uuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuu

Loyola University Chicago

Loyola eCommons
Dissertations Theses and Dissertations
2012

Neighborhood Attachment Among Latinos in Low-Income
Communities

Kathleen Bachtell
Loyola University Chicago

Follow this and additional works at: https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss

b Part of the Sociology Commons

Recommended Citation

Bachtell, Kathleen, "Neighborhood Attachment Among Latinos in Low-Income Communities” (2012).
Dissertations. 327.

https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss/327

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at Loyola eCommons.
It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Loyola eCommons. For more
information, please contact ecommons@luc.edu.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-No Derivative Works 3.0 License.
Copyright © 2012 Kathleen Bachtell


https://ecommons.luc.edu/
https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss
https://ecommons.luc.edu/td
https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss?utm_source=ecommons.luc.edu%2Fluc_diss%2F327&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/416?utm_source=ecommons.luc.edu%2Fluc_diss%2F327&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss/327?utm_source=ecommons.luc.edu%2Fluc_diss%2F327&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:ecommons@luc.edu
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/

LOYOLA UNIVERSITY CHICAGO

NEIGHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT AMONG LATINOS

IN LOW-INCOME COMMUNITIES

A DISSERTATION SUBMITTED TO
THE FACULTY OF THE GRADUATE SCHOOL
IN CANDIDACY FOR THE DEGREE OF

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

PROGRAM IN SOCIOLOGY

BY
KATHLEEN E. BACHTELL
CHICAGO, IL

AUGUST 2012



Copyright by Kathleen E. Bachtell, 2012
All rights reserved.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

| extend thanks to my dissertation committee, includnygchair, Rhys Williams,
and co-chair David Embrick of Loyola University Chicagod &olm O’Muircheartaigh
of NORC at the University of Chicago and the Harris $thd the University of
Chicago. Judith Wittner provided helpful feedback regardiegriterview protocol for
my qualitative research and sound advice throughout thegsroce

A number of co-workers at NORC at the University of @b deserve special
recognition. Cathy Haggerty helped immensely in securingirigrnfdr the qualitative
research in San Antonio and planning for the in-depthvi@erdata collection. Shannon
Nelson and Nola du Toit reviewed drafts of the dissenatiovarious forms and served
as an ongoing sounding board for discussing ideas, frussaimhsuccesses. | am also
grateful to the Annie E. Casey Foundation for funding my tatale research in San
Antonio. Please see Appendix F for a disclaimer reggritie role of the Casey
Foundation and NORC in my research.

Additionally, 1 thankGene Gonzalez for his gracious assistance in coordinating
space in which to conduct the in-depth interviews in Sato®io. Paula Kamen of
Transcription Professionals managed the transcripfidimecaudio recordings and
adapted to changing needs of the project. Samuel Alvarddagfavox translated the
Spanish interviews and provided thoughtful commentary almibttbe dynamics of the

interviews and cultural nuances.



Finally, | offer an emphatic “thank you” to the in-deptterview participants
who took time out of their day to speak with me and myeegjlie. In addition to being
incredibly forthcoming, honest, and gracious, they aisoesl stories of warm, playful,
and humorous interactions that shed new light on therence of West Side to those

who live, eat, and shop there.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...ttt ettt e et e e e e e et e e e ea e e e e aees iii
LIST OF TABLES ... oottt sttt ettt e e e et e e e e e eaa e e e eaans vii
LIST OF FIGURES ...t e eaans iX
AB S T R A T ettt e et e et e et e et e e e e e e e et aeaaaas X
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ...cuuiiiiiiiiieiii et eein e eeai e e ean e eeean 1.
CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW ......coiiiiiiiccee e 4
Neighborhood AttaChmeNt ............ i e 4
International Migration STUAIES .............uu i cemmmmeeii e 12
Macrolevel Mexican Migration STUTIES...........commeeeeeerinieeiiie e eeenns 13.
Local level Mexican Migration STUGIES ........... e eeeneeeerinaeeiinae e eeaieeeens 17
SOCIAI NEIWOIKS ...ttt s ettt e e e e e et e e e et e e e e e e eean e ns 19
B =T o (0] ] (=T o PP 21
CHAPTER THREE: THIS RESEARCH STUDY ..ottt 25
ReESEArCh QUESTIONS ... civi i e e e e e e e e e e eaas 26
Analytical FrameWOTIK ..........i i e e e ean e e 26
HYPOTNESES ...t ettt e et e e e e e e e eees 29
Potential CoNtrDULIONS .........oouuiiiiiii et e e e eaens 30

CHAPTER FOUR: DATA AND METHODOLOGY FOR QUANTITATIVE

AN ALY SIS ettt e et e e e e eaes 31
(D F €= PP 31
Survey NeighbDOrNOOUS. ... .c.ui e ettt e et e e e 34
Strengths and LIMItatiOnS .........coeuuiiiiiiiieeeii e e e 39
IMEBENOTS ... et ettt et e e et e e e e 42

CHAPTER FIVE: QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS ......cootiiieeeieeeee e 65
Profile of Households by Race/EthniCity............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiennn 65.
Trends in Neighborhood Attachment among Latinos ifMhking Connections

SUINVBY ittt i 42ttt e e e e e et a et e e e e aea e eanaeeas 71
Regression FINAINGS........uiiiiiiiiiii s ettt e et e et e e eaa e e eaa e eaans 73

CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION OF QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS..........ccccviieieinnnn. 93
EVAIUALION ...ttt e e e e 94
Formal NeighbOoring ... oo e 98
Informal NeIghDOIING .....uiei e 100
The Religious EIEMENt..... ... 103
Neighborhood NaMING.......oovu e 104
Length Of RESIAENCE .......cocuiiiiiiie it s ettt e et eeaa e ees 109



Y=] 01410 4151 0| ST TR 110

CHAPTER SEVEN: METHODS AND DATA FOR QUALITATIVE REBARCH ...114
Background: San Antonio Survey Neighborhood...... . iiiiiiiinninnnn. 114

1YL T Lo PR 121
D F L - PO 129
Strengths and LIMItatioNS .........ccuuiiiiiiioieei e e 130
CHAPTER EIGHT: QUALITATIVE FINDINGS ......ccotiieeiieeeeiie e 132
Migration History and Family TIeS ........ccouiiiiiiiiiii e 132
Neighborhood ConditioNS .........oiieiiiiee e 135
Interactions With NeighbOrS .............iii it 148
Giving and Getting HeIP ....coouuniiiiii e ettt 154
Use of Neighborhood ServiCes.........ooooiiiiiiiiiii s 161
Community Activism and Formal Neighboring.......coe.ovoeiiiiiiiinieiiiieeeiin, 168
Neighborhood NaMING.......ooou e 170
CHAPTER NINE: DISCUSSION OF QUALITATIVE FINDINGS...........cccviveeennnn. 175
CHAPTER TEN: CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS FOR NEIGHBORABO
ATTACHMENT STUDIES. ... ..ottt 180
The Salience of Country Of OFigIN ............ocmeeerneeeiia e 180
How the Conditional Approach Fits West Side ... iieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeieees 187
(@] o111 15 0] o 1S PP 191
APPENDIX A: SCREENING SCRIPT FOR IN-DEPTH INTERVIESV................... 194
APPENDIX B: ADVANCE LETTER FOR IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS.................... 198
APPENDIX C: CONSENT FORM FOR IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS....................... 201
APPENDIX D: PROTOCOL FOR IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS .....c.ccooiiiiiiiiiiiees 204
APPENDIX E: PICTURES FROM IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWING EERT IN
SAN ANTONIO ..ttt e et e e et e e e ebaneaeen e aaeees 221
APPENDIX F: DISCLAIMERS ... e eeas 230
REFERENGCES ... .ottt e et e e e e et e e e e e rea e e 232
LY 1 PP RSRPPPRI 242

Vi



LIST OF TABLES

1. Summary of Multivariate Models in Past Studies ofgdborhood Attachment......... 8
2. Weighted Response Rates from Waves 1-3 of Making Coong&urvey............. 33
3. Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables by &id/ave 3 for All Sites
LQTAY 0] 1= ) PP 37
4. Race/Ethnicity of Respondent by Site at Wave 3, (Uglwted Frequencies and
Weighted PerCeNtageS).......oiieuuieiiii e eeeemmmcee ettt e et e e e e eea e 43
5. Operationalization for Race/Ethnicity CategoriesS..........ccccoeeevveveeeeineeeennn... 45,
6. Operationalization for Dependent Variables...............ccoooiiiiiiiie AL
7. Operationalization for Single Independent Variables............ccccooviiiiiiiiiiniennnnnn. 51
8. Operationalization for Index Independent Variables.............ccccoooiiiiiiiiinnnnnn. 53

9. Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables by Fdbgicity at Wave 3
for All Sites (WeIghted) ........coouuniiiiiii e eee e 66

10. Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables by fEsoricity at Wave 3
for Five Sites (Weighted) ........oooeuiiiiiiii et e e 67

11. Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables by fEsoricity at Wave 3
for San Antonio (Weighted) ........c..uuiiiii et e 68

12. Neighborhood Attachment by Race/ethnicity at Wave 3Alldsites (Weighted) ....72

13. Neighborhood Attachment by Race/ethnicity at Wave Filgr Sites
LQTAT 0] 1= ) PSP 74

14. Neighborhood Attachment by Race/ethnicity at Wave Sé&r Antonio
(WEBIGNLEAT......eeeeee e e 75

15. Bivariate Relationships between Independent VariabM&uge 3 for All Sites
LQTAT S0 1= ) TP 76

16. Regression Models Predicting Components of NeighborAttadhment for
Al SIEES At WAVE 3 ..o e e e e e e et 80



17. Regression Models Predicting Components of NeighbdrAdachment for

FIVE SItES At WAV 3 ..o e e e e 83

18. Regression Models Predicting Components of NeighborAtiadhment for

SaAN ANTONIO AL WAV B ..o e e e e et eeeaeaans 86

19. Percent Change in Neighborhood Naming between Wavest 2 lay Race/

ethnicity for All Sites (Weighted) ..o 106

20. Percent Change in Neighborhood Naming between Wavest 2 lay Race/

ethnicity for Five Sites (Weighted)............cceer i 108

21. Percent Change in Neighborhood Naming between Wavest 2 lay Race/

ethnicity for San Antonio (Weighted) ... 108

22. Profile of In-depth Interview ResSpondents ........ccc.oviiiiiiiiiiiiniceiiiceei e

viii



LIST OF FIGURES

1. Conceptual Model of Influences on Neighborhood Attaatim............................. 28
2. San Antonio Survey Neighborhood Map. ........cccovveiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 35.
3. Factors with Strongest Influences on NeighborhotbacAment for All Sites at

WEIVE B it 88
4. Commercial Strip Along Old Highway 90.........commm i 222
5. Westside Education and Training CeNter.........ccucuiiiiiiiiiiieiiiieeeeeeeeie e 222
6. Classroom Inside Westside Education and Training €ente............c....cccuuun.... 223
7. Examples of Advertisements for Education and Bgmpent Training Program

Opportunities iN WESE SIE. ......oieiiiiiiei e 223
8. San Antonio FOOd BanK. .........cccouuuiicieee e 224
9. H-E-B GIrOCEIY STOIE ... e ettt e e e e 224
10. Mexican Food Items at H-E-B Grocery Store.......ccoovoveiiiiiiiiiiiiciiieeeeeeeeaennn 225
11. Tire Shop IN WESHE SIHE. ....ceuniiiiii ettt e e eea e eees 225
12. Local Businesses Popular Among In-depth Interview Resptmdgh Miller

BaI-B-0. e i1 226
13. Local Businesses Popular Among In-depth Interview Resptsdawilar

GENEIAL ... e e e enee 226
14. New Commercial Development Along Guadalupe Street............ccccoeveiiinnnn. 227
15. Bars on Window in Classroom at CeNter. .... .o eeeeeeriiiieeieiiiiiiee e 228
16. “Tagging” on Commercial Building Within Residentiale@rin West Side. ........... 228
17. Residential Area in West SIde. ...........ecceeeeeiiiieeeiiei e eeeae 229



ABSTRACT

Neighborhood attachment, defined as an individual's feehlhgsit their social
commitment to a particular community, has been arakfatcus of studies involving
space and place (Smith 1975) and community activism (Guedtezn1983, Crenshaw
and St. John 1989) in the U.S. Yet despite the advancexhing work and a growing
body of qualitative research exploring the dynamic egpegs of immigrants and their
descendants in particular communities, it is not dkeav being born in the U.S. versus
Mexico or Latin America impacts the formation of ngigrhood attachment among
Latinos. This limits our understanding of urban renewathagyrowth of the Hispanic
population has been identified as a key source of recetdlrzaiion in American cities.

My research employs mixed methods to investigate the iexyges of low-
income Latino households in six urban neighborhoods sithesU.S., with a focus on
Latinos of Mexican descent in San Antonio, Texas. Mymobjective is to compare
levels of neighborhood attachment between U.S.-badrf@eign-born Latinos and to
understand the financial, contextual, and social fatkatsinfluence these perceptions. |
use data from thilaking ConnectionSurvey, a neighborhood-based longitudinal study
funded by the Annie E. Casey Foundation, to investigatentheence of demographic
and household characteristics, socioeconomic faaterghborhood conditions and social
networks on six distinct components of neighborhoodhattent. To expand on the

survey findings, | conducted in-depth interviews with a sulpgawf Latino households



that participated in the survey in San Antonio. | useoaiggled approach to explore the
contexts in which social interaction via informal andnal networks influence native-
born Latinos’ everyday experiences of family and comtyuand how cultural practices
and social organization attach meaning to residents’ canenitto places. My findings
help illuminate the processes and mechanisms through whagthboehood effects are

transmitted in a particular context (Sampson et al 2002).

Xi



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Sociologists' interest in communal attachments eldérack to the work of

Robert Park (1929) and the Chicago School of Sociology.tidd#ion suggested that
stressful elements of urban environments (e.g. economdsip) could weaken social
attachments to one’s community and prodsmeaal disorganization“Despite the
physical proximity of city people, social distance prisjabbserved E.S. Borgadus in
1926 (included in Burgess 1971, 48). Over 70 years later, reseaveblbgff (2002)
challenges this assumption and argues that impreciseiragants of neighborhood
attachment have led past researchers to overstatapgbetance of local stressors.
Contemporary research in urban settings has emphabggdactical implications of
neighborhood attachment for community organization effand public policy. Chaskin
(1997) writes, "The recognition of a neighborhood identity the presence of a sense of
community seem to have clear value for supporting retsdacknowledgment of
collective circumstances and providing a basis and atoiv for collective action”
(540). Yet despite the advancement of this work and a grdvady of qualitative
research exploring the dynamic experiences of immigramdl their descendants in
particular communities, it is not clear how being barthie U.S. versus Mexico or Latin
America impacts the formation of neighborhood attastinamong Latinos. That past

studies have left the nation’s largest ethnic minorityigrout of the equation limits our



understanding of communal attachments in an increasingdyse racial and ethnic
landscape.

