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Relational Expectations and Emerging Reality:
The Nature of Social I nteraction in Mixed-I ncome Developments

ABSTRACT

In many cities, public housing has come to exemgidncentrated urban poverty and the social
problems associated with it. One major policy resgoto addressing these problems is the
demolition and redevelopment of public housing claxps as mixed-income communities.
Several theoretical propositions that lie behind golicy are based on assumptions about the
ways in which living among higher-income residerdas lead to relationships and interactions
that may benefit poor people. Based on in-deptlitgtige research in two mixed-income
developments in Chicago, this paper explores timauycs of social interaction in an effort to
better understand the processes and factors thedrioce such interaction on the ground, the
differential experience of residents from differbackgrounds, and the factors that contribute to
their decision-making about and interpretationamfial relations with their neighbors. This
analysis helps to better interpret the findingeaier studies and craft more informed

expectations about such interactions and theilylikEects.



Relational Expectations and Emerging Reality:
The Nature of Social I nteraction in Mixed-I ncome Developments

Over the past two decades, catalyzed most notatilgebpublication of William Julius
Wilson’s seminal 1987 bookhe Truly Disadvantagedhere has been renewed scholarly interest
in urban poverty and, particularly, the problemsoasated with concentrated urban poverty—
how living in high-poverty areas multiplies the elefious effects of being poor—as well as
appropriate policy responses to address thesegmnablThe case of public housing is emblematic.
Although initially established to provide reasorglitansitional housing to poor individuals and
families (Bowly 1978), by the 1980s public housingnany cities came to exemplify
concentrated urban poverty and the social probkssesciated with it—high levels of crime and
violence, deteriorating housing and physical irtfitacture, weak institutions, poor services, social
isolation, racial segregation, joblessness, antavweetdependency” among them.

The recognition of these problems led, among atésgronses, to two major policy
directions in the U.S. The first is dispersal pekc which range from the development of
scattered-site public housing buildings to the ttoeeof housing vouchers to specific efforts to
relocate residents from “traditional” public hougimto communities with lower concentrations
of poverty and racial segregation. These includeekample, court-ordered dispersal policies
such as those that followed the Gautreaux rulin@hicago, or through the federal demonstration
program Moving to Opportunity (Goetz 2003; Varady &Valker 2003). The second major
policy direction focuses on development throughrérevation or, more often, demolition and
reconstruction of public housing complexes as mixedme developments. These include those
being developed under the $4.5 billion federal HOPEBrogram (for reviews of the HOPE VI
program, see, for example, Popkin 2007; PopkialeR004, Sard and Staub 2008). Mixed-
income (or mixed-tenure) housing has also becomejar policy initiative in Europe (see, for
example, Arthurson 2002; Atkinson and Kintrea 20B&ijey et al. 2006; Berube 2005; Musterd

and Andersson 2005).



Theoretical Assumptions and the Relevance of Social | nter action

Four theoretical propositions provide argumentglierpotential value of
deconcentrating poverty, in particular regardingways that living among working- and middle-
class residents can benefit poor people (Josemskithand Webber 2007). One focuses on the
nature of “social capital” and the potential ofatebnal networks between poor and non-poor
residents to promote it. Another focuses on theswayvhich higher-income people will provide
“role models” that will have a positive influence the behavior and aspirations of their poor
neighbors. A third focuses on the ways in whiclséh®ame higher-income residents will help
maintain order and social control in the neighborhd fourth focuses on the ways in which
higher-income people will command investment, psmn, and responsiveness on the part of
both market and political actors that will leadrtgorovements in neighborhood environment,
services, and amenities.

This paper focuses on the extent and relevanseaid| interaction within mixed-income
developments. Although not necessary to supploof #hese theoretical propositions regarding
mixed-income development, an underlying (and introases central) assumption behind the first
three concerns the nature of relationships andaati®ns among residents in mixed-income
neighborhoods, whether fostered by mability or dewenent.

Two of these arguments, in particular, rely ceftrah assumptions about social
interaction. One draws on ideas of social capital @articularly in Europe) social excluston
and focuses on the ways in which residence in tbesenunities might promote integration,
interaction, and enhanced access to networks. juerent goes something like this: Residents
in concentrated public housing are isolated frofarmation, opportunity, and support. They may
have effective social support networks (“bondingtial capital) that help them survive (Briggs
1998; Gittell and Vidal 1998; Patillo 2008; Putn@2@00; Stack 1974), but their relationships are
largely limited to people with similarly limited otacts, so they lack access to the kinds of “weak

ties” (Granovetter 1973) that provide relationatliges to the networks of others that can provide



access to new, instrumental information and oppastuparticularly employment (Briggs 1998;
Elliott 1999; Lin, Vaughn and Ensel 1981; Lin andriin 1986; Rankin and Quane 2000; Stoloff
et al. 1999). Integrating poor people into neighloads with higher-income people may thus
provide them with access to the information andheations that higher-income people have—
for example, about jobs, childcare, financial mamagnt, working with schools, negotiating
bureaucratic hurdles, getting a response fromagncies, and so forth. The assumption here is
that integration will lead to interaction, and ir&etion to concrete social and economic benefits.

The second is the argument that deconcentratingrfyoand fostering income diversity
will help reduce social isolation of the poor (pautarly youth) by providing role models and
access to ways of life that can shift their exptemta, modify their behavior, and reshape their
aspirations and future orientation (Wilson 1987gérson 1990). Strong ties or intimate relations
are not assumed to be necessary, but there nebdsstmugh interaction—through repeated
observation or regular association—as well as tewapess and perceptiveness of the observer to
be influential (Bandura 1977). The foundationalasgtions that lie behind this orientation,
which draw on notions of an urban “underclass”mkddi in part by the development of a “culture
of poverty"—an internalized set of values and batravthat are different and opposed to those
held by the “mainstream” culture (e.g., KasardaQl@@wis 1968; Murray 1984)—have been
strongly criticized as confusing “cultural” patterwith the external conditions of poverty itself
(Valentine 1968; Katz 1993) and as empirically umided (Small and Newman 2001; Newman
1999; Duneier 1992). Nevertheless (as we will esg@further below), these notions have
continued resonance and shape in some importarg reaidents’ engagement and interpretation
of social interactions in mixed-income settingsy{lAors] in press).

Finally, although the third proposition—regardiragsl control—does not rely entirely
on social relations and interaction among residentational networks are clearly important.
Crime is highly correlated with socioeconomic statesidential stability, and homeownership

(Sampson and Groves 1989), and higher-income pewyebe more likely to exert pressure to



maintain order and enforce rules (Rosenbaum, SindHFlynn 1998). People may rely on
normative expectations to maintain order in coreswmmunities, or on formal means of
maintaining social control, like calling the polieghen such norms are violated. However, the
relational dimension remains significant, particlyldor the maintenance and use of informal
social control. Residential stability promotes agtanceship networks over time (Freudenberg
1986; Sampson and Groves 1989), and closed netwdhiesextent to which neighborhood
residents share common relationships—play an irapbrble in providing a foundation for the
informal social control of youth (Coleman 1988; $eon 1999). Again, the importance of social
interaction does not suggest the need for stra@sg Gollective efficacy, “the activation of social
ties to achieve shared expectations for actioninf@on, Morenoff and Gannon-Rowley 2002), is
defined by shared norms, trust, and the expect#tmnneighbors will intervene, and is
associated with lower levels of violence, persaiztimization, and homicide (Sampson
Raudenbush and Earls 1997). Although some levedlafional interaction is assumed, the degree
and nature of that interaction is not specified.

These three orientations—regarding social cagtadial behavior, and social control—
are also are connected in part, at least withirctmeext of public housing transformation, to the
design principles and theoretical orientations efiMNUrbanism. Here, it is assumed that
particular aspects of the built environment carpstthe social environment in particular ways,
for example, by maximizing use and informal sutaeite of public spaces, fostering informal
interaction, and promoting care and defense obgeigpace (Talen 2002).

Existing Empirical Evidence on Social | nteraction in Mixed-1 ncome Contexts

Although the role of social relationships and abriteraction is an important component
of these theoretical orientations, there has veténtly been relatively little research on these
dynamics, and there is limited empirical eviderie telationships are being built across income
groups in mixed-income settings. In some housingiliy studies, although there is some

evidence regarding any changes in key outcomefi@oyment, wages, and education



(Goering and Feins 2003; Rubinowitz and Rosenba®®fand, in other studies, effects on
health and mental health (Kling et al. 2004), nststlies do not provide evidence of impact on
social networks. DeLuca (2005), in a study of Geautix families 15 years after relocation,
suggests that although adjustment to the new nergblod environment and the social norms and
expectations they presented was difficult for sowmnen reported improved social networks
that included instrumental exchanges with theighieors, including child care help and
transportation assistance. Other studies are testye. Mendenhall (2004), in her qualitative
research with Gautreaux movers, found limited refesthip-forming with higher-income
neighbors and limited use of these relationshigatbjobs. Although Kleit (2001; 2002) finds
that residents in scattered-site public housingaareell embedded in their neighborhoods as
public housing residents living clustered togetled they are as likely to know their more
diverse neighbors, they are less emotionally camdeo them and are less likely to use them for
assistance in finding a job. Briggs (1998), invgeting the impacts of relocation to scattered-site
housing in Yonkers, New York, found little interect between newcomers and their neighbors
(cf. Hogan 1996), and recent findings on sociariattion between participants in the Moving to
Opportunity program similarly suggest little eviderthat movers develop anything more than
limited relations with their new neighbors andéditevidence that such relationships are leveraged
for the social capital they may provide (Cove e28I08).

