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In general, at both sites, residents report low to modest levels of interaction, and the interaction they describe
is overwhelmingly casual. Most interactions appear to be among residents in relatively close spatial and social






Ins £men al Exchanges

e vast majority of casual interactions reported by our respondents were not characterized by instrumental
exchanges, such as practical information or speci ¢ favors. Nearly a quarter of our small sample of residents
across the two sites reported not knowing any of their neighbors well enough to ask a favor or invite into their
home, and another third claimed only one or two such acquaintances in the development. However, several
respondents did mention instrumental interactions. Residents with whom we spoke at Oakwood Shores
reported somewhat higher levels of these kinds of exchanges, as did owners at both sites.

For the most part, instrumental interactions were described as exchanges of favors or information between one
resident and another, largely between residents within income and tenure groups. Often, the favors exchanged
were described as small but important acts of basic good neighboring, like placing lost keys on top of a mail-
box for theiBwners at Is M(¥N§ be)
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I think we were talking to a couple of the neighbors, and you know, we had asked them, do you
have a problem with this issue? And they said yes. And then somebody else said hey, we do too. And
50 then we said well, you know, instead of maybe going to the developer individually, maybe we can
all get together as a group, and then we can try and schedule something.

Market-Rate Owner, Oakwood Shores

Nega ive In e ac ions

Residents also talked about instances in which they found interactions with neighbors to be negative experi-
ences. Most residents’ re ections on negative interactions were described in fairly general terms as taking place
within a broader context of mistrust, or avoidance, or di erences with regard to expectations.  is was espe-
cially true regarding expectations for behavior and adherence to norms, for example, of “common courtesy,”
such as keeping music and late-night noise to a minimum, keeping children under supervision and within
bounds, and refraining from public drinking. Some described the tenor of such interactions in broad terms:

a general lack of friendliness, a degree of caution toward one another, a sense of judgment being rendered. As
one put it:

But most of the other ones sometime they—people are—sometime people because they have a little

bit more than you, and I know it isn't my imagination. Sometime they tend to make you feel like

maybe they're a little bit better than you, and some of these people they do kind of act like that like

they a little better than the rest of us just because they got a little bit more money or whatever.
Relocated Public Housing Resident, Westhaven Park

Or, in the words of an owner:

I'm still trying to  gure out who is who and what is your motive. You know? Are you a worker or
are you a person that sits back and reaps the bene ts of the workers?
Market-Rate Owner, Oakwood Shores

Others are more speci ¢ about the dynamics that lead to avoidance, or to speci ¢ negative interactions.
Children are frequently invoked in describing these dynamics.

| don't really let him play with the kids out here because the kids out here, their parents— rst of all,
they're not attended.  eir parents just sort of let them run wild. And they don't really respect, you
know—rIike they Il play ball in front of the car and hit the car. So I don't really let him associate
with any of the kids out here.

Market-Rate Renter, Westhaven Park

Although some residents did note uncomfortable interactions with younger children (refusing to move to let
a returning homeowner climb the stairs; returning a cautionary look with “this hate stare”; the use of profane
language, far more frequent and problematic were perceptions of and interactions with older youth.

In some cases, respondents discussed negative interactions with reference to particular examples of con ict,
such as issues with noise and child management.  ese were more often reported at Westhaven Park, particu-
larly by owners and market-rate renters in our sample.  ese negative interactions led to a tenor of discom-
fort, mistrust, or fear.  is dynamic has led to a tendency for some residents to withdraw and to rely more on
formal channels to maintain social control, like calling the police, rather than informal neighborly interactions
and processes.




Race sometimes plays an explicit role in particular instances of con ict, adding to this tension, though in
complicated ways. Some white respondents described themselves as having been at the receiving end of these
con icts. ey described race and class dynamics, within the context of tension around newcomers “taking

over” the neighborhood, as lying behind these incidents.

When we rst moved in, we were the rst ones in this building, and there was some animosity.
ere was some derogatory names called towards us from... people in the neighborhood that were
here already, often in terms of race and stu . ey felt we were intruding, that we don’t belong here.
Market-Rate Owner, Westhaven Park
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« the physical infrastructure of the community (layout of buildings, the extent to which
entrances to buildings are private rather than common, and, especially, the relative lack of
“shared space” that could serve as a communal meeting place)

Perhaps most important were issues of perceived “di erence” that set residents apart from one another.  ese
perceptions can lead individuals to continue to interact mostly within their own groups rather than across
groups. For example, in the absence of dedicated space for social gathering, some residents (presumed to be
relocated public housing residents) make use of public space that is not dedicated to civic use in ways that oth-
ers (owners and higher-income people) nd objectionable. Further, this type of behavior becomes a way that
higher-income residents distinguish and set themselves apart from other resident groups. An owner described
the way in which the behavior and attitude of others is judged:

You know there’s been a couple of moments of tension where people who are used to a certain
lifestyle, they come in—and it's not us, per se. But people who share like the same values. You know?
Just like the same type of—just like the same mindset, in terms of how to be considerate and things
like that. Ours might be a little bit di erent than theirs. So because of that, we may call the police
on them a couple of times. And then all of a sudden, they think, oh, these guys are calling the police,
they're trying to alter my lifestyle as they come in. And so it has materialized.

A ordable Owner, Westhaven Park

Assumptions about neighbors based on their behavior go the other way, as well, and many relocated public
housing residents, in particular, note a kind of stando shness among presumed owners.

Well there's some people, they think if making this amount and they higher than you, they look—
you know, you could walk past and speak and you can tell they don’t want to speak or something so
you know you ain't on their level or something like that.

Relocated Public Housing Resident, Oakwood Shores




CHICAGO/SSA

ese perceptions of di erence, as they are reinforced over time through interactions and conversations within
groups, seem to be establishing themselves in ways that may become di cult to undo. s sense of di erence is
further supported by structural arrangements of the developments themselves, including:

- governance structures that include subsets of residents (e.g., owners on condominium boards)
to the exclusion of others,

- programs and events that cater (intentionally or not) to speci ¢ portions of the population, and

- ways in which there remain some distinctions, within buildings and on blocks, where residents
live according to housing category, despite an overall e ort to mix and not distinguish unit
types.
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Residen Sample Cha ac e s ics
(Random sample only, not full population at sites)







