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Abstract 
 

 

This study explores how the demolitions of particularly distressed public housing units, through 

the Home Ownership for People Everywhere (HOPE VI) grants program, have affected 

academic outcomes for children in adjacent neighborhoods in Durham and Wilmington, North 

Carolina. I measure neighborhood-level changes and individual effects through regression 

analysis. All students in demolition communities are compared to those in control communities: 

census blocks in the same cities with public housing units that were not demolished. Those in the 

Durham experiment community experienced statistically significant gains when compared to 

those in the control communities; the effect is insignificant in Wilmington.  
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Introduction 
 

Public housing provides shelter and assistance for over 2.3 million Americans across the 

country in 1.16 million individual units. 400,000 of these individuals, or 35% of all of those 

living in public housing, are members of families with children (Sard and Fischer, 2008; 1). 

Given the recent mortgage crisis, economic downturn, and growing socioeconomic divide in 

America, public housing is becoming increasingly important to some families, many of whom 

would be homeless without government assistance.  

Unfortunately, these units are characterized by high rates of crime, violence, and drug 

use, and they have developed a reputation for failing to provide suitable living environments for 

families. The federal government has developed two primary policy solutions: housing choice 

vouchers and demolitions of particularly problematic housing projects. The aim of this study is 

to investigate the effect of the latter on children by measuring the changes in test scores of those 

who live near public housing demolitions. 

Demolitions of distressed housing projects have been federally funded under a program 

called Homeownership and Opportunity for People Everywhere, or HOPE VI.
 1

 Congress has 

allocated $300 billion to the Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing to distribute 

these HOPE VI grants for local housing authorities to either demolish or revitalize these 

communities. Significant research has investigated the effects of the demolitions on health, 

income, and education levels in HOPE VI neighborhoods, but little has been done either to learn 

specifically about the influence of the program on children or the “spill-over” effects of the 

demolitions on neighboring regions.
2
 

                                                        
1
 See Appendix A for more information regarding the Hope VI Program. 

2
 This research is detailed in the Literature Review section. 
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The other policy solution - called Section 8 –  provides rent subsidies to approximately 

two million low-income families across the country (McCarty, 2009).  Created in 1998 under a 

series of public housing reforms, the Section 8 program aims to disperse low-income 

populations.  Its model is based on the theory that families will select “better” neighborhoods 

than those provided by traditional, public, high-rise structures. “Better” can be defined in a 

number of ways, but in research this concept can include access to improved social services, 

schools, and living conditions.   However, significant data shows that many individuals do not, in 

fact, move to “better” neighborhoods when they are given rent subsidies, and that families in the 

program tend to move to comparable, or even worse, neighborhoods than those from which they 

came.
3
 This is likely a result of a preference to be near to family and friends, discrimination in 

the housing market, rent costs, and the limitations of the subsidy.
4
 

These two policy options represent diverging theories in housing reform. Section 8 is a 

dispersal theory, suggesting that integrating the urban poor into mixed income neighborhoods 

will improve outcomes for poor families. The former focuses instead on making changes to 

existing neighborhoods. Research on these two theories is relevant for two primary reasons: first, 

economic analysis of family outcomes of the two programs can yield insight into their efficacy, 

allowing policy makers to direct finances more carefully. Second, studies of these programs can 

help the research community to better understand the effects of neighborhood environment on 

welfare more generally. Such research is relevant to related policy decisions, particularly the 

creation of new housing programs. 

Housing choice vouchers have been primarily studied through the Moving to Opportunity 

(MTO) experiments. In this program, cities across the nation offered relocation to families in the 

                                                        
3
 Please see the following references for more information: Rosenbaum (1995), Ladd & Ludwig 

(1997), Hanratty et al (1998), Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn (2003). 
4
 See Appendix B for more information. 
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early 1990s.  In each region, families entered a lottery to move out of their public housing 

locations.  Residents were chosen at random to join one of three groups. The first were given 

Section 8 vouchers. The second were also given vouchers but were required to move to low 

poverty neighborhoods (defined by a 10% poverty rate) and were given relocation assistance. 

The control group was not given financial or logistical support in (Clark, 2008).  

The results of MTO studies have been quite varied, and depend significantly on the city 

of residence and social characteristics of the relocated families. Researchers have drawn 

conclusions from these results, asserting that one can generalize the outcomes of those who 

moved to mixed income neighborhoods to claim whether these conditions damage, or improve, 

family well-being. However, inconsistent results have led many policy makers to doubt the 

efficacy of the Section 8 program, and to look to other solutions for implementation. Further 

decreasing the relevance of the MTO studies is a flaw of project design: this collection of studies 

“packages” the changes one experiences with a move, preventing researchers from isolating 

neighborhood effects in a statistically meaningful way. Because Section 8 vouchers are not a 

neighborhood-level intervention, the experiments do not practically or precisely illustrate which 

public housing policy options will predict improved outcomes for children or adults.  

In contrast, the HOPE VI demolitions create a single exogenous shock that may 

illuminate how proximity to physically distressed buildings, and the number of social ills that 

tend to accompany them, affect family outcomes. This paper aims to demonstrate the effects of 

the demolitions on children through an economic analysis of test score changes before and after 

the demolition of adjacent neighborhoods. This work hopes to measure the success of the HOPE 

VI program, and more broadly, to investigate neighborhood effects related to housing quality and 

living conditions. 
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To do this, I assess the community level and individual level effects of the demolitions on 

test scores in two cities in North Carolina: Durham and Wilmington.
5
 I explore the community-

level effects by describing neighborhood averages.
 6

 I investigate the individual effects by using 

econometric analysis to control for personal characteristics, and measure the strength and 

significance of demolitions on test scores.  

Students in the Durham experiment community experienced statistically significant gains 

when compared to those in the control communities. Some experiment cohorts in Wilmington 

experienced positive score effects from the demolitions, but they were far less consistent and 

strong than those in Durham. I hypothesize that this is due to the additional revitalization efforts 

in the Durham community as compared to the isolated demolitions in Wilmington. The 

difference in effects motivate further research on the influence of HOPE VI on children, and 

more generally, a comparison of neighborhood effects.  

 

Presentation of Research 
 

First, this paper present a review of relevant literature, including a background on the 

HOPE VI program and  research on neighborhood effects.  Next I describe the data source, and 

the two communities that I study in this paper. I then explain my model and estimation 

techniques and review the findings. This paper concludes with policy implications.  

                                                        
5
 These communities were chosen because of the availability of geo-coded data. This will be 

explained further in the data section. 
6
 The term “neighborhood” is quite vague, and may vary between urban and rural areas and 

across different regions of the United States. Neighborhoods may be quite large, and acquire 

names and reputations, like the Upper East Side in Manhattan.  Or they may be quite small and 

consist of only a gathering of apartment units.  Others define neighborhoods by “activity spaces,” 

as created by residential activity or localized travel patterns (Pebley and Sastry, 2003; 12). A 

unified theme among urban scientists is geographical proximity, and the potential for inter-

resident interaction and shared behaviors (Pebley and Sastry, 2003; 9).  This paper investigates 

the effects of demolishing a small neighborhood (a clustering of public housing units) on a larger 

community (as measured by census block groups).   
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Literature Review 
 

Hope VI  

 

The Homeownership and Opportunity for People Everywhere (HOPE) programs are a 

series of initiatives authorized by the National Affordable Housing Act, created in response to 

residents‟ complaints regarding public housing.  As previously mentioned, public housing has 

continually been plagued by endemic crime, violence, drug use and trade, and poor health 

conditions.  Because of this, the federal government created the Commission on Severely 

Distressed Public Housing in 1989 to address these issues. HOPE VI grants aim to address issues 

of “severely distressed public housing,” and come in the forms of planning, implementation, 

revitalization, and demolition grants. The Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing 

began awarding these grants in 1989, and in 1992, the Commission deemed 86,000 units 

(individual residences) “severely distressed;” they recommended their demolition by 2002. 

Congress then gave the Commission $300 million to implement the program in 1993.  

 

Much of the existing literature on HOPE VI has focused on the effects on the families 

that were relocated because of the demolitions.  Researchers have been particularly interested in 

affected families‟ ability to find housing after the demolitions, and the quality of the 

neighborhoods to which they were relocated.
7
 However, few have focused on the “spill-over” 

                                                        
7
 Residents who were forced to relocate were given several options when their homes 

demolitions were announced.  Some were given housing choice vouchers, also known as Section 

8 subsidies, to move into a private residence (See Appendix A for more information). Others 

were relocated to a different public housing unit, and some left the assisted housing system all 

together (Popkin, 2002; 2). In 2002, the Urban Institute performed a multi-city examination of 

HOPE VI‟s impact on over 800 relocated residents, and found that most had been moved to 

“better” neighborhoods.  63% reported that their homes were in good or excellent condition, and 
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effects on neighborhoods near the demolitions. The General Accounting Office performed the 

most comprehensive study in existence on this topic in 2003. First, the report reviewed changes 

to 20 HOPE VI neighborhoods that experienced demolitions in 1996, using data from the 1990 

and 2000 census. Because only two sets of data were available for this experiment, it was 

difficult for the researchers to assert a causal relationship between the demolitions and 

community welfare changes. However, they did find significant increases in the percentage of 

the population in experiment communities possessing a high school diploma or equivalent, 

average household income, and average housing values, and a decrease in families in poverty 

(General Accounting Office, 2003; 25).  

To better assess their research question, the authors followed four HOPE VI 

neighborhoods, using control communities with public housing units that did not receive the 

grants. They found improvements in educational attainment, unemployment rates, income, and 

housing quality, for the neighborhoods themselves over time and for households in the 

experiment, as compared to the control groups (General Accounting Office, 2003; 24).  