Similar findings are the norm with regard to sboieractions across income groups in
mixed-income developments, such as those supplytetODPE VI (Buron et al. 2002; Brophy
and Smith 1997; Kleit 2005; Tach in press). Wisa@al interaction occurs, it is more likely to
occur between residents of similar social backgtdsuin a study of a small, early mixed-income
site in Chicago, Rosenbaum and his colleagues }1898d some evidence of social interaction
among residents of different income levels, butrdrge of income levels in this development is
much more constrained (between 50 and 80 percereafmedian income, with no market-rate

units) than in a number of other sites. In hergidhe HOPE VI site New Holly in Seattle,



although Kleit (2005) found higher levels of sogrgkraction and neighboring than in many
other mixed-income sites, neighboring relationsearauch more likely to occur within the more
homogenous networks held by different groups (putdiusing residents, homeowners, ethnic
and linguistic groups) than across them. In additmthe apparent importance of minimizing
“social” distance, physical space—neighbors’ praiino one another within the development—
was associated with higher levels of interaction.
Purpose, Methods, and Data

This paper seeks to shed further light on the éxtetent, and nature of social relations
as they are developing in mixed-income communitiésst studies to date that explore these
guestions, particularly those focused on new mixedme developments being built in the
context of public housing transformations, haveetelargely on survey data in an effort to
describe and measure the extent of neighboringoletaamong residents, patterns of engagement
by income and housing ten@rand—in some cases—the relationship between slations and
particular desired outcomes. Some recent workerctintext of Moving to Opportunity (Popkin,
Graham and Cunningham 2002), HOPE VI (Tach in pres&l more general development
activity and gentrification (Pattillo 2007, 2008g€man 2006; Hyra 2008) has explored these
dynamics qualitatively in an effort to better urgtand the processes of interaction and the factors
that influence such interaction on the ground. Plaiper approaches the issue in the same spirit,
seeking to provide a nuanced, in-depth exploraticthe social dynamics emerging in these
contexts, the differential experience of residémm different backgrounds, and the factors that
contribute to their decision-making about and otetation of social relations with their
neighbors. Such an analysis helps to better irgetpe findings of earlier studies and craft more
informed expectations about such interactions hed tikely effects, as well as how to think
about ways in which policy or intervention practaethe ground might better address the

barriers to promoting positive social interaction.



The analysis presented is based primarily on irikdegsident interviews and field
observations, as well as a review of documentaty, da two mixed-income developments that
are being built in place of public housing compketieat have been demolished as part of the
Chicago Housing Authority’s Plan for Transformatiémterviews were conducted with 65
residents in the two sites, including 23 relocatetlic housing residents21 residents of
“affordable” units (about half of which are rentaad the other half owned), and 21 residents of
“market-rate” units (again about half rented anidl ined).

Resident interviewees were randomly selected freweldper occupancy lists in each
site. Interviews were guided by a semi-structunstirument comprised primarily of open-ended
guestions covering a broad range of topics and sdosed-response questions on, for example,
social interaction and demographics. Interviewsawercorded digitally and transcribed in their
entirety, then coded for analysis based on a sgeadictively derived thematic codes and refined
based on inductive interim analysis. Summary medrif responses were created to allow for
systematic comparison of perspectives across ietgee “type” as defined by site and housing
tenure. Documentary data and, especially, data &ppnoximately 70 structured observations of
community meetings, programs, events, and intenastallow us to contextualize interview data
within the specific dynamics of each site and pdewoth a check on and new insight into the
dynamics described by interviewees.

The Contexts

A significant part of the Chicago Housing Authori®jan for Transformation entails the
demolition and reconstruction of ten public housiogplexes as new, mixed-income
developments with a total of about 17,000 unitsibich about 7,700 are set aside for public
housing residents (Chicago Housing Authority 200Bhe developments are being built and
managed through public/private partnerships wightedifferent private developers. The

developers have lead responsibility for securingricing, overseeing design and construction,



marketing to subsidized and unsubsidized residant$ contracting for property management
and social service provision.

The two developments we focus on in this paper—@akixShores and Westhaven
Park—offer a useful illustration of mixed-incomevad®pment in the context of Chicago’s Plan
for Transformation, providing insight into how tleesfforts are playing out within different types
of developments and neighborhoods and managedfeyetit developers through a variety of
organizational arrangements.

Oakwood Shores is the development taking the platda B. Wells/Madden Park, one
of the oldest public housing developments in Chocatyich, unlike many of the public housing
complexes being replaced by mixed-income developsneras a low-rise development. It will be
the second largest of the ten new developmentgeigity and is being developed through a
partnership between a for-profit developer resgmagrimarily for the for-sale component and a
nonprofit developer which has responsibility foe tiental components, as well as for
spearheading much of the resident engagement @naianity building” inputs.

Oakwood Shores is located south of the city’'s e¢ftnsiness district (the Loop) in an
area often referred to as Bronzeville which, likeaNYork’s Harlem, has an important historical
legacy as being the economic, political, and caltaenter of African American life in Chicago—
the “Black Metropolis” of Drake and Cayton’s famastsidy (Drake and Cayton 1945; Hyra
2008). The larger neighborhood of which Oakwoodr8sias a part (or portions of it) has been
the focus of substantial development interest fpoivate, public, and philanthropic actors.

The development itself is one of three mixed-incalaeelopments in the immediate area
(the others are significantly smaller) that aret pathe Plan for Transformation. It is locatedtjus
blocks from Lake Michigan and the network of pulgarks that runs along the lakefront for most
of the north-south length of the city. It also sitsween Hyde Park, a relatively affluent
community to the south that is the home of The Brrsity of Chicago and The University of

Chicago Hospitals—major local employers and sigaifit institutional players with a stake in



local development issues—and the Loop, about Ssnhdehe north. It is also in close proximity
to a number of the proposed venues for the 2016&@iys, should Chicago win its bid for the
Games. These factors provide significant developraed marketing advantages—including
considerable attention by actors beyond the dewedop to a range of planned amenities
(commercial, educational, recreational)—although2B08 economic downturn has had
significant effects here as elsewhere in the city.

For the most part, in the first phase of build-quitblic housing residents who lived in
Madden Park/Wells who wished to move into the naxedrincome development and met
eligibility criteria were able to do so directlyon their former units. During the first phase of
build-out—the period in which this research wasdraried—about 28 percent of units were
occupied by relocated public housing residentd) wislightly smaller proportion (about 23%) of
units being dedicated to renters of “affordableitainThe better part of the balance of units was
dedicated to market-rate rentals and sales (al8%t doughly equally divided); about 6 percent
of units were set aside as “affordable” for-saleparties.

The layout of the development at this stage integreental and for-sale buildings into an
open street grid that connects to the surroundieg, abutting a park at the southern end, and
smaller parkland available to the immediate norith west. For-sale buildings are largely
clustered, however, with rental buildings for thestpart flanking them along north-south axes.
The physical integration of the population by tenigrthus limited between owners and renters,
although rental buildings for the most part contaimix of market-rate, affordable, and public
housing units.

Westhaven Park, the other development we focus @ms paper, is the second phase of
the redevelopment of Henry Horner Homibs first phase of which started prior to the Htan
Transformation. Units produced in this initial, preansformation phase are only for public
housing residents, so ultimately the new develogméhhave a larger proportion of relocated

public housing residents (63%) than any other ditavill also have the lowest proportion of for-
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sale units (27%). Initial plans for this first-pleedevelopment (known as The Villages at
Westhaven, but often referred to by residents acal lactors as “the Superblock”) anticipated a
50-percent split of higher- and lower-income, pedibusing eligible residents in these units
(between 50 and 80% of area median income, anavids®6 of area median income,
respectively), but a significant majority of curteasidents (about 70% at the time of initial
fieldwork) now have incomes in the lower part adttepectrum. These units sit in the middle of
the development site between areas to the eastestdbeing developed as mixed-income, and
this concentration of “pure” public-housing witttime development has been a source of
significant tension among residents in the mixezbme development portion of the site.

The site itself is located on Chicago’s Near WedeSabout 3 miles west of the Loop.
The broader neighborhood in which the developmiggihas also been the target of significant
development interests over the past two decadesievelopment efforts have been contentious.
Westhaven Park is within blocks of the United Cerdemajor sports arena that is now home to
the Chicago Bulls and Blackhawks. Initial effortsbuild the arena were met with community
mobilization in an attempt to minimize the effeofsdisplacement and ensure set-asides for
affordable housing as part of the development glidtimately, the campaign led to a community
development plan and a negotiated agreement ttladed construction of replacement housing
for homeowners that would be displaced by the gtadis a first order of business. All
redevelopment at Horner Homes is governed by aecwrecree that is the result of a successful
class-action lawsuit brought against the Chicagosit@ Authority to redress the housing
discrimination that created the racial segregatitie site (see Wilen [2006] for a history of this
lawsuit and the subsequent redevelopment at Hétasres). The consent decree has significant
implications for the development, which set it afgom most other new mixed-income
developments in Chicago. All residents that are piethe “class” have the right to move into the
public-housing set-aside units in the new mixedme development. In addition, relocated

public housing residents are not subject to theesiends of site-specific eligibility requirements
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that residents of other mixed-income sites needdset, for example, with regard to employment
or drug testing. Given the importance at othessitethese stringent criteria in determining
residents’ eligibility to return and influencingetin post-occupancy actions to retain their
eligibility, this is an important differentiatin@gétor at Westhaven Park.

