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Thesis Abstract

This research focuses on the Chester Rousing Coalition (CRC), a community
based nonprofit in Chester, PA that seeks to revitalize the city by increasing
opportunities for homeownership. Specifically, this project explores the
Providence Point Triangle Neighborhood Revitalization Project that utilizes
CRC's two main tactics: housing renovation and mortgage counseling. This
investigates the potential for CRC's work to be a catalyst for change in the
PPT neighborhood. CRC's housing renovation and mortgage counseling
programs are grounded in three theories of community development: Broken
Windows, Silver Bullets, and Eyes on the Street. In addition, this research
hopes to enlighten our understanding of these theories of change. I
interviewed residents in the PPT area and used these responses to study the
perceived effects of CRC's work. This thesis offers a tentative evaluation of
CRC's work and similar programs by arguing that the successful revitalization
of neighborhoods is a more complicated endeavor that goes beyond materials
and financial resources.

Keywords

community development, neighborhood revitalization, Broken Windows theory,
homeownership, collective efficacy
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Preface

My interest in this topic grew out of a summer internship I completed with the

Chester Housing Coalition (CHC) in Chester, PA, as part ofthe Chester Community

Fellowship through the Lang Center for Civic and Social Responsibility of Swarthmore

College. As an intern I became intimately familiar with the insides of the filing cabinets

as I supported the CHC's mortgage counselor, Larry Douglas. I learned firsthand about

CHC's First Time Home Buyer's programs as I helped manage casework by updating

client financial information and maintaining communication with clients. Beyond gaining

direct experiential knowledge about the organization, I became acquainted with the place

of housing and homeownership in community development work. I was intrigued by the

dual nature ofCHC's strategy: increasing the number of homeowners and improving the

quality of single-family homes in Chester. I wanted to be able to make a contribution to

their work and to explore CHC's strategies for change. My research to explore their work

follows in the coming chapters.
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Chapter 1- Chester's Past and Present

My research focused on investigating one ofCRC's projects. The Providence

Point Triangle Neighborhood Revitalization (PPT) project is an ongoing project that uses

CRC's two main tactics: housing renovation and mortgage counseling. As an intern, I

saw, through reports and personal interactions, the positive impacts of CRC's work for

new homeowners. What really intrigued me, however, is the potential for CRC's work to

be a catalyst for change in the PPT neighborhood. This research seeks to investigate this

possibility. Do CRC's programs in the PPT create a positive living environment for all

residents? CRC's housing renovation and mortgage counseling programs are grounded in

three theories of community development - Broken Windows, Silver Bullets, and Eyes

on the Street. Row does an analysis of CRC's programs enlighten our understanding of

these theories of change? I interviewed residents in the PPT area and used these

responses to begin to study the perceived effects ofCRC's work in the PPT. This thesis

offers a tentative evaluation ofCRC's work and similar programs arguing that the

successful revitalization of neighborhoods is a complicated endeavor that goes beyond

material and financial resources.
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The City ofChester, Pennsylvania

The linkages between Chester's past and current circumstances are not apparently

clear at first glance. Chester's history can be told two ways. The dominant narrative

depicts a great American success story. The other version draws from subaltern

experiences and highlights the inequality and oppression borne in Chester by the poor

and African-Americans. Occupying a strategic location on the Delaware River and close

to Philadelphia, New York City, and Washington DC, Chester was a prime spot for

industry. Driven by the war efforts for World War I and World War II, the industrial

capacity in Chester's waterfront was expanded from a handful of steel mills and

shipyards to include aircraft engine factories, additional shipyards, a Ford Motors plant,

and the Scott Paper factory. Accompanying the rise in industry and employment

opportunities, Chester's population grew significantly from 38,000 in 1910 to 58,000 in

1920. In 1950 the population peaked at 66,000 (Chester-Swarthmore Learning Institute

2009). This rise in employment opportunities attracted many southern blacks to Chester,

as part of a larger migration to northern cities. The city flourished and was a hub of

regional industry. This is where the great American success story ends.

When World War II ended, many factories closed. As industry in the city

declined, the most financially affluent and mobile residents, most of whom were white,

moved out of Chester. The economic boom caused by the WWII war effort can be said to

have caused the resulting bust. The economic situation in Chester was changing faster

than the city could adjust. The steel mills and shipyards, including the city's major

employer, Sunship, closed. Disinvestment continued and by 1980 all but two major

companies had left Chester (Petra 1991: 18). Southern blacks continued to move to
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Chester while whites were moving to the suburbs. As a consequence the city's tax base

eroded and retail sales in the city declined. Chester's population steadily declined in the

last half ofthe century, from 63,658 residents in 1960 to 33,972 by 2010 (U.S. Census

Bureau 2010; Petra 1991:11).

Many people attribute this economic bust and the compounding white flight as the

underlying cause of most of Chester's problems today. A closer look, however, reveals

that the historical undercurrents of black disenfranchisement and the institutionalization

of white privilege were entrenched long before the post-war slump and contributed to the

city's decline. The second subaltern version ofthe city's history highlights a more sinister

side of Chester's American story. It is a story in which economic and political success is

built upon the oppression and exploitation of its poor and the African-American

residents.

Richard E. Harris, in his book Politics and Prejudice: A History ofChester (PA)

Negroes, (1991), describes a history of politics in Chester that systematically

discriminated against blacks. Harris begins by noting that abolitionists and Quakers from

Chester and Swarthmore worked actively to end slavery, but were harmfully paternalistic

in their treatment of freed blacks. Blacks were encouraged to live in isolated

neighborhoods and were excluded from white schools at all levels, even when

neighboring institutions of higher learning included them. The establishment of a corrupt

political machine under Mayor McClure in Chester in the early 1900s further entrenched

segregation and disenfranchisement.

The McClure machine established a political system based on a divide and

conquer strategy that effectively reinforced differences between blacks living in Chester

8



and several white communities that included Italian and Eastern European immigrant

groups. Residential neighborhoods were intentionally segregated and blacks were

excluded from access to public housing assistance. Harris states that the political machine

was maintained by various "lieutenants" assigned to each neighborhood in the city to

isolate the different groups. Through a perverse patron-client system blacks and

immigrant groups were kept dependent on the Republican Party in power (Harris

1991:19). The machine controlled employment in Chester, not only by political patronage

of contracts and appointments, but also through access to jobs in the private sector (Petra

1991:13). Remnants ofthis entrenched machine politics exist today. One man I spoke

with during the interviews noted that the Republican Party continues to keep close

accounts of who goes to the polls. He said that when he returned to Chester after a year of

military service, his absence at the polls the previous year was commented upon

(Interview 7, November 2010).

The history of neighborhoods in Chester reflects this divide and conquer strategy

employed by the political machine. The boundaries and tensions between existing

communities of Italian and Polish immigrants, blacks, and middle and upper class whites

were hardened by political forces that discouraged residential movement outside of

bounded areas and other social interactions. The map Chester Residential Neighborhoods

1930-50 displays the areas that were considered black neighborhoods from the '30s

through' 50s. The map highlights the 9th Ward on the West side that was known as the

black neighborhood. Social norms and control by corrupt politicians prevented blacks

from living above 9th Street. This area north of 9th Street was called "The Hill," or the 1st

Ward, and was the exclusively white nonimmigrant area (Harris 1991:42). This area
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housed Pennsylvania Military College and was where many powerbrokers, upper

management of industries, and politicians lived. African-Americans only traveled above

9th Street if employed as domestic workers. As a symbol and tactic of this segregation, no

public transportation operated between the 9th and 1st Wards (Harris 1991 :73).

The intensity ofthe segregation that maintained these neighborhoods is

highlighted by the housing shortage that occurred during the WWII industrial boom. In

1943, Chester's Housing Director was quoted as saying the city's population was one

third black, but that that group had no chance of occupying the same ratio of housing in

the city. Harris explains that "unwritten codes" prevented blacks from moving into white

areas and entrenched political powers discouraged the construction of new low-income

housing (1991 :69). The 1940 Census demonstrates the reality of this housing shortage. Of

the 14,834 housing units in Chester, African-Americans occupied only 16.4% (Harris

1991 :70). The shortage of affordable housing for blacks persisted after the population of

the city shrank from 66,000 to 43,000 in 1960. The shortage was compounded by the

deteriorating quality ofthe aging housing stock. In 1960, 53% of homes had been built in

1939 or earlier, many were neglected and dilapidated; of the 17,000 units, 1,400 were

condemned or substandard. The units in better condition were too expensive for the

unemployed and those living below the poverty level. The unemployment rate at the time

for blacks was almost double the rate for whites (Harris 1991: 137). In addition, in the

1960s many of Chester's middle class black families moved out of Chester seeking

upward mobility (Petra 1991:10)
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The lack of opportunities in Chester for blacks is particularly highlighted by one

example. During WWII most ofthe skilled black workers who were hired in the

waterfront industries were not from Chester but were from North and South Carolina

(Petra 1991:8). They had been trained in Works Progress Administration projects as part

of the New Deal and war effort programs available in the South; these federal programs

and other opportunities for education were not available to blacks living in Chester

(Harris 1991:64).

Public services remained segregated in Chester in the later half ofthe century.

Federal involvement finally forced the Chester Housing Authority to allow black

residents to live in public housing (Harris 1991: 137). In 1971, the Chester Housing

Authority began building the "Twin Towers" high-rise complex of296 units that would

be accessible to black residents and would help alleviate the shortage of affordable

housing. At the same time a group of community leaders known as the West End

Ministerial Fellowship purchased land on the West Side for the first private construction

in the 9th Ward since 1960. Despite this progress, public schools remained defacto

segregated after federal law banned segregation.

Since the economic bust following WWII, the lasting effects of segregation have

compounded the city's decline by isolating an underserved and disenfranchised mostly

black community. One fact is emblematic ofthe decline Chester experienced. In 1986,

the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) named Chester "the most

economically depressed city of its size in the entire United States." The classification was

calculated by the per capita ratio of deteriorated housing stock (Petra 1991: 11). The city

has also been influenced by external factors. Two neighboring towns, Chester Township
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and Eddystone, removed themselves from the municipality of Chester City, reducing the

city's tax base and resources even further (James Turner, personal communication, 2010).

Chester became an increasingly smaller and more concentrated center of poverty and

isolated black residents in a sea of suburban whiteness. The map Delaware County

Population percent African-American, 2005 depicts the stark separation between Chester

and the surrounding county. These historical trends have created a city with an

entrenched institutional deficiency for offering opportunities for advancement and

success.

Chester is held up by some as a textbook example of what happens in a city when

everything goes wrong all at once. Elizabeth Petras introduces her history of the city by

stating:

This is a chronicle of the evolution of the embedded consciousness of
place, how it originated, thrived, persisted. Chester, Pennsylvania
embodies the panorama of social consequences of deindustrialization and
urban disintegration which has been repeated in community after
community throughout the old industrial Northeast and North Central
regions (1991:2).

The social indicators that describe the city seem to confirm this pessimism. Today, 32%

offamilies live below the poverty level, as compared to 9.9% of families across the

nation, and 6.8% for all of Delaware County, in which Chester is located (American

Community Survey 2005-2009 (5-Year Estimates) 2005b). The median family income in

2009 was $24,978, which was less than half of median household income for Delaware

County $63,034 altogether (ACS 2005g). Thirty percent of households in Chester receive

Social Security assistance (ACS 2005c). Fifteen percent of
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the population above age 16 is unemployed, as compared to 7.2% across the nation (ACS

200Sa). Approximately 20% ofthe housing stock in Chester is administered or subsidized

by the Chester Housing Authority (Fischer 2010:8). And single women are the head of

household for 34.6% offamilies (ACS 200Sb).

All ofthese factors combined depict a depressed city that limits the life chances of

its residents. Another fact that cannot be ignored is that 80% ofthe population in Chester

is African-American (ACS 200Se). This fact draws attention to the nature of the social

and historical trends that have influenced the city over time: industrial decline, white

flight, environmental injustice, and concentrated poverty.

Chester's public schools mirror this grim picture. The students in the Chester

Upland School district score overwhelmingly low on the Pennsylvania System of School

Assessment Test. In 2010 2.4% ofthe district's eleventh grade students scored as

"advanced" in math and only 1.4% were "advanced" in reading (Pennsylvania

Department of Education 2010a). This is compared to statewide scores of32.0% in math

and 34.0% in reading (PA DOE 2010a).

Beyond these statistics Chester is also known for entrenched political corruption,

high rates of violent crime, and a history of environmental injustice. The Delaware

County Times reported that in 2010 more people were murdered in Chester city alone

than in the rest of Delaware County. There was not a month without a homicide in the

city (PA DOE 2010b).

Chester has borne the burden of environmental degradation. For example, in 1978

the city experienced the Wade Chemical fire. An illegal chemical dumpsite caught on

fire, exposing emergency responders and Chester residents to toxic fumes (Richard
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2010). The site of the fire had been extremely contaminated by waste including "PCBs,

toxics, acids, arsenic, volatile organic compounds, and cyanide salts," and the fire

released these toxins into the air and soil. In 2006, Environmental Studies majors at

Swarthmore College analyzed environmental injustice in Delaware County. Their final

report noted that the Wade Chemical fire site was investigated and cleaned up under the

EPA's Superfund program in 1989 (Environmental Studies Capstone, Swarthmore

College 2006:34). The report includes another example of environmental burden in

Chester; the contents of every dumpster in Delaware county end up in the waste-to

energy incinerator in Chester owned by Covanta Holding Corporation (30). In addition,

Chester is home to many industrial-polluting sites, including the DELCORA Sewage

Treatment Plant (42). These environmental hazards present serious health consequences

to the residents of Chester as evidenced by the high rate of asthma and the potential

consequences from contact with airborne lead waste (Chester-Swarthmore Learning

Institute 2009; Grover 2010). The concurrence of so many environmental hazards and the

city's poverty has led some organizations, including Chester Citizens Concerned for

Quality of Life (CRCQL) and the Delco Alliance for Environmental Justice, to call

Chester a site of environmental injustice (ES Capstone 2006:42).