This research study employs mixed methods to investigatexperiences of
low-income Latino households in six urban neighborhoodssadhe U.S., with a special
focus on native-born Mexican Americans in San Antoni, My main objective is to
compare the levels of attachment to one’s neighborbebsleen native-born and
foreign-born Latinos and to understand the financialfexiual, and social factors that
influence these perceptioriause data from thilaking ConnectionSurvey, a
neighborhood-based longitudinal study funded by the Ann@aSey Foundation, to
investigate the influence of demographic and household chaséicts socioeconomic
factors, neighborhood conditions and social networksiodistinct components of
neighborhood attachment. To expand on the survey findimgsiducted in-depth
interviews with a subset of Latino households that ppdtied in the survey in San
Antonio. This site was selected because it had thestapgeportion of Latino
respondents from which to draw a subsample and a longyhistosed with Mexican
culture and the Spanish language. | employed a grounded dppoogein further
insight into Latinos’ social interactions through infal and formal networks. The
interviews also shed light on tikentextsn which informal and formal sources of
support influence their everyday experiences of familya@mdmunity, and how cultural
practices and social organization attach meaning to resid@mhmitment to places. My
findings may help to understand the processes and meclsamisyugh which

neighborhood effects are transmitted in a particudatext (Sampson et al 2002). They
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may also inform alternative measurements of neighlmztisatisfaction and offer a new

image of a supportive neighborhood.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
One motivation for this study is to address the diseohbetween studies
involving neighborhood processes and effects and thatliter on Latino migration and
settlement. To demonstrate this disconnect, | will ne\tlee previous research that is
relevant to my conceptualization of the factors influegaeighborhood attachment in
stages. | begin by defining neighborhood attachment and Hayhiigthe use of this
concept in studies of mobility, community-based reseati policy evaluations. | then
examine the work of migration researchers involvingnadi experiences at both the
macro and local levels. Finally, I summarize the ukston of social networks, as it has
been widely acknowledged that the costs of migratiorresettlement are met in large
part by contributions from relatives and friends (DurandMadsey 1992, Menjivar
2000, Hermanu 2006). This has consequences both for new mignantise U.S.-born or
more established migrants who provide aid.
Neighborhood Attachment
Neighborhood attachment, often defined as an individuad¢bnigs about their
social commitment to a particular community, has keeantral focus of studies
involving space/place (Smith 1975) and a "major growth industspciology” (Guest et
al 2006). Observers of the industrialization of the @c®nomy and growth of cities

during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centehasacterized the neighborhood as



the cornerstone of urban society. Neighborhoods weddaarovide a “stable way
station for a mobile urban population” (von Hoffman, 1M)th roots in the Chicago
School studies of urban ecology (see Warren 1978 fori@wk interest in
neighborhoods reemerged in the late 1960s and 70s. The praicof Herbert Gans
was hugely important in drawing attention to populatior amd neighborhood
solidarity. InThe Levittowner$1967, 1982) Gans argues that community outcomes in
modern communities (specifically in suburbia) are confidkden and unending. Like
Gans, Spykman (1926, 1971) characterized the sociologiaedatlr of cities as a
paradox between spatial proximity and social distancesacid! relationships between
city dwellers as brief incidental associations, “bassither on a sharing of common
values nor on a co-operation for a common purpose” (58)Géa rejected the idea that
this renders neighborhoods socially meaningless. “Thetestmmunity,” he writes, “is
not cohesion or a high level of participation, but ket when problems arise, people
. .. come together, literally or figuratively, to selthe soluble ones effectively and
democratically” (1982, xvi). Warren (1978) later attributed twreaperceived as false
claims about the declining significance of neighborhoodstoveremphasis of primary
groups following Tonnies’ original concept Gemeinschaftn which individuals
develop a strong association to the larger society lmaséate-to-face, intimate contact
and similar interests.

By the 1980s, sociologists seemed to have finally arrivéideageneral consensus
that neighborhoods represent a meaningful social urtiiainthey contain “a significant
volume of social and person-place transactions” @ragt al 1984, 104). Guest and Lee

(1984) concluded, “The neighborhood lingers as a social uthieiminds of most



contemporary urbanites” (53). Herting and Guest (1985) aléedhdie continuing
salience of neighborhoods and observed that perceptidhe sbcial environment (e.g.
types of people and friendliness) were the strongest poesliof overall satisfaction with
the local area. Urban renewal efforts — some pronaseldfailed, others sorely needed
but consistently ignored - and gentrification motivatexhynto launch “localist political
revolts.” The depiction of the neighborhood as a “wayiens for a mobile urban
population” (von Hoffman 1994; 247, 119) regained its footing.

Some of the most celebrated contemporary neighborhadasthave been tied
to the continuing study of low-income populations in andiadathe urban core. In fact,
Small and Newman (2001) proclaimed that “the literatureeaghborhood effects has
produced some of the most fruitful, and in some waysrbst sophisticated, recent work
in urban poverty.” Concepts have been explored undeitldedf “neighborhood
cohesion” (Smith 1975) and “bonding social capital” (RByiseind Usher 2005). The
study of communal attachments is inherently interestrgptiologists but also has
practical implications for community organization efoand public policy. For example,
Guest and Lee (1983a) find that neighborhood attachments irglusdigiduals’
propensity to take actions to resolve neighborhood problEnenshaw and St. John
(1989) suggest that the same influence is observed on wékisgo defend
neighborhood interests. Earlier studies by Gans (1962, 196vigd)d966), and Kramer
(1969) demonstrate similar potential for collective actidren neighbors band together.

The main focus of study of neighborhood attachment as andepievariable has
been to isolate the household characteristics andxtaatdactors that predict

neighborhood attachment and cohesive neighborhoods ($87#%). Table 1 summarizes
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the factors that have been considered in past statiahalyses. Guest et al (2006) open
with an age-old debate about the “organic” nature of neididwnd attachment: "...Are
neighbor ties in parts of the metropolis simply dectfon of the individual statuses of
the residents, or do they also reflect aggregated dieaistics of the neighborhood
environment?" (367). They found that after controlling falividual-level attributes like
homeownership, length of residence, having children undet@&gethe household,
education and income, neighborhood-level variables had weaakdest effects on
neighbor interaction, neighbor organizing, and knowing ®neighbors. They find
support for Ganssocial class perspectivand his position that neighborhood context is
not a primary driver of individual behavior. Yet they cantreaders not to misinterpret
their findings as evidence that neighborhood contextatevant to social interaction.
“The major caveat,” they write, is that the relasbips between structural variables and
social ties are “only weakly contextual in the semse&hich we have defined the term —
that context influences behavior beyond the effectadiidual-level variables” (382-
383). Brisson and Usher (2005), using data from the first whtlee Making
ConnectionsSurvey, also find limited effects in HLM models of nagrhood-level
factors beyond individual characteristics on bondingad@apital. Their dependent
variable is synonymous with my measure of sentimentatiamnent, based on questions
regarding social trust and cohesion derived from theeBrrojn Human Development in
Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCN). Differences in populatiarsitg, income, stability,
homeownership, education, and income-by-sex and income-bketlgicity interactions

accounted for only 8% of the variance in bonding soeaipltal. They suggest that the



8

Table 1. Summary of Multivariate Models in Past Studiedafhborhood Attachment

Independent Independent Dependent
Study predictor 1 predictor 2 variable
Guest et al (2006) Neighborhood-level Individual-level Neighbor
Attributes: Attributes: Interaction
Area age Homeownership
Commercial Length of Neighbor
concentration residence Organizing
Social Child under age
disorganization 16 =
Residential stability Education
Community Income Knowing
affluence Neighbors
Percent foreign-born
Percent Black
Swaroop and Morenoff (2006) Neighborhood-level  Individual-level Instrumental

Woldoff (2002)

Attributes:
Concentrated
disadvantage
Stability
Latino/immigrant
concentration
Density
Community
institutions
Disorder

Demographics:
Age

Race

Sex

Marital status

Children in
household

Attributes:
Female

Age
Race/ethnicity

Education
Income

Occupational
status
Marital status

Years in
neighborhood
No. of moves

Neighborhood
size

Stressors:
Physical disorder
Social disorder
Victimization
Perception of
crime

Organizations

Problem-
Solving
Actions

Expressive
Organizations

Informal
Neighboring

Sentiment
Evaluation
Routine

Neighboring

Social
Neighboring



Independent Independent Dependent
Study predictor 1 predictor 2 variable

Education Formal Problem

Rent/own Solving

Length of Residence Informal
Problem
Solving

Bolan (1997) Demographic and Mobility Sentiment

Socioeconomic

Attributes:

Homeownership Length of Evaluation

residence

Herting and Guest (1985)

Child age 6-17
Age

Education
Marital status
Income

Social Environment
Physical
Environment
Housing
Characteristics
Location
Services
Local Institutions

+

Number of moves
Time to find home ~
Move to reason
Move from reason
Distance of move

Interaction with
Neighbors

Neighbor
Organizations

Knowing
Neighbors

Overall
Satisfaction
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homogeneity of low-income neighborhoods in the samyag account for the limited
variation in bonding social capital due to neighborhdifiérences.

Through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and strugtequation modeling
(SEM), Woldoff (2002) examines the impact of neighborhstoelssors like physical and
social disorder and victimization on six componentsesfhborhood attachment:
sentiment, evaluation, routine neighboring, sociajimeoring, formal problem solving
and informal problem solving. Her data are derived from a 198@gwith residents in
Nashville, Tennessee. Upon introducing a number of demogreghimls, she finds that
the impact of community stressors varies across typatachment. Social disorder
exerts a strong and uniformly negative influence ofoaths of attachment, but the
influence of physical disorder is limited — it decreaassudinal but not behavioral
attachment. This conflicts with earlier work by HertimglaGuest (1985), who observe
that social ties, followed by perceived quality of the pralsemvironment, drive overall
satisfaction with the neighborhood. Victimizatiordgrerceptions of crime also do not
have the negative impact on attachment in Woldoff's nwothelt one might expect. Her
conclusion suggests that neighborhood disorder actuallyasesaesidents’ willingness
to collaborate toward solving a common local probleniaB (1997) introduces
residential mobility as an additional factor potentiatiffjuencing neighborhood
attachment. Like Woldoff and Guest and Lee (1983), he exp&metiment and
evaluation as separate components of attachment. dlenealsdes three dependent
measures of behavioral attachment: interaction witghigrs, involvement in neighbor
organizations, and knowing neighbors’ names. His datgleamed from a survey with

residents in Seattle and suburban King County, Washingtite ilate 1970s. He finds
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that the variables related to mobility experienceduding the number of times the
respondent moved since age 18, length of time requiredd@ fmew home, reasons for
moving to and from a given place, and the distance ahthes, have a weak to moderate
influence on long-tern communal attachment. This workeeds in drawing attention to
the importance of mobility and other life events tua likely to exert an intervening
influence on the formation of neighborhood ties.

Differences in levels of attachment between ethlgroups or between
native- and foreign-born residents have not been esigdthin most work on this topic,
presumably because the influence of these variabfex statistically significant or
because the authors’ data include insufficient numberaod| and ethnic minorities
(Arvizu and Garcia 1996, 123). For example, Taylor et al (19&&sB2t the argument
made in their earlier work that neighborhood attachrmantbe modeled at the group
level, and indeed find that the strongest direct effesteaghborhood naming was race
(defined as the proportion of black respondents on the bl¥ekthey devote only a
paragraph to this finding and merely speculate that ther l@wels of naming observed
among blacks may be due to their tendency to think moremstef their block (122).
One exception comes from Woldoff (2002), who reportshibatg African American
significantly impacted nearly every aspect (5 out of @afjhborhood attachment. She
echoes the arguments by Pattillo-McCoy (1999, 2007) thet ‘isacritical in shaping
neighborhood experiences for African Americans” (108)JaB (1997) has also
contributed to an understanding of the difference mchtnent among distinct social
populations. He finds that new migrants and highly-mobileviddals are for the most

part “just as willing as other residents to establish cagnites and formal attachments
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to the new environment” (234). No known study has systemigtegplored the
differences in neighborhood attachment between naiveéforeign-born Latinos.
Swaroop and Morenoff (2006) attempt to explore the comsdeffects of
Latino/immigrant concentration on attachment but arestrained by the absence of a
measure indicating country of origin in the PHDCN ddtase
International Migration Studies

Because this study aims to contrast the experiencesSofddrn Latinos with
foreign-born Latinos, it is appropriate to look to thiernational migration literature for
clues about the political and economic factors that mguence their attachment to
neighborhoods. Over the past century, American migragéisearchers have developed
sophisticated measures of socioeconomic status to modabtietial success of
immigrants and their children (Lee 1966, Hammermash and B228) Bean and
Stevens 2003). Hispanics have attracted particular attehi®to their status as the
largest minority group in the U.S., above-average itgrtihtes, and the preponderance of
undocumented migration across the U.S.-Mexico borders{s2000, Bean and Stevens
2003). As stated by Lopez and Stanton-Salazar,

The Mexican-American case stands apart. They andgaeants lack many of the

resources that have allowed other recent groups of negredmthrive...In

California and the Southwest, Mexicanos and their childre not “just another”

immigrant-based ethnic group. They are instead by far tgeda“minority” and
are rapidly becoming the single largest ethnic group (2001).

Bean and Stevens (2003) devote a separate chapter taé¢hef ddexicans apart
from their review of migration flows, theories, armhtexts, arguing that the key feature
that distinguishes them from other immigrants is tbatnany are unauthorized low-

skilled laborers (42). They conclude this chapter by exhtiie sentiments of
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demographers who claim that the growth of the Hispanic ptipal- consisting

overwhelmingly of Mexicans and Mexican-Americans - repressthe most important

demographic shift of the 21st century. Yet, Mexican migragtodies have been

polarized into two main camps, one focused on macro-leaglenic and demographic

trends and the other on micro-level processes. | priefliew these two camps below.
M acrolevel Mexican Migration Studies

The first major concentration of migration studiesuses on macro-structural
factors — mainly political and economic — that push Maxgcout of Mexico and/or pull
them into the United States. A solid body of scholgr&fim Jorge Durand (1988, 1998),
Doug Massey (e.g. Massey et al 2002), and Rubén Hernandaz2@@8) examines
migratory circuits between the U.S. and Mexico andntegration of Mexicans and
Mexican Americans in the U.S. economy (see also Hagah2008). Duran and Massey
(1992) argue that when communities first take part in m@magioung men are the first
to travel — generally without their families and oftBegally, seeking work in the
unskilled labor economy. Women and children generallpfofor a variety different
reasons (Donato 1999, 3-4; Lee 1966, 51). Since the 1960s paftbtazican migration
have shifted to include increasing numbers of entire fam{lHondagneu-Sotelo 2007,
52).

Alejandro Portes and Rubén Rumbaut have led a recemfecttaexplore the
nuanced experiences of second generation immigrants is,tAaerican-born children
whose parents migrated from another country (2001). Soweedttributed the lower
socioeconomic gains observed among some second genaratiggrant groups

(relative to first generation migrants) to a defensiveti@ato adverse conditions
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including the reassertion of ethnic identitiesactive ethnicittheory). Others claim that
outcomes vary across immigrant groups because some greugsieto "opt out" of
integration into the American mainstream while raciditios encourage other groups to
“lose” their ethnic distinctivenegsegmented assimilatidheory). Also important for
this research are the connections drawn by macro+eigeation scholars between the
trajectories of immigrants and their children and natipoécies regarding immigration
and welfare. In the following section | review someha most important policy changes
associated with the 1996 welfare reform and highlight ihggact on immigrants and
their descendants. These effects may be particulamkg an high-poverty communities
like those sampled for tidaking ConnectionSurvey.

National Trends in Welfare and Public Assistance and
the Impact on Immigrants and Their Descendants

The 1996 welfare reform passed by President Clinton brougytanaatic blow to
the safety net assistance that had established for thélpoogh New Deal programs in
the 1930s. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunggridiation Act
required work in exchange for temporary cash assistanekgible families for a
maximum of five cumulative years (reduced in some staReductions to cash
assistance programs have been somewhat offset bisthibudion of noncash benefits,
particularly food stamps. In 2009, three million househblats received public

assistance income during the past 12 mdnihile 11.7 million received Supplemental

1. Irving, Shelley. October 2010. “Public Assistance Redaithe Past 12 Months for
Households: 2008 and 2009.” American Community Survey Btiefs. Census Bureau. Available online
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Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits (foaarsgis)> The 1996 reform also had
consequences for health insurance among the nation’sRxamrto 1996, individuals
receiving public assistance were automatically enrollededitb&id. The elimination of
this dual-enroliment, coupled with drastic increases irctiss of healthcare, has
contributed to an increase in the number of Americdms e without health insurance
each year. Estimates suggest that 15.4% of Americans (46c®)were uninsured in
2008. Hispanics are more likely to lack coverage than otlgr racial/ethnic groups;
30.7% were uninsured in 2008 versus 10.8 for non-Hispanic whites &g 1®.

blacks® Though the percentage of children in poverty who arematred by health
insurance decreased between 2007 and 2008, more than onElispsiic children are
uninsured (17.2% versus 6.7% for non-Hispanic white, 10.9% for Asneh10.7% for
black children respectively).