Westhaven Park is being developed by a developtaant that includes two private, for-
profit developers, and management of the rentglgutes is handled by a subsidiary of one of
these firms. Resident supports and services ateaob&d out to local non-profit service providers.

The physical design and distribution of units byome and tenure in the phase of
development that provides the context for this palgéers from the first phase of Oakwood
Shores in a few important ways. First, the smaliltimunit buildings on the site (comprising 6 to
10 units per building) alternate, side by sidesesmal and ownership buildings, so although
renters and owners do not live together in the dauiding, there is somewhat more integration
of residents by tenure at the block level. Withental buildings, 50 percent of units are set aside
for relocated public housing residents, with thiabee split between “affordable” and market-
rate units. Within for-sale, multi-unit building80 percent of units are set aside as market rate
units. In addition, the site includes a larger (Lh#), nine-story mid-rise building that includes
both for-sale and rental units (the latter exclebior relocated public housing residents), which
provides significantly more proximity and opportiynior daily interaction between residents of
different incomes and tenures than is the casavbtxe. The higher level of unit integration at
Westhaven Park also provides, as we will exploreén&r below, greater opportunity for friction
among residents.

In addition to these factors, there are a few oklegrdifferences between the two sites
that are worth highlighting as a context for owgcdission of social interaction. First, racial and
ethnic diversity is more notable in Westhaven Patiere owners are more likely to be non-
black—mostly Caucasian and Asian; in Oakwood Shaésgher proportion of the population—

including owners—are African American. In additionixed-income residency was initiated
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about two years earlier at Westhaven Park, leadimglatively more residents having lived there
longer, including a larger number of homeownerg/asthaven Park than at Oakwood Shores.
Extent and Nature of I nteraction

Although there are some fundamental commonalitiespverall extent and nature of
interaction among residents differs qualitativelythe two developments. In general, residents
report low to modest levels of social interactiorbbth sites. The interaction they describe, where
it happens, is overwhelmingly casual, although soesalents talk about various kinds of small-
scale instrumental exchanges. Most interactiongapio be among residents in relatively close
geographic and social proximity, though there imie@vidence of casual interaction across
income and tenure groups as well. For the most alinbugh negative interactions are
sometimes noted, the climate of social interaatio@akwood Shores is largely characterized as
relatively pleasant, casual, and respectful, iahtyt distant. In Westhaven Park, although specific
social interactions are often described as cordiaidents more frequently describe contentious
exchanges, and the climate of social interactientdggen more problematic overall.
Casual relations among neighbors

Most residents in each site have casual interactioth some subset of their neighbors as
a matter of course. When asked to estimate the euailpeople with whom they had some
casual interaction (those they “know well enoughdge a conversation with”), 80 percent of
residents with whom we spoke across the two s#gdtey know at least 3 people in this way,
and about 40 percent of our small sample (N=65)n&d to know more than 10 neighbors well
enough to converse with (see Table 1). This wascpéarly true among relocated public housing
residents and owners of market-rate units. Rewnfemsarket-rate units reported the fewest such
relationships, both on average and in each sitis. iy be a function of a relative lack of
opportunity for integration among such renters, &hmneither members of condominium
association boards nor represented by tenant grangsare less likely to participate in services,

activities, and events that serve primarily lowaame renters. It may also reflect a “renter’s
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mentality” and the anticipation among these resgleha shorter time horizon of residency at the
development and thus less reason for making coienectvith their neighbors.
[INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

There were also some differences across sitesakmw@od Shores, residents of
“affordable” units with whom we spoke (whether mahor owned) reported fewer casual
relationships with neighbors compared with relodgteblic housing residents or owners of
market-rate units. In Westhaven Park, residentdffofdable units (again, whether rented or
owned) reportedhoresuch relationships compared with relocated putaiasing residents,
whose experience seemed split; a third of thosle witom we spoke reported fewer than 3 casual
relationships with neighbors, and another thircbreggd more than 10 such relationships.

The character, status, and role of those who octiup$middle tier” of “affordable”
units is worthy of further scrutiny. Where do thessidents “fit” relative to other groups defined
by income and tenure, for example, and to whatnéxteght they play a kind of bridging role in
facilitating social relations? Although more invgation is needed, a preliminary analysis of our
sample (see Table 2) suggests that, on the wresiters of affordable units are closest in
socioeconomic status and life circumstance to attmt public housing residents, though they are
somewhat better off. Like relocated public housiegjdents, renters of affordable units are likely
to be African-American and low-income, with modgstigher levels of education (few college
graduates, but the vast majority having graduaigid $chool) and levels of employment, and are
nearly as likely to have children in the househ@uiners of affordable units, on the other hand,
are most similar in some respects to other owrerd,in some respects to renters of market-rate
units. Like both these categories, the vast mgjofithose in our sample are employed and all
earn more than $20,000. They are less likely tlitinererenters of market-rate units or (especially)
market-rate owners to earn more than $70,000,kmitHose in the latter category are in general

highly educated, with about 80 percent having eheeollege degree. Finally, they are more
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likely than market-rate owners, but less likelyrtlianters of market-rate units to be African
American.
[INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

As might be expected given what we know about ¢fegtionship between residential
stability and density of acquaintanceship netwgFtgudenberg 1986), these dynamics are to
some extent a function of time; interviewees whediin the development for more than 1 year
reported more casual relationships than those whd there for less than one year.

The patterns suggested by answers to these clespdsise items are suggestive, but
clearly limited given our small sample. Analysistioé qualitative data provides greater insight
into the nature of these casual relationshipsdyimamics they represent, and the ways in which
residents ascribe meaning to them and to the natureighborhood life emerging in these new
developments.

One important characteristic the qualitative analysakes clear is justowcasual the
relationships enumerated above tend to be. Fants part, the interactions described are
characterized as conversations in passing—on tiyarmend out of the house, for example, or
while passing on the street. Most are describezkelsanges of greetings, or perhaps of
information on an issue (such as dealing with paykir safety) directly at hand. Still, these
exchanges often take place within a context of nyeresral awareness of one another, even if
this awareness does not always translate into nwrerete relations. As a renter of an affordable
unit in Oakwood Shores puts it:

| don’t have any relationships with anybody. Weadpand that's it. We don't

talk. One time there was an accident in front eftibuse, a motorcycle hit the

lady upstairs, her car. | was parked in frontheaidn’t hit me, but it hit her.

And so, you know we talked for like, a lot of pe@flom different buildings

down, came down. You know you talk a minute rigtgre. And one of the girls

was like that’'s usually where you park your cawoo@ thing you didn't park it

there. And | was like yeah. And | was like, howed she know my car?

Several of the theoretical arguments for the pés$ibnefits of mixed-income

development rely on expectations for some levahitdiential contact (for example, through
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“modeling” behavior) or instrumental social inteiian (for example, through bridging social
relations) among neighbors, and particularly betwedocated public housing residents and more
affluent, working- and middle-class residents. En@ssumptions do not necessarily include
expectations for intimate ties, and it is quitegiiole that modest levels of interaction and the
forging of causal relationships may be perceiveftatul or of instrumental benefit to one or
both parties. Most people living in or working teeate these new developments have modest
expectations for the level of “community,” in thense of affective connections and solidarity,
likely to be engendered in them. (For an explora@ibearly efforts at “building community” in
mixed-income developments, see [Authors], in press)

The modest expectations regarding the extent atoglenaf neighborly relations seem to
sit comfortably with most residents. Although saresidents had higher expectations for their
interactions with neighbors and express disapp@ntrat the level of social distance and (as
some express it) isolation within the developmghtithors], in press), most are quite
comfortable with the limited degree of interactitbmthe extent that what interaction there is can
be described as cordial, or at least unproblemiaiieed, most interviewees who described
casual, positive relations among neighbors sawfgignt benefitto maintaining some distance.
For some, this is simply a matter of enjoying theivacy, or of privileging prior relationships
beyond the neighborhood (“I have a really big fgmand | already got my friends and stuff,” as
one resident put it). For others, their perspeatige grounded in caution. Several relocated
public housing residents, in particular, talkedwtlibe benefits of friendly but distant relations
with neighbors, in part to avoid encumbrances. m®akwood Shores resident put it:

When you start talking about at home, you don’tttano much of that personal

interaction because it's like your home is suppdsedek like a private area, so if

you really get to know these people and you seeiving things from them in

any form . . . if that don’t work, you're right hkeein the same building if it don’t

go right or if you start to—like the lady wanted toebabysit. | don’t want that

personal—if something goes wrong, that means weogigiud with each other

right here in our own building.

Or, in the words of another:
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I came here for a peaceful experience with my cérdYou see your neighbors,

you say Hi. Maybe | may sit on the porch every bhugon, that's okay. But |

don’t want to find myself out there with you evelgy. You're in my business,

I'm in your business. | don't have time for that.

Or, in the words of a market-rate renter in WesgmaRark:

But as far as neighborly, where you come over andrg in and out of each

other’s houses all the time, | just don’t socialike that with the people—

fraternize with them, | should say. So | would g&ycordial. And it's

neighborly. That's good enough for me.

