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Main Message of this Presentation

A pattern of side-by side homogeneous 

neighborhoods within a large mixed-income area

With services for all on the roads between the 

different parts

Seems to be more effective in achieving the 

goals of mixed-income housing than more 

common patterns
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Socially-Mixed Housing: Goals

Social Goals
Alleviate poverty / Increase Equality of Opportunities
Â Provide good affordable housing in a good environment

Â Provide good social services, for adults and children

Â Enhance social capital 

ÂProvide role models to encourage mobility and prevent deviate 
behavior

Promote social values
Â Inter-ethnic tolerance

Â Social cohesion, neighborliness

Urban/Economic Goals
Â Revitalize deteriorated areas: Status, property values

Â Deconcentrate poverty areas to reduce their disfunctions

Â Recruit private investments for urban purposes
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Photos of  recent projects 

of  socially-mixed 

housing

Greenwich Millennium Village, 

London

Murphy Park, St. Louis, 

Missouri
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Borneo Island, Amsterdam

Sodramalm, 

Stockholm
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Mixed Housing
Social Goals Achievement Evaluation
Based on US and British rich literature with a few others

Relatively positive

Á Better affordable housing and improved social services

Frequently achieved, in both HOPE VI projects and European ï
especially British ïrecent developments

But:For how many? In what price per household? For how long?

Mixed

Á Inter-ethnic tolerance, reduced prejudice 

Sometimes, depending on the process and pattern of social mix

Negative

Á Role modeling 

Does not work

Á Social cohesion

The other way around: Mixed housing harms social cohesion

Á Social capital

Usually not, details will follow
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What is Social Capital (SC)?

Social capital is composed of the links that tie us 
together, person to person and person to the community

To measure SC we investigate: 

ÁDurable social contacts with others 

ÁShared social norms

ÁTrust relationships

Social capital is a vital resource, important for the 
functioning of individuals and societies

ÁFor keeping democracy work

ÁFor economic growth in both developed and developing 
economies
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Why is SC important for planners?

Because our role is to support the functioning of 
people and societies, including formation of SC

Because SC develops easily (without planning) within 
homogeneous circles only

Yet, all societies in the 21st century are becoming 
more diversified, mainly due to immigration 

We cannot stop immigration and we donôt want to

Yet, empirical evidence show that diversity is 
negatively correlated with components of SC
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A Case Study

Or  Yehuda

A small town in the periphery of the vibrant 

metropolitan area of Tel Aviv, Israel

Empirical work by PhD student Yulia Ziflinger
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Or Yehuda

Á Started as a transitory camp for immigrants in 1950;        
in the 1960s and 1970s, the residents moved to new 
ñmodernisticò housing blocks, mostly public housing

Á 1950-1990 ïA distressed small town

very high turnover, better-off families left

Á Since the early 1980s, the local mayor fought against 
all odds to regenerate the town, by means of 
constructing a large ñhigh-classò neighborhood
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Or Yehuda, mid 1990s

A large new neighborhood was added

2,500 housing units in high standard mid-rise buildings

Initiated and pushed ahead by a strong leader (mayor)  
of a resourceless community and constructed by a 
reputed developer

Successfully marketed and attracted to Or Yehuda the 
intended higher status families
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TT

óOne of the most 

positive 

developments in the

history of  our 

townôô
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Empirical Study (2004)
conducted by Yulia Ziflinger

10 years after the better-off families started to live in the new 
neighborhood, the town and its residents were studied

Analysis of available documents and data
- Israel Central Bureau of Statistics 
- Local building plans 
- Protocols from municipal meetings
- Newspapers : local and national

Resident surveys: Personal interviews
- 200 long-term residents in the old areas
- 100 residents in the new neighborhood
- 100 visitors in new park of the new neighborhood

12  in-depth interviews with senior officials
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New and Old in Or Yehuda 
A Special type of Mixed-Income housing

Á ~10,000 in the new neighborhood that is surrounded from 
three sides by the ~ 20,000 of the old town

Á The two parts differ visually (high versus low standard of 
construction), as well as socio-economically (73% versus 
13% with above-high-school education)

Á On the main street between the two parts there are 
important public buildings: The municipality hall, cultural 
hall, art center, the townôs library, two schools, police 
station, the sport center and pool