Chester's recent history is told as the tale of a tragic city. This tale is often

followed by the impulse to probe and tweak. Rosario Redding, CHC's project manager,

summed up this trend when she said that "Chester is the 'guinea pig' capital of the world"

(personal communication, June 11, 2010). This sentiment highlights the fact that

concentrated poverty attracts many do-gooders. Widener University and Swarthmore

College are both located near Chester and have recently reinvested themselves in the
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well-being ofthe city. The Pennsylvania state government named Chester a Keystone

Opportunity Zone; in an attempt to draw commerce into the city new businesses are

exempt from all taxes for 15 years (Chester-Swarthmore Learning Institute 2009). The

Chester Housing Authority was placed under the receivership of a federal judge in

attempt to correct inadequacies in public housing services. The public school system was

similarly taken over in 1990 and placed under the direction of an Empowerment Board to

address systematic failures. Recent nation-wide trends in waterfront redevelopment

combined with attempts to change the image of the city on behalf ofthe Mayor's Office

have brought a series of new big-ticket businesses to Chester including Harrah's Casino,

the Racetrack, and the new Major League Soccer Philadelphia Union Stadium. External

involvement in Chester has reinforced the notion of the city as a vulnerable place in need

of intervention. At the same time countless non-profits, community organizations,

teachers, social workers, parents, residents, church and social groups have continued to

work for the betterment of Chester's citizens. Chester's political and economic history is

important for understanding the constraints with which the city's residents live. Despite

the structure that has introduced these overwhelming constraints, people continue to

make meaning for and choices about their lives everyday in Chester.

The next chapter contextualizes the CHC's role in the city. Chapter Three

describes the field of community development as it pertains to housing and

homeownership and introduces three theoretical frameworks that relate to CHC's work.

Chapters Four and Five put the interview responses in dialogue with the three theoretical

frameworks to examine the claims ofthese models for change. Chapter Six moves

beyond this case study to implications for the larger field of community development
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Chapter Two - Chester Housing Coalition

The Chester Housing Coalition (CHC) is a local nonprofit organization that has

emerged out of the context of disinvestment and decline in Chester. CHC's mission is to

revitalize the city of Chester by expanding opportunities for homeownership. Founded in

1984 by a pastor and a Swarthmore student to address the growing number of vacant lots

being used as dumpsites on the West Side of the city, the organization began by

undertaking property rehabilitation with volunteer labor (Deborah Striker, CHC

Executive Director, personal communication, May 19, 2010). Today CHC employs two

main tactics to increase homeownership: targeted housing rehabilitation, and mortgage

counseling in partnership with public mortgage assistance programs. The first tactic,

housing renovation projects, typically are undertaken in an area that has a cluster of

properties that have deteriorated or have been converted from single family homes into

multiple apartments. Often CHC acquires the homes from a sheriff's sale of a repossessed

house and uses a combination of staff labor and contracted labor to renovate the house to

market value. Ninety-five percent and up of CHC's budget for housing renovation are

public funds granted by the city of Chester. Since 1984 CHC has renovated 81 homes and

sold them to new homeowners in Chester. The map Chester Housing Coalition

Properties shows these houses in the city.

The second tactic is designed to increase the opportunities for homeownership in

Chester and Delaware County. Grants to fund the counseling come from the governments

of Chester City, Delaware County, and the state, as well as from the Department of
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through Delaware County. Both programs are designed for people who have never owned

property before and who earn the median income, for the city or country respectively, or

less. The Romebuyer Assistance Program (RAP), is sponsored by the city of Chester and

administered through the Chester Economic Development Authority (CEDA). RAP

offers classes on the home-buying process, mortgage counseling with CRC's mortgage

counselor, and credit repair counseling if necessary. After completing the program and

receiving approval for a mortgage, the homebuyer is eligible for a zero interest loan for

50% ofthe down payment on their new home, up to $5,000, and closing costs up to

$5,000 (Chester Economic Development Authority 2010). From 2000 to 2005, 135 new

homeowners completed the RAP through CRC and settled in Chester (Chester

Community Improvement Project 2006: 18).

These two tactics are employed in Chester for strategic reasons. They were

chosen because CRC operates with a certain vision and model for how revitalization in

Chester will be attained. Behind these efforts is the belief that houses in better condition

and houses occupied by homeowners will not only improve one family's life, but will

also have a positive impact on the surrounding neighborhood. Simply put, Rosario

Redding, CRC's program director, told me that the goal of CRC's work is "to create an

environment people can live in safely" (personal communication, June 4, 2010).

CRC has recently taken on a new initiative that expands upon these two strategies

for change. With a grant from the Wachovia Regional Foundation, CRC has begun a

comprehensive neighborhood revitalization project on the East Side of the city. The

Providence Point Triangle (PPT) Neighborhood Revitalization project is named after a

specific geographic area located just north of Interstate 95 at the entrance to Chester's
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East Side. The triangular neighborhood is bounded by Edgmont Avenue to the west,

Providence Avenue to the east, and 24th Street to the north. The project expands upon

CRC's traditional tactics to incorporate new community-building efforts. The PPT

project now sponsors a local community center that offers enrichment programming for

children and adults, facilitates a neighborhood association that organizes around local

issues, and works to engage and support local business owners. When describing the

project Ms. Striker commented that most funders don't encourage initiatives that are only

"bricks and mortar" activities. This comprehensive project moves beyond renovation that

addresses only physical aspects of a community to focus on social aspects as well. She

explained that the PPT community project buttresses CRC's normal activities. She said:

"We [CRC] can give them a house, PPT can address all the other issues they face"

(personal communication, June 4, 2010).

CRC was awarded a five-year grant for the PPT project in 2007. In June 2010

CRC issued a report on their progress. Since 2007 CRC has acquired six properties in the

PPT area. Ofthese six, one house has been completed and sold, one is currently on the

market, three are under construction, and one is waiting to break ground. In the same time

period, 58 residents from the PPT have been counseled at CRC and 8 households have

become homeowners in PPT through the RAP program with CRC's assistance (CCIP

2010). Three additional houses were renovated in the PPT by CRC before the grant

project began.

In 2006 before CRC began the PPT project, the organization compiled an

Existing Conditions Report to present to the Wachovia Regional Foundation. The report,

produced with help from an urban planning consulting firm, Urban Partners, provides
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extensive background infonnation on the area and uses statistics were from the 2000

Census data. The report states that there are 4,200 residents in the PPT area, living in

1,750 housing units. PPT is in the area fonnally called the 1st Ward and has traditionally

been one of the most stable and prosperous neighborhoods in Chester. While the rest of

the city experienced disinvestment and decline, the PPT area remained a strong

community of owner-occupied homes and desirable rental complexes. The Existing

Conditions Project report, however, acknowledges that the past decade has introduced

new stresses to the area and that it is currently at risk of joining the rest of the city in

decline (CCIP 2006: 1).

The PPT area has been affected by changes in housing across the city. As part of

HUD's HOPE VI project, several large public housing projects in Chester were

demolished in 1997 and 1998 and more Housing Choice Vouchers from Section 8 were

made available to fill the gap in public housing. People who earn less than 50% of the

median income in an area are eligible for Section 8 vouchers that subsidize rent

payments. Ripples ofthis change were felt in PPT because purchasing single-family

homes and converting them into multi-unit apartments for rent was incentivized by the

increase in renters supported by these new housing vouchers. This shift in the housing

stock resulted in an influx of renters. At the same time the demand for owner-occupied

housing in the community declined and there was a reduction in community participation

(CHC 2006: 2).

The report notes that the PPT neighborhood varies from south to north. The lower

half, from 13th to 18th Streets is mostly commercial and institutional with a small

number of homes. It is close to the Crozer Health complex, Widener University, and the
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University Technology Park, a corporate plaza. A middle section, from 18th to 20th

Streets, houses St. Michael's cemetery and S1. Katharine Drexel Church, School, and

athletic fields. This area provides a distinct break between the southern and northern

portions ofthe neighborhood and the two sections lack cohesion between them. The

northern section above 20th Street is primarily residential (CHC 2006: 2).

The CHC report describes the recent decline in the PPT area, by noting that the

physical decay in the area detracts from its social capital, explaining the causal chain like

this: "as residents defer maintenance, potential homeowners shy away from the area, and

families look to move their households elsewhere" (CHC 2006: 5). The report mentions

that residents have noticed a rise in criminal activity in the East Side and have attributed

it to migration within the city. The increase has brought nodes of drug activity on the

streets, as well as crimes against persons and property (CHC 2006: 6). The increase in

local crime has discouraged residents from their normal public activities and some

residents reported feeling trapped inside their homes. Residents highlighted the northern

section of the PPT area, 20th to 24th Streets, and the Madison Street corridor in particular

(CHC 2006: 7). The report frames this disorder in terms of blight, noting that the area has

experienced both its "physical and psychological" aspects (CHC 2006: 5).

The racial and ethnic composition of PPT is slightly different from the city as a

whole. The two census tracts that comprise the PPT area (4045 and 4047) are 27.9%

White, 67.4% African-American, and 5.4% Hispanic. This is compared to all of Chester

which is 15.9% White, 80% African-American, and 6.1 % Hispanic.
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4045 and 4047 27.9% 67.4% 0.0%

Chester City 15.9% 80.0% 0.3%

Delaware County 75.9% 17.9% 4.4%

(American Community Survey 2005-2009 (5-Year Estimates) 2005e)

White African-American Asian Hispanic

5.4%

6.1%

2.3%

The PPT area has also seen significant shifts in racial composition over time. In

1970, the area was 93.6% White and 6.3% African-American. The table below shows this

demographic trend of white flight in the PPT.

1970: 4045 and 4047

1980: 4045 and 4047

1990: 4045 and 4047

2000: 4045 and 4047

White

93.6%

68.2%

53.8%

34.6%

African-American

6.3%

30.6%

43.7%

60.3%

(U.S. Census Bureau 2000, 1990, 1980, 1970)

The PPT area has experienced different demographic trends than the rest of the

city in terms of growth. From 1990 to 2000 the number of households in Chester declined

by 12%. The PPT area did not experience the same rate of decline. The 4045 census tract

saw a 5.2% population decline, while the 4047 tract actually grew by 8.7% (15). At the

same time, housing tenure in the PPT area shifted as more renters became residents.

During the same time period, tract 4045 saw a 14% increase in the number of residential

units, rising from 1,855 to 2,123, and tract 4047 saw a 5% decline in the number of units

(20). These demographic trends indicate an increase in the number of households in the

PPT area. This shift towards more units of rental housing can also be seen in the decrease

of owner-occupied properties. In 2009, 49.7% ofthe units were owner occupied and

50.7% were occupied by renters (Delaware County public records, prepared by CHC

2009). The map titled Renter Occupied Properties shows this breakdown. The
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simultaneous increase in households, residential units, and rental properties highlights the

conversion of single-family households into multi-unit apartments in the PPT.

Residents in the PPT area have also noticed negative changes in their

neighborhood. As I worked in Chester during this past summer I saw glimpses ofthe

everyday incarnations of these statistical descriptors. I spoke with a PPT resident about

her experiences as an activist in Chester. She told me a story from the previous summer:

She had been sitting on her porch with her family when someone was held up at gunpoint

in the street. She had talked with the police about what she had seen, and she recounted

how a friend of one ofthe men involved in the assault had threatened her in an attempt to

discourage her from reporting the crime (personal communication, June 2010).

Ms. Striker took me on a tour of the PPT area and showed me two of the houses

purchased by CRC that are currently undergoing renovation. Standing in front of one of

the houses that used to be owned and used by a drug dealer I stepped on an empty crack

vial. Ms. Ramirez-Wrease and I often drove around Chester doing errands. Once driving

through the PPT area near the corner of 23 rd and Madison, she told me that her family

used to live on the next street over and told me a story about being in the car with her

daughters when a shooting happened on the street. She conveyed that her fears for her

and her family's personal security motivated them to move out of the area (personal

communication, June 2010).
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context of city-wide changes. Some residents claim that the increased presence of Section

8 renters in the PPT area has led to negative changes in the neighborhood, some going so

far as to say that much of violence from the housing projects was pushed into PPT. The

PPT project is designed to address the increase in rental units in an attempt to stabilize

the area.

CRC documents the progress and success of their programs in many ways. Their

documentation provides a good record for funders and potential analysts to understand

the impact of CRC's work for new homeowners. From these records the dual strategy

combining housing renovation with mortgage counseling can be evaluated based on its

impact for new homeowners. It is more challenging, however, to address the secondary

impact of this project for the residents in the surrounding neighborhood and the potential

for these programs to affect positive change in the community. My research in the PPT

area seeks to highlight these impacts for area residents. Furthermore, it aims to use

resident responses to analyze CRC's strategies of targeted housing renovation as a tool

for community redevelopment that seeks to improve the experience of living in a

neighborhood.

Research Design

This research project grew from my experience in the PPT area this past summer.

As part ofthe Chester Community Fellowship's summer of service, the fellows worked

together on a project for CRC. I led the group through this project as we collected survey

data on the physical condition of each property in the PPT area. We spent every Friday

afternoon walking the streets in this area. Our objective was to record the physical
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characteristics of the property exteriors. Since it was the summer and people were outside

on their porches or lawns and because we were a conspicuous group with matching t

shirts and clipboards, we had the opportunity to talk with people as we walked around.

I was intrigued by what I heard from people about which of their neighbors' houses

needed new paint or which street corners we should avoid because they were dangerous.

People were communicating a very intimate and specific knowledge oftheir physical

surroundings. This piqued interest might say more about the researcher herselfthan it

does about the research situation. Because of its newness this knowledge appeared novel

and organic to me. The information that people offered to us highlights a specific kind of

knowledge about experience and perception. As I began to look at theoretical models for

using housing renovation as a tool for revitalizing neighborhoods it became clear that this

kind of knowledge itself could be a way of gauging changes in the neighborhood and the

effects of CRC's work. Looking at how housing renovation is experienced by those

living in the neighborhood is another way to measure the revitalizing impacts of CRC's

work.

I chose the PPT area to conduct this research because my field research from the

summer informed my understanding of the neighborhood. To help isolate the variable of

CRC renovation I identified a "target" and a "control" area within the PPT to compare. I

consulted with CRC's executive director, Ms. Striker, to choose an area in which there

had been targeted development. The target area, a group of blocks near 23rd Street and

Madison Street was chosen because two houses on the same corner had recently been

bought by CRC. One house Ms. Striker believed had previously been used by a drug

dealer; she expected the purchase of these two houses would help turn a dangerous drug
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corner into a safer area (personal communication, 2010). The control area was chosen

because it has similar housing stock and demographic breakdown, but it lacks any

properties renovated by CRC. It was also geographically isolated from the target area by

a large cemetery that cuts across the triangle, changing foot and car traffic to create two

separate areas. The map Providence Point Triangle Target and Control Pair shows these

two areas and the CRC renovated houses.