The Social Security Administration now requires tHbaaaplicants provide proof
of permanent residence at a U.S. address and engagggen policing of this
requirement. This presents a problem for male transratagricultural workers and
women domestics, for whom the flexible nature of thark often leads them to stay

with friends, relatives, or employers. Informal workare generally paid “under the

at http://www.census.gov/prod/2010pubs/acsbr09-13.pdf.

2. Loveless, Tracy. September 2010. “Food Stamp/Supplemannttitiosh Assistance Program
(SNAP) Receipt in the Past 12 Months for Households &teS2008 and 2009.” American Community
Survey Briefs. U.S. Census Bureau. Available onlirtgtat//www.census.gov/prod/2010pubs/acsbr09-
8.pdf.

3. DeNavas-Walt, Carmen; Proctor, Bernadette; andcdeSsiith. September 2009. “Income,
Poverty, and Health Insurance Coverage in the UnitddsSt2008.” Current Population Reportd.S.
Census Burealwvailable online at http://www.census.gov/prod/2009pubs/p60-236.pdf.
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table” and have no Social Security records of theirnmezoAs a result, some agricultural
workers have received letters from the Social SecAdtyinistration demanding that
they back-pay Supplemental Security Income benefits (StanuadCapps 2004). Staudt
and Capps also note that differences of eligibility agnowxed immigrant families
further obscures the availability of state supports. Ftachp and public housing
programs often prorate benefits based on the numbeewibers who are either citizens,
legal permanent residents, or otherwise qualified to regeilsBc assistance. In other
words, mixed families have “checkerboard eligibility.” Fietmore, as of 1996 states
have the right to cut Medicaid for immigrants (Staudt&pps 2004, 265-266)The
federal government crafted the State Children's HealthdnsarProgram (SCHIP) to
make up for some of this loss and indeed makes health insusanefits available for
children who are legal permanent residents or natudatitzens. However, children too
are subject to the 5-year residence requirement and nthgredore ineligible during the
most crucial years of human development (Capps et al 2d@4., These restrictions
against migrants bring increased dependence on U.S.-bdive®land friends to
provide material and emotional assistance as theyiticant a new land.

Even after the bust of the U.S. real estate mark2®@8, housing prices in many
areas remain outside the reach of the poor and near-poamgloyment rates as high as

12 and 13% in states like California and Nevauave severely limited buying power and

4. Included in Kretsedemas and Aparicio (2004).

5. http://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/laus.pdf
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pushed many homeowners into foreclosure. Minority anditmeme households are
particularly vulnerable. Those who had been attractédiyalue to relaxed down
payment requirements or interest-only loans turned incrglgdio credit cards to cover
monthly costs. A report by the Joint Center for Housingl®s of Harvard University
shows that the number of personal bankruptcies filed in 2@@8early double the rate
filed in 2006 (1.1 million versus 600,000, respectively) (2009, 33pide ambitious
intervention by the federal government, the housing maekeains imbalanced by
reduced demand on one side and an excess supply of vacarrutiie other. As a result
of these reductions to public assistance programs since 198,healthcare costs, and
the 2008 economic recession, immigration to the U.Ssloaged and native-born
members of minority groups are falling on historically hiamees (Joint Center for
Housing Studies, 2009).
Local level Mexican Migration Studies

The second main camp in the sociological study of Mesand Mexican-
Americans has attempted to address some of the shortedafitite macro-level studies
by employing qualitative research methods and focusing orkéy areas: gender and
space/place. Qualitative inquiry has been successéidamining processes of
negotiation and systems of meaning that are untapped by slategathered at single
points in time. It authenticates real lives and huagency’ Durand and Massey (1992)

identify a particular strength of qualitative studiesdabm specific communities: to

6. Neale, Bren. 24 September 2010. Plenary Kenote Presardathe Society for Longitudinal
and Life Course Studies Inaugural Conference. Cambridggartah
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“provide a tool for analyzing the migration process in § it is historical,
developmental, and sensitive to the effects of logatltions as well as to those of the
national political economy” (13).

In the 1970s and 80s, Latina sociologists trained in fetnmethods — women
like Pierette Hondagneu-Sotelo and Patricia Fernandeg-Kdlfought awareness to the
importance of changing constructions of gender in vanedigrant experiences. They
demonstrated how the bifurcation of migrant labor demands global scale — coupled
with the dramatically increased participation of womethe U.S. workforce — has
created an equally dramatic dependence on domestic sanvieggiving countries like
the U.S. (Hondagneu-Sotelo 1994) Doméstica: Immigrant Workers Cleaning and
Caring in the Shadows of Affluen@907), Hondagneu-Sotelo draws on data collected
through in-depth interviews and participant observation dtna domestic workers —
women who clean houses, care for children, and/or ampther household chores — in
Los Angeles in the mid- to late-1990s. The data provide a winadim the contradiction
between American ideologies of work and democracy anddbessities of
contemporary labor conditions. She suggests that the pédiomestic work are
symptomatic of global employment trends toward increfdgidecentralized, flexible
labor. More recently, interview studies by Mary Watét999) and Clara Rodriguez
(2000) have shed light on the complex constructionshwicetacial identity among black
immigrants and Latinos, respectively. They raised newtipres about how Latinos

configure their transnational identities using conceptpaée, heritage, and family.
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Social Networks

The dependence on resources via social networks amorigdome populations
has been well established in the sociological literatboeial networks have proven to be
of fundamental importance to alleviating the chroniesgrassociated with living in
poverty (Howard 2006, Edin and Kefalas 2005, Hansen 2005, Stack A87/hted by
Small and Newman (2001), social networks may be linke@ighborhoods but often
extend beyond neighborhood boundaries. Migration studies lnailt on these findings
by positioning social networks in a global context andjigstioning the assumption that
migrants’ interactions through these networks are statreconflict-fre€. Through her
research with Latina immigrant domestics in Califardiondagneu-Sotelo (2001)
highlights how social networks are vitally important éoeating labor markets and
regulating the occupation of domestic service, a job pedd disproportionately by
Central American and Mexican women. She begins hgrtehan informal networks
with the following: “There is a parallel universe of wam#oing paid domestic work; it
remains invisible . . . until the moment when it iggad. Then, the linkages act like dye
to make visible the points of connection that sociatig spatially link women of
different groups and different needs” (63).

Menjivar’s (2000) research with undocumented Salvadoransnirf-encisco
explores a different function of social networks, pdorwg support throughout the process

of migration and resettlement. This function is echimg#iernandez-Ledn in his 10-year

7. The costs associated with receiving informal sudpam family and social networks are also
explored among poor mothers by Howard (2006).



20
investigation of migratory networks between Monterreyxigle and Houston, TX. He
observes that “the ties that residents have sustaiitikeetach other for years as neighbors
proved to be a key source of migratory social capid08, 123). This can be viewed as
a transnational extension of Spykman’s (1926) emphasse@mndary contact and “brief,
incidental associations” as the backbone of sod@inicities (included in Burgess
1971). Yet Menjivar's emphasis on the sensitivity of sowgorks to economic
conditions weighs heavily on my analytical framewarkl hypotheses.

As for the influence of social networks on neighborhattdchment, Herting and
Guest (1985) find that the social character of neighlmtfas the strongest predictor of
subjective neighborhood evaluations. Perkins et al (1990)trevidence that social
environment (along with physical conditions) exert mofience on neighborhood
attachment behaviors than criminal activity. On the olaed, Smith (1975) cautions
that social interaction among neighbors, while impdyrtarovides an “insufficient
characterization of the solidarity of the local &rgia7). An assumption guiding my
research is that the influence of economic hardship isatesl by social networks that
provide material, emotional, and care giving assistanbeuseholds. | draw inspiration
from Menjivar (2000), who stresses the dynamic nature ddlsoetworks and their
vulnerability to economic pressures. | will thereforplere the hypothesis that Latinos’
ability to give and get support through social networks mstrained by material
conditions — that is, that their propensity to “reaali’ will be directly influenced by the
financial status of their household. This may in turn shaeie feelings of attachment to

the neighborhood.
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The Problem

Despite a well-developed literature on neighborhoodclath@nts and a growing
body of qualitative research exploring the dynamic egpegs of immigrants and their
descendants in particular communities, it is not dikeav the economic disadvantage
associated with native-born origin that has beenrebdeamong Latinos in thdaking
Connectionsieighborhoods impacts their sentimental and evaluativepgons of their
community. The trade-off for the careful attentionnbonigration policy and large-scale
demographic trends by macro-level researchers is thatvtiisdoes not typically
explore local contexts (see, for example, Donato 199&jrce attention is devoted to the
particularcontentof informal social networks, religious affiliationggdacommunity
organizations. Similarly, migration studies that drawlesigely on administrative data
from the Department of Homeland Security (DHS, forgnéne INS) or decennial census
raise more questions than answers abotititeeior logic® of people’s lives, including
the social and emotional significance of membershipparéicular community. The use
of more detailed survey data provides additional measumesigiiborhood conditions
(e.g. cleanliness, quality of services, etc.) and sadiataction, but neighborhood
attachment has typically been based on a limited nuaofbedicators (Woldoff 2002,
Herting and Guest 1985, Keller 1968). Several authors hai@zet the measures used
to represent neighborhood attachment and cohesionras f@orly conceptualized or

oversimplified (Smith 1974, Smith 1975, Austin and Baba 1990, WidX©?2). "As a

8. See http://www.esrc.ac.uk/ESRCInfoCentre/researdufress/Timescapes.aspx.
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result,” writes Smith (1975), "neighborhoods which may beiéat in overt social
interaction but strong in some other aspect of sooiasion may not be recognized for
their communal strengths" (1745). Qualitative differertetsveen neighborhoods and
their residents may be missed. Even when employing stagdted statistical techniques,
most researchers of neighborhood effects have bedateuloamake causal links between
elements of the social environment and specific outc¢Bmsll and Newman 2001).
Discussions have instead focused on strong associaticnsrelations. Many empirical
studies suffer from insufficient observation of thee people actually spend in their
neighborhoods, the quality of interaction with theilghéors, and the potentially tenuous
processes through which perceptions of neighborhood lifdajevehe “how questions,”
as noted by Small (2004), have remained a black box. Mamd& werites: “Before
encouraging further statistical modeling to capture neididmd effects, more
conceptual groundwork is needed to specify . . . the exposleetisn, and feedback
effects that define how neighborhoods shape the behaioe poor” (1991, 258; cited
in Small and Newman 2001).”

It is difficult to tap into abstract concepts like gigborhood attachment with
closed-ended questions. Hondagneu-Sotelo and other qualitstazakeers have made
considerable contributions toward a richer understandih@tirios’ experiences at the
local level, but individual case studies of Mexican arekidan American communities
have been charged with producing contradictory generalimatin several topics
(Durand and Massey 1992). Despite including an obligatory cavdair description of
methods cautioning that the absence of a random samplagee them from making

statistical generalizations, “...this inherent weakness hastopped most researchers,
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who find the temptation to generalize too great to redistaddition, many of the
strongest qualitative community studies (e.g. HondagneueSb384 and Menjivar
2000) have focused on undocumented migrants. The legal ingtabtlitese individuals
directly governs their integration into particular ocdigrzal niches. The social
consequences of their constrained legal and economictapp@s cannot be
overestimated and often limit the comparability of eeces between illegal Mexican
migrants and Mexican Americans.

The reciprocal dynamics between U.S.-born Latinog; Hweiseholds, and
surrounding neighborhoods merit further study for se\@akeasons. First, Hispanics
are the largest minority group in the United States, ahdhgy have been ignored in
comparative studies of neighborhood attachment and anyrbverty debates in general
(Small and Newman 2001). Second, while migration rates $taaugly declined
following the economic downturn of 2008, the growth of LatiAsian, and Caribbean
immigrants in U.S. cities continues to provide a majars® of population growth in
areas characterized by the outmigration of whites an&sl&dditionally, the gap
between foreign-born and U.S.-born Mexicans is growirtheanational level (Borjas
1999; Bean, Gonzalez Baker and Capps 2001). A recent reptwt Betv Hispanic
Center indicates that Latinos have been harder hitdogconomic recession that began
in 2007 than other groups, with an unemployment rate aneaiserin the poverty rate
that far exceed national figures. As of December 2011, 1&fQ%tinos were

unemployed, versus 8.5% of all Americans. Similarlyween 2006 and 2010, the
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increase in the poverty rate among Latinos reachedyrsa percent, from 20.6% to
26.6%. This far exceeds the increase in poverty amonge®vitd Blacks Additionally,
the report shows that foreign-born Latinos are dafigdikely to perceive that they have
been more negatively affected than other groups (62%vdf%% among native-born
Latinos) (Taylor et al 2012). These demographic and econoemds alone beg for
closer study of Latino experiences. It has also bedird@eumented that neighborhoods
present an important arena for acquiring political powesrag economically
disadvantaged and racial minority populations, who, gegesjp#iaking, are not well
represented through general election and legislative mes¢says and Kogl 2007). In
this way, low-income Latinos need their neighborhoodeertizan is true among middle
class Whites. “Neighborhood organization,” write Hays and|K‘is based on the
expectation that, if properly mobilized, the poor repreadarge enough segment of the

urban electorate that elected officials can hardlgigrheir needs” (182).

9. However, Blacks still had a slightly higher poverty thtn Hispanics in 2010 (27.4% versus
26.6%, respectively).



CHAPTER THREE
THISRESEARCH STUDY

The purpose of this study is to examine how being botimeiJ.S. versus Mexico
or Latin America impacts the formation of neighbortd@tachment. The low levels of
human capital observed among Mexicans and their U.8.descendants (Bean and
Stevens 2003) make disadvantaged urban areas an appropa#taléxr investigation.
The community-based nature of tdaking ConnectionSurvey — the quantitative data
source for this study - bears unique potential for invetstiggopulations in high poverty
areas in that it acknowledges the “situatedness” ohbeidioods and the great diversity
of poor places. My focus on Latinos in San Antonio walhtribute to the existing
literature on Latinos and Mexican migrants by providing miom@epth information
about the challenges facing low-income families amegiation’s largest ethnic
minority group. The wealth of survey data available fatiho households at several
points in time make it possible to sketch a portrathefr experiences that is not possible
with information solely from Census or labor statstIn the words of Berthoud (2000),
longitudinal data offers “a movie rather than a snapqli&). My research will improve
on earlier mixed-method studies of low-income communigeg. Edin and Kefalas
2005, Menjivar 2000) by gathering in-depth data from the samenéspts who
participated in as many as three waves oMha&ing Connectionsurvey. | make direct

associations between the in-depth interview responsesuamey data from waves 2 and
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3, and occasionally draw on the survey data from waVdis.covers a time span of up
to 11 years. The addition of qualitative methods alsavallme to evaluate whether any
relationships observed among the survey variables ayecaukal or due to selection or
other spurious factors.
Research Questions

My research questions include the following:

1. Are there differences in the degree of neighborhoodlatiant expressed by

native-born and foreign-born Latinos?

2. To what extent is the impact of native- versus foreigmlawigin mediated by

social networks?

3. What role does interaction through formal and infornedvorks play in

shaping residents’ perceptions of their community?

4. What are the particular resources — material, emdtionatherwise - that

Latinos derive through social networks?

a. Through what processes are these resources transferred?
Analytical Framewor k
What is a Neighborhood?