For some relocated public housing residents, @ity this social distance is described
as more specifically self-protective, a strategykefep[ing] myself to myself,” particularly in
light of their past experience in public housingpbwhat some describe as increased scrutiny of
their behavior in their new context ([Authors],gress). To the extent this is true, this heightened
degree of formal monitoring and oversight may haweinintended consequence of constraining
informal relationship-building in these contexts.

For others, though, casual interactions are pledsaproducts of life in the new
developments, facilitated by the improved physealironment (including, especially, increased
safety) and by daily routines, where residentsrbegsee and recognize each other over time. In
some cases, these interactions take place acamsaengroups, though they do not generally
seem to have led to more substantive or instrurhegitdions. A relocated public housing
resident in Westhaven Park provides a typical dtaraation:

Oh, | see them when they be getting—you know, geengork, coming home

from work, go shopping, you know. But | just staythe balcony and stuff like

that, and they are walking—when they be walkingrtpets and stuff. That's

when | mostly see them, and like when | go outitmer and go to the mailbox,

I'll see, you know, some coming in. I'll, you knp@womment on their dog. I'll

play with their dogs and stuff like that. But threyvery polite. We talk about

the weather when we'’re on the elevator, how niee stuff like that.

This description is illustrative of the generahor of casual relations described by

residents, and indicative of the role that geog@apitoximity and routine play in fostering such

exchanges, as well as the limitations encounterddidging social distance beyond the most
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casual interactions. Even among the most socitdtbeseems to be the case. As another relocated
public housing resident at Westhaven Park descirit{ethphasis added):

| pretty much know everybody. . . . I'd say aboQtgrcent of the people within
this small areaaside from the owner$d say about 90 percent of the people
within these two buildings | would know personadiyd say hi and bye to and
have a little conversation with.

This perceived divide, particularly between lowecame renters and owners, was in
evidence in both sites. In some cases, this isiEce®f notable tension (to which we will return);
in some, of mild discomfort, informed by subtle swad quiet assumptions about race and class
when they confront one another. An owner of a mar&e unit in Oakwood Shores noted how
this dynamic played out in one such casual intevact

I was sitting out front with my kids, and some nweailked by and said you live

in that house? And I said yes, you know. And he sell, wow. We live here

too, but our place is nothing like yours. And itsmgery uncomfortable for me. |

was like oh, you know. Yeah, just because | wakrfgdike I’'m this big rich

person and I'm not. But | just felt like that. juist felt kind of strange. | didn’t

really know what to say.

Or, as a relocated public housing resident in Waastn Park noted:

I haven't actually met anyone of another race. hAke a few people who will

actually stop and talk—speak and everything—thétasme past. It will

always be somebody with their dog, and me and mynsib jump. And they're

like: He’s not gonna do anything. And we're lilkdéo, we're still not. We said a

few words to them that day they tried to get upl&y with their dog, but we

were just too scared. And then from that day fodyd’s like they’ll come—

when they walk [their dogs], they'll stop right tieeand just look up.

In other cases, however, residents are quite saa@inout this social distance. As a
relocated public housing resident in Oakwood Shpuest:

The market-rent paying people or the owners, 'cavsbave condos across the

street and everything like that, | would say theg the most anti-sociable of the

group and | don’t mean that in a negative way. Woght see somebody just

maybe throwing their hand up a Hi! Nobody’s comimating. Nobody's like

mingling. For me, | love that.

A number of interviewees across tenure and in bivds, however, while comfortable
with the current limitations of these casual relasi—visual recognition and a cordial wave, a

quick chat by the mailbox or in passing on theettrebelieve that they offer thgotentialfor
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more substantive or instrumental exchanges dowrotie They are seen to set the stage for
being able, later, to draw on relational resouraeteast around relatively quotidian needs. A
renter of an affordable unit put it this way:

You know, like | get to know my neighbors and teat. You know, just hi, how

are you, my name’s whatever. We get to talk like.tlAnd it's pretty much that’s

how it is. And you know because you might need ywighbor and your

neighbor might need you. You know what | meaninkhwe should be in

contact with each other like that, something happbat | can call you or

something’s going on | can call you. | think yowshl be able to exchange

phone numbers in case of emergency or somethiaghi power, the lady

upstairs her car got hit.
I nstrumental exchanges

The vast majority of casual interactions repoligaur interviewees reflected this kind
of cordial distance, and they were largely not ahtarized by exchanges of practical information
or instrumental favors. However, several interviesvdid mention such instrumental interactions.
The relative emphasis on these kinds of relatiorur interviews was substantially less than on
casual interactions through conversation or exchahgreeting. Nearly a quarter of our small
sample of residents across the two sites repodekmowingany of their neighbors well enough
to ask a favor or invite into their home, and aeothird claimed only one or two such
acquaintances in the development. Residents witihnwire spoke in Oakwood Shores reported
somewhat higher levels of such instrumental refstigps, as did owners at both sites, of whom
60 percent of market-rate and 63 percent of affdedanit owners claimed to know more than 3
neighbors this well (see Table 3). Among relocgeblic housing residents, 43 percent of those
with whom we spoke made a similar claim, though ttds much more likely to be the case in
Oakwood Shores than in Westhaven Park (63% to 2d8pectively).

[INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

For the most part, such instrumental interactioesevdescribed as dyadic exchanges of

favors or information between one resident andrerotSuch exchanges were described with
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essentially the same frequency by residents aaroeme groups and tenures, but largely reflect
exchanges between residewnithin these groups.

Often, the favors exchanged were described as buoiaimportant acts of basic good
neighboring—"just common courtesy things” as orsdent put it—like placing lost keys on top
of a mailbox for their owner to find, jump-startiagcar in cold weather, help carrying a heavy
package or groceries, slipping misdelivered madlarrithe intended recipient’s door. In a few
cases, interviewees described more fundamentatasse, including the kind of “looking out
for” one another that is grounded in a more corckabwledge of neighbors’ needs and
circumstances. One relocated public housing resiftemexample, described how her neighbors
kept an eye out for her child who has autism amdesines left the apartment to wander
unsupervised in the neighborhood. Another talkemiahow some neighbors would check in on
her, knowing she was sick. These examples werdynosivided by relocated public housing
residents in each site and, as near as can beniletel; are almost exclusively examples of
within-group exchanges. This may in part be a fiencdbf physical proximity, among residents
who live near each other and begin to look oubfog another over time, and in part a function of
prior networks. In both sites, the vast majoritypablic housing residents with whom we spoke
moved into the new developments having lived inftneer public housing development
(Horner Homes and Madden-Park Wells, respectivly) the new, mixed-income development
is being built to replace.

However, this tendency of within-group exchangerseto be generally true of the
majority of instrumental interactions describedigrviewees across tenures. Within-group
relations, particularly as defined by tenure, aoeatikely to lead to instrumental exchanges and
be reinforced by multiple opportunities for asstoia As an owner of a market rate unit in
Westhaven Park put it:

So when we go out to our cars in the morning soimes ¢eave at the same time,
or like on a weekend if we're doing something im garages, planting some pots
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or whatever we’ll stop and talk. It helps to gdtie association meetings
because then you get to meet them and get to kmenv & little bit better.

In the few cases in which potentially more genesaéxchanges of favors were reported,
they were largely between residents of the sameeefror example, one resident (a relocated
public housing resident) in Oakwood Shores desdribgng to leverage her influence on a key
advisory council to help a neighbor (another reedgublic housing resident) try to get a child
into the local charter school; another (a market-cavner in Westhaven Park) sought to draw on
a neighborly relation (who also served on the camdam board) to try to get a new job. In the
isolated cases where interviewees were explicitibbeeking to make connections on behalf of
neighbors of a lower socioeconomic status (thusigireg “bridging social capital” (Briggs 1998;
Gittell and Vidal 1998; Putnam 2000) these effovése borne of prior relationships (for example,
a young person who was a participant in a youtignamo run by the renter of a market-rate unit)
or relational connections reinforced elsewhere.

In addition to exchanges of instrumerfalors interviewees reported on how casual
relations also included, or in some cases lechekchange of usefiriformation For example,
casual, pick-up conversations of the kind descrédmalre (particularly where such interactions
occur repeatedly over time) have led to broadehamxges of information. As a renter of a
market-rate unit at Oakwood Shores put it:

I got to know her just because she’s my neighbdrsire was nice enough to—

we both was out and we introduced ourselves amdst—how we talked and

what we didn't like about the complexes and whateklike and what wasn'’t

being followed by rules and stuff like that and’8het me know what’s going

on. I'll let her know what’s going on.

Again, these accounts were largely described asagexyes between residents of similar economic
status or housing tenure. They were not confinedt&sviewees in any given category (relocated
public housing residents were as likely to desctiiteen as owners, for example), although

residents with whom we spoke at Westhaven Park s@mewhat less likely to report the

exchange of instrumental information than were ¢hatsOakwood Shores.
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Beyond these dyadic exchanges of favors and ir#tiom some interviewees described
ways in which their interactions with neighborsildren reflected the kind of “intergenerational
closure” that is such an important component diective efficacy, particularly with regard to
social control and socialization of youth functig@ampson, Morenoff and Earls 1999). As an
owner of an affordable unit in Oakwood Shores desdrit:

But | do make it a point when | see other neighpeven if they're kids, to speak

and try to make it feel like this is your communitiey, I'm your neighbor, you

know, hi. When you see me please speak, I'll sipeak type thing. And with

kids, | always feel like teaching, you know, or ese some people may not

know like hey, pick up those things on the floackAt up, |1 don't care what you

used to do, you know, now this is your communitgvel an interest in it and so

forth. So, like there were kids that came here¢eyday and as | was leaving |

noticed that they had left. And so, | said to thelmum, did you guys close the

gate? You know, they may not have thought twicsuali, but you come in the

door, the gate’s closed, you know, close the gate.