Both target and control areas were picked as groupings of blocks that shared

pedestrian pathways in such a way that it would be possible for all ofthe people in the

houses surveyed to think ofthemselves as part ofthe same neighborhood. As the

interview project progressed I enlarged these areas to increase the number of potential

interviews per block.

Because the focus ofthis research rests on the geographic proximity to renovated

houses, the intended respondents are organized geographically. A door-to-door survey

was used to highlight respondents' relationships to their homes and the surrounding area.

People could orient themselves based on where they lived, and point out places of interest

as we talked. The survey was designed to collect quantitative and qualitative data, with a

focus on qualitative and interview responses. The interview questions have three main

foci, to address three different theoretical aspects of housing renovation: individual

neighborhood satisfaction, neighborhood social capital and collective efficacy, and

perceptions of disorder.
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The interview began with a set of questions about general neighborhood

satisfaction. These questions were designed by Urban Partners, the consulting group that

created a neighborhood satisfaction survey for CRC at the beginning ofthe PPT project.

The second section was designed to measure an individual's social capital through

neighborhood opportunity structures and to test the hypothesis that introducing new

homeowners will raise a neighborhood's social capital. These questions were adopted

from "Friends and Neighbors," a study done by Manturuk, Linblad, and Quercia. They

were designed as a "resource generator" to highlight social resources that were relevant

to a low- to moderate-income population (2010). The next set of questions highlighted

respondents' perceptions of disorder in the area to test the Broken Windows theory. In a

study on the perception of disorder Robert Sampson and Stephen Raudenbush used this

set of questions to refer to physical or social aspects of disorder that can be seen in public

(2004:324). A copy of the interview questions can be found in the appendix.

Another type ofthe data collected, was respondents' "mental maps." Because of the

specificity and the spatial nature of peoples' knowledge of their neighborhood,

respondents were asked to show me on a neighborhood map where geographically

relevant events or activities were occurring or had occurred. This mental map and its

expression sketched out onto a paper map becomes data itself. I collected this data

throughout the interview by asking respondents to show me on a map where an event had

happened, or where they perceived something to be a problem.

During six weeks of data collection I knocked on approximately 130 doors, every

house in the target and control areas. I interviewed 13 residents, 6 from the target area

and 7 from the control. Most people I interviewed invited me inside their home; a few sat

31



down with me on the porch. I got to hold two beautiful baby boys. And I accidentally let

one dog out of the house. I felt very welcomed and appreciative of people's willingness

to let me into their homes and to talk with me. Many of the people I talked with extended

this care and warned me to be careful walking around by myself.

Research Sample

The charts below show the demographics ofthe respondents in the sample.

Total
ControlTargetYearly Income

Percentage Percentage
ofSample ofPPT

$9,9990rless 1 3 4 30.8% 24.1%
$10,000-$19,999 1 2 3 23.1% 15.5%
$20,000-$29,999 3 1 4 30.8% 12.0%
$30,000-$39,000 1 1 7.7% 13.0%
$40,000-$49,000 0 0.0% 7.6%
$50,000 or more 1 1 7.7% 27.9%

In comparison with the whole PPT area, this sample is slightly skewed toward lower
income respondents

Gender

Female
Male

Target

3

3

Control

5
2

Total

8

5

Percentage
ofSample

61.5%
38.5%

Percentage
ofPPT
56.1%
43.9%

Percentage
ofPPT
29.3%
10.7%
8.3%
8.9%
13.1%

Percentage
ofSample

30.8%
15.4%
30.8%
15.4%
7.7%

1

4
2

4
2

Total

1

3
1

2

Control

1

1

2

2

TargetAge

18-29
30-39
40-49
SO-59
60 and
older

Respondents were all above 18 yrs of age, and PPT percentage includes residents of all
ages.
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Race Target Control Total
Percentage Percentage
ofSample ofPPT

Amcan- 69.2% 67.4%
American

5 4 9

White 1 1 2 15.4% 27.9%

More than one 2 2 15.4% 2.1%

Residency Percentage Percentage
Target Control Total

Status ofSample ofPPT
Rent 5 5 10 76.9% 50.7%
Own 1 2 3 23.1% 49.7%

This sample has a slightly higher percentage of renters than the PPT area.

The sample is a very small fraction ofthe residents in the PPT area. Nonetheless,

the sample is fairly representative of the area. The most notable discrepancy is that

residents earning over $50,000 are underrepresented in this sample. Related to this,

renters are overrepresented in the sample. PPT percentages are based on the American

Communities Survey 5 Year estimates for the two Census tracts that make up the

neighborhood (2005£). The residency status data comes from CRC's research based on

public information from the County records.

As a method of data collection, the door-to-door survey format had its drawbacks.

First, I went door to door in the afternoon, before the sun went down, and not many

people were home then. Most people were probably at work or school. Second, it was

also a "cold call" and approaching people in their homes is not always the best way to get

a positive interaction. Furthermore, some fear of the street life may have made people

reluctant to open the door and few people were outside. To top it all off, I was collecting

data in November and the beginning of December, when not many people were out on

their porches as they had been during the summer. These factors and the brevity of time

for data collection limited the sample size.
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I acknowledge that this is a very small sample; it is hard to draw generalizable

conclusions from this data. The quantitative data reported above and in the next chapter,

including averages and ranges of respondents' answers, cannot be statistically significant.

The quantified answers, while useful for thinking about a description of the

neighborhood, cannot be truly representative ofthe population. Nonetheless, these

interview responses are an invaluable window into the experiences of living in the PPT.

Respondents' perceptions of their neighborhood are a good starting point for exploring

the changes that CRC's work has introduced in the area. In fact, collecting a small

sample allowed me to focus on qualitative data and respondents' experiences of their

neighborhood in their own words. This format highlights the ways in which respondents

conceived of and describe their surroundings.
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Chapter Three - Models for Change

To understand CRe's work I have turned to the field of community development

literature. Nothing has been written about CRC, and very little has been written by the

organization itself staking its claims or explaining its theories of change. I have taken

what I know about the organization from my internship this summer and the few

publications I do have, pamphlets and grant applications, and tried to find examples of

similar projects within the literature on community development. These existing analyses

explicitly stake the claims of each project and the underlying theory of change. The

literature on community development seeks to describe and understand the practitioners

of community development through a historical lens, the evolution of theories and

patterns in best practices that have permeated the field. Furthermore the literature on

community development contextualizes the common tactics of community development

organizations in relation to changes of public policy over time and examines the field of

practitioners within the context of the public sphere.

The literature on community development represents an amalgamation of

pragmatic and innovative activist practices, academic analysis and theory, and public

policy. The progression of the field appears fragmented in comparison with other more

purely academic fields of knowledge. Practitioners or academics sometimes respond

directly to one an other, sometimes borrow multiple and possible conflicting theories in

their practice, sometimes ignore each other all together and operate based on personal

experience which is sometimes later analyzed and incorporated into the academia of

community development. For this reason the field is also particularly interesting to me, it
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is one that can have a very direct feedback loop between researcher and practitioner,

combining intellectual and empirical inquiry with the practical work of making change

within depressed communities. In this introduction I will be tacking back and forth

between these various forms of literature on community development.

I have identified two prominent theories in community development that

correspond to CHe's two main tactics: Broken Windows and Silver Bullets. The housing

renovation project fits within the conversation about rehabilitation that emanates from the

Broken Windows theory. Through the lens of this theory, physical rehabilitation of

derelict buildings will improve quality of life for neighborhood residents by increasing

the projected sense of community efficacy and therefore discouraging crime. Within the

scope of the second theory, CHe's First Time Home Buyer's program fits neatly with the

literature that purports homeownership as a "silver bullet" for neighborhood

revitalization. Homeownership initiatives operate under the theory of change that

homeowners who accrue economic and social benefits will become invested in their

communities and to the improvement of all residents in the neighborhood. There is a

third theory, Eyes on the Street, that becomes relevant to the discussion of the limits of

Broken Windows and Silver Bullets.

History of Community Development

The current state of community development work must be understood

historically and in relation to changes over time in public policy. The field of community

development can be seen as a combination of existing charitable organizations and the

privatization of certain aspect of public welfare. Edward G. Goetz explains that in the
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1980s a locally based housing movement in Chester made up of neighborhood activists,

social service professionals, tenant activists, and low-income housing advocates

attempted to direct state and local governments to address housing problems in the face

of decreasing federal assistance (1996: 164). However, from 1978 to 1986 HUD's

housing budget was reduced by more than 80%, and community development block

grants faced similar cuts. As federal assistance withered, state and local governments

remained on the front line to address housing issues (165). In "Deflating the Dream,"

Saegert et al. begin with a historical contextualization of this process of decreasing

federal funding which they associate with the political ideology they call neoliberalism.

The authors claim that conservative economic thinkers developed the policy of

neoliberalism in response to what they perceived to be the failed policies of Keynesian

economics and the welfare state (Saegert, Fields, and Libman 2009:298). They hold that

the services provided by the state should not be subjected to the forces of the market

through privatization. An example of the kind of thinking that Saegert et al. criticize is

found in William Simon's The Community Economic Development Movement, in which

Simon asserts that community economic development emerged to fill the gap left by the

transition from public assistance and welfare to more social entrepreneurial programs

(2001). Simon speaks to broader critiques of neoliberalization, in response, he notes that

in this context of moving away from public assistance, community development

programs tend to be oriented to groups of income levels above the bracket to which

traditional welfare programs are directed (219).

Simon seeks to legitimize these programs by referencing studies that have

theoretically demonstrated that people in the lowest income brackets benefit more from a
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modest amount of subsidy distributed among the low- and moderate-income earners more

than from a large amount of subsidy focused only on the lowest income brackets. He

suggests that these programs have positive distributive consequences, in that it takes

relatively less subsidy to "move" people in moderate-income groups to the point at which

they become civically engaged in their neighborhood to the betterment of all of their

neighbors (299). Simon demonstrates that contemporary community economic

development organizations emerged in the shift away from public assistance from the

state. He continues to assert that the way in which projects are formulated in this new

social entrepreneurial context actually benefits the poor more than traditional welfare

services.

In opposition to Simon's position Saegert and his colleagues mobilize critiques of

the kind of work that focuses mostly on moderate-income groups and assert that in

contradiction to the theory behind the policy, the state has used neoliberalism to

redistribute wealth upward, not to alleviate the burdens of poverty (2009:300). Kathe

Newman extends this criticism of neoliberal economic policies in urban settings. In

describing Newark, New Jersey's housing policy, she states that neoliberal urban policy

has created a decentralized and partially dismantled welfare state [cite?]. Newman

concludes that these changes leave local government with few redistributive resources.

She asserts that in this context development work that deconcentrates poverty and seeks

to attract middle-class residents is legitimized (2004:44). She identifies that the goals of

homeownership programs that facilitate the development of affordable housing in

devastated neighborhoods are to "promote neighborhood stability, increase civic

participation, build social capital and increase individual wealth" (2004:47). She also
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claims that for these programs, attracting middle- income households and decentralizing

poverty are key to the revitalization processes, in order to achieve the goal of connecting

poor residents to opportunity structures and networks. Unlike Simon, Newman is

skeptical that the newly legitimate housing and homeownership development projects

alleviate the burden of poverty for the very poor.

Community development projects concerning housing homeownership are

relatively new and have arisen out of a neoliberalizing shift that has privatized the public

services as the scope of public welfare has shrunk. Critics of this shift claim that the

resulting benefits to the middle class does not appropriately address the concerns of the

very poor, and they assert that neoliberal housing policies simply relocate the very poor

while not alleviating the burdens of poverty. Supporters of community development

organizations claim that the emergence of social entrepreneurial organizations allows for

the creation and use of new forms of development that are more effective. This debate is

ongoing and unresolved. In the context of my research on the Chester Housing Coalition

this conflict will be highly relevant.

Broken Windows

One prominent theory supporting physical rehabilitation in devastated urban areas

is the Broken Windows theory. The Broken Windows theory was first popularized in an

article in the Atlantic Monthly by Wilson and Kelling, who begin by arguing that the

appearance of one broken window is normally followed by many more. They reason that

a broken window left unrepaired is a signal to potential vandals that no one in the

neighborhood cares. The authors paint a picture of a neighborhood that slips into decline:
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A stable neighborhood of families who care for their homes, mind each
other's children, and confidently frown on unwanted intruders can change,
in a few years or even a few months, to an inhospitable and frightening
jungle. A piece of property is abandoned, weeds grow up, a window is
smashed. Adults stop scolding rowdy children; the children, emboldened,
become more rowdy. Families move out, unattached adults move in.
Teenagers gather in front of the corner store. The merchant asks them to
move; they refuse. Fights occur. Litter accumulates. People start drinking
in front of the grocery; in time, an inebriate slumps to the sidewalk and is
allowed to sleep it off. Pedestrians are approached by panhandlers
(Schilling 2002: 5).

The authors conclude that at this point residents will assume that these signs of disrepair

signal a rise in crime and disorder and will therefore modify their behavior to avoid

public life. It is this avoidance of public places that creates the appearance that "no one

cares." Wilson and Kelling claim criminals are unafraid to commit crimes in an area in

which they perceive there will be no collective retribution.

Wilson and Kelling use their theory to advocate for order maintenance by police

and a new form of policing based on cultivating a sense of community efficacy. Broken

Windows theory has also been adopted into community revitalization efforts that aim to

create the visual sense of a neighborhood with residents who maintain their homes to

increase the sense of community efficacy. Wilson and Kelling allude to this kind of work

in neighborhood projects that boarded up derelict abandoned houses and cleared vacant

lots of trash. The simplicity of this argument is compelling and has attracted many

proponents in community revitalization. A document from the International City/County

Management Association advising local governments on how to encourage the

revitalization of vacant properties directly cites Kelling and Wilson's Broken Windows

theory and serves as an example of the adoption of this theory into housing based

community redevelopment work (Schilling 2002).
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The logic behind the theory, however, has been critiqued by many. Criminologists

assert simply that the theory conflates causation and correlation (2000:7). Ralph Taylor in

Breaking Away from Broken Windows takes the criticism further. Taylor acknowledges

many of the underlying aspects of social organization not incorporated in Wilson and

Kelling's conceptualization of community efficacy. He introduces two different types of

community dysfunction and asserts that community disorder is related to, but distinct

from, the concept of social disorganization (2000:7). Social disorganization refers to a

community's inability to govern the behavior of its residents or to work toward common

goals for the betterment of the neighborhood. Taylor distills this into the fact that

disorganized communities lack social capital. He continues that the reverse of social

disorganization is collective efficacy, which is characterized by three components:

"shared and widespread participation in local and social organizations; widespread and

positive informal local ties among acquaintances, neighbors, and perhaps friends; a

willingness to intervene in troublesome situations" (2001:435). Taylor's description of

community efficacy is much more detailed and describes communities as much more

complex than Wilson and Kelling's conceptualization of community organization.

