.4.153/1078087412450151 

Chen, B., & Graddy, E. A. (2010). The effectiveness of nonprofit lead-organization 

networks for social service delivery. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 20(4), 

405–422. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.20002 

Chetty, R., Hendred, N., Jones, M. R., & Porter, S. R. (2018). Race and economic 

opportunity in the United States: An intergenerational perspective. In NBER Working 

Paper (No. 24441). https://doi.org/10.3386/w24441 

Chetty, R., Hendred, N., & Katz, L. F. (2016). The effects of exposure to better 

neighborhoods on children: New evidence from the Moving to Opportunity 

Experiment. American Economic Review, 106(4), 855–902. 

https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/aer.20150572 

Chetty, R., & Hendren, N. (2018a). The impacts of neighborhoods on intergenerational 

mobility I: Childhood exposure effects. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 133(3), 

1107–1162. https://doi.org/10.1093/QJE/QJY007 

Chetty, R., & Hendren, N. (2018b). The impacts of neighborhoods on intergenerational 

mobility II: County-level estimates. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 133(3), 1163–

1228. https://doi.org/10.1093/QJE/QJY006 

Chetty, R., Hendren, N., Kline, P., & Saez, E. (2014). Where is the land of opportunity? The 

geography of intergenerational mobility in the United States. Quarterly Journal of 

Economics, 129(4), 1553–1623. https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qju022 

Chyn, E. (2018). Moved to opportunity: The long-run effects of public housing demolition 

on children. American Economic Review, 108(10), 3028–3056. 

https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20161352 



196 

City of Memphis, & Memphis Housing Authority. (2013). Memphis Housing Authority 

redevelopment portfolio. https://www.memphisha.org/ 

Clampet-Lundquist, S. (2004). Moving over or moving up? Short-term gains and losses for 

relocated HOPE VI families. Cityscape, 7(1), 57–80. 

Collinson, R., & Ganong, P. (2018). How do changes in housing voucher design affect rent 

and neighborhood quality? American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 10(2), 62–

89. https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20150176 

Comrie, D. (2018). Linking public housing to education: A comparative case study of 

HOPE VI. Housing Policy Debate, 28(4), 534–552. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2017.1397725 

Costenbader, E., & Valente, T. W. (2003). The stability of centrality measures when 

networks are sampled. Social Networks, 25(4), 283–307. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-8733(03)00012-1 

Coulton, C. J., Crampton, D. S., Irwin, M., Spilsbury, J. C., & Korbin, J. E. (2007). How 

neighborhoods influence child maltreatment: A review of the literature and alternative 

pathways. Child Abuse and Neglect, 31(11–12), 1117–1142. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2007.03.023 

Coulton, C. J., & Pandey, S. (1992). Geographic concentration of poverty and risk to 

children in urban neighborhoods. American Behavioral Scientist, 35(3), 238–257. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764292035003004 

Coulton, C. J., Richter, F. G. C., Korbin, J., Crampton, D., & Spilsbury, J. C. (2018). 

Understanding trends in neighborhood child maltreatment rates: A three-wave panel 

study 1990–2010. Child Abuse and Neglect, 84, 170–181. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.07.025 

Crane, R., & Manville, M. (2008). People or place? Revisiting the who versus the where of 

urban development. In Land Lines (pp. 2–7). Lincoln Institute of Land Policy. 

https://www.lincolninst.edu/sites/default/files/pubfiles/1403_719_lla080702.pdf 

Creswell, J. W., & Poth, C. N. (2018). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing 

among five approaches (Fourth). Sage Publications Inc. 

Cross, R., Borgatti, S. P., & Parker, A. (2002). Making invisible work visible: Using social 

network analysis to support strategic collaboration. California Management Review, 

44(2), 25–47. https://doi.org/10.2307/41166121 

Crowley, S., & Pelettiere, D. (2012). Affordable housing dilemma: The preservation vs. 

mobility debate. https://nlihc.org/resource/affordable-housing-dilemma-preservation-

vs-mobility-debate 

Cunningham, M., Galvez, M., Aranda, C. L., Santos, R., Wissoker, D., Oneto, A. D., 

Pitingolo, R., & Crawford, J. (2018). A pilot study of landlord acceptance of housing 



197 

choice vouchers. In U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal//portal/sites/default/files/pdf/Landlord-Acceptance-of-

Housing-Choice-Vouchers.pdf 

Cunningham, M. K., Popkin, S. J., & Burt, M. R. (2005). The transformation of public 

housing will necessarily have profound effects on the lives of thousands of very 

vulnerable families. 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/51566/311178-Public-Housing-

Transformation-and-the-quot-Hard-to-House-quot-.PDF 

Curley, A. M. (2009). Draining or gaining? The social networks of public housing movers 

in Boston. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 26(2–3), 227–247. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407509106716 

Curley, A. M. (2010). HOPE VI-a viable strategy for improving neighborhood conditions 

and resident self-sufficiency? The case of Maverick Gardens in Boston. Housing 

Policy Debate, 20(2), 237–294. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511481003738542 

Curry, A., Latkin, C. A., & Davey-Rothwell, M. (2008). Pathways to depression: The 

impact of neighborhood violent crime on inner-city residents in Baltimore, Maryland, 

USA. Social Science & Medicine, 67, 23–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.007 

Davidson, N. (2009). Reconciling people and place in housing and community development 

policy. Georgetown Journal on Poverty Law and Policy, 1. 

de Montigny, J. G., Desjardins, S., & Bouchard, L. (2019). The fundamentals of cross-

sector collaboration for social change to promote population health. Global Health 

Promotion, 26(2), 41–50. https://doi.org/10.1177/1757975917714036 

DeLuca, S., & Jang-Trettien, C. (2020). “Not just a lateral move”: Residential decisions and 

the reproduction of urban inequality. City and Community, 19(3), 451–488. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12515 

DeLuca, S., & Rosenblatt, P. (2017). Walking away from The Wire: Housing mobility and 

neighborhood opportunity in Baltimore. Housing Policy Debate, 27(4), 519–546. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2017.1282884 