These exchanges, however, were largely reported@asring between residents and their
neighbors’ younger children. Dynamics around olgrrth tended to be more complicated and
often contentious, and some residents, particulatesthaven Park (where dynamics around
social control and public behavior are more higtitghed), have taken to intervening through
more formal mechanisms, by calling police or inforgiproperty management of youth
transgressions. These actions are further infortogadce and class; African-Americans and
renters, as well as some owners of affordable wwigge less likely to report discomfort with
intervening with youth directly.

Finally, in a few instances, instrumental exchangese described by residents as
moving beyond the dyadic to include mobilizing lieanetworks or relations leading to
collective action, particularly among (mostly markate) owners. As one such resident in
Oakwood Shores put it:

I think we were talking to a couple of the neighlfy@nd you know, we had asked

them, do you have a problem with this issue? Areg gaid yes. And then

somebody else said hey, we do too. And so therawlergell, you know, instead

of maybe going to the developer individually, mayecan all get together as a
group, and then we can try and schedule something.
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This kind of organized collective action is mostrecoon around emerging problems and
has been particularly prevalent in Westhaven Panérg homeowners around issues of particular
contention, especially concerning safety, behawand the use of public space. There have also
been some efforts to intentionally organize redsiémwork togetheacrossincome and tenure
levels have, but for the most part they have beerntdived and of limited success.

Negative inter actions.

Although the casual relations that characterizéasaderaction (when it happens)
among residents in the two sites are describedst mstances as generally positive and largely
unfreighted with either specific tensions or expgons, residents also talked about instances in
which they found interactions with neighbors tonegative experiences. This was more apparent
among interviewee comments in Westhaven Park th&uakwood Shores, and particularly
among relocated public housing residents, rentiensaoket-rate units, and owners in this site. In
Oakwood Shores, negative interactions were mosiigchby residents of market-rate units
(whether owned or rented) and by relocated puldicsing residents.

Most of residents’ reflections on negative intei@tt were described in fairly general
terms, describing interactions within a broadertexinof mistrust, or avoidance, or differences
with regard to expectations for behavior and adieseo norms, for example, of “common
courtesy,” such as keeping music and late-nightentm a minimum, keeping children under
supervision and within bounds, and refraining froumblic drinking. Some describe the tenor of
such interactions in broad, anomic terms: a getac8lof friendliness, a degree of caution
toward one another, a sense of judgment being reddAs a relocated public housing resident in
Westhaven Park put it:

But most of the other ones sometime they—people-aoeetime people

because they have a little bit more than you, dabiv it isn't my imagination.

Sometime they tend to make you feel like maybe’theylittle bit better than

you, and some of these people they do kind ofikethat like they a little better

than the rest of us just because they got a littltnore money or whatever.

Or, in the words of the owner of a market-rate uniDakwood Shores:
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I’'m still trying to figure out who is who and whest your motive. You know?

Are you a worker or are you a person that sits laackreaps the benefits of the

workers?

Others are more specific about the dynamics tlaat te avoidance, or to specific,
negative interactions. Children are frequently (o by no means invariably) invoked in
describing these dynamics, either as triggers gatiee interactions, or as responses—through
family management strategies to monitor and proesitients’ children in their interactions with
the neighborhood environment (cf. Furstenberg 1:998)them. As the renter of a market-rate
unit in Westhaven Park put it:

| don’t really let him play with the kids out hebecause the kids out here, their

parents—first of all, they’re not attended. Theirgnts just sort of let them run

wild. And they don't really respect, you know—likeey’ll play ball in front of

the car and hit the car. So | don't really let l@ssociate with any of the kids out

here. There—he has some friends, but they're irerabthe neighborhood that |

grew up in. And we have relatives as well.

Or, in the words of one from Oakwood Shores:

So—but | don't let him socialize with them becausgean—and I'm not putting

anybody down or anything but because all familresret the same and you

don’t know what family is what because you in ttirgle together. You know

what I'm saying? And from what | see when | coroenle or look out my

window, it's like they’re running wild. They're g—my living room window

got busted out. I'm on the first floor. I'm alreadgrvous and scared as it is

‘cause I'm right off 3§ Street. That's down the street from Ida B. Wellsu

know what I'm saying?

As indicated by this last comment (and many otherg)ectations for social dynamics—
as well as how residents choose to interact weir tieighbors and how they interpret the
interactions they have—are informed in part byréieaining legacy of the public housing
developments the new, mixed-income developmenteeptacing. For some (particularly owners
and renters of market-rate units), this “fear fec(as one market-rate renter in Oakwood Shores
put it) generates particular caution in their iat#rons with neighbors, and particular concern
about the level of social order and control inithenediate neighborhood. This dynamic plays

out in both sites, though it is particularly no&bi Westhaven Park, where the presence of the

public housing “Superblock” in the middle of thevd®pment has a major impact. Indeed, the
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collective action among homeowners at that siteblegs in large part to express their concerns to
the responsible authorities—the Mayor’s office, &@lgio Housing Authority leadership, the local
police commander—about disruptive behavior at tiyeefblock. Homeowners hope that this
pressure will lead to the superblock being redgpadicas mixed-income housing as well.

Although much of the tension around children wateddy higher-income residents and
unit owners, and invariably directed toward childpresumed to be those of relocated public
housing residents, this was not always the caseseweral relocated public housing residents
also described such tension with their neighbossoe described:

But, see, some people, like the lady upstairsdsiné care what her kids do.

They jump all over the bathrooms. They jump abé kayin’ sometimes—I

said, don’t you think they might fall or somethingRe say, well, you know, kids

are just so active. Certain things you can tell te do, and certain things you

can't tell 'em to do. | say, well, yes you can. Wimake 'em sit down. . . . She

nice to talk to, like I say, but when you sit thesemetimes tell people certain

thing about their kids, they don’t wanna listen.

It should be noted, however, that children—attlgasnger children—were also often
cited as potential facilitators of interaction,atrleast as points of positive, casual interaction
between residents of different incomes and tenfafe&leit 2005). Although some residents did
note (with some surprise) uncomfortable interactiafith younger children (refusing to move to
let a returning homeowner climb the stairs; retagra cautionary look with “this hate stare”;
using profane language), far more frequent andienadtic were perceptions of and interactions
with older youth. As the owner of an affordabletuniWesthaven Park put it:

It pretty much is like 12 and below, they're fridpnd_ike they come up. They'll

pet my dog, say hello. They know my dog’'s name aratything like that. It's

cool. And then from like 30 and up, the same wayeythsay hi. They'll go,

Oh, how you doing? Oh I'm doing fine. You know? o8Hittle conversations.

But it’s like that range in between that's kind afemetimes you get the funny

looks and whatnot. And the funny thing is that like and her, we’re not trying

to take over anything. We're not trying to contifeém. But | think they just have

that idea that we are. You know?

In some cases, interviewees discussed negativadtiens with reference to particular

examples of conflict. These were more often regoateWesthaven Park, particularly by owners
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and market-rate renters in our sample. For the penst even these stop short of actual
altercations (and most around relatively minor éssof noise and child management), but stand
out as specific negative interactions that contatluo a tenor of discomfort, mistrust, or fear.
The owner of an affordable unit in Westhaven Padcdbed one instance:

I mean we paid for this. We bought it with a balzoNow we can’t even go

there. Because one time we were just smoking nedechilling with our friends.

And they were just talking out loud that we wer@iga call the police on them.

And we're trying to change the neighborhood. Anchew we’re kind of scared.

This dynamic has led to a tendency for some resderwithdraw, and to rely more on formal
channels to maintain social control than on infdrneghborly interactions and processes. As the
owner of a market-rate unit in the same site put it

| don’t go outside and say something to them diyettall the police, but part of

that, too, is I'm not sure how they're going toceand I'm sure that other people

feel the same way. Especially when they've beemkdrg and they're screaming

at each other . . . over what seems from our petispeas petty issues, | don'’t

want to get involved. | don’t want this behaviordontinue but | don’t want you

to know that it bothers me right now. You know whatean?

Race sometimes plays an explicit role in particulatances of conflict, adding to this
tension, though in complicated ways. Those whisgdents in our sample who describe
themselves as having been at the receiving erttesetconflicts describe how they see race and
class dynamics, within the context of tension acbnewcomers “taking over” the neighborhood,
as lying behind these incidents. This was partitplpparent in Westhaven Park, where there is
greater ethnic diversity among owners and where saems to be a more salient marker of
difference, sometimes serving as a proxy for saselents to make assumptions about owner
versus renter status among their neighbors. Homexsywho were most explicit about this
dynamic, also associated it with a response to theiirsions as newcomers, and particularly
when they first moved in. As an owner of a marleerunit in Westhaven Park put it:

When we first moved in, we were the first oneshis building, and there was

some animosity. There was some derogatory nantiesl tawards us from . . .

people in the neighborhood that were here alreaitisn in terms of race and
stuff. They felt we were intruding, that we dob&long here.
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Or, as one in Oakwood Shores recounted:

Well, interestingly enough the first, I think it w#he first month we moved in, | was

standing right here, and we had the windows upvak like maybe 8:00 at night. It was

dark outside. And somebody threw a rock right tigtothat middle window. | was

standing right there. Well | was standing riglertlh It was interesting the police came

over and said you know, it's all because you'retevaind blah, blah. And she might be

right, 1 don't know.