In similar research about the creation of fear and perceptions of crime in Los

Angeles, Matei et al. find that, "areas most feared are not necessarily those with the

highest level of crime. Crime is only one of the possible factors generative offear. Social

disorder, manifested as population instability, incivility, or dereliction, can be factors as

potent as crime in generating fear" (2001:435), The commonality in this line of critique is

that the actual signs of disorder relate less to perceptions of disorder. This questions the

helpfulness of the application of the Broken Windows theory in community development

41



work. If fear and perceptions of disorder are not directly linked to signs of disorder, then

what motivation is there for undertaking renovation projects in an attempt to prevent

crime and cultivate order? The research question I asked to investigate the Broken

Windows theory is: Have the changes in physical composition of the neighborhood

affected residents' perception of disorder?

Silver Bullets

One of the most prominent theories of change in community development work is

the conceptualization of community development work as generating social capital. In

Urban Problems and Community Development, David Ferguson and William Dickens

define community development as a project of asset building that improves the quality of

life for residents of low- and moderate-income communities (Anon 1999:4). Ferguson

and Dickens clarify that community development seeks to build this capacity within

communities by undertaking projects that increase five types of capital: physical,

intellectual and human, social, financial, and political (Saegert et al. 2009:300). This

definition encapsulates the goals and tactics of many different kinds of community

development, including the economic development programs described by Simon, and

reflects back the common theory of change behind much of community development

work. This expansion of development to include capacity building represents the trend in

community development that focuses on social capital.

This theory of change is also present in national public policy. During the Clinton

administration, HUD employed policies that would increase homeownership

opportunities. This was motivated by the assumption that homeownership is an economic

42



position that "provides financial security, promotes responsibility and control over one's

environment, stabilizes neighborhoods and strengthens communities, creates jobs

opportunities, promotes economic growth, and decreases longstanding wealth disparities

between people of color and their white counterparts" (Hoff and Sen 20(4).

The idea of social capital is especially relevant to this emphasis on housing and

homeownership. A prominent theory in community development is that homeownership

is essential to community revitalization. A 1998 New York Times article stated "if there

is a silver bullet in urban redevelopment, it is homeownership" (2003:404). There is a

consensus in the social sciences around the fact that homeowners enjoy a variety of

social, economic, and psychological benefits. In "The Social and Private Micro-level

Consequences of Homeownership," Dietz and Haurin survey the existing literature on the

benefits of homeownership. The authors catalogue many of these benefits and note the

generally accepted fact that homeowners are more engaged in their communities than

renter counterparts (2003:429). Dietz and Haurin also include a catalogue of ways in

which social capital is produced, including religious membership, informal networks, and

local volunteer organizations: homeowners belong to more church and community

organizations, homeowners are more likely to be involved in church, school, or political

organizations, homeowners are friendlier and more socially communicative with

neighbors (2003:430). The authors conclude that altogether the existing literature

suggests that homeownership has a modest impact on an individual's social and political

behavior (2001:782). Many of these benefits for homeowners are associated with the

accumulation of social capital. For these reasons homeownership has been championed as

a silver bullet: a tool for stabilizing and improving neighborhoods.
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In a provocatively titled article, "The Myth of Social Capital in Community

Development," James DeFilippis puts forth an important critique of applying the concept

of social capital in community development. DeFilippis argues that the way in which

social capital has been adopted into community development work has obscured the

useful theoretical meaning of the concept. He asserts that this version of social capital has

made several major shifts away from the way in which Glenn Lourry and Pierre Bourdieu

conceptualized social capital. DeFilippis's central argument is that for practitioners and

analysts of community development to use the concept of social capital successfully in

analysis and practice, social capital must be conceived of in the way that Lourry and

Bourdieu originally theorized. He reasserts that community development practitioners

must embrace a concept of social capital that acknowledges its ties to both the production

of economic capital in society and existing dynamic of power (2010:471).

To apply this critique to social analysis would look similar to what Kim Manturuk

et al. accomplish in "Friends and Neighbors." The authors embrace DeFilippis' critique

and seek to analyze whether homeownership gives low- and moderate-income persons

access to social capital, using Bourdieu's approach (2010:474). They define social capital

as located at the individual level, generated in connections within social networks, and

more importantly, the resources exchanged by means of those connections. They reframe

social capital as an "individual's collection of social network connections that are

potential locations for exchange relationships" (2010:472). The authors use a related

concept of "opportunity structure" to describe the framework in which the relationships

that facilitate social capital are created and maintained. In their research the authors

collect data on the specific resources individuals have access to through their social
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connections, not just the size of their network (2010:473). Their findings suggest that the

number of homeowners in a neighborhood does significantly predict neighborhood social

capital and homeownership is more predictive of social capital in a neighborhood than

most socio-demographic characteristics (Weber 2007:24).

In my research my primary line of inquiry into the effects of homeownership will

not be into the validity of the claims of benefits of homeownership for individuals. I will

build upon these generally accepted facts that homeowners acquire some type of social

capital and numerous other benefits. My focus will be the effects of new homeowners

and the social capital and opportunity structures they bring with them into a

neighborhood.

Eyes on the Street

Jane Jacobs in The Life and Death of Great American Cities begins with a

description of the experience of living in a city. She states that what defines the

experience of the city is the lack of ubiquitous personal reciprocation based on

acquaintance. She states, "To anyone person, strangers are far more common in big cities

than acquaintances. More common not just in places of public assembly, but more

common at a man's doorstep" (1961:30). Noting this, she contends that the foundation for

a successful and safe city district is that people must feel personally safe walking on the

street among strangers (31). Jacobs concedes that complicated social dynamics lie behind

delinquency and crime, however she contends that cities can be designed to encourage

the feeling of personal safety by fostering trust among residents and passersby. She puts

forth three qualities needed for safe streets: "clear demarcation between what is public
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space and what is private space... eyes upon the street, eyes belonging to those we might

call the natural proprietors of the street .... sidewalks should be in continuous use" (35). In

creating the image of eyes on the street, Jacobs highlights the communal nature of trust

and safety. Jacobs' suggestions for design differ from the Broken Windows theory by

noting that physical structures themselves are not the thing that will change social

behavior, but that buildings and streets designed to encourage specific behavior do have

an opportunity to influence social behavior.

Despite these suggestions, Jacobs offers an important reminder to all community

development practitioners. She states:

there is no direct, simple relationship between good housing and good
behavior ... Good shelter is a useful good in itself, as shelter. When we try
to justify good shelter instead on the pretentious grounds that it will work
social or family miracles we fool ourselves... The doctrine of salvation by
bricks (113).

This comment clearly differentiates Jacobs from Broken Windows proponents. Jacobs

warns those involved in community development and housing work that the delivery of

new physical structures is not sufficient to address the social dynamics that create

unlivable communities. She pushes practitioners to move beyond the doctrine of salvation

by bricks and to examine the social dynamics that create safe neighborhoods. Jacobs'

image of eyes of the street has come to represent community development work that

moves beyond bricks and mortar and engages residents to take active role in keeping their

neighborhoods safe.

Sampson and his colleagues also oppose the Broken Windows theory and

proponents. Similarly to Jacobs, these authors dismiss the simple premise that the

presence of broken windows and physical disorder produces crime. In "Neighbourhood
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and Community," Sampson responds directly to the Broken Windows theory and states

that recent research indicates that the relationship between public disorder and crime

purported in the Broken Windows theory is "largely spurious" (2004: 110). In another

article, "Seeing Disorder," Sampson and Raudenbush propose that perceptions of

disorder are socially constructed and are therefore influenced by much more than actual

levels or symbols of disorder (2004:337). Sampson concludes that perceptions of disorder

matter for reasons that extend far beyond the mere presence of broken windows,

undermining the causal links implied by the Broken Windows theory. Furthermore, the

authors found that race and class differences may be more important than the actual

levels of disorder in shaping how different groups perceive the social disorder of a

neighborhood (332).

Wesley Skogan enters the debate on public disorder from a different angle. He

begins from the position that communities that are unstable are poor (Skogan 1992: 174).

Skogan unequivocally charges that disorder is "rooted in capitalism, racism, and the

emerging role of the United States in the international division of labor" (2004:323).

Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls take up Skogan's assertion that disorder is strongly

linked to poverty and ask: "What is it, for example, about the concentration of poverty

that accounts for its association with rates of violence?" (1997:918). The authors

subscribe to the position that aggregated demographic characteristics of individuals are

less important in predicting crime than variations in social organization.

Sampson and his colleagues focus on the idea of collective efficacy. They define

it as "the capacity of a group to regulate its members according to desired principles -- to
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realize collective, as opposed to forced, goals" (1997:918). The authors assert that this

collective control is enacted through informal mechanisms, including:

[f]he monitoring of spontaneous play groups among children, a
willingness to intervene to prevent acts such as truancy and street-corner
'hanging' by teenage peer groups, and the confrontation of persons who are
exploiting or disturbing public space (918).

Sampson et al. echo Jacobs' point about the role of trust in neighborhood cohesion. They

contend that the willingness of residents to exercise collective efficacy depends on the

level of trust among neighbors (919). Sampson et al. conclude that strong collective

efficacy corresponds to low rates of crime. These authors, however, do not fall into

Wilson and Kelling's mistake of simply operationalizing an observed correlation to

prescribe tools for community stabilization. They do not prescribe collective efficacy as a

fix for all neighborhoods with crime. Instead, they look to the aspects of neighborhood

organization that have the potential to prevent crime.

Sampson argues that crime data from police departments should be made

available not just to police and researchers, but also to community members. In the same

way that police departments plot crime data to predict future crimes, the rapid mapping of

crime hot spots could be made available to community groups and individuals

(2004: 109). He contends that if residents knew where and when incidents were likely to

occur, areas with collective efficacy might be able to prevent such crimes. Sampson

concludes, however, that strategies are needed to combat larger socio-economic issues,

including aggressive policies to reduce concentrated poverty, resource inequality, and

racial segregation (112).

Both Jacobs and Sampson and his colleagues reject the notion that the bricks and

mortar of physical renovation will create the needed social change to prevent crime and
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disorder that is central to the Broken Windows theory. Similarly, both groups move

beyond the focus of the Silver Bullet theory, in which certain individuals can prevent

neighborhood decline. Instead they focus on the importance of collective action. These

authors also move beyond the idea of operationalizing an observed correlation into a

model of neighborhood change. Their ideas about community development and

stabilization can be symbolized by Jacobs' image of eyes of the street, representing the

collective efficacy and trust needed to enforce positive social norms and prevent social

disorder.

Implicationsjor CHC

This discussion of the existing literature sets the stage for the questions I will

explore through my research. The Chester Housing Coalition (CHC) undertakes projects

to increase both quality of the housing stock in Chester and number of opportunities for

homeownership. Their work lies at the nexus between these three themes in the literature.

In regard to the first aspect of CHe's work, rehabilitating property, very little is written

about the secondary effects of housing revitalization, especially on such a small scale

within the community. Other research has focused on the impact of large scale

gentrification on residents in the neighborhood. The second aspect of CHe's work, the

encouragement of homeownership, has been thoroughly documented in relation to the

benefits for new homeowners. The literature on the impact of new homeowners' social

capital in their neighborhood is conflicted. My study is intended to contribute to these

conversations, because very little research has focused on the impact of using both tools

for change in the same neighborhood or on such a small scale. Furthermore, this project
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will attempt to address these models for community change based on their reception by

residents, not just participants in the programs.

Several debates about community development are relevant to my research. First,

the historical debate over the shift of public services into private nonprofit organizations

and the critique of using a small amount of resources to decentralize poverty. This

research attempts to highlight the effects for low- income residents living in the area and

assess whether they benefited from attention to moderate-income residents. Second, the

conversation about the conceptualization and role of social capital in community

development work I will investigate the degree to which the social capital of new

homeowners alters the opportunity structure of the neighborhood. In my research I will

focus on all three models for change and explore the specific aims of community

development in terms of social capital, the prevention of disorder, and the encouragement

of collective efficacy.
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Chapter Four - Windows or Bullets?

The following chapter uses the interview responses to evaluate the Broken

Windows and Silver Bullets models for community development in the context of the

PPT project. To begin, I compared the responses about neighborhood satisfaction from

the target and control groups. This set of responses brings to light differences between the

experience of living in the two areas. Respondents from both areas described the target

area as dangerous and disorderly. In addition, respondents from the target area expressed

less positive feelings about their neighborhood than respondents from the control area.

This is a noteworthy result and seems to question the efficacy ofCHC's strategies.

The interview responses pose a challenge to the logic ofthe Broken Windows

theory. The responses do not support the assumptions about the nature of community

organization and personal responses to physical disorder. While this sample is small,

these answers' divergence from the Broken Windows theory calls into question the

proposed causal link between the reduction of physical disorder and the increase in

collective efficacy.

The interview responses are not as useful for investigating the Silver Bullets model

because they do not successfully highlight the relationship between social capital and

homeowners in the PPT. On average, the responses did not depict a difference in access

to social capital through opportunity structures or in individual social capital between the

target and control areas. This result makes it difficult to isolate the variable of newly

introduced homeowners to an area. These responses, however, might be more revealing

about the nature of social capital in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods or society
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in general. These findings have practical and theoretical implications for the Broken

Windows and Silver Bullet model that I will discuss.