Á 10% of the residents in the new neighborhood are young 
families (highly educated) raised in the old neighborhoods
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Question 1:

Do the two groups mix ?
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Meetings on a daily basis
between new and long-time residents

Many children study together in one primary 
school, in junior-high and in high school

Daily meetings between adults in the public 
services that are on the road between the 
two parts, in the restaurants that are in the 
old area and the commercial center and big 
park in the new neighborhood
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Active social contacts
between new and long-time residents

Friendships - 20% of the adults in the 
new neighborhood have friends in the old 
area; 50% of the children

Political cooperation ïIn recent local elections, 
half of the local parties were composed of both 
old-timers and newcomers, unlike the former 
elections in which each area had its separate 
lists of candidates
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Local social organizations

Active and Separated 

Old neighborhoods

Housing committees     PTAs     Civil Guard 

Several active ethnic organizations

mainly, immigrants from Iraq and from Georgia

New neighborhood

Formal neighborhood association (800 registered) 

Very active: (a) Voluntary activities (b) Representing

the residentsô interests vis-à-vis the municipality: 
Issues of education, transportation, cleanliness
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Question 2:

Do the old-time residents

in the old neighborhoods

benefit from the addition of a

new middle-class large neighborhood?
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Benefits to the lower-status group

(1) Direct investments by the developer    
(in accordance with a ñlinkage agreementò)

Á Special development tax paid to the municipality:  
~ $5 million (~ a third of the annual local budget)

Á A new beautiful entrance road to the town and a 
few internal roads and junctions

Á 2,000 sq meters (~20,000 sq feet) of high-standard 
public institutions on the road between the two 
parts of town, including: conservatorium, additions 
to the community center and the library, and more  



25

Benefits to the lower-status group

(2)  Better services that create enhance 
equality of opportunities

The old town residents have improved service; they use

Á The integrated schools, especially junior-high and high 

Á The joint health services, cultural services (library, 
conservatorium), social and leisure services

The two groups use together the new commercial center and 
the new beautiful park
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Benefits to the lower-status group

(3) Improved housing and additional housing 
opportunities

Á Apartments in the old neighborhoods were enlarged 
and upgraded, inspired by the new neighborhood:

*  # of units up to 2.5 rooms decreased:    15% to 2%

*  # of units 4 and more rooms increased: 43% to 62%

Á Better-off families from the old town have access to
new good housing without leaving their home town
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Benefits to the lower-status group

(4) Improved area reputation

Á The ñsocio-economic gradeò of Or Yehuda has 
improved: from 22 to 62 (out of 100) in 10 
years

Á 78% of the residents of the old town think that 
the new neighborhood improved the status of 
their town

Á Improvements in local tax revenues
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Benefits to the lower-status group

(5) Stable residential area (unlike the past; very 

rare phenomenon among mixed-income areas)

10 years after construction

Residents in the new neighborhood - 98%(!) are  satisfied with 
their housing unit ;  60% intend to continue living there for many 
years and additional 28% for at least a few more years    

Long-time residents ïPercentage of those intend to continue 

living there for many years increased from 56%(1985) to 74%(2004)

Housing prices in the new neighborhood remained high for the 

last decade
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Conclusions 

ÁA successful mixed-income residential area 
was developed in a low-demand housing 
area by means of public-private partnership

The public partner contributed creative initial 
plan and very little money; the private 
partner invested money, management and 
marketing capabilities, and gained nice 
rewards
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Conclusions (cont.) 

ÁHigher-status population has been attracted and 
retained in proximity to lower-status households; 
this happened not in centrally-managed project 
of rented apartments but in a ñnaturalò/òorganicò 
urban environment of owner-occupied units

ÁPhysical proximity to higher-status population 
has promoted a variety of significant benefits to 
the lower- status group

ÁA stable mixed-income housing area seems to 
have developed in Or Yehuda
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Conclusions (cont.)