Comparing Neighboring Experiences

One question raised by interviewees’ experiencés maighborly relations in their
current circumstances as residents of new, intesiiyy mixed-income developments is how
different they might be from what they had experashin their prior neighborhoods. Nearly
everyone—across sites, income levels, and tenuneggested that they have fewer relationships
with neighbors, know fewer people well, and intémraore casually (and in some cases less
comfortably) in their new neighborhoods than inrtleéd. For owners and higher-income
residents in particular, this is clearly in paftiaction of time; virtually all these residents are
new to the area and have been in the neighborhoeldtavely short time. But other dynamics are
at play as well. For some, it is also a functiomahange in status or context—from apartment
complexes with greater opportunity for informal eanters with more people to townhomes in
which routine paths provide quotidian interactiothviewer people; from condominiums in
which they owned their units and interacted witiens on boards to residents of market-rate
rental units; from smaller towns to a neighborhood large city; from houses on family-
dominated streets to condominiums largely populatesingles or childless couples. For others,
a sense of difference, and a perspective thatstiwe this difference, also plays a role. The
owner of an affordable unit in Westhaven Park vdikad about having had more extended
casual relations in her former neighborhood ptitig way: “It's more that people know that
you're new here. Where before | could sort of blend

For relocated public housing residents, the chamg&perience from old to new is more

complicated. On the one hand, their local socialvaeks are diminished, both in terms of casual
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relations and instrumental exchanges. Many reldgatéic housing residents we interviewed
talked about knowing “everyone” in the public hawgscomplexes from which they came and the
long-term relationships they had maintained proorelocation. Interviewees in Oakwood Shores
were particularly vocal about the extent and imgace of their prior relations at Madden
Park/Wells. As one put it:

You knew the whole—everybody’s body, mamas, coudiheir second
generations. Their third generations. Actuallyvdd Ida B.Wells. | would not
downplay that. | loved Ida B. Wells. It was a fagnWe stuck together. You
knew—you couldn't live there without knowing. Thegative came in that you
know too many people. You did. You couldn’t get gwa

Some relationships were maintained during the iiansand these were often seen as important
bridges to managing their new circumstances, averiy casual ways. As another Oakwood
Shores resident noted:

| lived there almost 40 years. | seen the kids gnpvand the mothers and the
grandmothers. You know the people. . . . Sometiinedss this], like when
you're on the street, except Ida B. it was suctvedy place. But to me, | just felt
comfortable there. And by my knowing some of thegde from over there
moved over here, when | see them on the streeél nfiore relaxed . . . and | just
go about my business.

On the other hand, the context in which theseiogiatplayed out, and the dangers it presented to
everyday life, were frequently invoked as a signaifit difference between old and new
circumstances, and, for most, a worthwhile trade-bfterviewees noted the level of violence,
crime, drug trafficking, gang activity, and intrasiinto their everyday lives in the former
“projects” and the relative absence of such dynanmahe new development. One resident at
Westhaven Park outlined this trade-off clearly:

Now it's like | hardly even see my neighbors ancewl see them, it's always
little short, brief, friendly. Hello. Goodbye. Hoyou doing? Everybody going
about their business and like if something wasajgplen, our neighbors aren’t
scared to knock on the door and be like, you knost,checking to make sure
everything's okay, so it's not really different fmowvhat we came from but it's
like just—I don’'t know. | feel more secure here. Like you come outside and
and you see your neighbors and you don't have toywabout them gonna stick
you up or, you know, hoping to sell you some draigask you if you selling
them or something. It's real nice. Now people krimaw to keep to themselves
and at the same time respect where we come from.
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Although the change in environment is reportebdé@ccompanied by fewer and more
distant interpersonal relations for adults, sevestalicated public housing residents reported quite
different experiences for their children. In costrto the experience of owners and higher-income
residents, several of whom (as noted above) tadktaiiow they engage in family-management
strategies that restrict their children’s free @sa® the neighborhood and to relationships with
other children active in the public space withjm@ocated public housing residents talked about
how muchmorefreedom their children have in the new environmerdreased freedom of
movement for relocated public housing residentgtdodn was frequently mentioned as a benefit
of the move to the new development and the sensemased safety the environment provides.
In some cases, at least, this is seen to leadndriends and broader networks among their
children. A resident at Oakwood Shores who disalifisie new freedom noted, for example:
“Every time | turn around he’s trying to introduce to some more kids.” There is little
evidence from our data, however, that suggestdlikeae relations, where they are developing,
are with children from other income levels.

Barriersand Contributing Dynamics

In reflecting on their experience in living in #emixed-income developments,
interviewees discussed a number of factors andrdigsathat help shape their choices regarding
interaction with neighbors, their interpretationtloé actions of others, and their assessment of the
social climate of the neighborhood in general. Anber of these—the short timeframe that most
residents have lived in these contexts; a levé&af and avoidance that constrains their desire to
become involved with their neighbors; a desiregfdevel of anonymity and freedom from
entanglement—emerged in the analysis of the natdeextent of interaction provided above.
Other factors were cited as well. One concernsssi available time and the pressures of other
responsibilities, including both work schedules ari$ting relationships with family, friends,

and acquaintances—nboth locally (largely among edkxt public housing residents) and

29



elsewhere. Another concerns issues of the physitaktructure of the community, to which we
will return. Perhaps most importantly—both becatiney were most frequently raised by
interviewees across sites, income level, and teandebecause they play into other critical
dynamics, like fear of crime and victimization—waeéssues of perceived “difference” that set
residents apart from one another and contributegaelineation and maintenance of within-
group interactions at the expense of between-grelagpions.

Regarding physical infrastructure, residents fedusn the layout of buildings, the extent
to which entrances to buildings are private rathan common, and, especially, the relative lack
of “shared space” that could serve as a communatingeplace. Some noted this with regard to a
lack (at this point in the developments’ growthjcommmon amenities, like grocery stores and
restaurants. The absence of sufficient and atteptrk space, in particular, was noted by
interviewees at both sites as a potential barmiénteraction. As a relocated public housing
resident at Oakwood Shores put it:

It's just basically, if they—maybe if they had arlpaight here where the people

that lived in the residence can—you know, you'versthis person on a daily

basis, or your child has interacted with their kidu know what I'm saying?

That'd probably help more.

Or, as an owner of a market-rate unit at Westh&aek noted:

We see people on our balcony basically making kaitavith people, but there’'s

no place to really do things together. There’sarot green space. There’s a park

at the end of the street but it’s occupied lateigitt by people most likely doing

illegal activity, and there’s a lot of broken glaswd stuff around and it's not

someplace to really want to walk and hang outspeAnd then around the

building, there’s nothing.

This description is in contrast to one providedalnglocated public housing resident of the old
Horner Homes:

And see, what we used to do down there, when we staying in Henry Horner

Homes, is that we had so much green grass areadatioe buildings that we

could just go outside and, like, set up a tabletenge your barbecue grill and sit

out and barbecue and everything, like, right oetstduse you have so much

grassy area. Now it’s like you can’t do it. | megay could still do it, but just
space is, like, really limited. You can't do mudliney really say not to do it
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because they’ll fine you and you'll get in troulbde it, but people still do it
anyway, but it’s still a hassle.

This kind of activity—normative in Horner—has becgsrone source of tension in the new
developments. In the absence of dedicated spastitbractivities, some residents (presumed to
be relocated public housing residents) make ugellic space that is not dedicated to civic use
(the area in front of a building, a parking losteeet corner) in ways that others (owners and
higher-income residents) find objectionable. Furttieese and other behaviors become a marker
of “difference” that higher-income renters and ovenese as cues to determine social boundaries
and shape attitudes about neighbors and their apipto interaction with them. Interviewees also
noted a number of other indicators by which thetgideine difference, such as race (in
Westhaven Park), routine (particularly as it intksawhether you're working or not), dogs, cars,
children (age and number), and the exercise odiceprivileges (like barbequing on balconies,
allowed to owners but a lease violation for renterbese cues are not infallible, as one relocated
public housing resident in Oakwood Shores noted:

I've actually had a market rent person talk to feut a CHA person and didn’t know |

was from CHA. . .. She was like: They move—the kairent person—they move these

people in here from CHA and they don’t know hovatd. Now you talking to a CHA—

now she’s confiding all this in me and | come fr@HA.
Most noted by far, as the comment above suggestise iissue of behavior and attitude,
particularly with regard to residents (presumebté@ublic housing residents) whose behavior is
seen as problematic (mostly, though not exclusjugjyhigher income residents and owners) or
inappropriate. For some, it's a question of comraittrand investment. As the owner of an
affordable unit in Oakwood Shores put it:

But when it's not your own you’ve got this lackaslaal attitude like, whatever.