Positive Feelings and Neighborhood Satisfaction

The positive feelings that residents expressed towards their neighborhood serves as

a baseline indicator of the effects of CRC's tactics in the PPT. The quantitative results of

the neighborhood satisfaction section suggest a difference between the target and control

areas. In this section the respondents were asked to state their agreement or disagreement

to a set of positive statements about their neighborhood (1-5, strongly disagree, disagree,

neither agree nor disagree, agree, strongly agree). In this rubric, a respondent's agreement

with positive statements correlates to neighborhood satisfaction. The average response

from the target group was 2.68 corresponding to somewhere between disagree and

neither agree or disagree, and individual's average responses ranged from 1.75 to 4. The

control group on average answered that they agreed with the statements, corresponding to

4.05, and ranged from 3 to 4.88. In response to the statement "My family and I feel safe

in the area," on average the control group agreed, 4.3, while the mean response from the

target group was to disagree, 2.7. In response to the statement "If there is a problem in

my neighborhood I think that my neighbors will fix it," on average the control group

agreed, 4, while on average the target group disagreed, 2. I collected the same pattern of

responses for the statement "I would recommend this area to anyone as a good place to

live." The average response from the control group was to agree, 4, and the target group

disagree, 2.1. The average responses to each statement are displayed below.
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Table 1. Respondents Neighborhood Satisfaction by Area

Neighborhood Satisfaction
Strongly

Agree 5,.------------------------------------,

Agree 4 +-----

Neither
Agree or 3

Disagree

Disagree 2

Strongly 1

Disagree

o
House Affordable I like the Feel safe Neighbors Public People Recommend Area

condition is housing way the are services are will fix a as a good Average
satisfactory houses look friendly satisfactory problem place to live

While these results cannot be statistically significant because the sample size is limited,

the gap in these answers between the two groups suggests that there is a split in the

perception of the two neighborhoods. The map Neighborhood Satisfaction by Resident

Target
Average
Control
Average

Location shows individual average neighborhood satisfaction on a five-point scale from

very dissatisfied to very satisfied. This map highlights the geographic split in perceptions

of disorder.

The next question was designed to get people talking about their positive feelings

for their neighborhood. I asked: "What are some things that make living in this

neighborhood good?" These qualitative answers, when combined with responses to the

previous quantitative questions, strengthen the impression of two very different areas.

From the target area, one respondent replied that she notices the community's efforts to

better itself, and stated, "what people set out to do in small steps gets done," however, she
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2010). Many respondents answered the question by talking about how things have

changed over time, often saying it used to be a better neighborhood. One respondent said

"before, all ofthe kids would play together outside, now people are scared to have their

kids outside" (Interview 1, Nov 2010). Respondents had different opinions of the time

periods in which the changes occurred. Some said within the past couple of years things

had gone downhill, while others compared circumstances now to when they lived in the

area as kids or young adults 10 or more years ago.

One older respondent replied to this question by describing the changes he saw over

time, "I've seen it go from as good as it could ever get, to as worse as it could ever

be.. .it's from life to death. I see it dying everyday." Despite this apocalyptic portrayal,

this respondent also said, "Even though during these days and times, a lot of tyranny, a

lot of killing, a lot of murdering going on, there is still a wholesome factor, in between it

all you can find camaraderie 'round here" (Interview 3, Nov 2010). Like this man, some

respondents from the target area did express a degree of appreciate for the area. However,

these allowances were dwarfed by the degree to which most respondents said that they

did not enj oy living in the area.

Another common response to this question from target area residents was that they

wouldn't live in the area if they didn't have to. One respondent replied to the question by

saying: "Nothing. A house, a place to put my head down and go to sleep. That's about

all." Lamenting the current state of affairs he stated "Chester is destroying itself, too

much crime, it's too much... drug activity, petty petty murders" (Interview 2, Nov 2010)

A second respondent echoed this sentiment and in response said "Nothing. I'm trying to

get out" (Interview 4, Nov 2010). One respondent said, "I just stay here because my
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family is here and my job is here. But I'm ready to leave on the first plane out"

(Interview 1, Nov 2010). She followed this statement with resigned laughter.

Responses from the control area to this question tended to differ. Five respondents

noted the area's quietness and safety as its best attributes. One replied the neighborhood

is "quiet, drug free. The kids play outside, this is a family-based neighborhood. Here the

older neighbors watch out for everybody" (Interview 9, Dec 2010). An elderly respondent

stated that "everyone has been friendly. I don't mingle, but I think that if I needed

something that I could knock on anyone's door and they would help me, and I would do

the same" (Interview 8, Nov 2010). The most negative response in the control area was

"Only thing for me, as a life-long resident of the community.. .it's a good spot because

real estate is relatively inexpensive and I can be in Manhattan or the capital in an hour

and 20 minutes" (Interview 7, Nov 2010). Most respondents in the control area said they

enjoyed and even loved the neighborhood. In addition, many noted the quietness ofthe

control area and mentioned the kindness oftheir neighbors.

While conducting the interviews, I found one aspect ofthe responses to be most

striking, and it informed the other information presented in the interviews. The most

consistent aspect was the perception of crime in the target area. Many respondents from

both areas characterized the area between 21st Street and 24th Street as dangerous.

Respondents named three street corners that are places of gun violence and drug selling.

There was a high degree of agreement about the geographic area that was perceived to be

dangerous and corners that were places of "drama." Most respondents said they avoided

walking through those streets if they could, wouldn't let their children go into that area,

or wouldn't walk around that area at night. Some respondents who felt safe there said it
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was because they were known or they knew the setting well, but wouldn't recommend

that other people walk around especially at dark because of the threat of indiscriminate

violence. In addition, respondents viewed the dangerous area between 21st and 24th

street as separate from the control area. The boundary of the area when compared to the

control area was 20th street or the cemetery. A few respondents mentioned the cemetery

as a dividing line. Even though some residents of the control area acknowledged areas of

drug trafficking in their own area, it was presented separately from the activities on 21st

to 24th Street. The map ResidentM ental Maps ofDisorder displays a composite of the

maps respondents drew when I asked them to show me where they knew crime to be a

problem. This map highlights the agreement between most respondents about which areas

in the PPT were dangerous. This consistent representation ofthe 21st to 24th street area

suggests a social reality that is central to interpreting the rest of the interview responses

and the context ofthe PPT project.

The responses about neighborhood satisfaction serve as the first step in the

exploration ofCRC's work in the PPT. The result that respondents from the target area

felt less positively about their neighborhood than respondents from the control area,

combined with the fact that respondents from both areas perceived the target area to be

dangerous, question the efficacy of CRC's tactics. It must be acknowledged, however,

that the criminal and dangerous activity was what drew CRC to the target area in the first

place. CRC strategically purchased homes to renovate in an area that had problems to

address. This analysis ofCRC's strategies, then, should not focus solely on the

differences between the two areas, but on the residents' perceptions and responses about

aspects of the physical quality and community organization that affect the experience of
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Resident Mental Maps of Disorder

This map represents a composite of the areas respondents identified as dangerous or disorderly
by drawing on a map during the interview. The individual respondent maps were digitized and
overlayed; the darker red colors indicate areas that more than one respondent drew on their map.
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living in each area.

It is important to note that I did not mention CRC or the First Time Romebuyers

program by name during the interview. The last question in the interview was meant to be

the most explicit, while not biasing responses. I asked, "I know that in this area there

have been new houses renovated and then sold to new homeowners. Rave you noticed

this? Rave you noticed any changes because of it?" Three respondents, one from the

control area and two from the target area, spoke of CRC in their answers. More

significant, however, is the fact that few people referred the new CRC houses that I

intended. This response indicates that few people living near the new homes and

homeowners have noticed changes due to their presence. Or possibly it suggests that this

type of development does not appear different from other forms of movement or

renovation in the area and residents don't associate it with CRe.

These results suggest that the positive effects of CRC's work in the PIT, while felt

by new homeowners, may not be registered by the residents living near new homes and

homeowners. This observation raises a new question to make sense of these exploratory

findings. If CRe' s work has not produce change in the neighborhood, does it suggest

that their models for revitalization - Broken Windows and Silver Bullets - are ineffective

tools for community revitalization? Before moving forward to analyze this question, it is

important to address other potential cleavages in opinion within the sample. The

interview responses to the neighborhood satisfaction survey can be analyzed by race,

income, residential status, gender, and age. The charts below represent this analysis.
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Table 2. Respondent Neighborhood Satisfaction by Race

Race

Strongly 5 -,------------------------------,

Agree

41-------------------------------1
Agree

Neither 3 1--

Agree or
Disagree

21---
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

0+---

3.4
3.2

3.4

Africa n-Ame rica n White More than one

There was no real difference in neighborhood satisfaction between respondents from

racial groups. African-American and white residents, as well as people who identified

with more than one race, on average responded that they neither agreed or disagreed with

the statements, corresponding to 3.42, 3.2, and 3.4 respectively.

Table 3. Respondent Neighborhood Satisfaction by Income

Income

Strongly 5,---------------------------------,
Agree

Agree 4 +----------------,,----------------j

Neither
Agree or 3

Disagree

Disagree 2

Strongly 1

Disagree

o
$9,999 or less $10,000-$19,999 $20,000-$29,999 $30,000-$49,000 $50,000 or more
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Differences in yearly income do not appear to affect neighborhood satisfaction. Residents who

earned $9,999 or less, $10,000-$19,999, and $20,000-$29,000 on average responded that they

agreed or neither agreed or disagreed with the statements, corresponding to 3.4,3.4, and 3.7

respectively. On average respondents who earned $30,000-$39,000 responded that they

disagreed or neither agreed nor disagreed, corresponding to 2.5. While the one respondent who

earned $50,000 or more on average neither agreed or disagreed with the statements,

corresponding to 3.

Residency Status

Strongly 5
Agree

Agree
4

3.4 3.4

Neither
Agree or 3

Disagree

Disagree 2

Strongly 1
Disagree

0

Respondent Rents Respondent Owns

Table 4. Respondent Neighborhood Satisfaction by Residency Status

There was no difference in the average responses between respondents who rented and those

who owned their homes. Both groups on average reporting that they neither agreed or disagree to

most statements; both groups corresponded to 3.4.
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Table 5. Respondent Neighborhood Satisfaction by Gender

Gender

Strongly
5Agree

Agree 4

Neither
Agree or 3

Disagree

Disagree 2

Strongly 1

Disagree

o

3.5
3.3

Female Male

Looking at gender does not demonstrate any differences. Both female and male respondents on

average responded that they agreed or neither agreed or disagreed with the statements,

corresponding to 3.5 and 3.3.

Table 6. Respondent Neighborhood Satisfaction by Age

Age

Strongly 5
Agree

Agree 4

Neither
Agree or 3
Disagree

Disagree 2

Strongly 1
Disagree

0
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 and older 62



Nor do responses differ by age. Respondents aged 18-49 and 60 and older, on average,

answered that they agreed or neither agreed or disagreed with the statements, average

responses ranging from 3.2 to 3.9. Respondents 50 to 59 years old responded slightly less

positively, on average stating they disagreed or neither agreed nor disagreed with the

statements, corresponding to 2.8. These cross sectional analyses do not suggest that

neighborhood satisfaction corresponds to other demographic cleavages. Consequently,

the difference between living in the target or control area accounts for a respondent's

level of satisfaction with their neighborhood.

Broken Windows in the East Gateway Triangle

Broken Windows theory supposes that the presence of physical disorder in a

neighborhood will decrease a sense of community efficacy and increase the amount of

crime in the area. This model, as adopted into community development planning,

prescribes that housing renovation and positive physical changes in the neighborhood

will affect peoples' perception of community dynamics and as a result act as a deterrent

to crime. Therefore we could expect to see a decrease in the perception of disorder

because of the renovated homes. 1 began this section ofthe interviews by stating: "1

know that some of these things are a problem in other neighborhoods or other cities. 1

want to know how much of a problem you think each ofthese is in your area. Either, 'A

big problem,' 'Somewhat ofa problem,' or 'Not a problem.'" Then 1 asked about
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each ofthese signs of disorder:

a) Litter on the streets
b) Graffiti
c) Vacant houses or storefronts
d) Drinking in public
e) Selling or using drugs in public
f) Groups of adults or teenagers causing trouble

To analyze the responses I coded "A big problem" as 3, "Somewhat of a problem" as 2,

and "Not a problem" as 1, and averaged the responses from each group.

The average ofthe responses from the target group to this series of questions is 2.2,

meaning on average respondents found the items on the list to be between somewhat of a

problem and a big problem. Individual respondent's averages ranged from 1 to 2.83. Four

people said that litter on the streets was a big problem, the other respondents saying that

it was somewhat of a problem. Four people said vacant homes or storefronts were

somewhat of a problem, one saying it was a big problem. Four people said that groups of

adults or teenagers causing trouble were a big problem, one respondent saying they were

somewhat of a problem, and one saying they were not a problem. Drinking and drugs in

public also registered as problems with the respondents; three respondents stated they

thought that drinking in public and selling or using drugs in public was a big problem.

Respondents in the target area often responded that these signs of disorder were a

problem in their neighborhood. This is consistent with the picture ofthe target area that

most respondents presented in the open-ended questions.

The responses from the control area present a very different picture. The average of

the responses from the control group was 1.3, meaning that on average respondents found

the signs of disorder to be between not a problem and somewhat of a problem. And the
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individual respondent's averages for all categories range from I to 1.83. The sign of

disorder that people responded as being the biggest problem was litter, one saying it is a

big problem, two somewhat of a problem, 4fournot a problem. All seven respondents

agreed that drinking in public was not a problem. Only one respondent said that vacant

properties were somewhat of a problem, the others not responding that it was a problem

at all. Only one respondent states that groups ofteenagers or adults causing trouble was a

problem, and the rest responded that it was not a problem at all. Drinking in public was

presented by all respondents as not being a problem. Selling or using drugs in public was

only presented as being a somewhat of a problem by one resident, the rest stated it was

not a problem. Neither group responded strongly that graffiti was a problem in the area.

These residents presented a much more positive perception oftheir neighborhood than

the respondents from the control area. These responses do not demonstrate a strong

collective perception of disorder in the control area.

Sampson and his colleagues' recent work cut across these two theories of

community development and strategies for combating social disorder. Sampson and

Raudenbush propose that perceptions of disorder are socially constructed and are

therefore influenced by much more than actual levels or symbols of disorder (2004:323).

In Neighborhoods and Violent Crime: A Multilevel Stndy ofCollective Efficacy,

Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls push the study of community dynamics even further.

They begin their inquiry into community change from the standpoint that the

demographic characteristics of a neighborhood are not directly predictive of the amount

of crime in a neighborhood (Robert J. Sampson, Stephen W. Raudenbush, and Earls

1997). Sampson and his colleagues put forth the concept of collective efficacy as
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preventative of crime and capable of reversing social disorder.