ÁBonding social capital (= ties with people 
like us) was found within each 
neighborhood, the old and the new one

Bridging social capital (= ties with people 
like us) was found between residents in 
the old and the new neighborhoods

Thus, we donôt have to break bonds in 
order to build bridges
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Policy  and Planning 

Implications

Based on the above case study 

AND on my long experience with studying 

distressed urban areas and 

mixed-income housing
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Main Planning Statement

A pattern of side-by side homogeneous 

neighborhoods within a large mixed-income area

With services for all on the road between the 

different parts

Seems to be more effective and efficient in 

achieving the goals of mixed-income housing, in 

comparison to more common patterns of mixing
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Suggested BMPs (Best Management Practices)

for Mixed Income Housing Areas

1.  Attracting strong residents into a weak area  
and not vice versa ïPartial rationale: Avoiding 
the risk of diminishing housing value

2. Side-by-side homogeneous neighborhoods, 
within a large mixed-income area - Partial 
rationale: Doesnôt contradict ñnaturalò 
tendencies;  makes it easier to attract 
ñstrongerò residents
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Suggested BMPs (Best Management Practices)

for Mixed Income Housing Areas

4. In-between main street with good services for all -
Access for all to good services is the key factor; 
Passive contacts that develop mainly in the jointly-
used services encourage active contacts and 
common interests

5. A mediating role for highly-educated locals in the 
new neighborhood - They serve as a bridge

6. The role of the municipality - without a very active 
role of local leaders in the municipality, the joint use of 
services would not have occurred
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All these BMPs should be

rechecked in future studies

Thank   you 
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Veteran residents 

were asked to compare

Project Renewal:  A 

public-sector program 

of the 1980ôs  that 

provided many social 

and physical services 

directly to the 

residents of the old 
town

Construction of the 

new large housing 

area for the better-

offs, a result of 

public-private 

partnership in the 

1990ôs

Twice as many preferred the new option
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2nd Generation Public Program:
Project Renewal in Or Yehuda

Á Part of a large national project implemented in 150 
neighborhoods (or small towns) 

Á Governmental annual budgets: large in earlier years 
(1979- 1984), smaller later (1985-1994); all residents 
of the selected area are eligible

Á Physical budget (50%) ïmainly to housing: 
supporting private ownership, external and internal 
renovation and housing enlargements;
also: neighborhood infrastructure improvements

Á Social budget (50%) ïmainly to educational services
and socio-cultural services; some to welfare 
services and employment

Á Residents participation in decision making
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Houses in old Or Yehuda

following ñuser-controlled updatingò
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3rd Generation Public-Private Project:

New Neighborhood in Or Yehuda

Á Initiated by local leaders (municipality), while they 

headed Project Renewal in the 1980s

ÁConstructed in 1990s by a large private developer

Á2,500 high quality housing units in low-rise and 

high-rise buildings

ÁMarketed successfully as a separate urban unit

ÁAttracted middle- to higher-middle class families

with children  (69% of adults above high-school 

education,  compared to 13% in old OY and 50% in 

Israel)
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Empirical Study

Research question

Which of the two urban regeneration 
strategies, Project Renewal i.e., direct 
public assistance to the disadvantaged, 
or the public-private initiative of 
constructing a new neighborhood for 
middle- and upper-middle class 
households was more beneficial

ÂTo the town as a whole

ÂTo its old-time relatively disadvantaged 
residents living in the old neighborhoods
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Empirical Study

Research Hypothesis

(following Carmon)

2nd generation strategies benefit people 
(local residents) 

but not their places (neighborhoods) 

while 3rd generation strategies benefit 
places but not poor people
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Empirical Study

Research tools

ÁAvailable data and documents, including:
- Data from Israel Central Bureau of Statistics 
- Local building programs
- Local protocols from municipal meetings
- Newspapers ïlocal and national

Á3  households surveys:
- 200 old-time residents in the old areas
- 100 residents in the new neighborhood
- 100 visitors in the park of the new neighborhood

Á12  in-depth interviews with local high officials
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Conclusion: Both programs had 

significant but different impacts

Public program ïProject Renewal

(a) Benefited the people ïmore and better services reached 
many residents, including highly disadvantaged
Housing - private ownership increased from 40% to 80%; 
50% enlarged their units, including low-income families
Education ïmany programs to all children, targeted by 
special needs
Leisure ïservices added, including: community center, 
neighborhood clubs for youth and elderly, library, pool
Income ïslow increase, remained far below Israeli 
average

(b) Did not benefit the place
The townôs socio-economic status and public image 
remained very low