Following Chaskin (1997), | conceive of neighborhoods dsdiiieg several
dimensions: a social space, a symbolic unit, as wedess of relationships and
institutions. My sociological interest in neighborhdzmlindaries lies in their potential to
“define the conditions under which communication andaddiée are actually

maintained” (Park 1971, 3). | am also influenced byriighborhood context approach
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outlined by Warren (1978), which communicates the ideaatiduals are affected by
the social environment and historical legacy of theirm@ghoods even if they are
unaware of a connection to the community (315). In otlwedsy neighborhood effects
do not require individual identification with neighbors, jastparticipation in race or
gender is not voluntary in racialized, gendered socgksys (Lewis 2004). This
contrasts Sypkman'’s image of the “associational natdrsdal life in cities, wherein
the individual exerts conscious participation and createkes of his choosing (1971,
57). However, the frequency and quality of social intésasthave been long-since
shown to influence the boundaries that respondents doawdtheir personal
neighborhood (see Guest and Lee 1984 for a review). Theyradict how much effort
someone is willing to put forth to pursue neighborhood@stis or improve conditions. |
am also influenced by Guest and Lee’s caution that neigbhbds do not necessarily
represent cohesive, consistent social groupings. Residety identify with several
different subgroups within the official boundaries of @hborhood and relations
between subgroups may range from apathetic to hostilatgded by McKenzie (1971,
167), physical structure and culture may be parts of the samplex, but the
relationships that form between human beings are dnaarging in response to the forces
exerted by this complex.

Figure 1 below illustrates my conceptual model of the imit@s on
neighborhood attachment. Included in the white boxesiagée attributes or sets of
predictors that will be explored in depth. The gray Epresents the six dependent
variables aimed to capture the various dimensions ghberhood attachment. The first

dimension refers to one’s evaluation of whether theighborhood is suitable for raising



28

Foreign-born vs. o Neighborhood Neighborhood
Native origin =~ = | Race/Ethniclty —1 " conditions Attachment

] Evaluation
Socioeconomic

Characteristics ; orma
(Education, Soclal Etworks Neighboring .
N

Income, etc.)
nrorma
| mhlei ghboring
N

Household
Characteristics

Neighborhood
Naming
U

engfh o
Residence

s )

Figure 1. Conceptual Model of Influences on Neighborhooddhtnent.

children. The second and third aspects involve engagiraynmaf and informal
interactions with neighbors, with formal activitieeluding things like speaking to a
local political official and volunteering for communigyents and informal activities
including casual encounters at social get-togethers antggivireceiving monetary help
or favors. The fourth is neighborhood naming — that e athility to specify the name of
one’s neighborhood. Next, | examine the length of reselénthe neighborhood as an
indication of one’s “rootedness” in the community. Timaf component of neighborhood
attachment is sentiment, or the emotional signifieahat an individual attaches to the
social character of their neighborhood. This invoh@&seasments of kindness, collective

trust, and shared values among residents.
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Hypotheses

My research questions are repeated below, followed by hgpesh

R1: Are there differences in the degree of neighborho@tament expressed by
native-born and foreign-born Latinos?

Hi: U.S.-born Latinos will exhibit lower overall leved$ attachment to their
neighborhoods than foreign-born Latinos.

R»: To what extent is the impact of native- versusitprdorn origin mediated by
social networks?

H.: When economic factors and social interaction arsidered, the effect of
origin will disappear.

Rs. What role does interaction through formal and infornevorks play in
shaping residents’ perceptions of their community?

Hs: Interaction through social networks will be the mostverful predictor of
neighborhood attachment.

R4: What are the particular resources — material, emaki@r otherwise - that
Latinos derive through social networks?

Ha4.1: Non-financial help in the form of childcare and emphent
information/referrals will represent the resourcesnirequently received
from social networks, as reported in the survey.

H...: The in-depth interviews will reveal that social netkgcontribute to
feelings of belonging and being needed in one’s community.

R4a: Through what processes are these resources transferred?
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Hsa Giving and getting help involves negotiations that are aniflilden and
sensitive to material conditions at both the giving acéixeng ends.
Potential Contributions

My focus on native-born Hispanics in six communitiel @antribute to the
existing literature by providing more in-depth informationatiie challenges facing
low-income families among the nation’s largest ethnicomiiy group. The longitudinal
nature ofMaking Connectionwvill enable me to respond to a critique of the resedrah t
is typically done with children in disadvantaged neighbods (see Timberlake 2007,
320) by examining the duration of exposure to a given plag#. dttempt to respond to
critiques by Sampson et al (2002), who write:

Although much effort that been put into understanding thetstral backdrop to

neighborhood social organization, we need a deeper focoslwral, normative,

and collective-action perspectives that attach meanihgworesidents frame

their commitment to places . . . Researchers eed o redouble their efforts to

investigate neighborhoods social processes in truly dynamtecactive fashion.

(474, 472)

My interest in social networks and informal support coeideal clear and
actionable needs for help and services, but may also sp#ak strength of certain
networks and families’ agency in requesting and receivirfgrdifit kinds of help. These

findings may identify opportunities for policy intervesiin specific areas as well as

alternative measurements of socioeconomic improvearhivell-being.



CHAPTER FOUR

DATA AND METHODOLOGY FOR QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

Due to the mixed methods employed for this study, let us bveth a review of
the methods used for the quantitative component of man&seThe next chapter reports
findings from this component. Chapters 7 and 8 followsdmae organization for my
qualitative research in San Antonio, Texas.

Data

TheMaking Connectionsurvey (http://mcstudy.norc.org) was conducted in 10
low-income neighborhoods across the U.S. The neighbdehare located in the
metropolitan areas of Des Moines, IA; Indianapol, Denver, CO; San Antonio, TX;
Seattle, WA; Milwaukee, WI; Oakland, CA; Hartford, CHrovidence, RI; and
Louisville, KY. A number of organizations contributed to tlesign, implementation,
and analysis of this research: the Annie E. Casey Faand&tORC at the University of
Chicago, Urban Institute (Ul), research advisors frdmgn Hall at the University of
Chicago and Case Western Reserve University, and represesifedm each of the
Making Connectionsites. The survey is part of a larger initiative fundgdhe Annie E.
Casey Foundation aimed to assess the needs of faamtieshildren and to foster
supportive communities that meet those needs. While tietive intended to produce
community-wide, long-term improvements in disadvantagaghiborhoods — namely,

greater educational successes and better health outtmmegddren and increased
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income and assets for families — it is generally uriddedsthat changes of this scale occur
slowly. Thus the main contribution of the survey dates o supply information about
the experiences and needs of residents in the tangétoehoods rather than an
evaluation of specific programs (Hayes and Kinglsey 2011, 2).

The survey was administered approximately every three ylesing a ten-year
period. Baseline survey data were gathered between 2002 and 2004en sites listed
above and a first follow-up effort (‘Wave 2’) was coeteld between 2005 and 2007 in
each site. Between 2008 and 2011 NORC completed a second fdatmwaup
interviews (‘Wave 3’) in seven of the ten sites. Sabl@ 2 for the weighted response
rates in each round. Interviews for taking Connectiongseighborhood surveys were
executed using a paper and pencil guestionnaire that wakeyed into a computer-
assisted data entry system (CADE). The main questientapics include the following:
1) neighborhood connections, 2) neighborhood actiowaduding engaging in efforts to
improve neighborhood conditions and perceptions of sadetgrder, and cohesion), 3)
services and amenities, 4) organizations and volunteésisfamily hardship, 6) income
and assets, and 7) demographics. Additionally, a sepatatbgesstions are devoted to
the experiences of children living in the household uiicig items about child care
arrangements, schooling, participation in extracurricadaivities, and health.

TheMaking Connectionstudy design is unique in that it combines both cross-
sectional and longitudinal (panel) methodologies. Imeeave, NORC employed area
probability sampling techniques to select a random set of sglglr¢o represent each
target neighborhood. In households with children, onel etéls randomly selected to be

the focal child, and the parent or guardian who knew the atmsit the focal child was
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Table 2. Weighted Response Rates from Waves 1-3 of Malkingections Survey

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Respons Responsi Respons:
Site N rate (%) N rate (%) N rate (%)
Des Moines 786 68 813 77 800 77
Indianapolis 785 69 804 79 802 81
Denver 779 66 818 74 839 75
San Antonio 821 74 803 78 846 81
Vzlshét:ttﬁ:ee)mel 792 68 801 76 809 77
Milwaukee 697 71 801 79 nfa n/a
Oakland 697 67 803 75 n/a n/a
Hartford 701 63 802 81 n/a n/a
Providence 735 70 804 81 814 83
Louisville 703 78 812 83 798 87
Total/average 7,496 69 8,061 78 5,708 80

aWave 3 data collection was not conducted in Milwauke&Ja@d, or Hartford.

chosen as the respondent (meaning the selection acdspendent was not random). In
adult-only households, the focal child selection proeessskipped and one adult was
randomly chosen to be the respondent. In waves 2 anteByiewers re-visited these
sampled addresses in person or by telephone with th@foallecting data with the
current occupants. Many times, the occupants have nogetia®ther times, new people
have moved in.

NORC also subsampled new addresses at the start ofodlaghup effort to
include buildings that have been constructed or rend\atee the previous wave. This
methodology yields a cross-sectional snapshot of neitiolod residents at different
points in time Making Connections also longitudinal in that NORC 1) re-interviewed

families that remained at sampled addresses within taeggtborhoods and 2) tracked
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families with children that moved torewaddress, be it inside or outside of the
neighborhood.
Survey Neighborhoods

In 1999, the Annie E. Casey Foundation identified 22 citiésetpart of an
exploratory phase for a new neighborhood transformiaionly development initiative.
In each site, local teams including members of the \Cstsdf, national and local
consultants, representatives from community foundst@om neighborhood associations,
and city agencies were formed. A team leader was fashtn each site. In 2002, the
Foundation selected ten communities for a cross-sélei@von in the form of a
household survey. These sites were chosen becauseathegmmunity support
organizations that 1) were engaged in community outréetwas consistent with the
Foundation’s mission to support families with childred & could facilitate data
collection on the ground. AECF “was purposeful in sefgctieighborhoods that
demonstrated characteristics such as institutional suhdntvould increase the
probability of program success” (Brisson and Usher 2005, 65@) Foundation, with
help from the local partners and NORC, also definedj#ographic boundaries of the
survey sites. The boundaries are often nuanced. IAS@mio, the survey neighborhood
was drawn to include residents mainly in the West Sidenaamity but also some from
within the Edgewood school district (see Figure 2). “ifiigal thinking,” recalls one

representative from the planning committee, was to tmdiode as many people as
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possible. But the tradeoff is that you can’t offer as niddRecall that the survey was but
one component of a larger initiative through which the Batian provided funding for
place-based services, educational and recreational pregaad the salaries of the staff
members who ran them. Leaders were charged with balacesngs to involve a large
number of their constituents with practical limitasosurrounding the administration of
the survey and the delivery of services to community mesnbe

The demographic and socioeconomic characteristics cutvey neighborhoods
also vary considerably. This will be discussed in furttegail in the Findings chapters.
Table 3 provides descriptive statistics for the surveyaedents who were living in the
neighborhood during the wave 3 data collection period (2008-20hé&)city of Denver
neighborhood is home to large Latino and foreign-lpapulations with predominate
origins in Mexico and Vietnam. Most are renting and ldigmigh residential mobility,
including considerable long-distance movement (BachtelLatigrner 2011). Denver
sample members were slightly younger than the ovavallage, with a mean age of 42
versus 44 years, and less likely to be married (24.4% ve#sd4% among all
respondents). Their households included a smaller propeviibrchildren 32.3% versus
46.6% overall) and have higher levels of education than tiex sites (57.6% have more

than a high school degree versus 35.1% overall).

1. Campa, Dennis. 26 October 2011. Personal conversation.
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Des Moines stands apart from the other sites witlajanity of homeowners
(52.1% versus 44.4% overall) and a large minority of individwétls a high school
degree but no college (39.1% as compared to 35.1% for pdimdents). The population
here is predominately non-Hispanic White and Black, wimaller but
growingpopulation of Latinos (10% in the baselimersus 17% at wave 3. Indianapolis
is predominately Black and markedly monolingual; nearly 98%sgondents completed
the interview in English and the remaining 2% spoke Spanishlindianapolis
neighborhood residents, like those in Denver, arelilkesly to be married than residents
in the other four sites (25.0% of respondents in Indiaimp@re married at the time of
the wave 3 survey, versus 34.4% overall).

San Antonio is distinct in having a large percentagerofe respondents
(69.8%), more households with children (51.7% versus 46.6%|hy&ra levels of
education (45.6% had less than a high school degree), arwlmsghold incomes
($18,000 versus $21,400 overall). Many of these characteristieriaored if not
exaggerated in Providence, where similarly large percentafgespondents were female
(69.8%), lived with one or more children (48.3%), or had loeomes ($17,000).
Residents in Providences were the most likely to speakiSpgB6.8%) of all the sites
and the least likely to own their home (26.9%). At theasip end of the spectrum,
White Center residents are the best-off in finaneaht. The median household income

there was $42,000, nearly two times the median amondesl §4.1% of neighborhood

1. See Coulton et al 2009, Table 1.
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residents in White Center were homeowners, and 44.3% mwaried — each roughly ten
percent higher than the respective figures among resicdealissites (44.4% and 34.4%).
White Center also has the largest presence of othgudge-speakers (mostly
Vietnamese) at 6.3%.

Despite these differences, the sites share threesmailarities: they are all
located in urban sectors of metropolitan areas, @eanically disadvantaged, and are
the focus of local community outreach efforts fundegart by the Annie E. Casey
Foundation.

Strengths and Limitations

TheMaking ConnectionSurvey data offer three main strengths to this research
First, the rare availability of longitudinal househodd«| data allow for the investigation
of the impact of changing economic situations on resgi@erceptions of the
neighborhood and neighboiaking Connections one of few surveys that track
households over time (for another example, see Gdldd Bnd O’Flaherty 2007). This
addresses a past criticism of neighborhood researchirgaihat it often fails to reveal
how social organization and neighborhood attachment clamgdime (Small and
Newman 2001). Second, as noted by Rawlings et al (2007), they'susampling within
target, low-income neighborhoods enables one to coatroleighborhood context and
thus analyze differential experiences among native-bersus foreign-born Latinos
based more on household characteristics rather thextoal factors (7). This alleviates
some concerns about the non-random distribution ofithaials into neighborhoods (a
“selection bias”) and thus the validity of observed egntal effects (Jencks and Mayer

1990). Finally, the data supply a rich set of measures afuakty and frequency of
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interactions with neighbors, support networks, and neididaal attachment. Many of
these measures are derived from questions that have appeatker well-known
surveys like the Project on Human Development in Chiddgighborhoods (PHDCN).

A few limitations of these data must also be acknowlddgest, the
neighborhoods from which the sample was drawn are potsentative of any larger
geographic or municipal populations. Neighborhoods for the guveee selected by the
Annie E. Casey Foundation with assistance from loealdes based on the presence of
existing grass-roots or community organizations whose missi@re consistent with the
objectives of thévlaking Connectionghitiative. It is possible that disadvantaged
communities in other U.S. cities may yield differantlfings. Second, because the survey
neighborhoods are each characterized by low overabbso@nomic status (despite
considerable variation in geographic size and racial/ettamgosition), very little
information can be gleaned about the experiences ofh®fE8 Latinos. Third, it should
be noted that the Making Connections sample containgjarity of female respondents.
This is due in large part to the respondent selection procedackin households with
children; interviewers randomly selected a child and then stegdi¢o speak with “the
parent/guardian who knows the most about [CHILD’'S NAMBJecause women are still
more likely than men to be primary caregivers, thisltesu a female gender bias of
about 16%.