Preliminary research also has shown health improvements in neighborhoods that 

surround the demolitions, though it has been difficult to prove a causal relationship between 

these changes (Popkin et al, 2004; 42). A 2002 study by the Housing Research Foundation 

followed eight communities over the demolition period, and found a marked rise in per capita 

income in the census blocks in which there were demolitions, which averaged 57% higher than 

other neighborhoods. They also found a fall in unemployment and concentrated poverty, both of 

which were more dramatic in the experiment than control communities (Popkin et al, 2004; 43). 

An Interim Assessment, performed by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development 

                                                                                                                                                                                   
85% claimed their new residence to be of equal or better condition than their original unit 

(Popkin, 2002; 3). However, most also reported trouble financing their relocation.  
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(HUD), found similar results, though the findings described extreme variability in the size of the 

effects. None of these major studies have focused on measures of children‟s issues, though it is 

clear that crime, income, and poverty concentration do affect youth, even if indirectly. 

 

 

Neighborhood Effects and Child Welfare 
 

Housing and neighborhood environments impact child welfare in a number of ways.  In 

some cases, immediate social networks can provide valuable support and nurturing care.  In other 

neighborhoods, however, children are surrounded by drug and alcohol abuse, crime, sexual 

violence, and poverty, influences that can be detrimental to development.  

Neighborhoods can affect children in two direct ways.  First, residential communities can 

provide positive or negative influences, support systems, and networks for youth and their 

families; these are described in the following “Neighborhood Community Dynamics” section. 

Second, the physical condition of neighborhoods can affect child safety, and many scholars posit 

that residential infrastructure can attract or deter crime; these are described in the “Housing 

Infrastructure, Safety, and Community Layout” section. 

 

Neighborhood Community Dynamics 

 

There are two main theories that describe how neighborhood social characteristics may affect 

children: collective efficacy and social disorganization. 
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Collective efficacy 

The collective efficacy model refers to the common phrase “it takes a village to raise a 

child.”  It suggests that neighborhoods support children to varying degrees by providing healthy 

adult and peer networks, in which guardians hold each other accountable for the care of all 

children in the surrounding area. Collective efficacy is based on the willingness of neighbors to 

share responsibility for the children, as well as their ability to do so (Gibson et al, 2009; 35). 

Some researchers have found that the collective efficacy model does not strongly affect 

children in significant ways.  For instance, Gibson et al (2009) tested if collective efficacy has an 

effect on youth self-control, which influences academic outcomes and violence levels. They use 

data from the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods, examining youth at 

seven age cohorts between 0 and 18, and measuring their levels of self-control with a 

temperament instrument (Gibson et al, 2009; 35). Through their thorough and robust research, 

Gibson et al. largely found that neighborhood characteristics did not have a significant effect on 

child indicators, even after controlling for individual characteristics, especially those that might 

correlate with selection into the neighborhood.   

 However, many other researchers disagree, and have used data to demonstrate the 

strength of the collective efficacy model.  For instance, Sampson (2003) performed a study 

exploring collective efficacy in Chicago neighborhoods.  He finds that an increase in just one 

standard deviation of their measures of collective efficacy was associated with 13% reduction in 

homicides (Sampson, 2002; S59).  It was likely that lower levels of violence also correlated with 

other safety measures, such as crime and drug use, thus implying the importance of collective 

efficacy in Chicago. 

 Similarly, Elliot et al (1996) perform a study to measure components of collective 

efficacy and child outcomes in Chicago and Denver.  They use “social integration” and 
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“informal control” as proxies for collective efficacy. The former refers to how neighbors respond 

to each other when in distress (Elliot et all, 1996; 399). The latter refers to neighborhood social 

organizations, and how well neighbors know each other (Elliot et all, 1996; 400). They found 

that the presence of both of these trait categories significantly increase youth “prosocial 

competence,” which they define as a measure of personal development, including grades, 

involvement in conventional activities, and educational expectations.  They also found that social 

integration and informal control negatively correlate with “problem behavior,” which includes 

several measures of delinquent activity including arrests and drug use. 

 Sampson et al (2002) performed a meta-analysis of over 40 neighborhood effects studies, 

and find a universal theme of the importance of collective efficacy.  They noted that formal 

mechanisms for control, shared expectation, and guardianship correlate with informal indicators 

of collective efficacy, and therefore predicted that neighborhood institutions could be significant 

in helping families support their children. 

 

Social Disorganization theory 

A second important theory of community effects is called the social disorganization 

theory.  It posits that more socially organized neighborhoods may be able to better advocate for 

their children and demand stronger schools, early childhood care, safety services, and better 

neighborhood environmental characteristics. Effects such as high mobility and immigrant 

concentration may make it more difficult for residents to organize in this way, indicating that 

these sorts of neighborhoods will be more stressful for children (Pebley and Sastry, 2003; 5). 

Disorganization can lead to significant mental stress for both children and parents. Sampson‟s 

meta-analysis also showed this, and demonstrating that strong peer group networks can mediate 

effects of neighborhood disadvantage (Sampson et al, 2002; 459). 
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Hirschfield and Bowers (1996) test how levels of social cohesion, a measure of social 

disorganization, in neighborhoods of equal disadvantage affect crime.  Acquaintance and friend 

networks, participation in neighborhood organizations, social control, and mobility indicate 

social cohesion.  Hirschfield and Bowers test their theory using data from several British cities. 

They find that, across advantage quintiles, social cohesion is a strong predictor of crime rates, 

especially for poor neighborhoods (Hirschfield and Bowers, 1996; 1284). In the Sampson et al 

(2002) meta-analysis, the researchers found that measures of social cohesion are strong 

indicators of crime as well, citing 14 different studies that demonstrate this (Sampson et al, 2002; 

459). 

Many researchers believe the relationship between disorganization and negative 

outcomes to be a reciprocal one. As a neighborhood becomes more disorganized, residents who 

are able to leave will do so.  These residents tend to be those who are most offended by the 

disorganization, and have the financial means to relocate, so the concentration of delinquency in 

the neighborhood increases. As property values decrease and social structures disappear, families 

with low financial means and those willing to sacrifice law enforcement for low-cost housing 

join the community. Elliot et al (1996) cited this theory, often referred to as the “deviance 

amplification process.” 

 

Relationship between collective efficacy, social disorganization, child welfare, and 

neighborhood demolitions 

 

Collective efficacy can reduce social disorganization by creating strong community 

infrastructure, lowering crime, and increasing measures of well being such as income, education, 

and employment.  These outcomes can benefit children directly by increasing their safety, 

educational opportunities, and financial resources at home. Social cohesion, neighborhood 

closeness, and social organization can also benefit children indirectly.  For instance, cohesion 
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may help families find employment through neighborhood networks.  Similarly, close-knit 

neighborhoods will provide young people with role models and both peer and adult support 

systems. The research reviewed here suggests that increasing collective efficacy and decreasing 

disorganization may improve child welfare.   

The demolitions can affect  dynamics in adjacent neighborhoods and collective efficacy 

by increasing safety so that residents feel more comfortable when socializing with nearby 

families, thus increasing opportunities for improved collective efficacy. Further, a number of the 

revitalization projects created with HOPE VI funding included community centers, which can 

encourage community building and further socialization. 

 

 

Housing Infrastructure, Safety, and Community Layout 

 

The notorious “broken window” theory suggests that the appearance of disorder will 

attract crime, and therefore improvements to physical neighborhood and residential structures 

will positively influence children. Sampson, Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley (2002) performed a 

meta-analysis that summarizes other studies of neighborhood effects, and find this theory to hold 

true. The authors explain that neighborhood deterioration may encourage out-migration of those 

who can afford to do so, disinvestment in the community, and disengagement in community 

issues. Similarly, Cohen et al (2003) investigated the relationship between neighborhood 

physical effects, as identified by the number of vacant and “boarded-up” houses, and family 

health. Their data set examined families in 107 cities across the country, and found that 

neighborhood condition was highly correlated with health outcomes such as premature mortality, 

sexually transmitted diseases, diabetes, homicide, and suicide.  These results held true even when 
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controlling for measures of socioeconomic status such as income, education, and employment, 

and minority make-up (Cohen et al, 2003; 470).  

McDonell (2006) focused on safety and neighborhood physical appearance to evaluate 

how neighborhoods affect child well being.  They found that the physical quality of the 

neighborhood- as defined by the appearance of the houses and condition of parks and public 

spaces- was a strong indicator of child safety. Generally, the researchers found that 

neighborhood effects strongly influenced child well being, and that neighborhood physical 

appearance had a significant effect on caregiver perceptions of safety in the home. This literature 

suggests that the demolitions will positively affect children in the experiment communities by 

eliminating their community‟s most dangerous centers of crime, and improving the safety and 

quality of building structure. 

Relevance to the HOPE VI Research 

 

As previously discussed, decreasing social disorganization and improving physical structures 

in neighborhoods may benefit children.  HOPE VI aims to accomplish both of these tasks by 

demolishing the most crime-ridden, disorganized, and physically dilapidated areas. This study 

examines only test scores, but does not consider other indicators of well-being such as truancy, 

teen pregnancy, alcohol and drug use, or delinquency. Further research that studies not only 

academic achievement but also these additional behaviors will provide a better reflection of the 

effects of the demolitions on youth. 
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Data  
 

For this study, I have selected two public housing communities in North Carolina that 

received HOPE VI funding for demolitions: Wilmington, and Durham. They were chosen 

because of the availability of geo-coded data and the timing of the demolitions, as residential 

data (in the form of census block information) must precede the policy implementation.
8
 Each 

experiment community is matched with several control communities in which there is a public 

housing project that was not affected by a HOPE VI grant. 