It's like be invested. And so people that are |uddn’t know riding up and

down the street all wild and crazy or throwing ymow bottles on the floor as

they're walking up and down the street or food @rbgge, it's just like if that

was your house you would never do it. So, that\s hfeel like they’re not

owners. They don't feel like they have an investimerthis area because if they
did they would protect like, they do their persobellongings.
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For others, it's an issue of values and lifestglg] is emblematic of the continued resonance,
among some, of “culture of poverty” notions chaggizing the public housing population. As an
owner of an affordable unit in Westhaven Park desdrit:

You know there’s been a couple of moments of tengibere people who are

used to a certain lifestyle, they come in—andnts us, per se. But people who

share like the same values. You know? Just likeséimee type of—just like the

same mindset, in terms of how to be consideratdtangs like that. Ours might

be a little bit different than theirs. So becaukthat, we may call the police on

them a couple of times. And then all of a suddeey think, oh, these guys are

calling the police, they're trying to alter my Ildiyle as they come in. And so it

has materialized.

Assumptions about neighbors based on their behgeitine other way, as well, and many
relocated public housing residents, in particutate a kind of standoffishness among presumed
owners. As a resident of Oakwood Shores put it:

Well there’s some people, they think if making thmount and they higher than

you, they look—you know, you could walk past andadpand you can tell they

don’t want to speak or something so you know yaort @n their level or

something like that.

These perceptions of difference, as they are naiatbover time, concretized in
particular interactions, and reified through disseuamong neighbors, seem to be establishing
themselves in ways that may become difficult, dirae, to redress. They are further supported
by structural arrangements of the developmentsdkies, including governance structures that
include subsets of residents (e.g., owners on aoimdom boards) to the exclusion of others,
programs and events that cater (intentionally ¢y teoother portions of the population, and the
way in which residents are sorted geographicallthiwbuildings and on blocks, with different
levels and kinds of social-spatial mix ([Authoris] press).

Conclusions

The nature and dynamics of social interaction éinatemerging in these mixed-income

developments, and the meanings ascribed to themdijents, raise some important questions

about the posited social control, social capitatf eole modeling benefits of mixed-income

communities for addressing the problems of coneésdrpoverty. At least at this early stage,
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social interaction has been limited, extremely ehsand (particularly with regard to instrumental
exchanges) largely contingent on social (classyipnty. Spatial proximity also plays a role, but
can work in two directions; in some cases increaggabrtunity for interaction has led to
increased tensions over use of space and behagigrattations rather than positive exchanges.
It may be that more, and more fruitful, relatioqpshwill develop over time, but early indications
suggest that, where tensions have run high, dingswithin the population may be ossifying, and
that relationship building is likely to continuelte largely developed among people of similar
backgrounds. This is not surprising given our kremlgle about the relationship between diversity
and social cohesion. The intentional diversity mt type, income, and tenure status in these
particular contexts has led to a population charastd by (relative to many other planned
mixed-income developments) fairly extreme sociatatices, throwing the challenges of creating
social cohesion and interaction among a heterogengapulation into stark relief and leading to
some of the same kinds of tensions documentechir gientrifying contexts. This suggests the
need to retool our expectations for the naturelizety impact of social interaction within these
contexts, but also to increase attention to andstment in the kinds of inputs that might address
individual-level poverty directly, and to the sysieand structure of opportunity that reproduce it.
In the meantime, attention to spaces, mechanismispaportunities for participation that

promote the possibility for people of different kgounds, interests, resources, and priorities to
live together simply as neighbors—a version of whatMarion Young describes as “the being
together of strangers” (1990: 237)—and for negoigatensions around expectations and

interests, will need to continue to be exploregheeimented with, and evolved.

33



References

Anderson, E. 199GtreetwiseChicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.

Arthurson, K. 2002. Creating Inclusive Communifiégough Balancing Social Mix: A Critical
Relationship or Tenuous LinkPban Policy and Researc®0(3): 245-261.

Atkinson, R. and K. Kintrea. 2000. Owner-OccupatiSocial Mix, and Neighbourhood Impacts.
Policy and Politics28(1): 93-108.

Bailey, N., A. Haworth, T. Manzi, P. Paranagamage] M. Roberts. 200€reating and
Sustaining Mixed Income Communiti€aventry, England: Chartered Institute of
Housing/Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Bandura, A. 1977Social Learning TheoryEnglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall Inc.

Berube, A. 2005Mixed Communities in England: A U.S. Perspectiv&widence and Policy
ProspectsYork, England: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Bowly, D. 1978.The Poorhouse: Subsidized Housing in Chicago, 1885 Carbondale, IL:
Southern Illinois University Press.

Briggs, X. 1998. Brown Kids in White Suburbs: HowgMobility and the Many Faces of Social
Capital.Housing Policy Debat8(1):177-221.

Brophy, P. and R. Smith. 1997. Mixed-Income Houskactors for Succes€ityscapeA
Journal of Policy and Development ReseaB¢h): 3-31.

Buron, L., S. Popkin, D. Levy, L. Harris, and J.&lduri. 2002. The HOPE VI Resident
Tracking Study: A Snapshot of the Current Livingu&tion of Original Residents from Eight
Sites. A Report Prepared by Abt. Associates, Ind.the Urban Institute for the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. Wagbim D.C.: The Urban Institute.

Chicago Housing Authority. 2008Y2008 Annual Plan: Plan For Transformation Year 9
Chicago, IL: The Chicago Housing Authority.

Coleman, J.S. 1988. Social Capital in the Creatidduman CapitalAmerican Journal of

Sociology 94Summer): 95-120.

34



Cove, E., M.A. Turner, X. Briggs, and C. Duarte 00an Escaping from Poor Neighborhoods
Increase Employment and Earningd@tropolitan Housing and Communities Center
Research Brief #4Mashington, D.C.: The Urban Institute.

Daly, M. and Silver, H. 2008. Social Exclusion &utial Capital: A Comparison and Critique.
Theory and Society7(6): 537-566.

DelLuca S. 2005. The Continuing Relevance of thet@aux Program for Housing Mobility:
Recent Evidence. Ideepingthe Promise Preserving and Enhancing Housing Mobility in
the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Progr@uonference Report of the Third National
Conference on Housing Mobility, ed3. Tegeler, M. Cunningham, and M.A. Turner, 25-42.
Washington, D.C.: Poverty & Race Research Actionrcd.

Drake, S. and H.R. Cayton 1948ack Metropolis: A Study of Negro Life in a North€ity.
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Duneier, M. 1992Slim’s Table: Race, Respectability, and Masculirtiicago: The University
of Chicago Press.

Elliott, J.R. 1999. Social Isolation and Labor Metrknsulation: Network and Neighborhood
Effects on Less-Educated Urban Workdrse Sociological Quarterl¢0(2): 199-216.

Freeman, L. 2006 here Goes the ‘Hood: Views of Gentrification friiva Ground Up
Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Freudenburg, W.R. 1986. The Density of Acquaintahipe An Overlooked Variable in
Community Research®merican Journal of Sociolod@2(1): 27-63.

Furstenberg, F. 1993. How Families Manage Risk@pyortunity in Dangerous Neighborhoods.
In Sociology and the Public Agendad. W.J. Wilson, 231-258. Newbury Park, Califarni
Sage Publications.

Gittell, R. and A. Vidal. 1998Community Organizing: Building Social Capital aBavelopment

Strategy.Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

35



Goering, J. and J. Feins. 20@hoosing a Better Life? Evaluating the Moving tgpOyunity
Social Experiment Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute Press.

Goetz, E.G. 2003. Housing Dispersal Prograiosrnal of Planning Literatur¢18)1: 3-16.

Granovetter, M. 1973. The Strength of Weak Tids2 American Journal of Sociolo@$(6):
1360-1380.

Hogan, J. 19965cattered-Site Housing: Characteristics and Coneeqas Seattle, Washington:
Prepared for The United States Department of Hgusid Urban Development, Office of
Policy Development and Research.

Hyra, D. 2008The New Urban Renewal: The Economic Transformatfdfarlem and
Bronzeville.Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Joseph, M.L. Forthcoming. Creating Mixed-Income 8epments in Chicago: Developer and
Service Provider Perspectivétousing Policy Debate.

Joseph, M.L., R.J. Chaskin, and H.S. Webber. Z006& Theoretical Basis for Addressing
Poverty Through Mixed-Income Developmedtban Affairs Reviewt2(1): 369-409.

Kasarda, J. D. 1990. City Jobs and Residents oullsiGn Course: The Urban Underclass
Dilemma.Economic Development Quartedy4): 313-19.

Katz, M.B. 1993The Underclass Debat€rinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Kleit, R.G. 2001. The Role of Neighborhood SociatWorks in Scattered-Site Public Housing
Residents' Search for Jol#ousing Policy Debaté&2(3): 541-73.

Kleit, R.G. 2002. Job Search Networks and Strasegié&Scattered-Site Public Housirdpusing
Studies17(1): 83-100.

Kleit, R.G. 2005. HOPE VI New Communities: Neighbood Relationships in Mixed-Income
Housing.Environment and Planning 37(8): 1413-1441.

Kling, J.; J. Liebman, L. Katz, and L. Sanbonma04. Moving to Opportunity and

Tranquility: Neighborhood Effects on Adult Econondlelf-Sufficiency and Health from a

36



Randomized Housing Voucher Experimamorking Paper #481, Industrial Relations
Section, Princeton University.