Additional limitations pertain to assumptions behind mglwical approach. As
discussed by Warren (1978) Guest and Lee (1984) and acahe®jrring problem when
studying neighborhoods is that the boundaries of theitdaes may be defined in

different ways. There are considerable discrepamcitdee spatial and social definitions
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of neighborhoods between ‘official’ sources (e.g. th8..Census Bureau), community
organizations, and residents. Urbanites have been sloogndgnize multiple names for
the same territory and to perceive smaller symbolic grmgoivithin larger areas (Guest
and Lee 1984). Furthermore, the boundaries defined in tatgetei theMaking
ConnectionsSurvey are not synonymous with Census geographies. The Faumaduath
help from the local partners and NORC, drew the geogrédyhindaries of the survey
sites. Local leaders were responsible for naming thoty within the target area. As a
result, the target area in some sites is divided mparmted named neighborhoods, while
sites like San Antonio bear a single name (West Siai#ing the interview, respondents
were not supplied a standard definition of their neighbatthcather, they were
encouraged to devise their own reference boundatiethe baseline this approach was
formalized further by asking respondents to draw the boiwewdaf their neighborhood
on a printed map displaying major streets and landmar&sdgelton et al 2011 for an
analysis of thaviaking Connectionfindings, or Taylor et al 1984 for findings among a
stratified sample of Baltimore residents). This cowdaehimportant implications for
analyses of spatial relationships in neighborhood attashaondor policy

recommendations that were specific to a particulaitaeyr However, such applications

2. In the baseline, interviewers read the followingadtiction: “Many of the questions will be
about your neighborhood. By neighborhood, | mean treean@ind where you live and around your house.
It may include places you shop, religious or public institig, or a local business district. It is the general
area around your house where you might perform routine, tsiskis as shopping, going to the park, or
visiting with neighbors. Please take a look at thégraf the area. Study it for a moment and use this pen to
draw the boundaries of what you consider to be your beitjivod.” In waves 2 and 3, the mapping
exercise was not repeated. Interviewers simply begdmtiétstatement, “Now, | want to ask some
guestions about where you live.”
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are not the goal of this study. | acknowledge that “neaginood” in the minds of
respondents may not coincide with the territory defimedHe survey. | argue that what
IS more important, and what is supported by extant fiteeais that people tend to think
about neighborhoods in terms of nearby people ratherfukaa specific spatial or
institutional unit (Guest and Lee 1984). | find little evidetita the discrepancies in
neighborhood boundaries would yield greater bias among atigytar ethno-racial
group.
M ethods
Analytical Data Set

This research study incorporates survey data for € aitthree points in time
since 2002. The analytic unit, or unit of analysis, is theskhold. | use these data to
investigate communal attachment within the context ofquaar neighborhoods. My
analytical sample includes 3,682 households who were livittgnthe target
neighborhood boundaries at the time of the wave 3 s\fthey'wave 3 neighborhood
snapshot”). Unless noted otherwise, the frequencies aed sititistics reported in tables
have been weighted to represent the population of holaseWwithinMaking
Connectionsieighborhoods at the time of the wave 3 survey (2008-Z046jiseholds
that moved at wave 2 or 3 are not included. Table 4 inditla¢ascial and ethnic
composition of the analytical sample by site basedetirreporting. National figures

from the 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimates aredgabun the “U.S.”

3. Specifically, | use the variable whhpop_wave3_neigh franiMbking Connections cross-site
database.
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column for context; however, it should be noted agjadn the survey neighborhoods are
not representative of the general U.S. population.s@ineple includes 1,122 white, 791
U.S.-born Latino, 775 Black, 624 foreign-born Latino, and 18&Arespondents
(including a small number born in the U.S.), along Wi respondents who identified
as some other race or multi-racial. Table 5 provides mheta! regarding how these
mutually exclusive racial/ethnic categories were operdizath | use the term “Latino”
in lieu of “Hispanic” because the survey participantsnanee likely to refer to
themselves as the former. Of course, readers shou&hbeded that Latinos/Hispanics
as a group include a great diversity of peoples from cosntri8outh America, Central
America, and Spain (Small 2004, xvii).

The overrepresentation of Latinos in the survey samagiétates the application
of statistical techniques and also speaks to the inflwabhas into urban areas that have
previously experienced out-migration by whites (Betancur 19%y, &d Farley 1996,
Bean and Stevens 2003). Among the six sites included iarnhlgsis, Indianapolis has
the smallest proportion of Latinos (about 6%). The sunesghborhood population there
is predominately non-Latino White (56%) and African Amani¢32%), with very few
foreign-born residents. At the opposite end of thetspm, the survey population in
Providence is half Latino (50%), with a majority ofdayn-born Latinos from the
Dominican Republic and Guatemala. Denver also has a laugdr share of Latinos than
the national level (42%), with a ratio of roughly 2 Ud®rn Latinos for every 1 born in
another country. San Antonio, the largest of the isds sn terms of geographic area, is
almost exclusively Hispanic (90%). This proportion is royghthird greater than the

proportion of Hispanic/Latino residents living in the aifySan Antonio (61%,
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according to ACS 2005-2009 estimates). Unlike the Latino regmas in Providence,
lineage within the San Antonio survey area extends predeaty into Mexico but is
mediated by at least one generation of U.S. citizenship.

Statistical Analysis

All statistical tests were performed using SAS 9.2 softwhused common factor
analysis to identify variables that were associate¢ld avsingle latent factor. | refined the
indices to measure both independent controls (perceptioregifborhood disorder and
safety concerns) and dependent variables. | then used @L8ggstic regression
modeling to examine the influence of each predictor omgasures of neighborhood
attachment. These forms of multivariate analysis enabé to test hypotheses about the
relationships among several variables while controlling@tain characteristics (Miller
2005).

Referring again to the conceptual map in Figure 1, recalthieaboxes to the
right of the arrow represent the six dependent variabl@sher detail about the
operationalization of each dependent measure is includeabie 6. Because different
types of variables call for different statistical tecjuas, | present the four dichotomous
dependent variables first in proceeding tables, followethé&ywo continuous variables.
The dichotomous dependent variables include dummy varial@asumng 1) the
respondent’s evaluation of the “goodness” of the neigldaztifwhether he/she thinks
the neighborhood is a good place to raise children), 2) whitheespondent reported
engaging in formal neighboring activities like talking tweal political official about a
neighborhood problem, 3) whether the respondent reportediagga informal

neighboring activities like attending religious servicethmneighborhood or getting
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help from neighbors, and 4) whether the respondent repamecognizable name for
his/her neighborhood. The continuous variables include 1) auresaf tenure in the
neighborhood, defined as the number of years during whecrepondent has lived
there, and 2) an index measuring sentimental attachmém neighborhood that
provides an average across five items assessing the respspeeception of social
cohesion among neighbors.

| include additional variables related to demographic backgr(eigdage, sex,
and interview language), household composition (marriedepcesof children),
educational attainment, income, and home ownership asotoim the models. | also
include four indices based on constructs that have berardgrated to influence
neighborhood attachment in past empirical studies.€elTimetude measures of 1)
economic hardship experienced by the household (lacking mMionpyescription drugs,
monthly bills, or food, or periods of prolonged unemployme2jtperceptions of
neighborhood disorder (graffiti, litter/trash, vacanboarded-up buildings, etc.), 3)
concerns about safety, and 4) a rough indication ofttkagth of the respondents’ social
networks outside the neighborhood. Table 7 provides aipisarof each of the single
independent variables — that is, those drawn directly fnvey questions. Table 8
provides the same information for the independent indaahlas that were constructed
by summarizing values across several different sureeysit

Dependent Variables: Neighborhood Attachment

Numerous authors have demonstrated that research involvinguah

attachments must distinguish between the attitudinalyathee, and behavioral

components that contribute to the social experienoeighborhoods (Smith 1975).
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Composite variables offer the appeal of easy interpoathut obscure which factors are
responsible for the effect (Massey 1998). To measure raigbbd attachment, | draw
on six distinct components of neighborhood attachnaemttified in past empirical
studies. | begin with the expectation that these coesrhave unique relationships
with other neighborhood and household characteristicsSgaest and Lee 1983).
Dependent Variable 1: Evaluation

The first dependent variable provides a rough indicatidgheofespondents’
evaluation of the “goodness” of the neighborhood. Thiardy variable draws from an
early item in the main questionnaire that asks, “Dotymnk this neighborhood is a good
place to raise children?” (Yes/no). Two additional itemese considered for inclusion in
an index with the response from this question: “How dbedtiture look for this
neighborhood? Is this neighborhood likely to get bettay, tste same, or get worse?”
(1=Get worse, 2=Stay the same, 3=Get better) (FUTUR&)My neighborhood is a
safe place for children” (Continuous scale ranging fraim 7, where 1=Disagree very
strongly, 4=Do not have feelings one way or the otdued, 7=Agree very strongly)
(SAFECHLD). However, results from principal componeamalysis suggested that these
measures could not be reduced to a single artificighbki Principal components
analysis is a variable reduction procedure that is ugsfidentifying redundancy across
a set of measures (colinearity) and developing a smmallaber of variables that can be
used to predict other outcomes (see Hatcher and Stefd@®kichapter 6, or Guest et al
2006 for an example of the application of this techniqueemeighborhood attachment
literature). | decided to include only the question, “Da ¥aink this neighborhood is a

good place to raise children?”
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Dependent Variable 2: Formal Neighboring

The second and third dependent variables tap into behaattaehment. The
second dependent variable indicates whether the respaegerted engaging in any
formal neighboring activities, such as speaking to a loaktical official about a
neighborhood problem or improvement, talking with a loeagious leader to help with
a neighborhood problem or improvement, getting togethér matghbors to do
something about a neighborhood problem, volunteeringlpinigeout with activities in
the community, or serving as an officer or on a commikde any local club or
organization. This echoes Burkhardt's (1971) conceptdicipation, defined as “the
extent to which residents participate in organizationsse&hnembers are residents of the
neighborhood or whose primary focus is generalizedhbeidhood problems or
activities.” Guest et al (2006) include a similar constritieict “neighbor organizing,”
described as activities taken by residents to defendrteghborhood (374). | included
five items from theMaking ConnectionSurvey and incorporated two related follow-up
guestions to isolate just those activities happening withimergghborhood (see Table 6).
Dependent Variable 3: Informal Neighboring

The third dichotomous dependent variable accounts for irflongighboring —
that is, engaging in voluntary interactions with neiglsldfor social or need-based
purposes other than solving a neighborhood problem. Herepemgitaonalization
deviates from Woldoff's (2002) construct of informal attachm&ly construct
encompasses a wider scope of activities than Woldtd#fjoaizes as forms of routine and
social attachment. Relatedly, my construct paralledsypology presented by Swaroop

and Morenoff but also includes an element of what thiegl “expressive organizations.”



59

After observing from initial frequencies that very fewgpendents reported engaging in
many different forms of neighboring, | examined four iteand assigned a score of 1 if
the respondent had reported engaging in any one or mdre @fllowing activities:
attending religious services inside the neighborhood, gdtelp or support besides
money (babysitting, lending small appliances, and ridgsjing help or support besides
money from family members who live in the neighborhamrdattending a neighborhood
get-together (festival, picnic, etc.) during the past.yea
Dependent Variable 4: Neighborhood Naming

The final dichotomous dependent variable indicates venetie respondent
provided a codable name for his/her neighborhood. Thosesaitidheir neighborhood
does not have a name, said the area had a name but aosigply it, or provided a
name that could not be recognized as the name of aquaiog data cleaning (i.e. “the
hood”) are coded as 0. Studies by Taylor et al (1984) and Guedtee (1983) provide
convincing evidence that neighborhood naming can be viewquhasand parcel of
attachment to place” (104), yet distinct from elementsatitfaction. In Taylor et al's
1984 study of 66 Baltimore neighborhoods, 69% of respondents etijgptiame for their
neighborhood. They conclude that naming is a product “obtted social ecology,
conditioned by the composition and processes of the gtbapare extant on each
block” (121).
Dependent Variable 5: Length of Residence

Mobility has been shown to impact economic and soa#itaeing and is studied
intensely in research on neighborhood effects. Dad@®7) argues that citizenship

“grows out of attachment to place and its people — oatsanse of community — that
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only forms over time” (162). Frequent mobility is said tavdw the likelihood of
establishing communal ties. While length of resideneease commonly used as an
independent control in studies of neighborhood attach(seatGuest et al 2006,
Woldoff 2002, Bonaiuto et al 1999, etc.), Burkhardt (1971) uses resideporting of
their desire to continue living in the local area agdication of their commitment.
While similar questions have been asked for certain isiteslect waves of thiglaking
ConnectionsSurvey, for the purpose of maximizing data comparabilitgtead use
respondents’ tenure in the neighborhood. This varialulerised from the question,
“How long have you lived in this neighborhood?” | recodegoases into the number of
years. This yields a continuous dependent variable with ¥aarging from 0 to 36 years
(see Table 6). Larger values were top-coded prior to tease of the survey data to
protect the identities of the longest-term residents.

Dependent Variable 6: Sentiment

The final dependent variable, a measure of sentimettitadénal attachment,
draws on an area of prolonged interest in the literatnreommunal attachment. Using a
sample of Seattle residents, Guest and Lee (1983) findehtitnent exerts independent
and “impressive” effects on residents’ propensity to mankta take political action.
They find that the presence of friends and neighbasagalvith population composition,
were among the strongest predictors of sentiment. Wia(@002) defines sentiment
using three items indicating whether the respondent faelsome” in the community,
whether he or she would miss the area if forced to mane finally, the strength of his
or her ties to the neighborhood. My index of sentimahtinclude five items from the

Making ConnectionSurvey that were adopted from the social cohesiorxinded in the
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Project on Human Development in Chicago NeighborhoBH#OCN). Respondents
reported the degree to which they agreed that they livedlosa-knit neighborhood,
that people in the neighborhood were willing to helprtheighbors, that people in the
neighborhood generally got along, shared the same valnggould be trusted. The
mean score of these five questions will form my meastisentimental attachment (SC).
The validity and reliability of this scale have beetabished by Dorsey and Forehand
(2003), Ranking and Quane (2002), and several others (see Barssdisher 2005).
Independent Variables

Tables 7 and 8 describe the operationalization for indepéndeables.
Variables that reflect single attributes like age, s&xl educational attainment are
included in Table 7. Variables that were constructed by suinimgor adding values
across several survey questions are included in Tablee8adrtstructed indices are
described in further detail below.
Economic Hardship

The Family Hardship segment of thkaking Connectionguestionnaire supplies
several indicators of economic stressors. | caledl#te sum of four yes/no items
indicating whether in the past year the household hadiexged a time when they did
not fill or postponed filling a prescription for drugs; neenot able to pay the mortgage,
rent, or utility bills; were without enough money to agd; or when the respondent or

spouse/partner had been without work due to unemployme#tv/ieeks or greater.