DeLuca, S., Wood, H., & Rosenblatt, P. (2019). Why poor families move (and where they 

go): Reactive mobility and residential decisions. City and Community, 18(2), 556–593. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12386 

Dey, I. (1993). Qualitative data analysis: A user-friendly guide for social scientists. 

https://www.routledge.com/Qualitative-Data-Analysis-A-User-Friendly-Guide-for-

Social-Scientists/Dey/p/book/9780415058520 



198 

Dillman, K. N., Horn, K. M., & Verrilli, A. (2017). The what, where, and when of place-

based housing policy’s neighborhood effects. Housing Policy Debate, 27(2), 282–305. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1172103 

Donley, A. M., & Nicholson, H. L. (2019). Comparing the health of relocated public 

housing residents and current residents of a historically black community: The 

moderating role of social cohesion. Journal of Black Studies, 50(1), 26–44. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0021934718799029 

Doreian, P., & Woodard, K. L. (1992). Fixed list versus snowball selection of social 

networks. Social Science Research, 21, 216–233. https://doi.org/10.1016/0049-

089X(92)90016-A 

Duncan, G. J., & Zuberi, A. (2006). Mobility lessons from Gautreaux and Moving to 

Opportunity. Northwestern Journal of Law & Social Policy, 1(1), 110–126. 

http://scholarlycommons.law.northwestern.edu/njlsp/vol1/iss1/5 This 

Ellen, I. G. (2000). Sharing America’s Neighborhoods: The Prospects for Stable Racial 

Integration. Harvard University Press. 

Ellen, I. G. (2020). What do we know about housing choice vouchers? Regional Science 

and Urban Economics, 80, 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2018.07.003 

Ellen, I. G., Horn, K., & O’Regan, K. (2012). Pathways to integration: Examining changes 

in the prevalence of racially integrated neighborhoods. Cityscape, 14(3), 33–53. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/41958939 

Ennis, G., & West, D. (2014). Community development and umbrella bodies: Networking 

for neighbourhood change. British Journal of Social Work, 44(6), 1582–1601. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bct010 

Evans, G. W., & Cassells, R. C. (2014). Childhood poverty, cumulative risk exposure, and 

mental health in emerging adults. Clinical Psychological Science, 2(3), 287–296. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702613501496 

Feinberg, M. E., Riggs, N. R., & Greenberg, M. T. (2005). Social networks and community 

prevention coalitions. Journal of Primary Prevention, 26(4), 279–298. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-005-5390-4 

Feins, J. D., & Patterson, R. (2005). Geographic mobility in the Housing Choice Voucher 

Program: A study of families entering the program, 1995-2002. Cityscape, 8(2), 21–47. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/20868591 

Feiock, R. C. (2013). The institutional collective action framework. The Policy Studies 

Journal, 41(3), 397–425. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12023/full 

Foell, A., & Pitzer, K. A. (2020). Geographically targeted place-based community 

development interventions: A systematic review and examination of studies’ 



199 

methodological rigor. Housing Policy Debate, 30(5), 741–765. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2020.1741421 

Foster-Fishman, P. G., Berkowitz, S., Lounsbury, D., Jacobson, S., & Allen, N. (2001). 

Building collaborative capacity in community coalitions. American Journal of 

Community Psychology, 29(2), 241–261. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010378613583 

Fowler, P. J., Tompsett, C. J., Braciszewski, J. M., Jacques-Tiura, A. J., & Baltes, B. B. 

(2009). Community violence: A meta-analysis on the effect of exposure and mental 

health outcomes of children and adolescents. Development and Psychopathology, 

21(1), 227–259. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579409000145 

Fraser, J. C., Burns, A. B., Bazuin, J. T., & Oakley, D. Á. (2013). HOPE VI, Colonization, 

and the Production of Difference. Urban Affairs Review, 49(4), 525–556. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087412465582 

Fraser, J. C., Chaskin, R. J., & Bazuin, J. T. (2013). Making mixed-income neighborhoods 

work for low-income households. Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Development and 

Research, 15(2), 83–100. https://doi.org/10.2307/41959112 

Fraser, J. C., & Kick, E. L. (2007). The role of public, private, non-profit and community 

sectors in shaping mixed-income housing outcomes in the U.S. Urban Studies, 44(12), 

2357–2377. https://doi.org/10.0.4.56/00420980701540952 

Freiman, L., Harris, L., Mireles, A., & Popkin, S. (2013). Housing assistance and supportive 

services in Memphis: Final brief. In Urban Institute. 

http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/13/HousingMemphis/rpt_hmfb.cfm 

Frescoln, K., Thi Nguyen, M., Rohe, W., & Webb, M. (2017). “I was scared over there.” 

Family well-being after relocation from a distressed public housing development. Int 

Public Health J, 9(2), 221–240. 

Fulbright-Anderson, K. (2006). Community change: Implications for complex community 

initiatives. In K. Fulbright-Anderson & P. Auspos (Eds.), Community change: 

Theories, practice, and evidence (pp. 9–20). The Aspen Institute. 

Fullilove, M. T. (2004). Root shock: How tearing up city neighborhoods hurts America, and 

what we can do about it. One World/Ballentine. 

Galster, G. (2017). People versus place, people and place, or more? New directions for 

housing policy. Housing Policy Debate, 27(2), 261–265. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1174432 

Galster, G., & Sharkey, P. (2017). Spatial foundations of inequality: A conceptual model 

and empirical overview. RSF: The Russell Sage Foundation Journal of the Social 

Sciences, 3(2), 1–33. https://doi.org/10.7758/rsf.2017.3.2.01 

Galvez, M. (2010). What do we know about Housing Choice Voucher Program location 

outcomes? A review of recent literature. In What Works Collaborative (Issue August). 