 

Data Source 
All data have been collected from the North Carolina Education Research Data Center 

(NCERDC), which is a portal of education data from North Carolina Department of Public 

Instruction (DPI) and other agencies, such as the National Center for Education Statistics 

(NCES).  Given that the NC Department of Public Instruction collects them, the data are 

expected to be accurate and up-to-date.  I have comprehensive, longitudinal information for all 

students both before and after the demolition grants were awarded, and therefore am able track 

how their test scores change after the demolition date. The data were collected through school 

administrators, and no survey data is used. 

 

There are five major weaknesses with my data set: 

First, I do not know household income, which paints a limited picture of the 

demographics of the students and their families.  However, living in or near a public housing 

neighborhood is a good control for income level, and should limit the variability among the 

subjects. 

                                                        
8
 Geo-coding refers to the linking of test scores to a home location, given only at the census 

block group level. 
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Second, because of an inconsistency in data availability, I did not use school-level 

information for any of the students. This made it impossible to account for changes in school 

structure or curriculum that might affect testing outcomes. 

Third, test scores reflect only a portion of classroom success and are a limited way to 

examine student achievement.  Teacher quality has a large impact on student testing, as do 

personal factors, and I am not able to incorporate these aspects.  

Fourth, student address data is presented only at the census block level. The census 

blocks encompass approximately 1500 individuals, and therefore I cannot determine exact 

proximity to the demolitions (Cartopgraphic Boundary Files). Further, I cannot differentiate 

between students who lived in the demolished residences and those who lived on neighboring 

streets.  Similarly, because families may move within census blocks, I do not have an accurate 

description of residential relocations within these groups. 

 Fifth, the geo-coding of data was highly inconsistent, and absent for a significant portion 

of students; the cause of tagging, or lack thereof, is unknown. 

  

 

Data manipulations 
The data were merged from End-of-Grade testing files, “masterbuild” files, and address 

files. Only students in Durham and Wilmington were considered. For those who took the tests 

multiple times, only the most recent test score was used. If a student indicated different racial 

information over the course of several years, the most recent indication was used. If no gender 

was listed, the student has been coded as male. Please see   
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Appendix B for more information regarding data manipulations prior to analysis. 

Experiment groups have been selected as census blocks that experienced a demolition 

between the years of 1998 and 2008. Control groups are either a census blocks that neighbors an 

experiment community, or census blocks that contains a public housing neighborhood with one 

or more similar traits to the experiment community in size or style. I do not attempt to identify or 

treat differently those students who were relocated because of the demolitions, as my primary 

aim in this study is to investigate neighborhood-level changes to achievement after the grant 

distribution. 

The geo-coding was inconsistently provided for students; many only had data for one 

year. The reason for this coding inconsistency is unknown. In order to increase the amount of 

student-years with associated address data, I made slight adjustments to those students who had 

lived for at least one year in a control or experiment group. These adjustments are outlined in 

Appendix C. 
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Descriptive Statistics and Background 

New Hanover and Durham Counties
9
 

 
(Google maps, 2011) 

 

 

Durham  

As of the 1990 census, Durham County had a population of 181,835 residents. 22% of the 

population was below the age of 18. 60% of the population was white; the next largest racial 

category was black, with 37% of the total population. By 2000, the population had increased to 

223,314, though the percent of the population below the age of 18 had remained almost the 

same. At this time, white individuals comprised only 50% of the population; black residents 

represented 40% of Durham County. 55.9% of the housing units in Durham were owner-

occupied in 2000 (Durham County, North Carolina Fact Sheet). According to the 2005-2009 

American Community Survey, the Durham median family income is $61,607; 14.8% of 

individuals live below the poverty line (Durham, North Carolina, Quick Links). 

As of the 2008 school year, 32,749 students were enrolled in the fifty Durham Public 

Schools, 51% of which participated in the free or reduced lunch program, a common measure of 

poverty (DPS District Data and Statistics). As of the 2010 school year, 55% of the students 

scored at or above grade level in reading, and 59% scored at or above grade level in math (DPS 

                                                        
9
 Wilmington is located in New Hanover County. 
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District Data and Statistics). Durham has experienced significant growth in its Latino population 

in the past decades, and has expanded its English Language Learning services in schools. 

 

New Hanover County (Wilmington) 

New Hanover County, which includes Wilmington, had 120,284 residents as of the 1990 

census.
10

 22% of these individuals were under the age of 18, and 79% were white. By 2000, the 

population had increased to 160,307 residents, 21% of whom were under the age of 18 and 81% 

of whom were white (New Hanover County, North Carolina QuickLinks). According to the 

2005-2009 American Community Survey, the New Hanover County median family income was 

$62,827 and 14.5% of individuals lived below the poverty line. 61.5% of households are owner-

occupied (New Hanover County, Fact Sheet). 

As of the 2008 school year, the New Hanover County school district had 24,000 students 

from thirty nine schools (Public Schools of North Carolina, Student Accounting). 74% of their 

students in grades 3-8 achieved proficiency in math, and 60% in reading (New Hanover County 

Schools). 

 

 

Durham and New Hanover Counties: A Comparison 

 

New Hanover‟s population has a higher percentage of white individuals and also a higher 

median income than did Durham. Its public school students average about two points higher than 

those in Durham on state-standardized tests. New Hanover County also has a higher percentage 

of households that are owner-occupied.  

  

                                                        
10

 As of 2006, Wilmington represented 80% of New Hanover residents. 
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Table 1: A Comparison of Durham and Wilmington Performance on Standardized Tests, 

1998-2008 

  Reading   Math   

  Durham Wilmington Durham Wilmington 

1998 153.42   157.95   

1999 154.68 156.00 160.26 162.19 

2000 156.13 157.30 162.26 164.35 

2001 155.84 156.74 261.51 263.18 

2002 156.45 159.09 262.24 266.23 

2003 257.22 258.47 263.63 265.39 

2004 257.36 260.07 263.78 267.35 

2005 257.58 260.35 263.69 267.30 

2006 257.36 258.46 353.08 354.50 

2007 256.60 258.83 352.01 355.23 

2008 349.32 351.11 353.37 355.80 

Please see Appendix D for a graphic depiction of the results. 

 

Durham and Wilmington’s Public Housing Communities 

 

 As previously mentioned, experiment and control communities were selected in Durham 

and Wilmington. They are identified by the public housing neighborhood they contain, though it 

must be noted that some of these units occupy only a small portion of the identified census block. 

This section contains an overview of the student population from the census blocks that have 

been included in the study. 

 

 

Durham 

 

Public Housing Authority 

The Durham Public Housing Authority was established in 1949. In this year, it constructed 487 

units in two developments: Few Gardens and McDougald Terrace (the former is included in this 

study). Today, traditional public housing provisions and Section 8 vouchers serve 4,000 
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households, or nearly 10,000 individuals (Durham Housing Authority). Please see Appendix E 

for more information on the public housing communities in Durham. 

 

Demolition 

Durham‟s experiment community is Few Gardens, an area infamous for the presence of 

prostitution and drug transactions. The demolition occurred in July 2003; data was used between 

1998 and 2008. Through the HOPE VI revitalization program, the Durham Housing Authority 

was granted $35 million to revitalize the Few Gardens public housing community and some 

surrounding neighborhoods. The city raised $120 million in both private and public funds to 

invest in the neighborhoods and homes, working with The Community Builders, a non-profit 

developing firm (City of Durham). In this demolition, all of the 240 units were destroyed and 

replaced with 150 units. 260 mixed-income units were created in three neighboring areas 

(Durham Housing Authority). Please see Appendix G for images of the site before and after the 

demolition. 

 

Control and Experiment group information 

The experiment and control communities are described below. Some public housing 

neighborhoods are located on borders between two or more census blocks, and therefore multiple 

census blocks were included as controls. Controls were picked from the list of neighborhoods on 

the Durham Housing Authority Website as of January, 2011; controls were selected based on 

similarities to housing type and size as the experiment. The chart below represents the 
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distribution of the observations across the neighborhoods. The total observations (people-years) 

is 4144.
11

 

Table 2: Durham Cohort Neighborhood Descriptions 

Group 

ID 

number 

Neighborhood name (according to 

the public housing neighborhood 

within the boundaries) 

Frequency Percent of all 

observations 

1 Few Gardens (experiment) 881 21.26 

2 Neighboring Few Gardens 

(control) 

387 9.34 

3 Cornwallis (control) 2100 50.68 

4 Damar Court (control) 548 13.22 

5 Oldham Towers 1 (control) 50 1.34 

6 McDougald Terrace 1 (control) 178 18.09 

 

Table 3 represents the distribution of racial groups in the population of study (note, 

approximately 9% of the students did not identify with a racial group). The cohort population is 

comprised of a significantly higher proportion of black individuals than the Durham County 

average, which is only 40%.
12

  

Table 3: Durham Cohort Racial data 

Racial group Frequency Percent of all 

observations 

Black 15387 74.85 

White 353 1.72 

Mult 352 1.71 

Hispanic 1892 9.2 

Asian 660 3.21 

American Indian 22 0.11 

 

 

  

                                                        
11

 Please see Appendix E for more information on the selected Durham communities, and 

Appendix F for maps of the census blocks that have been selected. 
12 Please see Appendix G for images of Few Gardens. 
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Wilmington 

 

Public Housing Authority 

The Wilmington Public Housing Authority was the first created in North Carolina, in 1938. It 

operates 902 units in seven different properties (Wilmington Housing Authority).
13

  

 

 

Demolition 

Wilmington was given two demolition grants in the year 2002. The first was given to the 

Robert Taylor Homes; 246 units were demolished in 2005 (Wilmington Housing Authority). 