1. Irecoded UNEMPLMT and SPUNEMPL, both continuousalaes, into a single dummy
variable, with a period of unemployment lasting 4 wemkgreater for either the respondent or
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Values range from O to 4, with 4 representing the mostdariniinancial hardship
experienced by the household.
Neighborhood Disorder

Additional questions adopted from the PHDCN supply a oreasent of
neighborhood disorder. My framing of this concept is infleeed by Woldoff (2002), who
examines physical signs of disorder apart from socialilities and includes crime-
related measures in the latter category. Although théyat be a primary focus of my
research, these factors are relevant because “wheleme experience disorder or crime,
they are said to lose their sense of commitment todighborhood” (92). Over 30 years
ago, Maran (1979) found that perceptions of environmental prghiestuding crime,
rundown housing, trash or litter, and abandoned structunestiree major predictors of
overall neighborhood satisfaction. Contemporary mesesuggests that these factors still
weigh heavily on residents’ perceptions of their neighbods. | calculated the average
score across seven items indicating how frequentlyesigondent observes graffiti;
litter/trash; vacant, abandoned or boarded up buildohys; dealers, drug users, or
drunks; traffic safety problems; gangs; and prostitutioheir theighborhood. The result

is a continuous variable with values ranging from O to 6.

spouse/partner set to equal 1 and periods less than 4 wetke $eNEMPLMT_R). NOPAYBIL,
NOPHONE, NOFOOD, and UNEMPLMT_R were then added togethfert a single index,
HARDSHIP.
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Safety Concerns

This index is the average score across six itemsatidgthe extent to which the
respondent thinks the neighborhood is a safe placéiiiren, feels safe at home at
night, feels safe being out alone during the day, wouldtstspeak with someone if they
asked for directions at night, feels most children gé-mictreating in the neighborhood
on Halloween, and thinks most criminal activity goingiothe neighborhood is
committed by non-residents. Like the neighborhood disordierxi values for this
continuous variable range from 0 to 6.
Social Networks

Because | predict that social networks will exert argjrinfluence on
neighborhood attachment, | examined questions in sesegaients of thMaking
Connectiongjuestionnaire. Due to concerns about multicolinearingeld a process of
elimination to identify social connections with individsiavho did not live in the
respondents’ neighborhoddhe end result is the sum of three items indicatihgther
respondent gives financial help to friends or family ireottountries, gets help or
support besides money (babysitting, lending small appliaacesrides) from family
members outside the neighborhood, and gets help or suppdgda®ney (babysitting,

lending small appliances, and rides) from friends outsideneighborhood.

2. For example, question 6.25 in the wave 3 main questionnads, rédow often do yoget help
or support besides money, like babysitting, lending srpaliances, and rides from people in your family
that do not live with you?” (OFTGTHLP) (1=0Often, 2=Soimeds, 3=Rarely, 4=Never) A follow-up
guestion (6.25a) asks, “Do these family members lithemeighborhood?” (FAMHOOD) (1=Yes,
0=No). | first created a dummy variable to identifpsh respondents had answered “often” or “sometimes”
at question 6.25 and “no” at question 6.25a. | then foldeddlue of the new dummy variable, along with
recoded measures from other questions, into the index.
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Control Variables

Households with children (or in the childbearing stage)hmmdeowners are
expected to have a “special locality investment” thatideto increased involvement in
the community (Guest and Lee 1984). Those with higherdenfedducation or income
are also predicted to hold higher levels of attachmentvésely, “low investment”
groups like renter and adults outside of child-bearing agbedived to have more
specialized needs that ultimately impact their oveaisfaction with the local area
(Herting and Guest 1985). | include control variables to @uctor basic demographic
characteristics such as age, gender, race, maritas shetusehold composition (the
presence or absence of children), and educational attainBesr@use income is highly
skewed and because larger families should require larger inspfoethe bivariate and
multivariate regression models | converted household isdorthe natural log per capita
(the log of the total household income divided by the nurabpeople living in the
household). This can be interpreted as the income pempiardwousands of dollars,

based on the U.S. dollar in 2008-2011. See Table 7 for fudttails.

3. Kennickell 1999.



CHAPTER FIVE
QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS

| present my findings from the quantitative analysishefsurvey data in three
main sections. The first set of tables report descritiastics for the independent
variables and bivariate relationships with each of the ribbgre variables. | then discuss
my findings from the logistic and OLS multivariate regies models.

Profile of Households by Race/Ethnicity

Tables 9-11 report descriptive statistics for the indepangeiables by
racial/ethnic group for households in all six sites, the $ites other than San Antonio,
and just San Antonio, respectively. They are presenfatately to allow for more
deliberate evaluation of the potential for the San At@ases to pull observations from
other sites in a given direction due to the larger populatidhis site. Recall that
percentages are weighted to reflect the populations whhiteirget neighborhoods at the
time of the wave 3 survey. Standard deviations are shoparéentheses under summary
statistics for continuous variables. Due to the smattber of White, Black, and
other/multiracial respondents in San Antonio, readavsldhnterpret figures for these
groups with caution. Figures for Asians in San Antonionateincluded due to
insufficient cell sizes.

The mean age for respondents in all sites is 44 yBlrsks have the highest

mean age at nearly 46 years and those respondents whiadavith some “other” race
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or as multiracial have the lowest mean at 41. As peefaarlier in the Limitations
section, the respondent selection processes among bddsselith children (asking for
the parent or guardian who knows the most about the tuld§ resulted in a ratio of
1.5 female for every 1 male respondent. The female $iasgest among foreign-born
Latino respondents (74%) and smallest among Asians (5886 suUxprisingly, nearly all
White respondents completed the interview in Englishen8d% of foreign-born Latinos
opted to do the interview in Spanish and 24% of Asians cetegbthe interview in
another language (mainly Viethnamese). Yet Table 11 reweabverwhelming
preference for English among U.S.-born Latinos in Sationio. Despite having more
bilingual Spanish interviewers available to complete inésvsiin this site than in other
locations, all but 4% were done in English.

Marriage rates vary considerably across groups. 62% ahAsspondents
identified a spouse or partner living in their household,emfiis applied to only 14% of
respondents in the other/multiracial group. Roughly halfeftouseholds included
children. Foreign-born Latinos were the most likelhave children (60%) and Whites
the least likely (33%). In socioeconomic terms, tinevsy sample generally upholds
expectations of urban neighborhoods that are ofterothes fof community change
initiatives (Coulton et al 2011). Whites reported aboverage education levels and
above-average household incomes (half had more tham a¢hgol degree and the

median income was $30,000)\sians reported the highest median household income

1. Because the natural logarithm of income per capitamudend itself to easy interpretations,
the unadjusted household income (the sum of all souréesavhe from all household members) is
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($40,000) and above-average education levels. Reports ofreimomardship were
infrequent among this group, with a mean score of jusb® e scale ranging from O to
4. Foreign-born Latinos stand out as the least-educatetb@est-earning group (59%
did not hold a high school degree and the median incaaseavound $16,000).
Other/multiracial respondents reported above-averageBonal levels and near-
average incomes, but reported more frequent experiencesradraic hardship in the
past year (with a mean score of 1.5 versus the oveealh of 1.0). Homeownership,
based on whether the respondent indicated that hee@rslior his or her partner owned
their home apartment or were in the process of buyimgrdaing to own, also varied
across groups. Asians were the most likely to be homeisw61%) and
other/multiracial respondents were the least likelywo ¢29%). It is again worth noting
the figures for U.S.-born and foreign-born LatinoSan Antonio. Both groups stand out
in the near even ratio of homeowners to non-homeosvf#8% and 52% respectively).
This is due in large part to the affordability of single #grhomes in the West Side
neighborhood.

The final three independent variables reveal modest diffeseacross groups.
Other/multiracial respondents and U.S.-born Latino rteplothe most negative
assessments of their communities in terms of neididaat disorder (with mean scores of
3.2 and 2.9, respectively). Like Asians, foreign-born lagtithey reported less frequent

observations of disorder than the other groups but samegtusly held above-average

reported in Tables 9-11.
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concerns about safety. In terms of social networlkstwio groups with sizeable
concentrations of immigrant respondents, foreign-th@tmos and Asians, reported
slightly stronger networks than the other groups, budliffierences were very small
(with a mean score of 0.6 for each of these two groussisd).4 for each of the other
three groups).
Trendsin Neighborhood Attachment among
Latinosin the Making Connections Survey

Respondents who self-identified as some other race lbranial were the least
likely to indicate that their neighborhood was a gptatte to raise children (54% versus
71% among all groups; see Table 12). Blacks were noticeably @emgaged in formal
and informal neighboring than other groups, with roughly 44%omeding affirmatively
for each of the two measures. Asians were more like§ngage in formal neighboring
activities like speaking with a local political leader aba neighborhood problem or
doing volunteer work in their community than to interiaérmally with neighbors, as in
attending a neighborhood get-together or exchanging goddsas (37% and 28%,
respectively). At the other end of the spectrum, fordagm Latinos were unlikely to
report engaging in either form of neighboring (27% and 28%pewively). Differences
in sentimental attachment across groups are negligible.

There are two striking differences among the six measafraeighborhood
attachment across racial/ethnic groups. The first isid@able portion of U.S.-born and
foreign-born Latinos who did not supply a name for theighborhood: 27% and 24%,
respectively. Neighborhood naming was far more common gMdnites (85%), Blacks

(90%), and other/multiracial respondents (90%), and neanyersal among Asians
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(94%). Yet, Table 13 reveals that Latinos in the fitessother than San Antonio more
closely mirrored other racial/ethnic groups in their prajigrio provide a name for their
neighborhood. In fact, all but 3% of U.S.-born Latiposvided a name. Neighborhood
naming among U.S.-born Latinos in San Antonio, like lmeotites, was far more
common than among foreign-born Latinos (67% versus 588pgectively; see Table 14).
However, it seems that there may be a site effedttihfluences all racial/ethnic groups in
San Antonio. This will be explored further in Chaptésnd 8.

The second major difference is the median lengtlesiience among U.S.-born
Latinos, 11 years, nearly twice as long as the mddiaany other group. This is
influenced heavily by the lengthy tenure of U.S.-bornniagiin San Antonio, half of
whom have lived in the neighborhood for 14 years. Table ate that when San
Antonio respondents are omitted, the median tenure atbdhgborn (as well as foreign-
born) Latinos is actually slightly below the ovenalkdian of 5.5 years. Other
race/multiracial respondents remain the newest grousiafenats in the five sites.

Regression Findings

As a preliminary step, | used logistic and OLS regregsfonedures to calculate
the bivariate relationships between each independent andd#eyierariable, without
controlling for other factors. The results are repometable 15. On its own,
race/ethnicity seems to influence all of the aspectemhborhood attachment except for
sentiment and appears especially important for determamats propensity to supply a
name for his/her neighborhood and length of residantieei neighborhood. Household
income exerts a small but significant influence on yaspect except for length of

residence and economic hardship follows a similar patberinhas a significant
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relationship with length of residence). The social nekwadex appears to matter most
for length of residence and neighborhood naming. But deetfiedings hold up when
holding other attributes constant?

The results from the multivariate logistic and OL§ression models for each of
the six dependent variables are shown in Table 16. Tablasdl¥8 report the same
results when separating out responses from the ifee @&d just San Antonio residents,
respectively. Reference categories, or the dummy vasaieated from a nominal
measure with more than two categories that have bi#khel from the models, are
shown in italics. In the following discussion | highlighe independent factors from
Table 16 with a coefficient of .7 or larger (either p@sitor negative) that is statistically
significant at the .001 level. Non-significant or smadleefficients are discussed when
they could have important implications for communityreath efforts and policy
interventions. Figure 3 highlights the factors exertirggdtiongest influence on each
component of neighborhood attachment. Factors are Iistbescending order of
magnitude from top to bottom in each column. Positive inftes are denoted with a
plus sign (+) and negative influences are followed by a @ash
Evaluation

All else being equal, the factor that exerts the larpésence on the likelihood
to evaluate one’s neighborhood as a good place to ralgeechis the safety concerns
index. A 1-point increase in safety concerns lowersdbgdd odds of a favorable
evaluation by 1.086. In other words, each additional poititdrsafety concern index

reduces the odds of indicating that the neighborhoodd place to raise children by
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66%: It is perhaps not surprising that outcomes from a queakiont raising children
are influenced heavily by concerns about safety, partiguldten one of the six
guestions included in the index reads, “My neighborhoodafe place for children.”

Foreign-born Latinos are significantly more likelyindicate that their
neighborhood is suitable for raising children than Whité®ir odds are 1.2 times the
odds of reporting a positive evaluation (agreeing that éigghborhood is a good place to
raise children) among Whites. Being some other racarfatilil also exerts a significant
influence on evaluation, but in the opposite directiba:coefficient of -0.712 translates
into a reduction in the odds of reporting a positive evanady 51% among other
race/multiracial versus White respondents. Finally, igeiompleted the interview in
Spanish is associated with a 0.783 decrease in the loggedfduddiog a positive
evaluation, or a reduction of 54% in the odds.
Formal Neighboring

Three factors stand out as exerting a particulargngtinfluence on formal
neighboring: having completed the interview in a languager étfan English and
Spanish, holding an educational background beyond high schddbeing foreign-born
Latino. Being an “other language” speaker is associatédan).824 increase in the
logged odds of engaging in formal neighboring beyond thosenadas among English
speakers. In other words, the odds of formal neighborin@28%o higher for other

language speakers than for English speakers. A simdegaee is observed among those

1. This is calculated by taking the exponentiated coeffidie safety concerns, 0.338, subtracting
1, and multiplying by 100. See Pampel 2000, pgs. 35-37.
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with higher education levels: they are 119% more likelgrigage in some form of
formal neighboring. Homeownership is also associatda avinore significant increase
in formal neighboring. Conversely, the odds of engagirfgrmal neighboring are 52%
lower for foreign-born Latinos than Whites. This makesse, given that engaging in
local politics and volunteer activities suggests a le¥&miliarity or being “plugged in”
that may be less common among migrants. A signifidaotease in the odds of formal
neighboring is also observed among Asians, although #féatent falls below the .7
threshold established for my analysis (-.444).
Informal Neighboring

The factor which exerts the greatest influence onmdédmneighboring in the six
sites is race. Blacks are 118% more likely to engage onni&l interactions with
neighbors than Whites. A smaller yet significant insee@ the odds of informal
neighboring (61%) is associated with speaking Spanish. Baateociated with
moderately decreased odds (a reduction of 25% or more)ooimaf neighboring include
being male (-34%) and foreign-born Latino (-32%).
Neighborhood Naming

The last dichotomous dependent variable, measuring the gitypensupply a
name for one’s neighborhood, reveals a particulartngtinfluence by race/ethnicity.
All racial/ethnic groups were significantly more (Blacksidn, other/multiracial) or less
(foreign-born Latino, U.S.-born Latino) likely to nartheir neighborhood than Whites at
the .001 level. Yet the largest coefficient is assediatith having completed the
interview in Spanish. The odds of supplying a name for tlghbherhood among

Spanish-speakers is neatly timesgreater than the odds observed among English
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speakers. It is interesting that the impact of thisofamoves in the opposite direction
than the coefficient associated with being foreigmidaatino (-1.395).
Length of Residence

The first OLS regression model accounts for 43% of/#m@nce in the fifth
dependent variable, measuring the respondent’s tenure nethphborhood. Not
surprisingly, the strongest predictor of this outcomeoiménwnership. Those households
that own or are in the process of buying their homepezdicted to have lived in the
neighborhood for seven years longer than those wheeatimg or have other
arrangements. In the opposition direction, strong negaffects are associated with
having children in the household and being married. Thersasaatonsiderable negative
influence associated with the strength of one’s $oetwork outside the neighborhood.
Each additional point on the social network indexssoaiated with a decrease in length
of residence by nearly 1.9 years. While less pronouncegsetnold per capita income is
also associated with a decrease in neighborhood tdoureach 1% increase in total
household earnings (after adjusting for household sizejtHeaf residence decreases by
.783 years (about 9 months and 12 days). Combined with theveenpdliences
observed with having children and being married and the positiuence of perceived
neighborhood disorder (each additional point on therdéscscale is associated with an
increase of roughly 7 months in the length of residerthe}e findings paint a picture of
stability that is in many ways contrary to prevailexpectations among community
activists and policymakers. Among these six sites it sebat longstanding residents

could be viewed as being “stuck” rather than voluntarilyedaom their neighborhoods.
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The impact of race/ethnicity is less pronounced forrtteasure of neighborhood
attachment, with the exception of a strong positive ameeof roughly six years
associated with being U.S.-born Latino. Readers shouldruogded that this is due in
large part to the stability of the target neighborhoodain &ntonio.
Sentiment

No independent factors yield a coefficient of .7 ogdaur(in either direction) for
sentiment. It seems that the scores on this scaleoaagnificantly influenced by
race/ethnicity (with the exception of being U.S.-bortin@), age, sex, or education. The
strongest predictor is the safety concerns index, with additional point associated
with a decrease of .296 in the level of sentimentaththent. Small but significant
negative influences are also observed for having kids ihabeehold, neighborhood
disorder, social networks outside the neighborhoodh@oa hardship, and household

per capita income.