200 

Galvez, M. (2013). An Early Assessment of Off-Site Replacement Housing, Relocation 

Planning and Housing Mobility Counseling in HUD’s Choice Neighborhoods 

Initiative. http://www.urban.org/publications/412092.html 

Galvez, M., & Oppenheimer, S. (2020). Taking neighborhood mobility to scale through the 

Housing Choice Voucher Program. 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/103026/taking-neighborhood-

mobility-to-scale.pdf 

Gebhardt, M. F. (2014). Choice: Race and ethnicity in Choice Neighborhoods Initiative 

applicant neighborhoods, 2010-2012. Cityscape, 16(3), 2010–2012. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/26326907 

Gibson, K. J. (2007). The relocation of the Columbia Villa community: Views from 

residents. Journal of Planning Education and Research, 27(1), 5–19. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X07299845 

Gilchrist, A. (2019). The Well-Connected Community: A Networking Approach to 

Community Development (3rd ed.). Policy Press. 

Glaeser, E. L., & Gottlieb, J. D. (2008). The economics of place-making policies. Brookings 

Papers on Economic Activity, 2008(1), 155–253. https://doi.org/10.1353/eca.0.0005 

Goetz, E. G. (2010). Better neighborhoods, better outcomes? Explaining relocation 

outcomes in HOPE VI. Cityscape, 12(1), 5–31. https://doi.org/10.2307/20868731 

Goetz, E. G. (2013). New Deal ruins: Race, economic justice, & public housing policy. 

Cornell University Press. 

Goodman, R. M., Speers, M. A., McLeroy, K., Fawcett, S., Kegler, M., Parker, E., Smith, S. 

R., Sterling, T. D., & Wallerstein, N. (1998). Identifying and defining the dimensions 

of community capacity to provide a basis for measurement. Health Education and 

Behavior, 25(3), 258–278. https://doi.org/10.1177/109019819802500303 

Goodwin, C. (1979). The Oak Park Strategy: Community Control and Racial Change. 

University of Chicago Press. 

Gorman-Smith, D., & Tolan, P. (1998). The role of exposure to community violence and 

developmental problems among inner-city youth. Development and Psychopathology, 

10, 101–116. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579498001539 

Greenberg, D. M., de La Rosa Aceves, A., Karlström, M., Nuñez, S., Quiroz-Becerra, V., 

Schell, S., Yang, E., & Yu, A. (2017). Network effectiveness in neighborhood 

collaborations: Learning from the Chicago community networks study. 

https://www.mdrc.org/publication/network-effectiveness-neighborhood-collaborations 

Greenberg, M. T., Feinberg, M. E., Meyer-Chilenski, S., Spoth, R. L., & Redmond, C. 

(2007). Community and team member factors that influence the early phase 



201 

functioning of community prevention teams: the PROSPER Project. Journal of 

Primary Prevention, 28(6), 485–504. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-007-0116-6 

Gress, T., Cho, S., & Joseph, M. (2016). HOPE VI Data Compilation and Analysis. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3055254 

Guo, S., Fraser, M., & Chen, Q. (2020). Propensity score analysis: Recent debate and 

discussion. Journal of the Society for Social Work and Research, 11(3), 463–482. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/711393 

Hair, N. L., Hanson, J. L., Wolfe, B. L., & Pollak, S. D. (2015). Association of child 

poverty, brain development, and academic achievement. JAMA Pediatrics, 169(9), 

822–829. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2015.1475 

Hankins, K., Puckett, M., Oakley, D., & Ruel, E. (2014). Forced mobility: The relocation of 

public-housing residents in Atlanta. Environment and Planning A, 46(12), 2932–2949. 

https://doi.org/10.1068/a45742 

Hayes, C., Macdonald, G., Popkin, S., Hendey, L., & Stolte, A. (2013). Public housing 

transformation and crime: Are relocatees more likely to be offenders or victims? 

Cityscape, 15(3), 9–36. https://doi.org/10.2307/26326829 

Holin, M. J., Buron, L., Locke, G., & Cortes, A. (2003). Interim Assessment of the HOPE 

VI Program Cross-Site Report. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/pubasst/hopevi_crosssite.html 

Hopkins, E. M., & Ferris, J. (Eds.). (2015). Moving to higher ground: Place-based 

initiatives in the context of public policy and markets. The Center on Philanthropy and 

Public Policy, University of Southern California. 

Hoppe, B., & Reinelt, C. (2010). Social network analysis and the evaluation of leadership 

networks. Leadership Quarterly, 21(4), 600–619. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.06.004 

Howell, K., & Wilson, B. B. (2019). Preserving community through radical collaboration: 

Affordable housing preservation networks in Chicago, Washington, DC, and Denver. 

Housing, Theory and Society, 36(3), 319–337. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2018.1490812 

Huisman, M. (2014). Imputation of missing network data: Some simple procedures. In R. 

Alhajj & J. Rokne (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Social Network Analysis and Mining (pp. 

22–63). Springer. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-6170-8 

Igalla, M., Edelenbos, J., & van Meerkerk, I. (2020). What explains the performance of 

community-based initiatives? Testing the impact of leadership, social capital, 

organizational capacity, and government support. Public Management Review, 22(4), 

602–632. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1604796 



202 

Jackson, A. (2018). Barriers to integrating new urbanism in mixed-income housing plans in 

Chicago: Developer, housing official, and consultant perspectives. Housing Policy 

Debate, 28(5), 695–726. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1433703 

Jackson, A. (2020). Accountability matters: beyond commitment, the role of accountability 

mechanisms in implementing plans in mixed income communities. Housing Studies, 

35(2), 238–265. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2019.1595536 

Jargowsky, P. A. (1997). Poverty and place: Ghettos, barrios, and the American city. 

Russell Sage Foundation. 