Please see Appendix K for images of the location before and after the revitalization. The 

Wilmington Housing Authority independently demolished the Dove Meadows project, now 

called Sunset South, in 2003. This was also included as an experiment community in this study, 

despite not being funded by the same source.  

 

Control and Experiment group information 

As with Durham, public housing neighborhoods are located on borders between two or 

more census blocks, and therefore multiple census blocks were included as controls. Control 

groups were picked from the list of neighborhoods on the Wilmington Housing Authority 

Website as of January, 2011 (Wilmington Housing Authority); these cohorts were selected based 

on similarities to housing type and size as the experiment.  

The chart below represents the distribution of the observations across the neighborhoods. 

The total observations (people-years) is 4546. 

  

                                                        
13

 Please see Appendix I for more information on these communities. 
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Table 4: Wilmington Cohort Descriptions 

Group 

number 

Neighborhood name  

(according to the public housing 

neighborhood within the boundaries) 

Frequency Percent of 

observations 

1 Dove Meadows (now “Sunset South” 472 10.38 

2 Robert Taylor homes (now the 

Robert R Taylor Senior Homes) 

857 

18.85 

3 Pointe at Taylor Estate (now the 

Robert Taylor Homes) 

364 

8.01 

4 Houston Moore 923 20.30 

5 Houston Moore 853 18.76 

6 Vesta Village 546 12.01 

7 Solomon Towers 488 10.73 

8 Solomon Towers
14

 42 1.00 

 

Please see Appendix I for more information on the cohorts‟ characteristics, and Appendix 

J for the maps of the selected communities. The chart below represents the distribution of racial 

groups in the population of study: 

Table 5: Wilmington Cohort Racial Information 

Variable Frequency Total Percent of all 

observations 

Black 81930 312510 26.22 

White 206200 312510 65.98 

Multiple
15

 9260 312510 2.96 

Hispanic 9710 312510 3.11 

Asian 3990 312510 1.28 

American Indian 1420 312510 0.45 

 

 

A Comparison of Durham and Wilmington’s Cohorts: 

 

The communities of study for Durham and Wilmington are nearly the same size: 

Durham‟s cohort total is only .09% smaller than that of Wilmington. The two cohorts have 

significantly different racial makeup: Durham‟s studied public housing population is 

                                                        
14 The Solomon Towers student population cohort was not large enough to use for the 
neighborhood-level analysis, but is included in the regressions. 
15 “Multiple Races” identifies those who self-specified as more than one race. 
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predominantly black (75%), whereas Wilmington is 65% white and 26% black. Durham‟s 

population of study is more concentrated in two neighborhood (Cornwallis and Few Gardens 

represent 71.94% of the population), whereas it is more evenly spread out in Wilmington (no 

single neighborhood represents more than 20.3% of the study group). 

Changes to the tests and grading protocol have resulted in a significant leaps in average test 

scores in the past decade. As you can see from the Appendix D, the mean scores increase by 

about one hundred points on two occasions, for both reading and math. To account for this 

disparity, and incorporate county-level education changes, all scores in the following chapters 

are represented as a percentage of the county mean for that year.
16

 The comparison of scaled 

scores is represented below in Table 6. The Durham cohorts perform at nearly the same level in 

math and reading, both below that of Wilmington.   

 

Table 6: Durham and Wilmington Cohort Test Score Averages, Scaled 

 Durham  Wilmington  

 Mean Individual Standard 

Deviation 

Mean Individual Standard 

Deviation 

Reading 97.906 4.779 99.994 5.421 

Math 97.909 5.251 100.014 4.892 

 

 

It must be noted that the Durham demolition was accompanied by a full neighborhood 

revitalization, funded extensively by both public and private sources that summed to over $150 

million dollars. Though the Wilmington demolitions were also accompanied by revitalizations, 

and these happened in the final year of the testing period, and are therefore unlikely to affect the 

data. Though the sample size is too small from which to draw significant conclusions, a 

                                                        
16

 An alternative would have been to use the state mean of the test scores. However, these 

differed little from the county means, and also do not inherently account for differences in school 

district differences between Durham and New Hanover.  
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comparison of the effects in Durham and Wilmington may suggest how demolitions and 

revitalizations affect students differently. 
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Results:  

Neighborhood Level Analysis 
 

For each county‟s cohorts, I describe the reading and math scores of the cohort groups. I 

have used these graphs to assess the neighborhood-level effect of the demolitions on the 

experiment cohorts, when compared to the control communities. Again, please note that each 

studied census block has been identified by the public housing unit it contains, even if this unit 

occupies only a small portion of the census block as a whole. Here I aim to demonstrate the 

changes to the academic environment of the neighborhood community, understanding that some 

students will have relocated between neighborhoods over the course of the experiment. The 

scores are standardized to the county mean; a score of 1 indicates that a cohort performed at the 

county average. 

 

Durham 

Math: 

Below is the graph of the cohort performance in Durham between 1998 and 2008.
17

  

 

  

                                                        
17 There was not sufficient data on students in the Oldham or McDougald properties to be 

included in the neighborhood analysis; these students were, however, included in the regression. 
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Figure 1: Durham Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled 

 
 

 

Few Gardens (bolded, blue) starts as one of the lowest performing cohorts, but after the 

demolition (between the 2003 and 2004 school years, and marked by the vertical line), begins to 

climb above the other groups. By 2008, it is the highest performing cohort in the experiment. See 

Appendix M for the Durham math scores and sample sizes. 

To further analyze these results, I separate the math scores by male and female students, 

as follows: 
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Figure 2: Durham Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled (female) 

 
 

 

 

Figure 3: Durham Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled (male) 
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For both male and female students, the Few Gardens cohort experienced a pronounced 

score increase around the 2004 period. The Few Gardens female cohort performed significantly 

below the other female cohorts before the demolition, and therefore their climb appears more 

pronounced. Both finished the experiment performing at a significant higher relative level.  

 Figure G4 shows male and female math scores for Few Gardens only; both groups 

increase consistently (though girls significantly underperform boys in 2000 so their improvement 

appears more dramatic).  

Figure 4: Few Gardens Cohort, Math Scores Scaled (male, female) 

 
 

 

 

Reading: 

 

Below is the graph of Durham cohort performance in reading. As in math, Few Gardens 

performed at one of the lowest cohort levels consistently before 2004. However, the group 
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begins to climb after the demolition time, to be one of the higher performing groups in 2008. The 

second highest performing group is the block that neighbors Few Gardens. See Appendix M for 

the corresponding scores.  

Figure 5: Durham Cohorts, Reading Scores, Scaled 

 
 

When separating the scores by male and female test takers, a similar pattern is found. 

Please see Appendix O for the figures depicting this. Again, the male students in Few Gardens 

were performing better relative to the other cohorts than were female students, and so their 

relative climb was smaller. Girls outperformed boys overall in Few Gardens, as shown below. 
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Figure 6: Few Gardens Cohort, Scaled Reading Scores (Male and Female) 

 
 

 

 

Conclusions 

This preliminary, neighborhood-level analysis shows a correlation between the 

demolition and an improvement in scores, relative both to the county mean and the other 

neighborhood cohorts. The differences between the cohorts are slight but consistent for both 

reading and math, and for both male and female students. Interestingly, all public housing 

cohorts experienced an increase relative to the county mean for both reading and math, even 

when divided by gender. As all cohorts represent census blocks that contain a public housing 

neighborhood, they are likely to have a socioeconomic level lower than the average of Durham 

County. Therefore, this net increase could be an indication of better support services for low-

income students. Or, it could represent strong gentrification in these neighborhoods.  
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Wilmington 

Math 

Below is a depiction of Wilmington math scores between the cohorts. As previously 

mentioned, Groups 1, 2, and 3 (Dove Meadows, the Robert Taylor Senior Homes, and the Robert 

Taylor Homes) experienced a demolition, the former in 2003 and the latter two in 2005. Unlike 

the Durham experiment group, the Wilmington groups did not experience a relative increase in 

performance after the demolitions; in fact, the scores decreased, relative to the other cohorts. The 

Vesta Village control cohort made the most significant improvements to performance. Please see 

Appendix P Q for the corresponding scores. Hereon, the purple line notes the 2005 demolition of 

groups 1 and 2, and the green line notes the 2003 demolition of group 3. 

 

Figure 7: Wilmington Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled 
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These trends are consistent for both male-only and female-only comparisons, as follows: 

 

Figure 8: Wilmington Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled (Female) 

 

 
 
  

0.900

0.920

0.940

0.960

0.980

1.000

1.020

1.040

1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009

S
ca

le
d

 T
e

st
 S

co
re

Year

(1) Dove Meadows
(2) Robert Taylor Senior Homes
(3) Robert Taylor Homes
(4) Houston Moore
(5) Houston Moore II
(6) Vesta Village



 38 

Figure 9: Wilmington Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled (Male) 

 
 

For female students, the Dove Meadows cohort decreases its relative position after the 

demolitions. The Robert Taylor Homes group made slight improvements, but had started making 

them before the demolitions. The Robert Taylor Senior Homes cohort experienced a relative 

decrease after the demolition. For male students, the Dove Meadows again was performing 

above the other cohorts before the demolition, and though it maintained this position, decreased 

its lead. The Robert Taylor cohort did not make significant relative gains, but the Senior home 

group did not. All groups experienced a slight increase in test score, relative to the county mean, 

over the testing period.  
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Reading  

 

Reading scores in Wilmington followed a slightly different pattern than math. The Dove 

Meadows and Senior Homes did not experience a positive change in relative position, but the 

Robert Taylor Homes did. All cohort mean scores increased over the years of the study. See 

Appendix R for the corresponding test scores. 