CHAPTER SIX
DISCUSSION OF QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS

In this chapter | revisit my research questions to e&tbayn the findings from
the quantitative analysis of the wave 3 Making Connectfwusey data.

Ri:  Are there differences in the degree of neighborhtiadlament expressed

by native-born and foreign-born Latinos?

Hi:  U.S.-born Latinos will exhibit lower overall level§attachment to their

neighborhoods than foreign-born Latinos.

My first objective for this research was to investggathether there are significant
differences in the levels of neighborhood attachmemtrgntJ.S.-born and foreign-born
Latinos. | hypothesized that U.S.-born Latinos would exliover overall levels of
attachment. My findings from Tables 12-14 and the multivamaddels suggest that this
is true for evaluation and neighborhood naming: foregmt.atinos were more likely
than U.S.-born Latinos to indicate that their neighbothwas suitable for raising
children and more frequently provided a name for their neidtdod during the
interview. Tables 13 and 14 reveal that the latter mupeb&d back further. When the
responses from San Antonio residents are excludedndi¢hat there is a site effect
influencing the results for neighborhood naming. Whileaerwhelming majority of
both groups named their neighborhoods with language tlsategagnizable to NORC

coders, U.S.-born Latinos were 3% more likely to do so (9&fgus 94% among
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foreign-born Latinos). The trend suggesting that fordigm Latinos have more positive
evaluations of their neighborhoods holds up when breakinthel$an Antonio
responses, and when controlling for other factors imthigivariate logistic regression
model (see Table 16).

My hypothesis proved incorrect for three other aspeateighborhood
attachment: formal and informal neighboring activitied Emgth of residenceThere
were no real differences in levels of sentimenti@icament between U.S.-born and
foreign-born Latinos in any combination of the sitBaken with the findings for
evaluation, formal and informal neighboring, neighborhonanhing, and length of
residence, this suggests that the levels of attachmegnaesoss the six components.
Those Latinos born in the U.S. do indeed engage mayadntly in formal and informal
neighboring activities, and are more likely to reportGgaizable name for their
neighborhood, but they are slightly less optimisbhowt whether their neighborhood is a
good place to raise children. Further discussion is devotedch component of
neighborhood attachment below.

Evaluation

In the final OLS model, both U.S.-born and immigrantin@s are predicted to be

more likely to offer a positive evaluation of their gi@borhood as a place to raise

children than Whites, but the coefficient for the latseabout twice the size of the

1. Note again that the longstanding residence of U.S.{mimos in San Antonio inflates the
median residence for this group overall. When San Antere&cluded, the medians for these groups are
equivalent (see Table 13).



95

former. Tables 13-14 indicate that this trend holds up eftenseparating out San
Antonio residents. And while U.S.-born Latinos in the syraeighborhoods had higher
household incomes, more education, and were more tikelwn or be in the process of
buying their home than foreign-born Latinos, they regmbhiigher level of neighborhood
disorder and were slightly more concerned about saféhe neighborhood (see Table
9). While it is not possible to extrapolate this findtogall Latinos living in low-income
urban areas, it is in keeping with observations ofidieg) optimism among second
generation immigrants due to segmented assimilationg®artd Rumbaut 2001). The
theory of segmented assimilation attempts to explamptocess through which
intergenerational migration produces different outcomegalsecial stratification. If
assimilation theory accounted for the success of Europgaigrants in fusing with the
American mainstream during the “First Great Wave” of igration between roughly
1850 and 1930, segmented assimilation describesbdenceof upward mobility across
generations of several new immigrant groups. The groupsibst aptly follow this
model are those considered “black” in North Amefrioahail from a socioeconomically
disadvantaged position in their country of origin (A899, 18)Persistent residential
segregation renders them more likely than Whites to eqpaziprolonged exposure to
racism in the U.S. (Massey and Denton 1993), as in tkedhd many other parts of the

world (Astell-Burt 2011).

2. Alba notes that segmented assimilation is not netgdgaited to black migrants and has in
fact been observed among some Mexican Americans by MBianehi (1991).
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One question in the survey allows for a rudimentarydésiis theory among
Latinos in theMaking Connectionsample. 2.6h in the main questionnaire asks, on a six-
point scale ranging from “very rare” to “very commbnow frequently “racial
incidents” occur in the neighborhood. If a respondenttliek racial incidents did not
occur in the neighborhood, the interviewer recorded a @r &kamining the distribution
of responses to this question, | recoded them into adidwtomous variable with those
who answered 0 or 1 (“does not occur” or “very rare, rdgspy) set to equal 0 and
values greater than or equal to 2 set to equal 1. Segmentedatss theory would
predict that Latinos born in the U.S. would be madtelji to have experienced racial
discrimination and may thus be primed to perceive ragredions in their neighborhood.
Weitzer and Tuch (2002) have found that perceived personaliexpe with racial
profiling is one of the strongest predictors of attitusegard the police. This is
particularly consequential for Black men. Among those 48a® 34, a remarkable 73%
indicated that they had been subjected to racial profilifggat once. This is associated
with a pronounced racial gap in attitudes about the palitke,African Americans being
consistently more likely to perceive racial profilingawidespread problem.
Adegbembo et al (2006) report evidence of a similar coroeldtetween experiences of
racial prejudice and distrust for the healthcare syskwever, in a later article, Weitzer
and Tuch (2005) find that Hispanics differ significantly frBtacks in their perceptions
of racialized policing. While a majority of Hispanics feiat the police provided poorer
service to black and Hispanic neighborhoods (as comparedhite Weighborhoods),
Blacks were 17% more likely to believe that Hispanic neaghdods were treated

unfavorably (107).
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Roughly a quarter of all respondents reported some arnbustial incidents
occurring in their neighborhood. U.S.-born Latinos wéreud 3% more likely than
immigrant Latinos to report this, though the differem@es not statistically significant
when including all six siteg falue=-1.19, P=.236)Interestingly, when examining
Latinos outside of San Antonio, the difference becomesh more pronounced and
statistically significant, with 40% of native-born Lrads reporting racial incidents versus
22% of foreign-born Latinos (t value =-5.67, P<.0001). Ikesasense that the racial and
ethnic homogeneity of the San Antonio neighborhood (aedwhelming presence of
Hispanics in the greater San Antonio region) would deeréae preponderance of racial
tension, and this is supported by the fact that only 1784 &an Antonio Latinos
reported racial incidents occurring in their neighborhoardws 28% of Latino
respondents in the other sites. This echoes findingsdtodies of ethnic density, racism,
and health in the U.K. Using data from the Fourth Naticcurvey of Ethnic Minorities
and the 1991 UK CensuBécaras et al (2009) observe a lower prevalence ofmanis
ethnically dense areas and suggest that the negative irgloéracism on self-reported
health may be lessened as ethnic density increaseautfetrs employing regression
analyses with survey data alone have had difficulty adoayufor theprocesseshrough
which the presence of same-group social support among nesgétiapes one’s
attachment to a particular place. To date authors lygieatly stopped at acknowledging
the considerable variation in the extent to which irtiliais perceive their neighborhoods
as communities with the potential to improve or empawsidents (Warren and Warren

1977, Hays and Kogl, 2007).
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Another possible explanation is offered by Portes dmmli41993), who suggest
that immigrant groups facing severe discrimination in ti. @re likely to exhibit
reactive ethnicitypr a defensive reaffirmation of one’s ethnic distinate®s. The second
generation is thought to then adopt an “adversarial staoward white America similar
to that observed among poor native-born blacks and some Hisga8R). This
population has also been said to hold the key to discagvdranfuture of immigrant
integration and more broadly, the contours of our etlactal landscape (Portes and
Rumbaut 2001, Levitt and Waters 2002). Compelling evidence prddani®/aters
(2001) and Portes and Rumbaut (2001) demonstrates how migjacttotiias in the
current American context are inextricably tied todlyaamics of racial and ethnic
stratification and thus by marked differences in inteegational mobility. While the
main focus of my research is to examine the influericetive- versus foreign-born
origin on neighborhood attachment as mediated by vanmligidual-level and
household-level factors, it is important to considerstinectural factors like racial and
ethnic stratification which position Latinos to expeade their neighborhoods in
particular ways. However, the findings from the in-deptlkrviews discussed in
Chapters 7 and 8 suggest that universal theories about generdifferences in the
effect of perceptions of crime and disorder on neighbmaragtachment are not easily
applied in West Side.

Formal Neighboring

The OLS coefficients suggest that foreign-born Latme@samong the least likely

to engage in formal neighboring activities, including spegkvith local political

officials or religious leaders about neighborhood probjetasg volunteer work in the
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neighborhood, or serving on a committee for a localmegdion. This effect holds after
controlling for other demographic and economic factorgsh@topposite end of the
spectrum, nearly 44% of Blacks reported engaging in ongooe of these activities
(Table 12). Given the small percentage of residents wodlly participate in
community organizations or other community improvemefatresf and the fact that
sustained involvement is rare (Hay and Kogl 2007, Small 2Q0#gkes sense that
groups whose roots in a given location extend less thargeneration would have more
limited access to the types of social capital thaeemtry into these activities. Organized
mobilization requires that individuals are “plugged in’stome extent — that is, that they
have exposure to the communication of local concerdsrdormation about local
actors. Mobilization around local issues also tends tpbeadic, in response to a
perceived threat to individual and/or group interests fofiman 1994, 248). The
infrequent engagement reported by foreign-born Latingsantually speak to their more
positive characterization of neighborhood conditiords lass perceived need for
involvement (see Tables 9-11). Additionally, the legal featiions associated with
many forms of immigrant status, such as being undocumeraeohg entered the U.S.
with a temporary tourist or employment-based visa, tengiting to sponsor the lawful
entry of a family member, presents considerable demartdsms of time and money
that may detract from migrants’ ability to get involvadacal organizations when

problems arise. 29% of foreign-born Latinos acrossit@é reported that they were
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citizens of the U.S. Of the 71% who said they wereandtizen, just under half (46%)
had come to the U.S. with a green card (as a permessgdént) and 51% had some
“other” status’ The latter could include those holding temporary visagedisas those
who entered the U.S. illegally. Without the safetyaietitizenship, immigrants may be
sympathetic to the concerns of community leaders andhizega but lack the time and
energy to participate in collective activities.

Informal Neighboring
Informal neighboring has attracted sustained interest $meial scientists

because it provides a key arena for the transfer cdiscapital, that is, connections,
norms, and trust that facilitate collaboration fortoal benefit. Numerous studies have
demonstrated that “life is easier in a community blesstdavsubstantial stock of social
capital’ (Putnam 1995, 2). Informal neighboring is a paridylimportant component of
communal attachment for low-income populations in thatmore accessible to those
facing harsh material constraints than formal neightbodrengagement and requires less
insider knowledge. A newcomer may greet a neighbor frenohher porch or attend a
block party, with little or no preparation and without fingh cost. Small's (2009)
research with mothers of children attending childcanters in New York City suggests
that even weak ties or acquaintanceships between negyimagrbe effective in
transferring information, and that stronger social pies/ide social support and foster

trust (113). Carol Stack’s landmark boak Our Kin (1974) demonstrates the palpable

3. Afinal 3% had entered as refugees.
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influence of social ties in providing daily childcareaippoor urban setting. Edin and Lein
(1997) also studied low-income mothers in four cities anddahat behind paid and
informal work, their second main strategy for makingemeet was to get cash
assistance through social networks.

When considering the transfer of non-financial help likbysitting, lending
household items, and giving rides, informal neighboring dematesthow households in
the postindustrial labor market are responding to theasarg scarcity of stay-at-home
parents (specifically mothers). In a small study sfdents in the small industrial city of
Waterloo, lowa (n=70), Hays and Kogl found evidence ajuest informal interactions
with neighbors. 50% had given or received help with a taska last month, 42% had
watched a neighbor’s house, and 40% had borrowed a toabn¥e83% ofMaking
Connectionsespondents overall had reported engaging in similar aesyand the
figure fell to around 28% among foreign-born Latinos an@®Asi It should be noted that
Hays and Kogl's analysis also included more casualamgds like engaging in small
talk or discussing (but not necessarily acting on) a neigiadod problem with neighbors.
These exchanges are not directly targeted by questidhsMaking Connectionsurvey
but may present a critical source of neighborhood ifiesition and collective trust.

As noted by Hansen (2005), recent national quantitative sthdiee contradicted
earlier qualitative studies in showing that individualshe middle class are more likely
to have stronger domestic care networks than thosg limi poverty or working class
conditions. Hansen also notes an ironic shift invidae judgments that have been
attached to these stronger networks: “the connectedhessldle-class families,” she

writes, is “taken to be a marker of health and vibrariegar, working-class, and
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racial/ethnic communities continue to be seen as akelatnow by a new norm [of
isolation and social deprivation]” (11). The equally-l@wvdls of informal neighboring
among foreign-born Latinos and Asians in kiaking Connectionseighborhoods seem
to suggest polar interpretations, as the former haviewest percentage of female
employment across racial/ethnic groups (44%) and the kte the highest, at nearly
71% (as measured by the current status of the respondestpiflincation carries into
the regression models. When controlling for educationséleold income, economic
hardship, and other factors, the influence of being Asmthe propensity to engage in
informal neighboring becomes insignificant while beingeign-born Latino continues to
exert a negative influence, with a coefficient 08B43An interesting nuance is that
having completed the interview in Spanish has the oppdtaiet:at has a positive
coefficient of .479. With the exception of Blacks, tesults in Table 12 are somewhat
consistent with Hansen’s summary of recent natibndings. Two thirds oMaking
Connectiongespondents doot appear to be “clambering to assemble networks out of
necessity” (12) based on this limited set of survey itéfmsrude reading of this finding
evokes the image of an increasingly isolated Ameriaamly cast by Putnam (2000) and
by Gould Ellen an O’Flaherty (2007), who observes: “Amerscare sharing goods much
less than they used to. They are preparing meals folesrgedups...[and] the average
refrigerator, furnace, stove, television set, and sigcalarm are used by fewer people
than was the case a generation ago” (389). This agaésrgquestions about the
frequency and social significance of episodic, cageddal exchanges with neighbors in
poor communities with large foreign-born populations. €heschanges are not directly

targeted in the survey. How are norms of reciprocigotiated when structural factors
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(e.g. the increasing dependence on female labor in theicdemevorkforce) or material
conditions constrain one’s ability to return favors®w important are “horizontal ties,”
as compared to “vertical ties” (Putnam 1995) that yield irsg@aolitical and economic
capital, for low-income Latinos and other minority gps? These questions require
further investigation through qualitative methods and wiltliseussed further in
Chapters 7 and 8.
The Religious Element

While the overall trends in informal neighboring suggesgiagement by only a
third of respondents, one component of the informal neigihdp index item merits
disaggregation. This measure gauges attendance at religivice sePutnam (1995) and
many others have argued that religion continues to serg@asary vehicle for building
communal trust and collaboration between co-resideetsalso Small 2009, 202).
Despite declining rates of regular church attendance, idares are still more likely to
engage in religious affiliations than any other forihagsociation (Chaves 2004, Putnam
1995). Nearly 70% of respondents in the 2010 General Socia\surnational survey
of adults conducted by NORC since 1972, reported attendiggorediservices at least
once or twice a yedrReligious organizations are particularly important fecairaging
civic engagement among low-income communities (Wuthnow 2@fitheMaking

Connectiongespondents surveyed in these six sites, 62% indicadethety attended

4. National Data Program for the Social SciencesteSdor the Spring 1970-2010 Surveys.
Available online at http://publicdata.norc.org:41000/gssiduents//BOOK/GSS_Codebook_mainbody
.pdf.
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religious services and 31% did so inside their neighbarhbly qualitative research in
San Antonio suggests that church may hold even gregteficance among residents in
West Side: 24 out of 33 of the in-depth interview respondeate members at a church
within the neighborhood (as they definecifjhis will be discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 8.
Neighborhood Naming

Individuals exert agency in constructing their own serigdace and attaching
that place to their social identity (Coulton et al 208tedman 2002). In the early words
of Gans (1926), “It is because communication is fundarhemthe existence of society
that geography...may be said to enter into its structur@agahization at all” (14-15).
Groups who share strong local ties are generally apipgplysa specific name for their
neighborhood. Taylor, Gottfredson, and Shumaker (1984) fdwatchtmong residents in
66 Baltimore neighborhoods, communities in which resposdeitl positive
evaluations about the future of their neighborhood had higles of neighborhood
naming. Some scholars, particularly geographers andlamtyers, have suggested that
ecological factors such as the distinctiveness oftsfageuts contribute to the
“nameability” of a neighborhood (for example, see RI862). Local groups also play an
important role in increasing awareness of a particolzalé (Festinger, Schachter, and

Back, 1950; cited in Taylor et al 1984). Conversely, Hurit®74) demonstrated that

5. Three respondents explicitly stated that their churcHagased outside of West Side. The
location of the respondent’s church was unclear inifiterviews.
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newcomers have trouble describing their surrounding landscapprovide narrow
definitions of their communities.