Lewis, O. 1966La Vida: A Puerto Rican Family in the Culture ofieaty. New York: Random
House.

Lin, N. and M. Dumin. 1986. Access to Occupatiohsoligh Social TiesSocial Networks:
365-385.

Lin, N., J.C. Vaughn, and W.M. Ensel. 1981. SoBiakources and Occupational Attainment.
Social Force$9(4): 1164-81.

Mendenhall, R. 2004. Pathways to Economic IndepereteQualitative Results from the
Gautreaux Residential Mobility PrograrRaper Presented at the Association of Publicipoli
Analysis and Management Annual Conference.

Metropolitan Planning Council. 2006 HA Plan for Transformation July 2005 Updahicago,
IL: Metropolitan Planning Council.

Murray, C. 1984Losing ground: American social policy 1950-198&w York: Basic Books.

Musterd S. and R. Andersson. 2005. Housing Mixjéddix and Social Opportunitie®Jrban
Affairs Reviewd0: 761-790.

Newman K.S. 1999No Shame in My Game: The Working Poor and the IQiigr New York:
Knopf & Russell Sage Foundation.

Pattillo, M. 2008. Investing in Poor and Black Ndgrhoods “As Is”. Forthcoming iRublic
Housing Transformation: Confronting the Legacy e§&gation eds. M.A. Turner, S.J.
Popkin and L. Rawlings. Washington DC: Urban Ingé&tPress.

Patillo, M. 2007 Black on the Block: The Politics of Race and Clagke City. Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press.

Popkin, S.J. 2007. Testimony before the U.S. Sedabeommittee on Housing, Transportation,

and Community Development, and the U.S. House Subutiee on Housing and

37



Community Opportunity.http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/901088 HOPE_VI.pdf

Accessed July 25, 2007.

Popkin, S.J., B. Katz, M, Cunningham, K.D. BrownGiistafson, and M. Turner. 200%.
Decade of Hope VI: Research Findings and Policyllehges Washington, D.C.: The
Urban Institute and The Brookings Institution.

Popkin, S.D., L. E. Harris, and M.K. Cunningham020~amilies in Transition: A Qualitative
Analysis of the MTO Experiendénal Report to the U.S. Department of Housing drigan
Development Office of Policy Development and Resleavwashington, D.C.: The Urban
Institute.

Putnam, R. 200Bowling Alone: The Revival of American Commuriitgw York, NY: Simon
and Schuster.

Rankin, B.H. and J.M. Quane. 2002. Social Contarts Urban Adolescent Outcomes: The
Interrelated Effects of Neighobhroods, Familieg] Beers on African-American Youth.
Social Problem#&9(1): 79-100.

Rosenbaum, J.E., L.K. Stroh, and C. Flynn. 1998elRarc Place: A Study of Mixed-Income
Housing.Housing Policy Debat8(4): 703-740.

Rubinowitz, L.S. and J. E. Rosenbaum. 2@Dssing the Class and Color Lines: From Public
Housing to White Suburbi&hicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Sampson, R.J. 1999. What “Community” SuppliedJtban problems and community
developmentd. R.F. Ferguson and W.T. Dickens, 241-292. Wagstm D.C.: The
Brookings Institution Press.

Sampson, R. J. and B.W. Groves. 1989. Communityctire and Crime: Testing Social
Disorganization Theorylhe American Journal of Sociolo§¢(4): 774-802.

Sampson, R.J., J. Morenoff, and T. Gannon-Rowl@§22 Assessing Neighborhood Effects:

Social Processes and New Directions in Resedmhual Review of Sociolo@g: 443-478.

38



Sampson, R.J., J.D. Morenoff, and F. Earls. 19890Bd Social Capital: Spatial Dynamics of
Collective Efficacy for ChildrenAmerican Sociological Reviebd: 633-660.

Sampson, R.J., S. Raudenbush and F. Earls. 198ightdrhoods and Violent Crime: A
Multilevel Study of Collective EfficacyScience277: 918-924.

Sard, B. and L. Staub. 2008ouse Bill Makes Significant Improvements in “HORE Public
Housing Revitalization Program: Provisions to Ovare Employment Barriers Need
StrengtheningWashington, D.C.: Center on Budget and PolicyriRés. January 17, 2008.

Small, M.L. and K. Newman. 2001. Urban Povertyrafiee Truly Disadvantaged he
Rediscovery of the Family, the Neighborhood, anttu€e. Annual Review of Sociolo@y:
23-45.

Stack, C.B. 1974All Our Kin: Strategies for Survival in a Black Comnity.New York: Harper.

Stoloff, J.A., J.L. Glanville and E.J. Bienenstd@®99. Women's Participation in the Labor Force:
The Role of Social Network&ocial Network21: 91-108.

Tach, L. Forthcoming. More Than Bricks and Mortdeighborhood Frames, Social Processes,
and the Mixed-Income Redevelopment of a Public lauBroject.City and Community.

Talen, E. 2002. The Social Goals of New Urbanisiousing Policy Debate 13(1): 165-188.

Valentine, C.A. 1968Culture and Poverty: Critique and Counter Propos&l$icago, IL: The
University of Chicago Press.

Varady, D. and C. Walker. 2003. Housing Vouches Rasidential MobilityJournal of
Planning Literature(18)1: 17-30.

Wilen, W. P. 2006. The Horner Model: SuccessfuldBveloping Public Housindlorthwestern
Journal of Law and Social Polici(1): 62-95.

Wilson, W.J. 1987The Truly Disadvantaged: The Inner City, the Untkess, and Public Policy
Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.

Young, I.M. 1990Justice and the Politics of Differenderinceton, NJ: Princeton University

Press.

39



Endnotes
1. The concepts of social capital and social exatuaddress some common concerns and invoke
similar commentary in terms of the causes of malgation and social isolation. However, the
ways in which personal agency, state responsipdity civil society roles are treated in
discussions of social inclusion and social capitalsometimes quite distinct, with real
implications for how they are differentially appliéo the public policy making process in
different states (see Daly and Silver 2008).
2. “Housing tenure” refers here to a resident’sustas an owner or renter of a housing unit, and
whether the unit in which s/he resides is subs@l@enot. It does not refer to length of time in
residence.
3. We use the term “relocated public housing reggtdo refer specifically to those residents
who moved from traditional public housing into mikimcome developments, whether they have
returned to the development built on the site efdbmplex in which they lived prior to
demolition or have moved to a mixed-income develepinfirom a different complex. They are
thus distinct from residents of traditional puliisusing, in which buildings are owned and
operated by the public housing authority, and fthose who moved into the subsidized private
housing market using Housing Choice Vouchers. Tiseseme debate among stakeholders as to
the appropriate language to describe these residgnte they are in some ways in a liminal
position between the public and private spheresdiin units subsidized with public housing
funds and remaining on the rolls of the public hegsuthority, but at the same time residents of
developments that are privately owned and manggmae argue that they should be referred to
as “former” public housing residents, based onasp@ration that they are moving toward the
status of residents in the private market; othegaethat they are still public housing residents,
for which the pubic housing authority continuebéar responsibility; others that they should be
referred to simply as “residents,” making no didtiion between them and other members of

these new communities.
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Tablel
Number of Neighbors K nown Well Enough to Converse With

Relocated Mar ket-
Public Affordable Affordable Mar ket- Rate For -
Housing Rentals For-Sale Rate Rental Sale
Total N =23 N =10 N=11 N=11 N =10
None 4% 10% 0% 27% 0%
One or Two 17% 0% 0% 18% 20%
Three to Five 17% 20% 45% 18% 0%
Five to Ten 13% 30% 18% 18% 30%
More than Ten 48% 40% 36% 18% 50%
Table2

Resident Sample Selected Char acteristics

Overall [IACC | AFF | MKT lIRTR | FS

Number of respondents 65 23 21 21 44 21
% Female 7% 96% | 81% 529 889 52%
Race

% African-American 82% 100% 819 629 100p6 430

% White 9% 0% 10%| 19% 0% 29%

% Other 9% 0% 5% 19%([M 0% 29%
Average age 41 41 40 41 43 36
% Married 25% 9% 24%| 43% 18%| 38%
Education level

% high school grad 85% 61% 95% 106 77% 100%

% college grad 38% 0% 52% 679 18% 81k
% Employed 69% 39% | 819 90% 57% 95%
% With children in HH 43% 65% | 33% 29% 55% 19%
Income

% Under $20,000 31% 74%| 15% 0% 45% 0%

% Over $70,000 14% 0% 10% 339 7% 29%

ACC: Relocated public housing residents in unitai public housing subsidy
AFF: Renters and owners in units priced “affordallith the use of tax credits
MKT: Renters and owners in units priced at marktes

RTR: All renters including relocated public housiegidents

FS: All owners
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Table3
Number of Neighbors K nown Well Enough to Ask a Favor or Inviteinto Home

Relocated

Mar ket-
Public Affordable Affordable Mar ket- Rate For -
Housing Rentals For-Sale Rate Rental Sale

Total N =23 N =10 N=11 N=11 N =10
None 26% 30% 9% 36% 0%
One or Two 30% 40% 27% 45% 40%
Three to Five 17% 10% 36% 18% 20%
Five to Ten 13% 0% 18% 0% 20%
More than Ten 13% 20% 9% 0% 20%
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