Jargowsky, P. A. (2015). The architecture of segregation: Civil unrest, the concentration of 

poverty, and public policy. https://doi.org/10.2307/3183231 

Joassart-Marcelli, P. M., Musso, J. A., & Wolch, J. R. (2005). Fiscal consequences of 

concentrated poverty in a metropolitan region. Annals of the Association of American 

Geographers, 95(2), 336–356. https://www.jstor.org/stable/3694122 

Johnson, O. (2012). Relocation programs, opportunities to learn, and the complications of 

conversion. Review of Educational Research, 82(2), 131–178. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654312449489 

Johnson-Hart, L. T. (2007). Residential outcomes of HOPE VI relocatees in Richmond, VA. 

https://scholarscompass.vcu.edu/etd/1413 

Joice, P. (2017). HOPE and Choice for HUD-assisted households. Cityscape, 19(3), 449–

474. https://www.jstor.org/stable/26328376 

Jones, C., & Bradley, C. (2021). Could Memphis’ South City be the new gold standard for 

U.S. public housing? High Ground. https://www.highgroundnews.com/features/foote-

homes-residents-return-to-south-city-could-memphis-be-US-model.aspx 

Joseph, M. L. (2010). Creating mixed-income developments in Chicago: Developer and 

service provider perspectives. Housing Policy Debate, 20(1), 91–118. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511481003599894 

Joseph, M. L., & Chaskin, R. J. (2010). Living in a mixed-income development: Resident 

perceptions of the benefits and disadvantages of two developments in Chicago. Urban 

Studies, 47(11), 2347–2366. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098009357959 

Joseph, M. L., Chaskin, R. J., Khare, A. T., & Kim, J. E. (2019). The organizational 

challenges of mixed-income development: Privatizing public housing through cross-

sector collaboration. Urban Research and Practice, 12(1), 61–83. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2017.1387812 

Joseph, M. L., Chaskin, R. J., & Webber, H. S. (2007). The theoretical basis for addressing 

poverty through mixed-income development. Urban Affairs Review, 42(3), 369–409. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087406294043 



203 

Keene, D. E., & Geronimus, A. T. (2011). Weathering HOPE VI: The importance of 

evaluating the population health impact of public housing demolition and 

displacement. Journal of Urban Health, 88(3), 417–435. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-011-9582-5 

Kegler, M. C., Rigler, J., & Honeycut, S. (2010). How does community context influence 

coalitions in the formation stage? A multiple case study based on the Community 

Coalition Action Theory. BMC Public Health, 10(90), 1–11. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-10-90 

Keyes, L. C., Schwartz, A., Vidal, A. C., & Bratt, R. G. (1996). Networks and nonprofits: 

Opportunities and challenges in an era of federal devolution. Housing Policy Debate, 

7(2), 201–229. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.1996.9521219 

Kim, H. (2019). Propensity score analysis in non-randomized experimental designs: An 

overview and a tutorial using R software. Randomized Controlled Trials (RCTs) in 

Clinical and Community Settings: Challenges, Alternatives and Supplementary 

Designs. New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development, 167, 65–89. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20309 

Kim, P., Evans, G. W., Angstadt, M., Ho, S. S., Sripada, C. S., Swain, J. E., Liberzon, I., & 

Phan, K. L. (2013). Effects of childhood poverty and chronic stress on emotion 

regulatory brain function in adulthood. Proceedings of the National Academy of 

Sciences, 110(46), 18442–18447. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1308240110 

Kingsley, G. T., Johnson, J., & Pettit, K. L. S. (2003). Patterns of section 8 relocation in the 

Hope VI program. Journal of Urban Affairs, 25(4), 427–447. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9906.00171 

Kleit, R. G., Kang, S., & Scally, C. P. (2016). Why do housing mobility programs fail in 

moving households to better neighborhoods? Housing Policy Debate, 26(1), 188–209. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2015.1033440 

Kleit, R. G., & Manzo, L. C. (2006). To move or not to move: Relationships to place and 

relocation choices in HOPE VI. Housing Policy Debate, 17(2), 271–308. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2006.9521571 

Kline, P., & Moretti, E. (2013). People, places and public policy: Some simple welfare 

economics of local economic development programs (No. 19659; NBER Working 

Papers). C.E.P.R. Discussion Papers, CEPR Discussion Papers: 9741. 

https://doi.org/10.3386/w19659 

Knaap, E. (2017). The cartography of opportunity: Spatial data science for equitable urban 

policy. Housing Policy Debate, 27(6), 913–940. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2017.1331930 



204 

Kneebone, E., & Holmes, N. (2016). U.S. concentrated poverty in the wake of the Great 

Recession. Brookings Institute. https://www.brookings.edu/research/u-s-concentrated-

poverty-in-the-wake-of-the-great-recession/ 

Kneebone, E., Reid, C., & Holmes, N. (2019). The geography of mixed-income 

neighborhoods. Shelterforce, What Works. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716215576117 

Knoke, D., & Song, Y. (2020). Social network analysis (3rd ed., Vol. 154). SAGE. 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781506389332.n6 

Korn, A. R., Hennessy, E., Hammond, R. A., Allender, S., Gillman, M. W., Kasman, M., 

McGlashan, J., Millar, L., Owen, B., Pachucki, M. C., Swinburn, B., Tovar, A., & 

Economos, C. D. (2018). Development and testing of a novel survey to assess 

stakeholder-driven community diffusion of childhood obesity prevention efforts. BMC 

Public Health, 18(1), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-018-5588-1 

Krauss, M., Mueller, N., & Luke, D. (2004). Interorganizational relationships within state 

tobacco control networks: a social network analysis. Preventing Chronic Disease, 1(4), 

1–25. https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/15670440/ 

Krupka, D. J. (2008). The stability of mixed income neighborhoods in America. In Ssrn 

(No. 3370; IZA Discussion Paper, Issue 3370). https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0042-

7092.2007.00700.x 

Kubisch, A. C., Auspos, P., Brown, P., & Dewar, T. (2010). Voices from the field III: 

Lessons and challenges from two decades of community change efforts. Aspen 

Institute. 

Lee, Y., Lee, I. W., & Feiock, R. C. (2012). Interorganizational collaboration networks in 

economic development policy: An exponential random graph model analysis. Policy 

Studies Journal, 40(3), 547–573. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2012.00464.x 

Levy, D. K., McDade, Z., & Bertumen, K. (2013). Mixed-income living: Anticipated and 

realized benefits for low-income households. Cityscape, 15(2), 15–29. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/41959107 

Levy, D. K., McDade, Z., & Dumlao, K. (2010). Effects from living in mixed-income 

communities for low-income families: A review of the literature (Issue November). 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/27116/412292-Effects-from-

Living-in-Mixed-Income-Communities-for-Low-Income-Families.PDF 

Littman, A. J., White, E., Satia, J. A., Bowen, D. J., & Kristal, A. R. (2006). Reliability and 

validity of 2 single-item measures of psychosocial stress. Epidemiology, 17(4), 398–

403. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.ede.0000219721.89552.51 

Ludwig, J., Duncan, G. J., Gennetian, L. A., Katz, L. F., Kessler, R. C., Kling, J. R., & 

Sanbonmatsu, L. (2013). Long-term neighborhood effects on low-income families: 



205 

Evidence from moving to opportunity. American Economic Review, 103(3), 226–231. 

https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.103.3.226 

Luke, D. A. (2015). A user’s guide to network analysis in R (1st ed.). Springer. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-23883-8 

Luke, D. A., Harris, J. K., Shelton, S., Carothers, B. J., Mueller, N. B., & Allen, P. (2010). 