I included a section in the interview to gauge respondents' perception of incivilities

in their neighborhood. Respondents answered whether they found six different public

incivilities to be a big problem, somewhat of a problem, or not a problem at all in their

neighborhood. The average of the responses from the target group was 2.2, meaning on

average respondents found the things on the list to be between somewhat of a problem

and a big problem. And the individual respondent's averages range from 1 to 2.83. The

responses from the control area present a very different picture. The average of the

responses from the control group was 1.3, meaning that on average respondents found the

signs of disorder to be between not a problem and somewhat of a problem. And the

individual respondent's averages for all categories range from 1 to 1.83. These responses

indicate that residents in the target area perceive more disorder in their neighborhood

than residents of the control area. The map Perception ofDisorder by Resident Location

shows individual respondents' average perception of all the listed signs of disorder. The

map highlights the geographic aspect of perceptions of disorder by making it clear that

residents from the target area think that disorder is more of a problem than residents from

the control area.

The relationship between physical renovations, the presence of disorder, and

resident perceptions of disorder in the PIT helps to evaluate the Broken Windows theory

in the context of eRe's work. The Broken Windows theory predicts that renovated and

maintained properties will increase collective norm enforcement and deter crime. In the

interviews I included one questions about perceptions of the physical condition of

housing, asking respondents to agree or disagree on a five point scale with the statement:
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said: "I strongly disagree. Back in the late 70s and early 80s you wouldn't be able to find

answered that they neither agreed or disagreed, averaging 2.83, individual responses

ranged from 1 to 5. One respondent from the target area expanded on this answer and a

trash can sitting on the curb or flipped over or trash on the street. It's a whole different

perspective. Nobody cares anymore" (Interview 3, November 2010). His sentiment was

echoed by most respondents from the target area. Respondents from the control area on

average agreed with the statements, their responses corresponding to 4.14 and individual

responses ranging from 3 to 5. Within the Broken Windows framework this difference in

responses would indicate a significant difference in the perception of the physical

appearance of buildings between the target and control area. The map Resident

Perceptions ofPhysical Condition, however, demonstrates that there might be another

reason for this disparity.

The map Resident Perceptions ofPhysical Condition contrasts the external physical

condition of the houses in the PIT with respondents' answers to this question. This map

shows that on average respondents from the control area had a more positive opinion of

the physical condition of the houses around their home than respondents from the target

area. The physical condition of houses rated on the four point scale - Acceptable, Needs

Work, Deteriorated, Blighted - however, shows little difference in the physical

conditions between the target and control areas. This disparity suggests that respondents'

perceptions of the physical quality of the houses around them does not correlate directly

with externally evaluated physical conditions. Perhaps other salient differences between

the two areas influence residents' perceptions of the physical quality of their surrounding

neighborhood.
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This preliminary finding in the PIT resonates with Sampson and Raudenbush's

(2004) finding that perceptions of disorder are influenced by much more than physical

signs of disorder. Both results challenge the logic of the Broken Windows theory's

underlying assumption that positive changes in physical disorder will create positive

social change.

Wilson and Kelling's original Broken Windows model is based on a strong

connection between place and social organization. This model rests on the assumption

that changes in social organization can be enacted by improving the quality and character

of the place. In the context of eHe' s work, the hope is that physical renovation will

inspire social behavior that creates a positive living environment and stabilizes

neighborhood decline.

Jacobs addresses this impulse to rely on physical renovation in her response to

utopian social engineers and urban planners of the 1950s. She critiques the notion that

introducing certain physical structures will change the social fabric of a community.

Jacobs (Jacobs 1961: 113). states:

It is fashionable to suppose that certain touchstones of the good life will
create good neighborhoods -- schools, parks, clean housing and the like.
How easy life would be if this were so! How charming to
control complicated and ornery society by bestowing upon it rather simple
physical goodies. In real life, cause and effect are not so simple.

Jacobs' statement highlights a major flaw in the Broken Windows theory and other place-

based models of community development. She gracefully notes that the factors that

contribute to social change are much more complex than some practitioners allow.

Jacobs' exclamation also reminds community development practitioners about the

complicated nature of social service projects. She chastises practitioners who expect to
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see positive changes within a neighborhood simply as a result of the introduction of new

amenities. Her tongue in cheek remark implies that positive change is not so easy to come

by.

Edgar Cahn more recently presents a similar warning. In a speech on social

entrepreneurship, Cahn compares pizza delivery to the delivery of social services. He

states: "you can deliver packages, but you cannot deliver community" (2011). He asserts

that consumers of social services must be "incorporated as co-producers." Cahn sees

changes presented to a community without intentional engagement with the residents of

the community as doomed to failure. This constitutes a second critique of the Broken

Windows model. Broken Windows theory as applied to community revitalization places

the impetus for change solely on the introduction of new physical structures.

The central analytical failure of this framework does not tease out the causal

dynamics that create the correlation. The theory starts with an observation that

communities with fewer external symbols of disorder tend to have less social

disorganization. This observation of a correlation is turned into a model for change and it

is presumed that by changing physical surroundings, an area's community organization

will also change. It does not incorporate the possibility of entropy, that the process may

not work in an upward direction as it does in the downward. There is evidence that

preserving the physical quality of a neighborhood can prevent social decline (Schilling

2002), but the power of physical renovation to reverse social decline is not proven. This

rests on what is highlighted by Sampson and others, the complexities within perception of

physical and social disorder and their relationship to other salient community dynamics.
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Opportunity Structures and Social Capital- Silver Bullets for CHC

In the Silver Bullet model, opportunity structures and social capital are

operationalized as measures of change and improvement in a neighborhood. According to

the theoretical model, increasing the number of homeowners in a neighborhood is the

silver bullet for community revitalization that results in an increase in social capital.

Finding evidence of such an increase would suggest that new homeowners contributed a

rise in the available social capital. Through the lens ofthis model, that would translate

into positive change for the neighborhood.

To address the claim that increasing homeownership is a tool for community

revitalization proponents I asked a series of questions to measure social capital. This set

of questions comes from Manturuk et al.'s study (2010). I restricted the question to

measure social capital present within the two areas by telling respondents to think about

people living in their neighborhood, asking: Do you know someone who...

1. Could help you move to a new home?
2. Would bring you food or medicine if you were sick?
3. Has contacts in the media?
4. Is politically active?
5. Gives good advice for handling stress?
6. Is good with computers?
7. Could help you find a job?
8. Would lend you $500 if you needed it?

Responses to these questions do not point to a difference between the two areas in the

respondents' access to people with different kinds of social capital. Respondents in the

target area answered yes to 4.7 questions on average, and in the control area respondents

answered yes to 5.6 questions on average. The table below shows the percentage of

respondents from each group who answered yes to each question.
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Table 7. Respondent Opportunity Structures by Area

Do you know someone who could help you...

100% ,..-------------------------------,

20%

0%

• Target
• Control 40%

80%

60%

Percent
of "Yes"
response

Move into a Food or Media Politically Good advice Good with Help find a Lend $500
new home medicine contacts active for stress computers job

The table demonstrates that more respondents from the control group answered yes to all

of the questions. The difference in the responses, however, is not very large and because

of the small sample size cannot be said to be indicative of the larger population.

A follow-up question was designed to judge one aspect of social capital:

membership in civil society groups. Almost no one from both groups responded that they

or a family member belonged to any groups or organizations. Two people mentioned

church membership and one his membership in the Masons. This suggests that few

people in this area are members of civil society groups. Using a certain definition of

social capital this would suggest that few people in either area have much social capital.

The interview responses do not enlighten the inquiry into the changes introduced by

new homeowners in the PPT. The Silver Bullet framework predicts that new homeowners

in the area will behave differently from renters and that will have consequences for the

social organization of the nearby geographic area. The theory underlying these presumed

changes rests on the introduction of social capital into the neighborhood through

connections built between the new homeowners in opportunity structures. In the PPT, in
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2009,47% of the residential properties were renter occupied and 53% were owner

occupied, and this percentage does not differ significantly between the control and target

areas. The map Renter and Owner Occupied Residential Properties illustrates this. In the

first three years of the PIT grant, CHC helped eight new homeowners settle in the area.

Given these responses, it is hard to begin to isolate the impact of homeowners in

either area. This inquiry does not produce much evidence about the nature of opportunity

structures and their relationship to homeownership. It is worth noting that both groups

responded positively to 50% or better for all the questions about these social capital

resources. I asked a more explicit question about social capital: "Do you belong to any

groups or organization?" Most respondents asked me what I meant by this question. One

respondent from the control area asked me to clarify the question and then responded: "I

mean there's nothing really out here" (Interview 6, November 2010). Her response is

clarifying because it suggests that there are few organizations in Chester to join. Perhaps

the responses about social capital and opportunity structure will not be that representative

of the differences between the target and control area, but tell more about the status of

Chester.

From the demographic data in PIT and the sample of resident responses I collected

it is hard to draw many conclusions about the impact of homeowners in the PIT. This

suggests that other kinds of data could be collected to answer this question. To highlight

residents' perception of homeowners or new homeowners I could have asked explicit

questions about the differences between homeowners and renters.
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o Area Boundaries

Target Area
46% Renter Occupied
54% Owner Occupied

Control Area
47% Renier Occupied
53% Owner Occupied

Data compifled from Delwam County Public Access _Ie by !he Chester Housing Coalition

in 2009.



Where is the Tipping Point?

The responses to questions about neighborhood satisfaction, perceptions of

disorder, and social capital suggest that residents' opinions ofthe target area do not

reflect positive changes in the neighborhood. This conclusion opens up new practical

concerns for CRC's strategies; perhaps a tipping point must be reached before positive

change will occur. The tipping point can be conceived of in terms oftime. One answer

could come from looking at the International City/County Management Association's

guide for municipal governments attempting to revitalize vacant properties. The study

introduces a framework of neighborhood revitalization in which there are four stages to

turn vacant properties into assets of smart growth: stabilization, rehabilitation resources,

property transfer or demolition, long term revitalization and prevention (Schilling

2002:20). Perhaps because the PPT project is still in the "rehabilitation" stage, it cannot

be expected to demonstrate outcomes. This tipping point could also been seen in terms of

ratio. Does CRC have to renovate a certain number of homes or does a certain fraction of

the neighborhood have to be homeowners before the neighborhood will see the expected

changes?

The tipping point can be seen as a problem of scale. Comparing the six new

properties and eight new homeowners in the PIT area to three drug distribution corners

and two corridors of associated traffic and violence highlights the disparity in the

magnitude of the impact of each within the neighborhood. The three nodes of disorder

and violence seem to pose a social threat that is greater than the imbalance between

renters and homeowners. The Broken Window assumption that fixing broken windows

will prevent crime mismatches the social problem and proposed solution. Disorder mostly
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consists of public disturbances that are not illegal. The literature suggests that such

disorder can be addressed by social forces of collective efficacy. Collective efficacy

might work to discourage children and some teens from skipping school, but will it deter

someone from selling drugs on the corner or participating in more serious forms of

criminal activity? The border between disorder and crime is something that Skogan

focuses on at length, the primary point being that there might be a link between disorder

and crime, but most instances of disorder are not illegal (1992:4-5). Crime in public

spaces, however, is a different kind of social problem and residents look to institutions of

formal social control, such as the police, to address it. Because the dangerous activities in

the target area have crossed the line from disorder to crime, local social forces that could

be stimulated by housing-based community revitalization are mismatched to deal with

cnme.

Analyzing CRC's strategies in the PIT must take into account the challenges posed

by the scale of the social disorder and limited time of the project in the area. The

underlying assumptions about the nature of social organization embedded in CRe's

tactics have been supported by other successful housing renovation and homeownership

counseling programs. These tactics, however, have not been given enough time or

enough resources to reach a tipping point in the PIT. It is challenging to tie up the

conclusions about CRC's strategy and programs with one neat, argumentative bow. This

rhetorical challenge mirrors the central challenges for evaluating programs that employ

multiple tactics in communities with varied and competing social forces. It is difficult to

isolate the impacts of narrowly defined tactics. Despite this methodological challenge, the

interview responses highlight significant aspects of the nature of community organization
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in the PPT that engender a critique ofthe assumptions about community that are

embedded in these three theoretical frameworks. I will discuss this critique in the next

chapter.
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Chapter Five -Eyes on the Streets ofPPT

While the Broken Windows and Silver Bullets frameworks are clearly manifest in

CHC's work in the PPT, the Eyes on the Street approach to community development is

less evident. Nonetheless, the idea that trust is needed to foster a sense of collective

efficacy that will encourage residents to enforce positive social norms and pursue

common goals is central to CHC's strategy and is a crucial measure of community

dynamics. The measures of collective efficacy in the interview responses compliment the

responses about the differences between the target and control area. The responses

suggest that respondents from the control area participate in communal norm

enforcement more often and have more of a sense of a collectivity than do the

respondents from the target area. This result echoes Jacobs, Sampson, and their

colleagues who assert that neighborhood crime is inversely correlated with collective

efficacy. This conclusion, however, should not be taken as an affirmation ofturning of

the notion of collective efficacy into a prescription for community change. These

responses simply indicate that the correlation of high rates of crime with social

disorganization and low levels of collective efficacy is true in the PPT.

A pair of quantitative questions in the interview was about residents' interactions

with their neighbors. I asked: "How many neighbors do you regularly speak with for 5

minutes or more?" and "How many households could you turn to in the event of an

emergency?" The responses to these questions are representative of the dynamics of trust

that Jane Jacobs theorized to be central to maintaining order of an area. The responses to

these questions do not suggest any clear difference based on geographic area. On average
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respondents from the control area would talk to six neighbors, while the target area would

speak with five. And the respondents from the control area responded they could turn to

four households in the case of an emergency on average, and the target area respondents

reported three households. These responses suggest both that this aspect of community

dynamics has not been negatively affected by the violence in the PPT.

Table 8. Resident Responses about Interactions with Neighbors

Neighborly Interactions
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4

3
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# of Neighbors regularly speak # of Households could turn to
with for 5 minutes in an emergency

• Average for
Target

.Average for
Control

One question in the interview was specifically designed to highlight respondents'

perception of community dynamics and collective efficacy. I asked people to tell me

about a time there was a problem affecting their neighborhood and how it was addressed

or resolved. Almost all of the responses from both the target and control groups referred

to some type of criminal activity. From the target area, three people mentioned events

that included mugging and assault. One respondent described recurring "drama"

involving the police that happened outside of her house. Another person mentioned a
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string of break-ins in the area. In the control area one person mentioned a time when her

house was broken into while she was away on vacation. One respondent mentioned a

corner with open-air drug sales. Another person told me of a house up the block from her

house that was raided by the police. One mentioned a verbal argument she was involved

in, in response to which her neighbors called the cops. When respondents mentioned

incidents of crime, the follow-up questions about how the issue was addressed always

included mention ofthe police, either that the police were or were not competent in their

response. From these responses it was hard to highlight perceptions of community

efficacy.