 

Figure 10: Wilmington Cohorts, Reading Scores, Scaled 

 
 

When the results are divided by gender, the same pattern holds: Groups 1 and 2 do not 

gain in relative position post-demolition, but Group 3 does slightly.  
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Figure 11: Wilmington Cohorts, Reading Scores, Scaled (Female) 

 
 

Figure 12: Wilmington Cohort, Reading Scores, Scaled (Male) 
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Conclusions 

 

The preliminary analysis of the Wilmington cohorts does not show a significant positive 

effect of the demolitions, in either subject or for male or female students; there seems to be only 

an insignificant pattern between relative improvement between cohorts and neighborhood 

classification. 

 

Conclusions: A Comparison between Durham and Wilmington Cohort Performance 

The effects of the demolition appear to manifest more strongly in the Durham cohort‟s 

performance than in Wilmington‟s. It is important to note that the demolition in Durham was 

accompanied by significant revitalization efforts to the community as a whole, whereas the 

Wilmington revitalizations were more limited and took place at the end of the testing period. 

This comprehensive restructuring of the Few Gardens community, not just its public housing 

unit, may have contributed to the marked improvement of this cohort, relative to peer cohorts in 

Durham. The inconsistency of Wilmington performance may be a result of the limited effect of 

the demolition and revitalization efforts. Ability to measure one‟s proximity to the demolition 

site would significantly strengthen the conclusions from these comparisons. 

The following chapter uses regression analysis to further study the results of the cohort 

comparison, to draw conclusions that include the individual fixed effects of the students 

included. 
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Regression analysis results 
 

After performing a neighborhood-level analysis of trends between control and experiment 

groups, I use regression analysis to control for factors such as grade, gender, race, and 

neighborhood, and interaction terms between gender and grade, and gender and race. For 

descriptions of the variables, please see Appendices H and L  for Durham and Wilmington, 

respectively. I did not use fixed effects because the majority of students were geo-coded for only 

one to three years. 

 

Model 

 

Two primary models are used in regression analysis. The first uses reading or math test 

scores as the dependent variable (Y), with time (t), a binary variable to describe those who lived 

in a post demolition community (E), gender (M), race (R), and the time-correlated characteristics 

such as neighborhood (N), grade (G), and school type (elementary or middle) (S) as independent 

variables. Grade/gender and grade/race interaction terms were also used. (C) represents the 

constant. 

 

(1)  Yit = C + t + Ei + 1Mi + 2Ri + 1Nit + 2Git + 3Sit + 1(MitGit)+ 2(Mit Rit4) + it 

 

For Wilmington, I modified this first model used a difference-in-difference specification 

to reflect that multiple communities experienced demolitions. I included the following variables: 

binary (T) to indicate a post demolition year (after 2003, when the third demolition was 

performed) and binary (H) to indicate a HOPE VI community (groups 1, 2, and 3). Again, (E) 

represents a binary variable to describe those who lived in a post demolition community; it is the 

product of (T) and (H). 
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(2)  Yit = C + t + Ei + 2Ti + 3Hi  1Mi + 2Ri + 1Nit + 2Git + 3Sit + 1(MitGit)+ 2(Mit 

Rit4) + it 

 

The effects of the demolition were strong and significant in Durham, but negative and 

insignificant in Wilmington. Possible explanations for this disparity will be discussed in the 

conclusions section. Please note: all scores are listed as a percentage of the county mean, 

multiplied by 100. Therefore, a score of 99 illustrates that a student has performed at 1% below 

the county mean. 

 

Durham:  

The effects in Durham are positive for reading: the coefficient is .500 and is significant at the 

.075 level. The standard deviation of the Durham reading score is 4.779, and therefore reading 

affects the scaled test score by approximately 10% of a standard deviation. A coefficient of .500 

also represents a change to the scaled test score of a half percent, when compared to the county 

mean. Please see Appendix R for the variable coefficients, and both t- statistics and p-values. 

Onward, the Appendix information for each regression will be listed in a footnote. 

Unlike in reading, the coefficient of the experiment binary is negative and insignificant in 

math. The standard deviation for Durham math scores is 5.251. 

 

Wilmington 

For Wilmington, the experiment binary has a slightly negative but insignificant effect on 

both the reading and math score.  
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Conclusions and Policy Implications 
 

This paper aims to primarily measure the impact of HOPE VI demolitions on youth 

academic outcomes in North Carolina. In the neighborhood-level analysis of cohort test score 

averages, the effects of the demolition were clear and strong for Durham in both reading and 

math, and for girls and boys. However, effects of the demolition were not obvious in 

Wilmington. In the regression analysis for individuals, the coefficient was strong and significant 

only for Durham reading scores. 

 In order to fully understand how the results of the neighborhood-level analysis and 

econometric regressions inform questions of HOPE VI‟s impact on young people, there are three 

important questions to consider: first, do the results signify real learning changes? Second, do the 

effects on academic outcomes justify the costs of the program? And third, why may have the 

results differed between the two communities and subjects? 

Regarding the first, I will discuss the size and significance of the experiment binary 

coefficients. For Durham reading scores, the experiment binary had a coefficient of .500; it was 

less than or equal to this for the other regressions. This represents approximately a tenth of a 

standard deviation, or half point of a scaled regression. The latter indicates that Durham students 

in the experiment cohort did .5% better than those who lived in a non-demolition control 

community, when compared to the county mean. In the last year of testing the mean score was 

approximately 350 points, indicating that those in the experiment cohort scored a few points 

higher than those in the control groups. Though testing information is not released, this likely 

only represents the difference of a few questions.  

Even if the change is statistically significant, does an effect of this magnitude represent 

real learning differences that can be traced back to the influence of the demolitions? Answering 
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only one to three more questions correctly on a standardized exam does not seem to be 

economically significant enough to represent a real learning change; however, the consistent 

trend of improvement for the Durham experiment cohort on the neighborhood level assessment 

suggests that something significant changed among this cohort of students. This differential may 

also be due to changes in how different schools teach students how to answer testing questions; 

using more students in the experiment would help to clarify this question. 

With regards to the second question, it is difficult to perform a cost-benefit analysis of the 

HOPE VI program, examining only the effects on youth test scores. As previously mentioned, 

neighborhood effects research have shown a substantial impact on delinquency, drug use, teen 

pregnancy, and violence, in addition to academic outcomes, as well as other important social 

outcomes such as health and employment. The effects in the analysis of this paper do not seem to 

justify the significant cost of the HOPE VI program, but examine only a sliver of the potential 

outcomes from housing policy. 

Finally, I predict that the difference in outcomes is a because Durham‟s demolition, 

unlike those in Wilmington, was accompanied by a full community revitalization. I predict that 

the revitalization factors, in the creation of community centers and refurbishing of nearby 

buildings, influenced neighborhood environmental factors that affect children though the 

methods discussed in the literature review, such as collective efficacy and safety. Or, the strength 

of change in reading, but not math, could indicate population changes of those for whom English 

is a second language. 

Conversely, changes to the performance of those in cohort or experiment communities 

may represent school-specific changes, or greater reforms to how district schools address the 

unique needs of those in poverty or those who live in public housing. The results may simply 

illustrate that Durham has implemented programs to better assist low-income students than has 
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Wilmington, or that the specific schools that Few Gardens students attend have improved their 

teaching methods for test-taking. Using more experiment and control groups and counties, and 

controlling for personal and school characteristics, could yield insight into this question, and 

further measure the relationship between academic outcomes and neighborhood effects. 

The effects of the demolitions do appear, in this analysis, to be statistically small and 

only significant in a specific cohort. From these results, one could infer that demolition-related 

neighborhood effects do not influence student academic performance. Or, one could conclude 

that the positive outcomes in Durham suggest the potential for public housing demolitions to 

positively affect test scores. A larger sample size, in number of control and experiment groups as 

well as counties of investigation, may yield insight into this question and reveal significant 

effects; controlling for school-level effects and additional personal characteristics may increase 

the accuracy of the results as well. In addition, a deeper investigation into the elements of 

neighborhood effects that most strongly influence children- perhaps the availability of 

community centers, style of public housing units, or proximity to social services- may suggest 

significant policy implications for the implementation of the HOPE VI program. Answering 

these additional research questions may help social scientists interested in academic outcomes to 

improve their efforts in child policy outside of the home. 
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Appendix 
 

Appendix A 

 

HOPE VI Background 

The Homeownership and Opportunity for People Everywhere (HOPE) programs are a series of 

initiatives authorized by the National Affordable Housing Act.  The first grants in the HOPE 

series provided funding for housing and small business start-ups, as well as privately owned 

homes.  HOPE VI focuses on the revitalization of “severely distressed public housing,” and 

come in the forms of planning, implementation, and demolition grants.  The Commission on 

Severely Distressed Public Housing began awarding these grants in 1989; since 1998, most 

monies were awarded for demolitions, which have come under recent controversy for their 

impact on mobility patterns. 

 

The commission uses a point system to determine if a community is “severely distressed,” 

including the following factors: 

1. Families living in distress, as determined by school drop-out rates, unemployment, 

teenage parenthood rates, and income, 

2. Rates of serious crime, 

3. Lack of public housing authority management to provide necessary services and support, 

and  

4. Physical deterioration of the building (Vanhorenbeck, 2001; 3) 

In 1992, the Commission deemed 86,000 units “severely distressed” and recommended their 

demolition by 2002.  Congress then gave the Commission $300 million to implement the 

program in 1993. 

 

One of the strengths of the HOPE VI program is its ability to react to the unique specificities of 

each housing site, and to promote innovative solutions to pressing problems.  The initiative 

welcomes partnerships with private developers, and has been noted to reduce crime in the areas 

of demolition and revitalization.   