Systems analysis of collaboration in 5 national tobacco control networks. American 

Journal of Public Health, 100(7), 1290–1297. 

https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2009.184358 

Lumley-Sapanski, A., & Fowler, C. S. (2017). “Planning dissonance” and the bases for 

stably diverse neighborhoods: The case of South Seattle. City and Community, 16(1), 

86–115. https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12224 

Madden, J. R. (2012). Overcoming barriers in affordable housing cross-sector 

collaborations. https://digital.case.edu/islandora/object/ksl%3Aweaedm409 

Manduca, R., & Sampson, R. J. (2019). Punishing and toxic neighborhood environments 

independently predict the intergenerational social mobility of black and white children. 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(16), 7772–7777. 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1820464116 

Marwell, G., Oliver, P. E., & Prahl, R. (1988). Social networks and collective action: A 

theory of the critical mass. III. American Journal of Sociology, 94(3), 502–534. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/2780252 

Massey, D. S. (1996). The age of extremes: Concentrated affluence and poverty in the 

twenty-first century. Demography, 33(4), 395–412. https://doi.org/10.2307/2061774 

Massey, D. S., & Denton, N. A. (1993). American apartheid: Segregation and the making 

of the underclass. Harvard University Press. 

Mazzara, A., & Knudsen, B. (2019). Where families with children use housing vouchers: A 

comparative look at the 50 largest metropolitan areas. 

https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/where-families-with-children-use-housing-

vouchers#:~:text=Our%20analysis%20finds%20that%20families,would%20appear%2

0to%20make%20possible. 

McGlashan, J., Nichols, M., Korn, A., Millar, L., Marks, J., Sanigorski, A., Pachucki, M., 

Swinburn, B., Allender, S., & Economos, C. (2018). Social network analysis of 

stakeholder networks from two community-based obesity prevention interventions. 

PLoS ONE, 13(4), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0196211 

Memphis Housing Authority. (2013). South City Urban Renewal Plan. 

https://www.memphisha.org/ 

Nebbitt, V. E. (2015). Adolescents in public housing: Addressing psychological and 

behavioral health. Columbia University Press. 



206 

Neumark, D., & Simpson, H. (2015). Place-based policies. In G. Duranton, J. V. 

Henderson, & W. C. Strange (Eds.), Handbook of Regional and Urban Economics (5th 

ed., pp. 1197–1287). Elsevier B.V. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/handbook/handbook-of-regional-and-urban-

economics/vol/5/suppl/C 

Nguyen, M. T., Webb, M., Rohe, W., & Noria, E. (2016). Beyond neighborhood quality: 

The role of residential instability, employment access, and location affordability in 

shaping work outcomes for HOPE VI participants. Housing Policy Debate, 26(4–5), 

733–749. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1195423 

Nowell, B. (2009). Profiling capacity for coordination and systems change: The relative 

contribution of stakeholder relationships in interorganizational collaboratives. 

American Journal of Community Psychology, 44(3), 196–212. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-009-9276-2 

Nyden, P. (2012). Weaving social seams: Stable, racially and ethnically diverse 

communities as places of social innovation. European Urban Research Association 

Conference, 1–36. 

https://www.luc.edu/media/lucedu/curl/pdfs/EURA%20weaving%20social%20seams

%20article%202012%2009%2013a.pdf 

Nyden, P., Maly, M., & Lukehart, J. (1997). The emergence of stable racially and ethnically 

diverse urban communities: A case study of nine U.S. cities. Housing Policy Debate, 

8(2), 491–534. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.1997.9521262 

Oakes, J. M., Andrade, K. E., Biyoow, I. M., & Cowan, L. T. (2015). Twenty years of 

neighborhood effect research: An assessment. Current Epidemiology Reports, 2(1), 

80–87. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40471-015-0035-7 

Oakley, D., & Burchfield, K. (2009). Out of the projects, still in the hood: The spatial 

constraints on public-housing residents’ relocation in Chicago. Journal of Urban 

Affairs, 31(5), 589–614. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9906.2009.00454.x 

Oakley, D., Fraser, J., & Bazuin, J. (2015). The imagined self-sufficient communities of 

HOPE VI: Examining the community and social support component. Urban Affairs 

Review, 51(5), 726–746. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087414544461 

Oakley, D., Ward, C., Reid, L., & Ruel, E. (2011). The poverty deconcentration imperative 

and public housing transformation. Sociology Compass, 5(9), 824–833. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9020.2011.00405.x 

O’Connor, A. (2012). Swimming against the tide: A brief history of federal policy in poor 

communities. In S. Defilippis, James and Saegert (Ed.), The Community Development 

Reader (2nd ed., pp. 1–396). Routledge. 

Ohmer, M. L. (2008). The relationship between citizen participation and organizational 

processes and outcomes and the benefits of citizen participation in neighborhood 



207 

organizations. Journal of Social Service Research, 34(4), 41–60. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01488370802162426 

Owens, A. (2017). How do people-based housing policies affect people (and Place)? 

Housing Policy Debate, 27(2), 266–281. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1169208 

Ozer, E. J., Lavi, I., Douglas, L., & Wolf, J. P. (2017). Protective factors for youth exposed 

to violence in their communities: A review of family, school, and community 

moderators. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 46(3), 353–378. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2015.1046178 

Padgett, D. K. (2017). Qualitative methods in social work research (3rd ed.). SAGE 

Publications, Inc. 