There might have been a flaw in the design of the open-ended question I asked. In

comparison, when asked, "If there is a problem in my neighborhood I know my

neighbors will do something to fix it," six residents from the control residents replied

they agreed, while all but one from the target area disagreed or strongly disagreed. This

suggests that residents from the control area have a strong perception of community

efficacy despite episodes of crime. This contrasts with the responses from the target area

that suggest that respondents do not perceive their neighborhood to have collective

efficacy to address problems.

The rest ofthe interview responses continue this difference between the two areas.

The interview responses indicate social organization in the control area that has a higher

degree of collective efficacy than the target area. Most respondents from the control area

mentioned speaking with neighbors frequently and feeling confident in turning to most

households in the event of an emergency. One respondent described her area as "a close

oriented neighborhood," and she described what public interactions in her neighborhood
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are like: "It's like, 'Hi neighbor, good morning.' If we don't put out the trash our

neighbor will put the trash. If they don't put it out we will. If they're cleaning up the

trash, everybody helps each other out around here. It's a great neighborhood" (Interview

5, November 2010). Another respondent echoed this perception and said, "Everybody

communicates with everybody" (Interview 6, November 2010). One respondent stated,

"I have older neighbors that do the family watching and they'll let you know if anybody

breathed on your property so I feel safe around here" (Interview 9, November 2010). In a

similar vein one respondent asserted, "I believe this area has been like this just because

they got the right people on the block to protect it, that's what I know" (Interview 12,

December 2010). Most respondents from the control area offered similar descriptions of

their neighborhood as friendly and oriented toward collective action and norm

enforcement.

In response to the questions about a specific event or problem in the neighborhood,

the answers were more varied, which makes it more complicated to assess the degree of

collective efficacy in the control area. The descriptions of three different events highlight

different facets of social organization in the control area. One respondent remarked that at

one point there had been drug sales on a corner, acknowledging the presence of crime and

disorder in his neighborhood. He concluded his remark by stating, "But then we done

have neighbors where we had to get rid of them" (Interview 7, November 2010), giving

an example of a very strong presence of collective efficacy capable of regulating the

area's residents. One respondent from the control area told me a story of how the social

forces in her neighborhood were so strong that some residents really did force out

neighbors they did not want (Interview 11, December 2010). She began by saying:
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"You've got to be kind of careful around here because if they don't want you they will

gang up, if they don't want you on this block, they will get you off this block that what's

the crazy part about it. If they don't like the way your house is ran, you know, people on

the street they pretty much clear this block out." I asked her to explain this and she told

me this story:

There was a lot of traffic, a lot of people in and out that house they used to
play cards on the street, you know, they had kids running round, it was
always dirty in front of their porch, it looks like basically it looks like, I
dunno, if people though I dunno if they sold drugs or whatever, but it was a
lot of stuff going on in front of that house and they had got voted off this
street and I was like wow." The respondent said she was not really sure
how the other residents had gotten the family to move out.

She concluded: "I believe this area has been like this just because they got the right

people on the block to protect it, that's what I know."

Another answer from a respondent new to the area recounted a classic example of

collective action and community cohesion. She said: "When it rained, it flooded and all

the neighbors got together to make sure everybody was OK. They called the water

company ... to get everything fixed and drained... It was like they came together in

unison ... They care about their block, they want their block cleaned and drained. And the

next day there was people coming to sweep up the leaves and drain everything, so that

was very great and positive" (Interview 9, November 2010).

One respondent described the nature of social organization in the control area, and

presented a less cohesive picture. In describing the physical appearance of his

neighborhood he said:

Chester is the only place around here that doesn't have code enforcement
officers. So if you take a place like Ridley, Parkside, Brookhaven,
Swarthmore, you don't have to call nuisance because the code enforcement
officer is going to ride by and see your property's not correct and they're
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gonna address that. In Chester we don't have that mechanism; so they're not
gonna take care of their property unless you go snitch on 'em, feel me? You
got that snitch thing. I gotta go tell on you because I can't talk to you as a
neighbor (Interview 7, November 2010).

This response demonstrates that while the control area might have a certain degree of

collective efficacy that facilitates the attainment of some collective goals, not all

perceived problems can be addressed through norm enforcement. In comparison, all of

the examples from the target area about events that affected the area were of crime or

violent crime. These responses suggest that the problems that residents in the target want

to see addressed involve crime, and will most likely involve police response. This

observation questions the applicability of collective efficacy in the target area.

Renters and Owners

I designed the interview to be open-ended and to give respondents the space to

bring up topics that I had not anticipated or that I did not want to bias their responses to. I

specifically did not ask about crime. Nor did I mention CHC or the First Time

Homebuyers program by name. The last question I asked was "I know that in this area

there have been new houses renovated and then sold to new homeowners. Have you

noticed this? Have you noticed any changes because of it?"

The most significant aspect of the responses to the last question is that few people

referred to what I was asking about. This is either an indicator that people have not

noticed CHC houses and first time homebuyers or have not differentiated this type of

development from other forms or renovation and movement. This question, however,

received some interesting responses that highlighted the kinds of change that respondents

notice and their perception ofthose changes. Several people mentioned new residents and
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specifically Section 8 renters in the area and decried their negative influence. Three

respondents spoke about CRC during the interview. One woman from the target area

knew of two houses CRC is currently rehabilitating. One man who mentioned CRC

thought of the organization as "neighborhood breakers," saying that he disapproves of

new homeowners receiving aid to move into an area they could not otherwise afford. Re

believes that the presence of First Time Romebuyers lowers his quality of life.

The discussion of CRC's strategies in the PIT takes into account the other

dimensions of the community highlighted by residents through the interviews. One

response that came up often in the interviews was the view of problems in the

neighborhood caused by Section 8 renters. In addition, the fact that residents have noticed

an increase in renters is consistent with the larger housing trends in Chester, tearing down

high- rise public housing and increasing the number of vouchers. Many of these renters

chose to take advantage of the new homes for rent in the PIT area. The fact that this new

type ofresident came up often in the interviews demonstrates that a negative perception

of Section 8 renters has been attached to newcomers to the area who do not seem to fit in.

Section 8 and perceptions of renters were seen as strong social force in neighborhood

change. Their behavior, race, or class represent a negative disturbance to other residents.

In addition to the complications presented by perceptions of Section 8 renters, the

real influx of renters and high turnover of residents poses pragmatic consequences for

CRC's work in the PIT. Jane Jacobs warns that the key to an area turning into a

perpetual slum is: "too many people move out of it too fast -- and in the meantime dream

of getting out. This is the link that has to be broken if any other efforts at overcoming

slums or slum life are to be of the least avail" (1961:271). Some interview responses
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suggest that this type of social dynamic is present in the PIT. One respondent from the

target group answered the question "Are there groups of people who've moved in or

moved out?" by saying, "Oh yeah people they leaving the city; they're tired, they're

leaving this city, too many deaths, too many murders, too many weapons" (Interview 3,

November 2010). In answer to another question this respondent referred to the

neighborhood as a "rotating door" (Interview 3, November 2010). Another respondent

from the target area illustrates Jacob's second point. In answer to the question: "What are

some of the things that make life good in this neighborhood?" This respondent replied,

"Nothing. I'm trying to get out" (Interview 4, November 2010). In contrast, respondents

from the control area remarked upon flux in residents, but did not seem to attribute

instability to rapid neighbor turnover (Interview 5, November 2010).

Jacobs contends that the process of "unslumming" necessitates the retention of a

large part of the population in a declining neighborhood (1961:271). Sampson notes the

same phenomenon, that a high rate of residential mobility "fosters institutional disruption

and weakened social controls over collective life" (1997:919). Several previous studies

have found that communities with higher in-migration and out-migration have lower levels

of social capital (Manturuk, Linblad, and Quercia 2010:475). The interview responses that

reflect low rates of housing tenure and residents' desire to leave the PIT resonate with

these authors' characterization of depressed neighborhoods.

Three respondents from the target area, half of the group, pointed to renters or

renters with a Section 8 voucher as a source of decline in their neighborhood. One

woman said she thinks the lack of a friendly and family-oriented environment is due in

part to the presence of Section 8 renters (Interview A, November 2010). An older white

man responded that he thinks Section 8 renters are destroying the area. He said, "they just
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tear. .. shit up. They have a lot of people living there, they bring people in ... the old

women are by themselves and they bring their old men in and everyone just has a ball on

government money, that's the way I look at it." This respondent spoke disparagingly

about Section 8 renters for living "at the mercy of the government," and said that it used

to be that you couldn't live in a home unless you could afford it. He also viewed the

Section 8 renters as the same group of people as the infamous welfare queen, saying "the

more babies the more money right?" (Interview 2, November 2010). A black man of

similar age spoke of the neighborhood and new homeowners as a "rotating door" because

of real estate developers selling substandard properties and Section 8 renters. He said,

"Section 8 gives these young ladies houses and they'll tear 'em up and the rent man

won't fix 'em up. And then they'll move out of town to another city or another borough

or another state. You can go anywhere in the world on Section 8 now. They're just taking

advantage of the system" (Interview 3, November 2010).

Respondents from the control area also commented on the increase in subsidized

renters in the area. A middle-aged black man who lives in the control area and owns

property in both the control and target area commented that the demographics in the area

had a large number of renters of which the majority receives a rent subsidy. He attributed

decline in the area to this demographic shift. He noted that renters don't have an

investment to protect and therefore do not have an incentive to maintain their rented

properties. He also said that the renters didn't know how to behave as neighbors because

they lacked the proper upbringing. He attributed this to the fact that "in this country we

chose not ... [to] include black people into the fabric of America that some of their [black

people's] priorities are skewed ... so they don't see the benefits of living in a clean
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environment, they don't see the benefit of quality education for their family. They don't

see their children being anything except hopefully not going to jail." This respondent tied

inequalities between renters and homeowners to historic disadvantage, but still perceived

some renters and welfare recipients poorly (Interview 7, November 2010). These

responses reflect class divisions within the PIT. The Section 8 renters have been

stigmatized by their association with government assistance and the perceived bad

behavior of a few Section 8 renters.

These views, however, are not representative of all respondents' opinions. Some

did not comment on Section 8 renters at all. Another respondent noticed Section 8 renters

and programs and commented on them, but didn't perceive them as a negative threat to

the community (Interview 11, December 2010).

These prejudices draw attention to underlying social dynamics. The increase in

Section 8 renters, most of whom are black, and residents' negative perceptions ofthem

highlight the workings of race within this neighborhood setting. Sampson builds upon the

fact that in American society race and poverty are associated with crime and suggests that

a "connection may exist between perceiving disorder as a problem and large

concentrations of minority and poor residents" (2004: 13). In another paper written with

Raudenbush, the authors conclude that blacks do not perceive black communities to have

more disorder than other communities more often than whites or Latinos, but blacks still

do associate black communities with disorder (2004:332). Ifblacks also perceive the

influx of black residents as disorder, there are implications for PPT.

The interview responses and related studies suggest that renters and Section 8

renters are perceived as a presence of disorder which is deleterious to PIT. Furthermore,
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some interview responses conflated new renters or homeowners with Section 8 renters. If

new homeowners are associated with new renters their presence might not produce the

desired outcome in terms of social cohesion.

The increase ofrenters presents a practical problem for CRC's work. The flux

challenges neighborhood stability, collective efficacy, and even levels of social capital in

the PIT area. Some respondents' negative perceptions of Section 8 renters and other

newcomers who don't belong shed light onto social dynamic in the PIT. There is tension

between residents who look down on Section 8 renters and the residents they look down

upon. The racial aspect of these negative perceptions is part of the entrenched racial

dynamics and systems of racial inequality in Chester. These negative perceptions also

suggest that addressing signs of disorder might not be enough to revitalize the area.
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Chapter Six - Moving beyond the Triangle

In the previous chapters I used history, resident responses, and three theoretical

frameworks - Broken Windows, Silver Bullets, and Eyes on the Street - to analyze the

dynamics of community revitalization. I acknowledge that this is a small study; still this

preliminary analysis of the Chester Housing Coalition's (CHC's) work in the Providence

Point Triangle (PPT) presents a few policy suggestions. First, analyzing the pragmatic

aspects of housing renovation and mortgage counseling yields the insight that perhaps the

effects of the PPT project have not been perceived by residents because the changes have

not yet reached a tipping point. Second, this chapter puts forth a critique of the normative

and unattainable ideal of community embedded into these three frameworks that limits

the effectiveness of community development. Third, the conceptual difference between

disorder and crime becomes a serious concern for community-based organizations trying

to combat crime from their position in civil society. These three concerns raise areas for

further study that are discussed below.

How Can We Find the Tipping Point?

Further research is needed into the specifics of a tipping point or ratio required for

neighborhood change catalyzed by the tactics of housing renovation and homeowner

assistance. To find this tipping point, there are several different ways to highlight the

presence of new homes or homeowners. Within Chester, further research could focus on

projects that have used the same tactics but on a different scale or over a longer period of

time. First, there are other areas in the city where CHC has renovated a greater proportion
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of houses or where their work has had a longer time to influence the community. Second,

there are several other homebuyer assistance programs in the city: for employees of

Widener University and Crozer-Keystone Health System, and the federally funded "cop

on the block" program. New research could focus on these programs to determine if they

make a difference for the neighborhoods in which they are active. Further research could

also be undertaken by analyzing literature on similar, successful projects with a focus on

neighborhood ratios. For instance, one report on scattered-site public housing in Denver

noticed positive changes in an area after renovating 38 residences (Santiago, Galster, and

Pettit 2003: 2147).

A more general policy suggestion rises from Susan Wachter and Michael Schill's

set of principles for HUD's housing policy. These authors admonish: "Housing Policy

Cannot Adopt a 'One Size Fits All' Model" (2001: 13). In this vein, small community

based organizations like CHC must be careful that tactics that have been successful in

certain areas of the city might not fit the characteristics of all neighborhoods. Community

development projects cannot be "copied and pasted" from one neighborhood to the next.

In other words, a project might not see positive results if it only replicates the tactics of

successful projects. The underlying social dynamics that enabled positive changes must

be understood in their own context if the lessons of successful projects are to be applied

elsewhere.