 

However, the HOPE VI demolitions require the relocations of residents, which many assert has a 

negative impact on families and particularly children.  Others claim that the structures could be 

repaired instead of demolished, thereby saving significant funds.  Further, some families who 

were removed from HOPE VI demolition projects were given Section 8 vouchers and are forced 

into equal or worse living conditions; at the very least, all are relocated during the revitalization 

construction. 

 

Grants are given as demolition-only or revitalization grants.  Demolition-only grantees must be 

screened by HUD and prove that their site is in severe distress and that they have a plan to 

relocate residents.  In their application, revitalization grantees need to prove that they have a 

secured site for the construction, and had prepared to relocate residents.  The applications are 

scored by capacity and need for development, and community and support services (McCarty, 

2009; 11). 
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Section 8 Background 

The Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program provides rent subsidies to approximately 2 

million low-income families across the country (McCarty, 2009).  Created in 1998, under a 

series of public housing reforms, the Section 8 program aims to disperse low-income 

populations.  Its model lies on the theory that families will select “better” neighborhoods than 

those provided by traditional, public, high-rise structures, allowing their families access to 

stronger social services, schools, and living conditions.  The federal government has expressed 

its confidence in the program by recently dedicating $350 million for a multi-year federal 

housing authority transition from public housing to private subsidies (Department of Housing 

and Urban Development). However, the voucher system has come under criticism for its 

delegation of allocations to local public housing authorities, obscure and often inadequate rent 

calculation procedure, and selectivity.  

 

Low-income families who earn 50% or below of the area median income (AMI) are eligible to 

participate in the program (McCarty, 2009; 5). There is not a time or work limit, but local public 

housing authorities regulate an extensive selection process that often prohibits the participation 

of those with a criminal record. Under the current structure, participating families are expected to 

pay 30% of their income toward rent, though they may pay more.  This regulation is particularly 

contentious, as local public housing authorities are notorious for making errors, and not tracking 

changes in income to adequately adjust rent responsibilities.  In fact, according to a 2001 HUD 

Quality Control study, 60% of rent subsidy calculations in the Section 8 program contain errors.  

In turn, the Government Accountability Office has designated the voucher program as 

particularly susceptible to fraud and abuse (McCarty, 2009; 4).  Several attempt to amend the bill 

have been proposed to Congress, but have not passed through the legislature. 

 

As previously mentioned, one of the main goals of the program is to allow low-income families 

to move from high-poverty communities with poor neighborhood schools and limited 

employment opportunities to lower-poverty areas with better schools and employment 

availability.  However, many individuals fail to realize this goal.  Some research shows that 

families tend to move to comparable, or even worse, neighborhoods than those from which they 

came.  This is likely a result of a preference to be near to family and friends, discrimination in 

the housing market, rent costs and the limitations of the subsidy. 
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Appendix B. Adjustments Made to the Data 

 

 I merged “End-of-Grade (EOG)”, “Masterbuild,” and address files 

 I dropped all students who did not have a master ID number, or who lived outside of 

Durham and Wilmington for a given year 

 If no gender was listed, the student was assigned to male. 

 I generated address data for some students, see Appendix C 

 

 

Appendix C. Adjustments Made to Address Information 

 

Many students were missing several years of address data. I made the following changes to the 

data: 

 If the student listed the same block information for 3 or more years, but 1-3 years of 

address data were missing in the sequence, I added in the block information for the 

missing years. For instance, if they lived in group 2 for 1998, 1999, 2002, and 2003 but 

did not list information for 2001, I assumed that they lived in group 2 in 2001. 

 If the student lived for more than 1 year in a community but did not list a block in the 

first or last one-two years of the study, I added the block information for the missing 

years. For instance, if they lived in group 2 in 2004 through 2007 but did not list 

information in 2008, I assumed that they lived in group 2 in 2008.  

 

472 and 607 changes were made in Durham and Wilmington, respectively. 
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Appendix D. A Comparison of Durham and Wilmington Test Scores, Unscaled 
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Appendix E. Durham Cohort Descriptions 

 

 

Group 

number 

Neighborhood name 

(according to the public 

housing neighborhood 

within the boundaries) 

Block group 

number 

Address Size 

(units) 

Type (if 

information was 

available) 

1 Few Gardens 

(experiment) 

370630013031 923 Ramseur 

Street Durham, 

NC 27701 

240  Houses 

2 Neighboring Few 

Gardens (control) 

37063001302 n/a n/a Mixed 

3 Cornwallis (control) 370630013041 3000 Weaver 

Street 

200 Multi-family 

houses 

4 Damar Court (control) 370630015022 3412 Glasson 

Street 

102 multi-family 

town house 

apartments 

5* Oldham Towers 1 

(control) 

370630008011 519 East Main 

Street 

106 High-rise 

6* McDougald Terrace 1 

(control) 

370630000141 1101 Lawson 

Street 

360 Apartments 

 

*These cohorts were not included in the neighborhood analysis because of the small sample size.



 58 

Appendix F. Maps of Durham Census Block Groups 

Below is a detailed map of Durham; the “A” marker indicates the location of Damar Court. 

 

Google Maps, 2011  
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The census block group information for Damar Court is shown below: 

  

(Durham GIS Features) 



 60 

Below is a detailed map of Durham; the “A” marker notes Cornwallis. 

 

Google Maps, 2011  
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The census block group information for the experiment and control communities, including 

historic public housing units, is below: 

 

  

(Durham GIS Features)
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Appendix G: Images of Few Gardens 

During the Demolition 

 

(Kueber, 2010) 

Immediately Post-Demolition 

 

(Kueber, 2010) 
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After revitalization 

 

(Kueber, 2010) 

 

 

(The Community Builders Inc)   
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Appendix H. Durham Cohort Variable Descriptions 

Variable Obs Count 

1_Few Gardens 4144 881 

2_NeighborhingFew 4144 387 

3_Cornwallis 4144 2,100 

4_Damar 4144 548 

5_Oldham 3731 50 

6_McDougald 984 178 

grade3_ 5396 1,047 

grade4_ 5111 854 

grade5_ 5396 973 

grade6_ 5396 924 

grade7_ 5396 884 

grade8_ 5396 714 

gender 20558 10,609 

BLACK 20558 15,387 

WHITE 20558 353 

MULT 20558 352 

HISP 20558 1,892 

ASIAN 20558 660 

AMIN 20558 22 

EXPERIMENT 4144 523 

Gender3 5396 532 

Gender4 5111 437 

Gender5 5396 494 

Gender6 5396 450 

Gender7 5396 446 

Gender8 5396 338 

BLACKgender 20558 7,770 

WHITEgender 20558 166 

HISPgender 20558 847 

ASIANgender 20558 297 

AMINgender 20558 0 
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Appendix I. Wilmington Cohort Descriptions 

Group 

number 

Neighborhood 

name  

(according to the 

public housing 

neighborhood 

within the 

boundaries) 

Block group 

number 

Address Size 

(units) 

Type (if 

information 

was 

available) 

1 Dove Meadows 

(now called 

“Sunset South” 

37129-0108-001 249 Virginia 

Ave 

Information not 

available 

2 Robert Taylor 

homes (now 

called the Robert 

R Taylor Senior 

Homes) 

37-129-0114-001 1308 N. 5th 

Street 

3 Pointe at Taylor 

Estate (what is it 

called now?) 

37129-0114-002 516 Taylor 

Street 

4 Houston Moore 37-129-0110-001 1601 S. 13th 

street 

150  Attached, 2 

story units 

5 Houston Moore 37-129-0110-001 1601 S. 13th 

street 

150  Attached, 2 

story units 

6 Vesta Village 371290102003 1913 Gufford 

Ave 

43 Town houses 

7 Solomon Towers 37-129-0113-001 15 Castle 

street 

151  high rise 

8 Solomon Towers 37-129-0110-002 15 Castle 

street 

151  high rise 
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Appendix J. Wilmington Maps 

Below is a detailed map of Wilmington; the “A” marker notes the location of Sunset South. 

 
Google Maps (2011) 
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The census block group information for the experiment and control communities is above  
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Appendix K. Images of Wilmington Demolition Sites 

The Taylor Estates, pre-demolition (Wilmington Housing Authority) 

 

 
 

The Taylor Estates, post-demolition (Wilmington Housing Authority)
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Dove meadows, pre-demolition (Wilmington Housing Authority) 

 
 

Dove Meadows, post-demolition (Wilmington Housing Authority) 
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Appendix L.Wilmington Variable Descriptions 

Variable Obs Count 

   1_Dove 4546 472 

2_RobertTaylor 4546 857 

3_Pointe 4546 364 

4_Houston 4546 923 

5_Houston2 4546 853 

6_Vesta 4546 546 

7_Solomon 4546 488 

8_Solomon2 4206 42 

gender (M) 318480 179,490 

grade3_ 85950 15,169 

grade4_ 78448 12,231 

grade5_ 85950 13,738 

grade6_ 85950 13,944 

grade7_ 85950 13,951 

grade8_ 85950 13,811 

ELEM 82844 41,138 

AMIN 312510 1,420 

ASIAN 312510 3,990 

HISP 312510 9,710 

BLACK 312510 81,930 

WHITE 312510 206,200 

MULT 312510 9,260 

Gender3 85950 8,001 

Gender4 78448 6,247 

Gender5 85950 7,101 

Gender6 85950 7,212 

Gender7 85950 7,389 

Gender8 85950 7,627 

BLACKgender 312510 44,920 

WHITEgender 312510 115,780 

HISPgender 312510 5,160 

ASIANgender 312510 2,140 

MULTgender 312510 4,670 

HOPE6Community 

(H) 318480 1,693 

PostDemYear (T) 318480 222,936 

PostDemCommunity 

(E) 318480 916 
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Appendix M. Durham Math Test Scores by Neighborhood Cohort 