Pendall, R., & Hendey, L. (2013). A brief look at the early implementation of choice 

neighborhoods (Issue October). https://www.urban.org/research/publication/brief-look-

early-implementation-choice-neighborhoods 

Pergamit, M., Cunningham, M., & Hanson, D. (2017). The impact of family unification 

housing vouchers on child welfare outcomes. American Journal of Community 

Psychology, 60(1–2), 103–113. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12136 

Pergamit, M., Cunningham, M., Hanson, D., & Stanczyk, A. (2019). Does supportive 

housing keep families together? Supportive housing for child welfare families research 

partnership. 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/100289/does_supportive_housing

_keep_families_together.pdf 

Perisho Eccleston, S. M., Gupta, J., & Perkins, D. (2018). Critical perspectives on 

neighborhood engagement and participatory development. In R. A. Hays (Ed.), 

Neighborhood change and neighborhood action: The struggle to create neighborhoods 

that serve human needs. Lexington Books. 

Perry, E. M. (2017). Live and Let Live: Diversity, Conflict, and Community in an Integrated 

Neighborhood. University of North Carolina Press. 

Peterman, W., & Nyden, P. (2001). Creating stable racially and ethnically diverse 

communities in the United States: A model for the future. Social Policy and 

Administration, 35(1), 32–47. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9515.00218 

Peters, B. G. (2018). The challenge of policy coordination. Policy Design and Practice, 

1(1), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2018.1437946 

Pierre, J. (2014). Can urban regimes travel in time and space? Urban regime theory, urban 

governance theory, and comparative urban politics. Urban Affairs Review, 50(6), 864–

889. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087413518175 



208 

Popkin, S. J., Katz, B., Cunningham, M. K., Brown, K. D., Gustafon, J., & Turner, M. A. 

(2004). A decade of HOPE VI: Research findings and policy challenges. 

https://www.urban.org/research/publication/decade-hope-vi 

Popkin, S. J., Levy, D. K., & Buron, L. (2009). Has HOPE VI transformed residents’ lives? 

New evidence from the HOPE VI panel study. Housing Studies, 24(4), 477–502. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030902938371 

Popkin, S. J., Levy, D. K., Harris, L. E., Comey, J., Cunningham, M. K., & Buron, L. F. 

(2004). The HOPE VI program: What about the residents? Housing Policy Debate, 

15(2), 385–414. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2004.9521506 

Popkin, S. J., Levy, D. K., O’Brien, M., & Boshart, A. (2021). An equitable strategy for 

public housing redevelopment. 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/104467/an-equitable-strategy-for-

public-housing-redevelopment.pdf 

Provan, K. G., & Fish, A. (2007). Interorganizational networks at the network level: A 

review of the empirical literature on whole networks. Journal of Management, 33(3), 

479–516. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307302554 

Provan, K. G., & Kenis, P. (2008). Modes of network governance: Structure, management, 

and effectiveness. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 18(2), 229–

252. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum015 

Provan, K. G., & Milward, H. B. (1995). A preliminary theory of interorganizational 

network effectiveness: A comparative study of four community mental health systems. 

Administrative Sciences Quarterly, 40, 1–33. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2393698 

Provan, K. G., & Milward, H. B. (2001). Do networks really work? A framework for 

evaluating public-sector organizational networks. Public Administration Review, 61(4), 

414–423. https://doi.org/10.1111/0033-3352.00045 

Provan, K. G., Veazie, M. A., Staten, L. K., & Teufel-Shone, N. I. (2005). The use of 

network analysis to strengthen community partnerships. Public Administration Review, 

65(5), 603–612. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2005.00487.x 

Provan, K. G., Veazie, M. A., Teufel-Shone, N. I., & Huddleston, C. (2004). Network 

analysis as a tool for assessing and building community capacity for provision of 

chronic disease services. Health Promotion Practice, 5(2), 174–181. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839903259303 

Quillian, L. (2012). Segregation and poverty concentration: The role of three segregations. 

American Sociological Review, 77(3), 354–379. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122412447793 



209 

Quiroz Becerra, M. V., Greenberg, D. M., Yang, E., & Yu, A. (2019). Chicago 

neighborhood networks: Stability and change (Issue January). 

https://www.mdrc.org/publication/chicago-neighborhood-networks 

Raab, J., Mannak, R. S., & Cambré, B. (2015). Combining structure, governance, and 

context: A configurational approach to network effectiveness. Journal of Public 

Administration Research and Theory, 25(2), 479–511. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mut039 

Raphael, D. (2011). Poverty in childhood and adverse health outcomes in adulthood. 

Maturitas, 69(1), 22–26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2011.02.011 

Rastogi, A. (2016). Identifying residential racially-integrated places in the United States. 

Population Association of America, 1–5. 

https://paa.confex.com/paa/2017/mediafile/ExtendedAbstract/Paper15780/PAA 2017 

Long Abstract.pdf 

Rastogi, A. (2019). The new suburb: Multiethnic racial residential integration in the United 

States. SocArXiv Papers, 1–32. https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/3gtv8 

Rich, M. A. (2009). It depends on how you define integrated: Neighborhood boundaries and 

racial integration in a Baltimore neighborhood. Sociological Forum, 24(4), 828–853. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1573-7861.2009.01138.x 

Rich, M. J., & Stoker, R. P. (2014). Collaborative governance for urban revitalization: 

Lessons from Empowerment Zones. Cornell University Press. 

Robertson, P. J., Lewis, L. V. B., Sloane, D. C., Galloway-Gilliam, L., & Nomachi, J. 

(2012). Developing networks for community change: Exploring the utility of network 

analysis. Community Development, 43(2), 187–208. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2011.583395 

Rosenbaum, J. E., & Zuberi, A. (2010). Comparing residential mobility programs: Design 

elements, neighborhood placements, and outcomes in MTO and Gautreaux. Housing 

Policy Debate, 20(1), 27–41. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511481003599845 

Rosenbaum, P. R., & Rubin, D. B. (1983). The central role of the propensity score in 

observational studies for causal effects. Biometrika, 70(1), 41–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/70.1.41 

Rosenblatt, P., & DeLuca, S. (2012). “We don’t live outside, we live in here”: 

Neighborhood and residential mobility decisions among low-income families. City and 

Community, 11(3), 254–284. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6040.2012.01413.x 

Rothstein, R. (2017). The color of law: A forgotten history of how our government 

segregated America. Liveright Publishing Corporation. 