A Spoonful o/Community?

The information presented in the interviews, in combination with a critical reading

of these three frameworks, presents a critique of the underlying assumptions embedded in
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these three frameworks. Specifically, the version of "community" that is operationalized

in community development has analytical flaws that jeopardize the prospect of the work.

The interview responses provide evidence that residents in the PIT area might not

operate with the same notions of community and neighborhood that are embedded and

integral to the logic of CRC' s theories of change. Furthermore, the normative ideal of

community that is embraced by the Broken Windows and Silver Bullets models both as a

tool for change and as a measure of success is for some areas irrelevant and unattainable.

I argue that this is the central conceptual failing in these frameworks for community

development. Conceptual frameworks need to be developed for areas that are not or will

not be this ideal of community.

The first indicator that CRC's project and the PIT residents conceptualize

neighborhood and community differently is in the answers to the question, "Row would

you identify your neighborhood?" Respondents' answers to that question demonstrated

that residents neither within the target or control groups, nor across all the respondents as

a whole, held the same definition of neighborhood. One respondent said that she thought

of her neighborhood as the triangle area created by the houses where good friends lived.

Some respondents said that the immediate block or the street they lived on was what they

thought of as their neighborhood. Others described a group of blocks. One respondent

described a much larger area than most respondents, and qualified the area by describing

historical trends in the city of Chester. Another unexpected response to this question was

confusion. Many respondents asked, "What do you mean by that?" and couldn't really

give a name to their neighborhood or identify the boundaries. In response to this

miscommunication I would qualify the question by saying "If you were talking about
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your neighborhood what would you call it?" or "Does your neighborhood begin and end

somewhere?" Still, most respondents described the area they lived in by offering

descriptors like "friendly," "a city block," or "a bad neighborhood."

Because, for the most part, people weren't responding in ways I expected them to,

it suggests that there is something wrong with the question. Respondents had varied

conceptions of "neighborhood" and the social dimensions of the area in which they live.

Perhaps this means some people's definition of their neighborhood does not correspond

with CRC's view ofthe PPT neighborhood and does not include some of the homes that

were renovated and new homeowners who moved in. This could lessen or vary the

perceived changes of housing renovation. The more weighty consequence of this

disparity is that if residents in this area do not operate with the same nonnative sense of

neighborhood with prescribed social and geographic characteristics that I was bringing

into the interviews based on my research in community development strategies, then this

questions the viability and success of community revitalization projects that operate

based on such nonnative definitions.

The conceptualization of neighborhood or community used in the PIT project is

based on a geographic area. The first identifying characteristic of the PIT is its location

between three major streets. The second major identifying feature of PIT is demographic

trends that set it apart from the rest of the city. Neither of these characteristics resonated

with the way respondents spoke about the area in which they lived. The notion of

community used here by CRC rests on a normative idea of social organization in which

people who live geographically close together will develop some kind of affinity that will

create social cohesion. This notion of community is turned into a tool for change when it
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is assumed that affinity based on geographic location can be harnessed to improve the

area; to make opportunity structures available for all members of the community; to

become civically and politically involved for the betterment of the community; to

encourage property maintenance and increase the community's property values; or to

participate in informal mechanisms of collective efficacy and dissuade crime. This kind

of place-based affinity was not expressed in the respondents' answers across the PIT.

The gap between respondents' answers and CRC's definition of community warns that

this ideal notion of community is conceptually flawed.

All three of these prominent community development frameworks I have discussed

contain a similar ideal of community. Many authors and practitioners are aware of the

complexities of community-based work and the variety of challenges posed. For instance

Rachel Bratt highlights there are likely to cleavages within a community. She states:

Promoting a sense of community is clearly at the heart of the community
based housing strategy. Although at first glance this goal appears
straightforward and unlikely to generate much conflict, it is, in fact, complex
and inherently contradictory. The core of the issue is that any given
community is not a monolithic, single entity, with completely shared visions
and goals. Instead community and neighborhood are very much in 'the eye of
the beholder,' and individuals often identify with multiple communities and
interests (1996: 179).

Bratt focuses on the difficulties of reaching consensus within a community that arise

from interpretive difference of what a community is and what its goals should be.

Jane Jacobs took a different tack and warned against the use of "neighborhood" as a

sentimental concept in urban planning. She contends that it leads to envisioning city life

as town or suburban and to a mismatch of planning that limits potential (1961: 112).

Jacobs, however, does not rule out the use of the concept of neighborhood in cities and

notes its positive formulations. Sampson issues a similar critique, commenting that,
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'''community' has been prescribed for much of what allegedly ails modern society"

(2004: 106). He asserts that people have been claiming that what is wrong with society is

a "loss of community" for a hundred years and it is no more true today. Second, he

asserts that if community is used as a catchall phrase for all good things relating to

housing and living, then it means nothing as an analytical concept.

Despite these warnings Jacobs and Sampson embrace some "normative" functions

of an ideal community in what creates good living environments. Jacobs' ideas of a good

living environment rest on collective observance and action, while Sampson's collective

efficacy framework relies on similar dynamics of trust and informal social mechanisms.

Jacobs and Sampson's critiques can be pushed further than either author allows. I argue

that the narrowly defined ideal of a functional community or neighborhood used in

community development work requires all areas to meet an unattainable unrealistic ideal

of community in order to experience success within these frameworks.

The ideal conceptualization of community used in the Broken Windows, Silver

Bullets, and Eyes on the Street models assumes that all areas are capable of attaining a

specific set of characteristics and then will function in a normative way. Highlighting

some of the assumptions about social organization in each model reveals the weaknesses

in each model. This exercise yields a list of plausible situations that are not addressed in

these frameworks: areas with persistently high resident turnover; areas where house

values fail to rise despite the best efforts of residents; areas where individuals with social

capital do not integrate themselves with their neighbors; areas were residents do not feel

comfortable enforcing collective norms; areas that do not embrace neighborhood

associations. Other conceptual and practical tools must be developed for neighborhoods
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that cannot easily attain this perfected notion of community. The continued use of a

normative ideal of community in community development work, by implication,

relegates neighborhoods that do not attain this goal as dysfunctional. Society must be

understood as something beyond functional and dysfunctional.

Disorder versus Crime

The analysis of the three theoretical frameworks gives rise to a discussion of two

larger contextual issues that influence the outcomes of CRC's work. The first conceptual

issue that must be addressed is the difference between disorder and crime. Wesley

Skogan makes this difference clear when he states that most instances of disorder are not

illegal (1992:4-5). Most community development work has the capacity to address

disorder; however, in the context of the PIT project, respondents were more concerned

with crime than disorder. This fact is present in other declining neighborhoods and is the

reason that some authors who focus on community development and housing work

advocate for initiatives that engage police and new forms of policing.

Kelling used Broken Windows theory to advocate for the practice of disorder

policing (Kelling 1996). This police strategy, however, has been criticized by many as

ineffectual and discriminatory. Sampson states that in fact "policies to eradicate disorder

are ultimately strategies of policing poor people" (Sampson 2004: 110). Sampson and

others instead put forward a strategy of community policing. They note that poor

communities are not looking for more police but a different kind of policing (110).

Skogan suggests that police find new activities to engage residents in the prevention of

disorder by encouraging positive social behaviors (2008:405). Community revitalization
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projects undertaken in areas where crime impacts the quality of life and social

organization for residents must make an effort to engage law enforcement.

The discussion of CHC' s work in the PIT, including its theoretical underpinnings

and practical challenges, brings to light the limitations of CHC as a community-based

housing organization intended to bring about the kind of change within the neighborhood

that would positively influence residents' perception of the area in which they live. These

limitations highlight the second contextual issue of CHC' s work. Historical and political

changes have created a structure in which CHC operates and influences the

organization's tactics and access to resources. Community-based organizations like CHC

emerged in the gap left by shrinking federal social services. These new organizations

have since been limited by shifts in funding away from community-based organizations

and community development corporations. The reductions of federal dollars and

programs have hurt the existing organizations that have sprung into existence (Goetz

1996: 166). This is particularly important to consider now as recent budget cuts reduce

HUD's community development block grants. Beyond the dwindling pool of state and

federal funding for housing issues, community-based nonprofits are limited in their

capacity as private organizations. As mentioned above, these nonprofits do not have the

ability to handle crime effectively and must engage the police to address crime in public

and even to enforce the housing code.

More importantly, these limitations restrict the ability of community-based housing

organizations to address the root causes of poverty, housing inequality, and crime and

disorder. Skogan makes it clear that the underlying problems of disorder are structural

poverty and inequality (2004:323). Organizations like CHC that operate on such a small
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scale are hamstrung by their situation as small nonprofits and cannot focus their work on

the root causes of neighborhood decline which often derive from regional, national or

international structural problems (Bratt 1996: 181).

Structural inequality goes beyond the distribution of public resources and the

institutionalization of life chances. Sampson and Raudenbush found that race plays a

significant role in shaping residents' perception of disorder. Their conclusion is a

foreboding warning. The authors state: "If we are right, it may well be that reducing

actual levels of disorder will not remedy psychological discomfort, for that discomfort

stems from more insidious sources" (2004: 19). The insidious sources of prejudice and

fear are linked to the structural forces and formations of institutionalized racism that pose

an even more formidable obstacle. A second principle from Wachter and Schill's paper

is relevant here. The authors state that "[h]ousing policy must be linked to other social

policies" (2001:5). This message to RUD can be applied to local and state level. Because

the problems of neighborhood decline that housing services attempt to address are so

linked to structural inequality and racism, housing policies will not be successful if they

do not work in concert with programs that aim to aggressively reduce poverty and

segregation.

Beyond the Triangle

In this research, I have used residents' perspectives as a tool to begin analyzing

CRC's programs and the three related models for community development. I will not

present the outcomes of this analysis as a holistic panacea, but I hope to put forth several

recommendations for further research and a new approach to some aspects of community
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development work. Community-based revitalization projects that attempt to address

crime must be undertaken in concert with other actors in the public sphere, including law

enforcement or political reforms. At the same time, normative and unchallenged ideas of

community should not be used as the basis for revitalizing distressed areas. Successful

strategies for revitalization will build upon the successes of past projects, not just by

mimicking the characteristics of successful communities, but by understanding the

dynamics of the society that have lead to positive social changes. Most importantly these

projects should embrace possibilities for social organization that fall outside the

functional/dysfunctional dichotomy.
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Appendix -Interview Questions

Address:

Background information:

What is your family's yearly income?
D $9,999 or less D $30,000 - $49,999
D $10,000 - $19,999 D $50,000 or more
D $20,000 - $29,999

Date:

Gender: D Female

Age:
D 18-24 years old
D 25-29 years old
D 30-34 years old
D 35-39 years old
D 40-44 years old

D Male

D 45-49 years old
D 50-54 years old
D 55-59 years old
D 60-64 years old
D 65-69 years old

D 70-74 years old
D 75-79 years old
D 80-84 years old
DOver 85 years old

Racial/Ethnic background:
D Black!African-American (non-Hispanic)
D Asian
D Native American

D White/Caucasian (non-Hispanic
D Hispanic
D More than one - Please list:

1. How would you identify your neighborhood? Either by name and by its boundaries or
name the street intersection nearest your house or apartment.

2. How long have you lived in this neighborhood?

D Less than 6 months
D 6 months but less than 1 year
D 1 year but less than 3 years

3. How long have you lived in Chester?

D Less than 6 months
D 6 months but less than 1 year
D 1 year but less than 3 years

D 3 years but less than 5 years
D 5 years or longer
D Not applicable

D 3 years but less than 5 years
D 5 years or longer
D Not applicable
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Using a scale of 1 - 5, 1~Strongly disagree, 2~Disagree, 3~Neither agree or disagree,
4~Agree, 5~Strongly agree; please select the response that best describes your feeling
about each of the following statements.

4. The condition of houses and apartments in the area is satisfactory or better.

5. There are affordable houses or apartments available here that meet the needs of my
family.

6. I like the way the houses is this area look.

7. My family and I feel safe I the area.

8. The neighbors here are friendly.

9. The quality of public services (police, fire, sanitation) is satisfactory or better.

10. If there is something wrong in my neighborhood I know that the people who live here
will try to fix it.

11. I would recommend this neighborhood to anyone as a good place to live.

Select the one best response to each of the following questions.
12. With how many of your neighbors do you regularly speak for 5 minutes or more?

00
o 1-3

o 4-6
o 7-9

010 or more

13. How many households in your neighborhood can you turn to in an emergency?

00
o 1-3

o 4-6
o 7-9

010 or more

14. What is the one thing you like best about this neighborhood?

o Safety
o Cleanliness of streets/homes
o Community pride or spirit
o Friendliness
o Available shopping

o Nearness to work
o Quality of schools
o Parks or open spaces
o Available jobs
o Other - Please describe: _
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15. What is your second favorite thing about this neighborhood?

D Safety
D Cleanliness of streets/homes
D Community pride or spirit
D Friendliness
D Available shopping

D Nearness to work
D Quality of schools
D Parks or open spaces
D Available jobs
D Other - Please describe: _

Do you know someone in the neighborhood who ...
1. could help you move to a new home?
2. Would bring you food or medicine if you were sick?
3. has contacts with the media?
4. Is politically active?
5. Gives good advice for handling stress?
6. Is good with computers?
7. Could help you find ajob?
8. Would lend you $500 if you needed it?

1) What are the things that make life good in this neighborhood?

2) I know that some ofthese things are a problem in other neighborhoods. How much of
a problem is each of these in your area?

A big problem.
Somewhat of a problem.
Not a problem.

a) How much litter is on the streets
b) Graffiti
c) Vacant houses of storefronts
d) Drinking in public
e) Selling or using drugs in public
f) Groups of adults or teenagers causing trouble

Where are these things a problem? Can you show me on the map?

Are any ofthese things more of a problem in other areas in Chester? Can you show me
on the map?
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3) You've lived here for x long, in that time how has the neighborhood changed?

Have new neighbors moved in? Have people done work on their houses? Who are
the people who are most likely to come into or leave the community? How has the
economy affected this area?

4) Can you tell me about a time when there was a problem in the neighborhood affecting
you or your family, or your neighbors?

What was the problem? Was it addressed? Did it stop being a problem?

5) Are you or is someone in your household a member of any groups, organizations, or
associations?

Who in the household? What organization? How involved? Any other informal
groups?

End Q: There have been new houses in this neighborhood, what are some changes you've
noticed?
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