Table 7: Durham Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Durham Average 157 158.2 163.5 261.6 262.8 261.7 261.4 261.047 350.6 351 352.3 

(1) Few Gardens- experiment 0.958 0.956 0.958 0.969 0.967 0.976 0.982 0.984 0.989 0.996 0.995 

(n) 110 108 22 32 27 70 105 107 89 71 56 

(2) Neighboring Few Gardens 0.961 0.954 0.985 0.981 0.972 0.985 0.985 0.986 0.987 0.990 0.993 

(n) 43 48 12 14 11 20 46 39 37 40 30 

(3) Cornwallis 0.951 0.961 0.948 0.973 0.968 0.984 0.983 0.981 0.989 0.986 0.985 

(n) 228 183 59 70 65 121 274 274 233 206 209 

(4) Damar Court 0.985 0.982 0.996 0.981 0.969 0.988 0.987 1.011 1.018 0.995 0.993 

(n) 85 66 8 15 14 25 89 1 1 86 88 

 
Table 8: Durham Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled (Female) 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Few Gardens- experiment 0.961 0.966 0.936 0.962 0.972 0.976 0.980 0.992 0.989 0.998 0.993 

(2) Neighboring Few Gardens 0.980 0.945 0.993 0.995 0.980 0.988 0.987 0.989 0.984 0.989 0.995 

(3) Cornwallis 0.957 0.971 0.963 0.974 0.967 0.985 0.985 0.982 0.988 0.985 0.982 

(4) Damar Court 0.992 1.004 1.020 0.995 0.984 1.000 0.989 * 1.018 0.993 0.995 

*Blank spaces in the tables indicate that no student scores were available for this neighborhood, 

year, and subject. 

 

Table 9: Durham Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled (Male) 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Few Gardens- experiment 0.956 0.948 0.977 0.976 0.960 0.977 0.983 0.975 0.989 0.994 0.997 

(2) Neighboring Few Gardens 0.943 0.961 0.975 0.963 0.963 0.981 0.984 0.984 0.991 0.991 0.993 

(3) Cornwallis 0.945 0.954 0.936 0.971 0.968 0.982 0.982 0.981 0.989 0.986 0.988 

(4) Damar Court 0.978 0.963 0.982 0.972 0.953 0.977 0.986 1.011  0.996 0.991 

 

Table 10: Few Gardens Cohort, Math Scores, Scaled (By gender) 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Boys 0.956 0.948 0.977 0.976 0.960 0.977 0.983 0.975 0.989 0.994 0.997 

Girls 0.961 0.966 0.936 0.962 0.972 0.976 0.980 0.992 0.989 0.998 0.993 
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Appendix N. Durham Reading Test Scores by Neighborhood Cohort 

 

Table 11: Durham Cohorts, Reading Scores, Scaled 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Durham Average 153 153.3 157.1 156.1 156.8 255.5 255.2 255.3 255 254.9 347.5 

(1) Few Gardens- experiment 0.962 0.969 0.962 0.961 0.951 0.975 0.986 0.983 0.982 0.998 0.994 

(n) 109 108 22 32 27 70 105 107 89 71 56 

(2) Neighboring Few Gardens 0.966 0.968 0.992 0.968 0.960 0.987 0.985 0.981 0.983 0.989 1.007 

(n) 43 48 12 14 11 20 46 39 37 40 30 

(3) Cornwallis 0.959 0.966 0.965 0.963 0.954 0.981 0.982 0.980 0.984 0.985 0.985 

(n) 228 183 59 70 65 121 274 274 233 206 209 

(4) Damar Court 0.984 0.988 0.967 0.956 0.947 0.982 0.984 1.022  0.986 0.988 

(n) 84 66 8 15 14 25 89 1  86 88 

 

Table 12: Durham Cohorts, Reading Scores, Scaled (Male) 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Few Gardens- experiment 0.960 0.958 0.965 0.959 0.941 0.970 0.981 0.974 0.976 0.996 0.994 

(2) Neighboring Few Gardens 0.955 0.967 0.979 0.936 0.955 0.988 0.981 0.978 0.980 0.980 0.979 

(3) Cornwallis 0.949 0.954 0.950 0.956 0.949 0.974 0.977 0.977 0.982 0.983 0.986 

(4) Damar Court 0.992 0.971 0.945 0.935 0.939 0.971 0.979   0.980 0.983 

 

Table 13: Durham Cohorts, Reading Scores, Scaled (Female) 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Few Gardens- experiment 0.966 0.983 0.957 0.959 0.958 0.978 0.990 0.992 0.988 1.001 0.994 

(2) Neighboring Few Gardens 0.978 0.968 1.001 0.991 0.967 0.985 0.989 0.984 0.986 0.995 0.999 

(3) Cornwallis 0.971 0.981 0.986 0.970 0.960 0.990 0.988 0.985 0.987 0.986 0.985 

(4) Damar Court 0.976 1.007 1.004 0.988 0.955 0.994 0.989   0.991 0.991 

 

 

Table 14: Durham's Few Gardens - Reading Scores for Boys and Girls, Scaled 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Boys 0.960 0.958 0.965 0.959 0.941 0.970 0.981 0.974 0.976 0.996 0.994 

Girls 0.966 0.983 0.957 0.959 0.958 0.978 0.990 0.992 0.988 1.001 0.994 
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Appendix O. Durham Cohort Graphs,  Reading, by Gender 

Table 15: Durham Cohorts, Reading Test Scores Scaled (Male) 

 

Table 16: Durham Cohorts, Reading Scores Scaled (Female) 
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Appendix P. Wilmington Reading Test Scores by Neighborhood Cohort 

Table 17: Wilmington Cohorts, Reading Scores, Scaled 

 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Dove Meadows 0.961 0.988 0.981 0.973 0.989 0.985 0.978 0.982 0.985 0.986 

 (n) 86 27 26 11 39 16 16 50 60 77 

(2) Robert Taylor Senior Homes 0.969 0.945 0.952 0.956 0.972 0.974 0.980 0.978 0.975 0.976 

 (n) 81 71 91 33 90 31 31 79 87 80 

(3) Robert Taylor Homes 0.954 0.949 0.956 0.948 0.970 0.994 0.983 0.973 0.996 0.987 

 (n) 61 41 43 19 36 14 10 19 13 13 

(4) Houston Moore 0.949 0.954 0.944 0.963 0.969 0.961 0.964 0.974 0.964 0.972 

 (n) 120 88 87 25 106 32 28 63 74 62 

(5) Houston Moore II 0.949 0.958 0.966 0.973 0.979 0.973 0.976 0.981 0.988 0.981 

 (n) 125 80 66 19 67 36 37 106 94 99 

(6) Solomon Towers 0.947 0.947 0.955 0.955 0.964 0.981 0.980 0.973 0.972 0.980 

 (n) 60 51 45 25 48 13 15 51 40 27 

(7) Vesta Village 0.964 0.957 0.962 0.957 0.977 0.974 0.976 0.989 0.984 0.973 

 (n) 55 49 52 26 51 26 23 40 46 40 

 

Table 18: Wilmington Cohorts, Reading Scores, Scaled (Female) 

 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Dove Meadows 0.961 0.984 0.992 1.006 0.988 0.991 0.971 0.986 0.981 0.985 

(2) Robert Taylor Senior Homes 0.958 0.941 0.949 0.955 0.974 0.972 0.977 0.983 0.979 0.977 

(3) Robert Taylor Homes 0.963 0.947 0.959 0.967 0.978 1.001 0.985 0.976 0.997 0.982 

(4) Houston Moore 0.953 0.965 0.946 0.975 0.973 0.956 0.971 0.975 0.961 0.974 

(5) Houston Moore II 0.956 0.969 0.967 0.980 0.983 0.972 0.974 0.982 0.992 0.986 

(6) Vesta Village 0.960 0.941 0.962 0.973 0.962 0.992 0.992 0.976 0.973 0.979 

(7) Solomon Towers 0.967 0.956 0.972 0.964 0.987 0.977 0.990 0.996 0.991 0.982 

 

Table 19: Wilmington Cohorts, Reading Scores, Scaled (Males) 

  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Dove Meadows 0.961 0.992 0.972 0.955 0.989 0.981 0.982 0.980 0.990 0.986 

(2) Robert Taylor Senior Homes 0.980 0.950 0.958 0.958 0.970 0.978 0.986 0.973 0.971 0.975 

(3) Robert Taylor Homes 0.946 0.952 0.952 0.914 0.963 0.981 0.979 0.969 0.994 0.996 

(4) Houston Moore 0.946 0.936 0.942 0.950 0.964 0.966 0.960 0.974 0.969 0.968 

(5) Houston Moore II 0.944 0.950 0.964 0.958 0.973 0.973 0.979 0.980 0.984 0.977 

(6) Vesta Village 0.962 0.958 0.945 0.942 0.964 0.971 0.961 0.985 0.980 0.970 

(7) Solomon Towers 0.935 0.953 0.944 0.937 0.967 0.964 0.966 0.969 0.972 0.981 

 

  



 75 

Appendix Q: Wilmington Math Test Scores by Neighborhood Cohort 

Table 20: Wilmington Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled 

Group 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Dove Meadows 0.952 1.011 0.993 0.989 0.989 0.992 0.981 0.992 0.992 0.990 

(n) 87 27 26 11 39 16 16 50 60 77 

(2) Robert Taylor Senior Homes 0.958 0.928 0.967 0.963 0.973 0.976 0.977 0.980 0.974 0.981 