210 

Rothwell, J. (2015). Sociology’s revenge: Moving to Opportunity (MTO) revisited. 

https://www.brookings.edu/blog/social-mobility-memos/2015/05/06/sociologys-

revenge-moving-to-opportunity-mto-revisited/ 

Rufa, A. K., & Fowler, P. J. (2018). Housing decisions among homeless families involved 

in the child welfare system. Housing Policy Debate, 28(2), 285–298. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2017.1365256 

Saldaña, J. (2016). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (3rd ed.). SAGE. 

Saltman, J. (1990). Neighborhood stabilization: A fragile movement. Sociological 

Quarterly, 31(4), 531–549. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1990.tb00727.x 

Sampson, R. J. (2008). Moving to inequality: Neighborhood effects and experiments meet 

social structure. American Journal of Sociology, 114(1), 189–231. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/589843 

Sampson, R. J. (2012). Great American city: Chicago and the enduring neighborhood 

effect. University of Chicago Press. 

Sampson, R. J., Morenoff, J. D., & Gannon-Rowley, T. (2002). Assessing “neighborhood 

effects”: Social processes and new directions in research. Annual Review of Sociology, 

28, 443–478. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.28.110601.141114 

Sampson, R. J., Raudenbush, S. W., & Earls, F. (1997). Neighborhoods and violent crime: 

A multilevel study of collective efficacy. Advancement Of Science, 277(5328), 918–

924. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5328.918 

Sanbonmatsu, L., Potter, N. a, Adam, E., Duncan, G. J., Katz, L. F., Kessler, R. C., Ludwig, 

J., Marvakov, J., Yang, F., Congdon, W. J., Gennetian, L. a, Kling, J. R., Lindau, S. T., 

& McDade, T. W. (2012). The long-term effects of Moving to Opportunity on adult 

health and economic self-sufficiency. Cityscape, 14, 109–136. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/41581100 

Selsky, J. W., & Parker, B. (2005). Cross-sector partnerships to address social issues: 

Challenges to theory and practice. Journal of Management, 31(6), 849–873. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279601 

Shapiro, I., Murray, C., & Sard, B. (2015). Basic facts on concentrated poverty. Center on 

Budget and Policy Priorities’ Policy Futures. 

http://www.cbpp.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/11-3-15hous2.pdf 

Sharkey, P. (2013). Stuck in place: Urban neighborhoods and the end of progress toward 

racial equality. University of Chicago Press. 

Sharkey, P. (2018). The long reach of violence: A broader perspective on data, theory, and 

evidence on the prevalence and consequences of exposure to violence. Annual Review 

of Criminology, 1, 85–102. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-criminol-032317-092316 



211 

Shonkoff, J. P., Garner, A. S., Siegel, B. S., Dobbins, M. I., Earls, M. F., Garner, A. S., 

McGuinn, L., Pascoe, J., & Wood, D. L. (2012). The lifelong effects of early childhood 

adversity and toxic stress. Pediatrics, 129(1), e232–e246. 

https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2011-2663 

Siciliano, M. D., Carr, J. B., & Hugg, V. G. (2021). Analyzing the effectiveness of networks 

for addressing public problems: Evidence from a longitudinal study. Public 

Administration Review, 81(5), 895–910. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13336 

Silverman, R. M., & Patterson, K. L. (2015). Qualitative research methods for community 

development (2nd ed.). Routledge. 

Small, M. L. (2009). Unanticipated gains: Origins of network inequality in everyday life. 

Oxford University Press. 

Small, M. L., Jacobs, E. M., & Massengill, R. P. (2008). Why organizational ties matter for 

neighborhood effects: Resource access through childcare centers. Social Forces, 87(1), 

387–414. https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.0.0079 

Smith, J. G. (2020). Theoretical advances in our understanding of network effectiveness. 

Perspectives on Public Management and Governance, 3(2), 167–182. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/ppmgov/gvz032 

Smith, R. A. (1993). Creating stable racially integrated communities: A review. Journal of 

Urban Affairs, 15(2), 115–140. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9906.1993.tb00306.x 

Snijders, T. A. B., & Bosker, R. J. (2012). Multilevel analysis: An introduction to basic and 

advanced multilevel modeling (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications Ltd. 

Spencer, J. H. (2004). People, places, and policy: A politically relevant framework for 

efforts to reduce concentrated poverty. Policy Studies Journal, 32(4), 545–568. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2004.00080.x 

Stone, C. N., & Stoker, R. P. (Eds.). (2015). Urban neighborhoods in a new era: 

Revitalization politics in the postindustrial city. University of Chicago Press. 

Tach, L. M. (2014). Diversity, inequality, and microsegregation: Dynamics of inclusion and 

exclusion in a racially and economically diverse community. Cityscape, 16(3), 13–45. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/26326904 

Tach, L. M., & Emory, A. D. (2017). Public housing redevelopment, neighborhood change, 

and the restructuring of urban inequality. American Journal of Sociology, 123(3), 686–

739. https://doi.org/10.1086/695468 

Tatian, P. A., Kingsley, G. T., Parilla, J., & Pendall, R. (2012). Building successful 

neighborhoods (Issue April). https://www.urban.org/research/publication/building-

successful-neighborhoods 



212 

Tegeler, P., & Gevarter, L. (2021). Mixed income neighborhoods and integrated schools: 

Linking HUD’s Choice Neighborhoods Initiative with the Department of Education’s 

Magnet Schools Assistance Program. https://www.nhlp.org/files/FalseHOPE.pdf; 

The Urban Institute. (2013). Developing Choice Neighborhoods: An Early Look at 

Implementation in Five Sites Interim Report. 

https://www.urban.org/research/publication/developing-choice-neighborhoods-early-

look-implementation-five-sites 

Thurber, A., Bohmann, C. R., & Heflinger, C. A. (2018). Spatially integrated and socially 

segregated: The effects of mixed-income neighbourhoods on social well-being. Urban 

Studies, 55(9), 1859–1874. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098017702840 

Turbov, M., & Piper, V. (2013). HOPE VI and mixed-finance redevelopments: A catalyst 

for neighborhood renewal - A discussion paper prepared for The Brookings Institution 

Metropolitan Program. Journal of Affordable Housing & Community Development 

Law, 15(1), 27–103. : https://www.jstor.org/stable/25782773 

Turner, H. A., Shattuck, A., Hamby, S., & Finkelhor, D. (2013). Community disorder, 

victimization exposure, and mental health in a national sample of youth. Journal of 

Health and Social Behavior, 54(2), 258–275. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146513479384 

Turner, M. A., & Briggs, X. de S. (2008). Assisted housing mobility and the success of low-

income minority families: Lessons for policy, practice, and future research (Issue Brief 

No. 5). http://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/31591/411638-Assisted-

Housing-Mobility-and-the-Success-of-Low-Income-Minority-Families-Lessons-for-

Policy-Practice-and-Future-Research.PDF 

Turrini, A., Cristofoli, D., Frosini, F., & Nasi, G. (2010). Networking literature about 

determinants of network effectiveness. Public Administration, 88(2), 528–550. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2009.01791.x 

Urban Institute & MDRC. (2015). Choice Neighborhoods: Baseline conditions and early 

progress. https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/Baseline-Conditions-

Early-Progress.pdf 

Urban Strategies. (2019). 2019 Choice Means Choice. 

https://urbanstrategiesinc.org/event/2019-choice-means-choice/ 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (n.d.). Choice Neighborhoods 

Grantee Conferences and Convenings. Retrieved February 27, 2022, from 

https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/public_indian_housing/programs/ph/cn/cntechni

calassistance/convenings 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2011). Understanding the 

neighborhood effects of concentrated poverty. Evidence Matters, Winter, 1–15. 



213 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2015a). Choice Neighborhoods 

2015 Grantee Report. https://www.hud.gov/cn 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2015b). FY 2014/15 Implementation 

Grant Award Information: Choice Neighborhoods. 

https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/public_indian_housing/programs/ph/cn/grants 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2020). 60-day notice of proposed 

information collection: The outcomes evaluation of the Choice Neighborhoods 

Program. https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2020-06-01/pdf/2020-11731.pdf 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2021a). Choice Neighborhoods 

Implementation Grants. 

https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/public_indian_housing/programs/ph/cn/grants 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2021b). Choice Neighborhoods 

Planning Grant List. 

https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/public_indian_housing/programs/ph/cn/plannin

ggrants 

Vale, L. J., Shamsuddin, S., & Kelly, N. (2018). Broken promises or selective memory 

planning? A national picture of HOPE VI plans and realities. Housing Policy Debate, 

28(5), 746–769. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1458245 

Valente, T. W. (2012). Network interventions. Science, 337(6090), 49–53. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/41585201 

van Puyvelde, S., & Raeymaeckers, P. (2020). The governance of public-nonprofit service 

networks: Four propositions. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 49(5), 931–

950. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764020913113 

van Tulder, R., & Keen, N. (2018). Capturing collaborative challenges: Designing 

complexity-sensitive theories of change for cross-sector partnerships. Journal of 

Business Ethics, 150(2), 315–332. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3857-7 

van Tulder, R., Seitanidi, M. M., Crane, A., & Brammer, S. (2016). Enhancing the impact 

of cross-sector partnerships: Four impact loops for channeling partnership studies. 

Journal of Business Ethics, 135(1), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2756-4 

Varady, D. (2010). What should housing vouchers do? A review of the recent literature. 

Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 25(4), 391–407. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-010-9199-0 

Wagmiller Jr., R. L., & Adelman, R. M. (2009). Childhood and intergenerational poverty: 

The long-term consequences of growing up poor. In National Center for Children in 

Poverty. http://www.nccp.org/publications/pdf/text_909.pdf 



214 

Walton, E., & Hardebeck, M. (2016). Multiethnic neighborhoods on the ground: Resources, 

constraints, and sense of community. Du Bois Review, 13(2), 345–363. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X16000230 

Wandersman, A., Valois, R., Ochs, L., De la Cruz, D. S., Adkins, E., & Goodman, R. M. 

(1996). Toward a social ecology of community coalitions. American Journal of Health 

Promotion, 10(4), 299–307. https://doi.org/10.4278/0890-1171-10.4.299 

Webb, M. D., Rohe, W. M., Nguyen, M. T., Frescoln, K., Donegan, M., & Han, H. S. 

(2017). Finding HOPE: Changes in depressive symptomology following relocation 

from distressed public housing. Social Science and Medicine, 190, 165–173. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.08.020 

Wilson, W. J. (1997). When work disappears: The world of the new urban poor. Vintage. 

Wilson, W. J. (2012). The truly disadvantaged: The inner city, the underclass, and public 

policy (2nd Edition). University of Chicago Press. 

Winnick, L. (1966). Place prosperity vs. people prosperity: Welfare considerations in the 

geographical redistribution of economic activity. In J. Gillies & L. S. Burns (Eds.), 

Essays in Urban Land Economics: In Honor of the Sixty-fifth Birthday of Leo Grebler 

(pp. 273–283). Real Estate Research Program at University of California, Los Angeles. 

Wolf-Powers, L. (2014). Understanding community development in a “theory of action” 

framework: Norms, markets, justice. Planning Theory & Practice, 15(2), 202–219. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14649357.2014.905621 

Wright, A. W., Austin, M., Booth, C., & Kliewer, W. (2017). Systematic review: Exposure 

to community violence and physical health outcomes in youth. Journal of Pediatric 

Psychology, 42(4), 364–378. https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsw088 

  



215 

 Appendix 

Urban Strategies Letter of Support for the Dissertation 

 



216 

Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) Letter of Support for the Dissertation 

 



217 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval Memo 

 


	Choice and Opportunity: Examining Housing Relocation and Organizational Partnerships Within Federal Mixed-Income Community Development Initiatives
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1653597363.pdf.QHBrm