(n) 81 71 91 34 90 31 31 79 87 80 

(3) Robert Taylor Homes 0.938 0.936 0.974 0.965 0.962 0.989 0.975 0.981 0.987 0.986 

(n) 61 41 43 20 36 14 10 19 13 13 

(4) Houston Moore 0.948 0.953 0.967 0.977 0.969 0.964 0.963 0.975 0.969 0.974 

(n) 121 88 87 24 106 32 28 63 74 62 

(5) Houston Moore II 0.935 0.936 0.975 0.984 0.977 0.973 0.977 0.986 0.987 0.980 

(n) 125 80 66 19 67 36 37 106 94 99 

(6) Vesta Village 0.945 0.951 0.969 0.967 0.968 0.964 0.971 0.991 0.991 0.978 

(n) 57 49 52 27 51 26 23 40 46 40 

(7) Solomon Towers 0.930 0.937 0.973 0.972 0.962 0.970 0.970 0.983 0.979 0.984 

(n) 60 51 45 25 48 13 15 51 40 27 

 

Table 21: Wilmington Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled (Female) 

Group 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Dove Meadows 0.945 1.014 1.014 1.009 0.990 1.003 0.968 0.992 0.991 0.987 

(2) Robert Taylor Senior Homes 0.943 0.920 0.966 0.955 0.971 0.976 0.977 0.982 0.973 0.978 

(3) Robert Taylor Homes 0.950 0.927 0.978 0.978 0.967 0.998 0.979 0.987 0.983 0.986 

(4) Houston Moore 0.945 0.963 0.968 0.980 0.971 0.955 0.959 0.972 0.966 0.975 

(5) Houston Moore II 0.939 0.951 0.978 0.992 0.979 0.969 0.974 0.983 0.989 0.981 

(6) Vesta Village 0.937 0.954 0.972 0.970 0.971 0.971 0.975 0.993 0.991 0.984 

(7) Solomon Towers 0.935 0.929 0.974 0.975 0.956 0.982 0.990 0.983 0.973 0.984 

 

Table 22: Wilmington Cohorts, Math Scores, Scaled (Male) 

Group 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Dove Meadows 0.956 1.009 0.976 0.978 0.989 0.986 0.989 0.993 0.993 0.993 

(2) Robert Taylor Senior Homes 0.973 0.939 0.969 0.975 0.975 0.976 0.979 0.977 0.974 0.983 

(3) Robert Taylor Homes 0.925 0.952 0.933 0.941 0.958 0.973 0.972 0.976 0.992 0.987 

(4) Houston Moore 0.951 0.937 0.965 0.972 0.966 0.970 0.966 0.978 0.972 0.973 

(5) Houston Moore II 0.932 0.925 0.970 0.965 0.973 0.978 0.981 0.988 0.986 0.979 

(6) Vesta Village 0.952 0.948 0.965 0.960 0.962 0.956 0.968 0.990 0.990 0.976 

(7) Solomon Towers 0.925 0.947 0.972 0.968 0.971 0.951 0.948 0.983 0.984 0.984 
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Appendix R. Regression Results: Durham, Reading 

  
Durham Reading, all 

students 

Number Obs 3407     

R-squared 0.314     

Adj R-sq 0.309     

  Coef t P 

mathSTAND       

time 0.126 5.650 0.000 

livedexp 0.500 1.780 0.075 

1_Few Gardens       

2_NeighborhingFew 0.347 1.170 0.241 

3_Cornwallis 0.266 1.250 0.211 

4_Damar 0.477 1.750 0.080 

5_Oldham 1.079 1.700 0.088 

6_McDougald       

grade3_ -2.671 -8.520 0.000 

grade4_       

grade5_ 1.808 5.510 0.000 

grade6_ -1.831 -5.100 0.000 

grade7_ -0.920 -2.500 0.013 

grade8       

gender 0.158 0.310 0.759 

BLACK       

WHITE 3.565 4.520 0.000 

MULT 1.718 2.830 0.005 

HISP -0.554 -1.710 0.087 

ASIAN 3.751 6.200 0.000 

AMIN 2.481 1.090 0.274 

ELEM -3.927 -10.910 0.000 

Gender3 -0.614 -1.340 0.179 

Gender4 -0.294 -0.630 0.532 

Gender5 -0.045 -0.090 0.925 

Gender6 0.144 0.300 0.762 

Gender7       

Gender8 0.454 0.860 0.390 

BLACKgender -1.247 -3.100 0.002 

WHITEgender -3.790 -3.090 0.002 

HISPgender -0.756 -1.270 0.204 

ASIANgender -0.208 -0.220 0.823 

_cons -151.560 -3.390 0.001 
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Appendix S. Regression Results: Durham, Math 

Number Obs 3409     

R-squared 0.344     

Adj R-sq 0.339     

  Coef t P 

time (t) 0.208 8.170 0.000 

LivedPostDemCom (E) 0.247 0.770 0.439 

1_Few Gardens       

2_NeighborhingFew 0.312 0.930 0.355 

3_Cornwallis 0.155 0.640 0.523 

4_Damar 0.559 1.800 0.071 

5_Oldham 0.857 1.190 0.235 

6_McDougald       

grade3_ -5.619 -15.650 0.000 

grade4_ -1.553 -4.160 0.000 

grade5_       

grade6_ -1.324 -3.230 0.001 

grade7_ -1.258 -3.000 0.003 

grade8       

gender 0.697 1.160 0.248 

BLACK       

WHITE 3.349 3.780 0.000 

MULT 2.034 2.940 0.003 

HISP 0.428 1.160 0.245 

ASIAN 4.527 6.560 0.000 

AMIN 0.222 0.090 0.932 

ELEM -2.452 -5.950 0.000 

Gender3 -0.874 -1.540 0.123 

Gender4 -0.448 -0.770 0.442 

Gender5 0.001 0.000 0.998 

Gender6 -0.631 -1.070 0.284 

Gender7 0.507 0.840 0.400 

Gender8       

BLACKgender -0.914 -2.000 0.046 

WHITEgender -3.810 -2.750 0.006 

HISPgender -0.377 -0.560 0.578 

ASIANgender 1.228 1.160 0.248 

_cons -315.690 -6.200 0.000 
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 Appendix T. Regression Results: Wilmington, Reading 

 

  

Number Obs 2880 

  R-squared 0.361 

  Adj R-sq 0.355 

  

 
Coef t P 

time (t) 0.157 3.770 0.000 

PostDemCommunity 

(E) -0.228 -0.710 0.475 

PostDemYear (T) 0.256 0.830 0.409 

HOPE6Community (H) -0.979 -1.170 0.243 

Gender (M) -2.026 -2.320 0.020 

BLACK -1.637 -3.250 0.001 

WHITE 1.453 2.550 0.011 

HISP -1.182 -1.540 0.124 

1_Dove 0.373 0.980 0.325 

2_RobertTaylor 0.110 0.340 0.736 

3_Pointe 

   4_Houston -1.508 -1.910 0.056 

5_Houston2 -0.989 -1.280 0.201 

6_Vesta -0.841 -1.050 0.292 

7_Solomon -1.364 -1.710 0.087 

8_Solomon2 

   grade3_ -4.328 -12.650 0.000 

grade4_ -1.279 -3.560 0.000 

grade5_ 

   grade6_ 

   grade7_ 1.000 2.720 0.007 

grade8_ 1.460 3.730 0.000 

ELEM (S) -1.162 -3.180 0.002 

Gender3 -0.095 -0.180 0.859 

Gender4 0.106 0.190 0.851 

Gender5 0.030 0.050 0.958 

Gender6 -0.133 -0.230 0.815 

Gender7 0.352 0.620 0.532 

Gender8 

   BLACKgender 1.240 1.580 0.115 

WHITEgender 1.254 1.440 0.149 

HISPgender 1.698 1.600 0.110 

ASIANgender 4.644 3.040 0.002 

_cons -214.509 -2.570 0.010 
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Appendix U. Regression Results: Wilmington, Math 

Number Obs 2886 

  R-squared 0.409 

  Adj R-sq 0.404 

  

 
Coef t P 

time (t) 0.286 7.010 0.000 

PostDemCommunity 

(E) -0.265 -0.850 0.396 

PostDemYear (T) -0.269 -0.890 0.375 

HOPE6Community (H) 0.082 0.210 0.833 

Gender (M) -0.014 -0.020 0.987 

BLACK -1.107 -2.240 0.025 

WHITE 2.142 3.840 0.000 

HISP 0.449 0.600 0.551 

1_Dove 0.475 1.280 0.200 

2_RobertTaylor 0.211 0.660 0.508 

3_Pointe 

   4_Houston 0.021 0.070 0.941 

5_Houston2 -0.202 -0.710 0.477 

6_Vesta 0.018 0.060 0.954 

7_Solomon 

   8_Solomon2 1.097 1.400 0.160 

grade3_ -5.415 -16.190 0.000 

grade4_ -1.753 -4.980 0.000 

grade5_ 

   grade6_ 

   grade7_ 0.635 1.760 0.078 

grade8_ 0.582 1.520 0.129 

ELEM (S) -1.252 -3.500 0.000 

Gender3 0.314 0.670 0.506 

Gender4 0.716 1.440 0.150 

Gender5 0.683 1.360 0.175 

Gender6 

   Gender7 0.657 1.310 0.190 

Gender8 0.102 0.180 0.853 

BLACKgender -0.639 -0.830 0.407 

WHITEgender -1.102 -1.300 0.195 

HISPgender -0.742 -0.710 0.475 

ASIANgender 3.247 2.170 0.030 

_cons -473.757 -5.800 0.000 

 
 