There appears to be a site effect influencing the resulteeighborhood naming
amongMaking Connectionparticipants. The logistic regression results suggest tha
being foreign-born Latino, U.S.-born Latino, and having ditieeinterview in Spanish
are all associated with decreased odds of providing gmesd name for one’s
neighborhood. But Table 13 reveals that Latinos initreedites other than San Antonio
more closely mirrored other racial/ethnic groups in theppnsity to provide a name for
their neighborhood. In fact, all but 3% of U.S.-bornihas and 6% of foreign-born
Latinos provided a name. Neighborhood naming among U.S.-latimoks in San
Antonio, like in other sites, was more common thawgrforeign-born Latinos (67%
versus 55%, respectively). Yet the rates of supplyinghveerare consistently lower in
San Antonio than in all other sites across raclatietgroups. To further investigate the
comparatively low levels of neighborhood naming amorfg.{and foreign-born Latinos
in San Antonio, in Table 19 | report change in the namargable between waves 2 and
3 of the survey. Note that this includes respondents witizipated in both waves and
remained within the boundaries of the survey neighborhtwee 3. The term
"unlearned" is used to indicate that the respondent progidedognized name for the
neighborhood in wave 2, but did not do so in wave 3. "LeHrimglicates that the
respondent did not provide a recognized name for the neigidd in wave 2, but did so
in wave 3. This terminology should be taken with a godisalt. Respondents may have
reasons for not naming or naming their neighborhood teata related to learning or

acculturation.
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The longitudinal data suggest that the salience of neigbbd names is more in
flux among Latinos than among other groups. While 22% eidarborn and and 18%
of U.S.-born Latinos “learned” the name of their neighbod in wave 3, nearly 9% of
the latter “unlearned” the name. When we remove tsgoredents from San Antonio, the
responses from U.S. born Latinos become much mabdestsee Table 20). This further
suggests that there is something unique about the experidng¢&s-torn Latinos in that
site. Yet the trend of “learning” the neighborhood nam@ng foreign-born Latinos
holds up. 17% did not provide a recognizable neighborhood nawevim 2, but did so in
wave 3. Finally, Table 21 displays the change in neighloatimaming in just San
Antonio. We still see about a fifth of foreign-boratinos “learning” the neighborhood
name, but the distribution among U.S.-born Latinoslgke the distribution for any
other group. More are found to have changed responserdhdhis particularly curious
that over a quarter had previously provided a recognized nartieefoneighborhood but
did not do so in wave 3. It is worth acknowledging thatentbere some minor
methodological differences in the coding of the neighbod name data from wave 2.
Names of subdivisions, apartment complexes, stretts,as well as names in Spanish,
seem to have been coded as invalid (999) frequently in wanel@ds so in wave 3. But
this would actually have the effect of exaggerating‘lg@ned” figures, and would have
had the same effect across all sites and racial gr&aphis does not explain the
unlearning among U.S.-born Latinos in San Antonio. Closgection reveals that
among those San Antonio residents who remained in igbberhood at wave 3, those
who were classified as having failed to provide a neigldmdmame were generally

coded as such because they said the neighborhood did
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not have a name rather than calling it something outis&letandard code frame. In
Chapter 8 | share findings from the in-depth interviewSan Antonio which shed light
on some of the geographical nuances of this site that ediscourage the identification
of mutually exclusive, distinct neighborhoods.
Length of Residence

As observed by R.D. McKenzie in 1926, fluidity, or the raagspatial
opportunity for movement, is often inversely related waithbility, the frequency of
relocation. Residents of low income urban areas a&digied to “come and go in
continuous succession” but stay within smaller geographiodries than residents of
high-income areas (included in Burgess 1971, 170). In past wodoraythor and | have
found that among waveV&aking Connectionsespondents in Denver, Des Moines,
Indianapolis, San Antonio and White Center, stabitithighest in San Antonio, the
largest site in terms of neighborhood size (Bachtelllatterner 2011). The San Antonio
target neighborhood, West Side, covers 24.4 square milegsvan overall average of
6.7 miles for the other four sites. This finding holds whdding in the last twblaking
Connectionsites, Providence and Louisville, and upon examining holdshath and
without children separately (Hayes and Kingsley 2012). 68%an Antonio respondents
had not moved in the past three years, and among thaséad moved, relocation from
outside the county was extremely rare (2.4% versus 11.5%6call sites).Despite the
proximity of San Antonio to Mexico, transnational migoatiwas rarely reported (less
than 1% of moves). This site has the highest rate mehmwvnership and, as mentioned

previously, the population is distinct in that it is ldygdispanic and U.S.-born.



110
In my OLS regression model predicting length of residehoceneownership
remains the strongest predictor after controlling for othetors. Being a homeowner is
associated with an increase of roughly 7 years in neighbdrtenure. The influence of
race and ethnicity is washed out with the exception imighg.S.-born Latino, which is
associated with an increase of roughly 6 years. In Sanfnthe influence of
homeownership is nearly double the magnitude of the influebserved in the other five
sites. As shown in Table 18, San Antonio homeownerpradicted to report an
additional 9 years (approximately) of residence in thghtmrhood. The impact of origin
among Latinos in San Antonio is also more in line wlidoretical expectations that
foreign-born migrants will be newer to the neighbarthohan those born in the U.S.; the
difference shown in Table 18 is roughly four and a halfg/¢@=0.003). Note that the
reference category for the race/ethnicity variableahld@ 18 is U.S.-born Latino instead
of White — unlike in previous tables — due to the small numbreoofHispanics in the
San Antonio neighborhood. The importance of homeowaizifer promoting
longstanding communal ties will be discussed further iap@dr 10.
Sentiment
Research by Venkatesh (2000) and Gregory (1998) highlightsribkoaal

attachments that people develop to their neighborhood&atésh cites the work of
Henri Lefebvre, who coined the tesacial spacdo emphasize the process through
which individualsproducemeaningful zones with which to identify through their
everyday interactions. Lefebvre argued that space isi@ soastruction and endorsed a
methodological approach that focuses on the procesggediiction. Venkatesh

describes how even within housing developments, tenantkefidifferentiated
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themselves in relation to their specific building @ofl and described these sub-spaces in
more personal terms (38-39).

Predicting sentimental attachments to the neighborpomekd difficult using the
Making ConnectionSurvey data. Mean scores in the sentiment indexatidary much
by racial and ethnic category and no independent variabtae @LS regression model
were associated with a significant coefficient gretitan .7 in either direction. Safety
concerns had the strongest effect, with a coefficien86. Having kids in the
household had a more modest but still significant negaffeet, and being U.S.-born
Latino was associated with an increase of .149 ingh&ireent score. An interesting
finding to be discussed in Chapter 8 is that safety cas@nong Latinos in West Side
did not seem to preclude them from expressing positive vieéWein neighborhood in
comparison to others during the in-depth interviews. Couplddthe absence of strong
predictors in the regression model for sentiment,singyests that feelings about the
closeness of a neighborhood are highly complex andomalyiven by other factors not
yet accounted for.

R, To what extent is the impact of native- versus fordigm origin mediated

by social networks?

H,:  When economic factors and social interaction aresiclered, the effect of

origin will disappear.

My second research question involved assessing the degwbéctothe impact of
U.S.- versus foreign-born origin is mediated by sowgivorks. | expected that the effect
of origin would be negated when controlling for ecorofactors and the strength of

social connections outside of the neighborhood. Th#iceats in Table 16 suggest that
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origin continues to exert some influence on five of tkdams of neighborhood
attachment (all but sentiment) after adding these cisntiowever, the direction of the
influence is generally the same for both groups. Thexugmion is length of residence,
with U.S.-born Latinos having much longer tenures thant&ghwhile foreign-born
Latinos tend to be much newer to their neighborhoods.

Rs.  What role does interaction through formal and infornedvorks play in

shaping residents’ perceptions of their community?

Hs:  Interaction through social networks will be the tre@werful predictor of

neighborhood attachment.

While limitations in question wording constrained my &pilo parse out social
connections that respondents had outside of the neighbonmyazkpectation that the
measure such networks would be the strongest predichaigiiborhood attachment did
not ring true in the multivariate models. While the ¢ioefnts associated with the social
network measure for formal neighboring, informal neigirigy neighborhood naming,
and length of residence were all significant at the 18@dl after controlling for all other
factors, their influence was surpassed by another factdr categories.

My final two research questions are best explored usingtafisad methods. They
are as follows:

Rs:  What are the particular resources — material, @mali or otherwise - that

Latinos derive through social networks?
Rsa: Through what processes are the particular resourceserighagmotional,

or otherwise - that Latinos derive through social nekadransferred?
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In the following chapter | review the methods employedie second
component of my research involving in-depth interviews wigubset of wave Baking
ConnectionsSurvey respondents in San Antonio, TX. | then shadirfgs from the in-
depth interviews. In Chapter 9 | return to these resegurehtions and discuss the
implications of the in-depth findings for understanding neighbod attachment among

Latinos in low-income communities.



CHAPTER SEVEN
METHODSAND DATA FOR QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

It is difficult to understand the emotional significaraf resident experiences with
survey data alone. A mixed method design is advantageogatfuering more detailed
contextual information that can be combined and conttasité quantitative findings.
Speaking in depth with past survey respondents in San Anpooved crucial for
developing a richer understanding of the processes influghetinos’ communal
attachments and the narratives they use to describengighborhood. The goal was not
to buttress support for generalizeable “truths” about dlhba living in low-income
areas, but to gain a deeper understanding of the histdredyioral, and social factors
at work in this particular site.

Background: San Antonio Survey Neighborhood

My decision to focus on residents living on the west sid®an Antonio was
influenced by two factors. First, this site had thgdat proportion of Latino respondents
from which to draw a subsample for the in-depth intevsie Second, as will be
discussed further in this section, Mexican culture andspganish language are intregal
elements of West Side’s local history. Unlike the symeighborhoods in Providence
and Denver, the Hispanic population in San Antonio is nmicie homogenous;
residents are almost exclusively of Mexican and MexicareAcan descent. The area is

unique, even among other predominately Latino cities isdlghwest, in that so many
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Latino families have roots in the area extending backipteigenerations. One
limitation of focusing on this site is that it afforfiisited information about the
experiences of Hispanic immigrants from other Latin Aoan countries and
transnational migration patterns outside of Mexicouhd these limitations to be offset
by the richness of Mexican culture and the ubiquity of Spanfiiences in West Side.
San Antonio had the largest population increase between Bd@DAa0 among
the top ten most populous U.S. citfd$.now stands behind Phoenix as the nation’s
seventh largest city (Census 2010). San Antonio hasierped marked spraw! as
families are attracted by lower housing prices, largst lnd new schools in adjacent
and “fringe” suburbs. Data from the 2010 Census suggest cmgfipapulation shift
away from the inner city to the tune of nearly 8,000 redggléa 3% loss) toward thenorth
and west suburbs. To the frustration of city leaders,.‘the siren song of the outlying
suburbs remains irresistible” (Tedesco et al 2011, 1). Roughlptidle inner city
populatiorf (more than 133,000 people) lives within the survey neighbathatest Side
(Wilson and Saasta 2005). As mentioned earlier, Weststahels apart from the other
sites in that it is almost entirely homogenous in ettacial terms. West Side is a
historically Hispanic neighborhood. In 1998 all but 6% of W&de residents identified
as Hispanic and 9 out of 10 were of Mexican origin (Bestthet al 2000, 3). It has been

referred to as the “cultural epicenter for Mexican igwants in San Antonio” (18). The

1. http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-01.pdf

2. Based on Census 2000 data.
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larger migration trends at the city level are alsceol&ble within the west side, as
gentrification and increasing social mobility among Hispaisickawing the population
toward Northwest Side areas (Tedesco et al 2011).

Aside from being predominately Mexican American, the nposhounced
characteristics of the survey neighborhood in Sam®iotare its low education levels
and high unemployment rates. President Roosevelt seltstSide to become the
location of one of the nation’s first public housing depahents in 1939, and as of 1995
it remained the I poorest neighborhood in the country (Brischetto et al 2000,
Tangum 1998, 6). Residents today are overwhelmingly po@oréing to 2008 data, the
median income for West Side families is $25,000 and one ichildee lives below the
federal poverty level of $21,200 for a family of fd(wilson and Saasta 2008). A third
of working-age males (16-64) and 49% of working-age women wiheut jobs in
2008 (Wilson and Saasta 2008), and these rates are likelyaanitaeased further since
the 2008 national economic collapse. Kelly Air ForceeBasmajor source of jobs in San
Antonio and one of the U.S. Air Force’s first facd, was deemed to have “excess
capacity” and was closed in 199Some military activities were transferred in 2001 to
Lackland Air Force Base and the new Port San Antonig9@0 acre complex that is

home to an industrial airport, railport, and commerieiase spac&.Another contributor

3. 23 January 2008-ederal Register3(15): pp. 3971-3972. Retrieved from
http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/08poverty.shtml.

4. http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/kelligtm.

5. http://www.portsanantonio.us/Storelmages/collaterdyfied-pgl-2-compact.pdf.
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to job losses has been the departure of manufacturinpweng from the West Side area
of San Antonio, as in the closing of the Levi Straplasit in 2003 (preceded by large-
scale layoffs in 1990 and 1999). The expansion of the tomdshealthcare industries
has not reached West Side, as it has other partsxohi@anio. West Side commerce
today is comprised mainly of small strip malls, conveogestores, and restaurants.
Certain enclaves within West Side benefit from univgngsources, as in the area
surrounding St. Mary’s University, or renewed commeracigdrest from city partners, as
in the blocks adjacent to the Guadalupe Cultural Arts Camig other businesses on
Guadalupe Street.

Family demographics in West Side are also unique. Wdstt®iuseholds are
twice as likely to have children as the average houdeh@®@an Antonio (36). Brischetto
et al (2000) report that “A majority of children under agel® live in the West Side
corridor area are growing up in single-parent househaid$vao in five of their parents
are not in the labor force” (3). In the West Side @omrarea, which includes eight
census tracts in the center core of West Side, tleeipege of births to teenage mothers
is 3.7 times the percentage among all births in the(€¢¥%y and 26%, respectively) (32).
The West Side school district reports standardizedsbteses below state averages and
the nearby Edgewood district witnessed a 13% decline inlmerd from 1990 to 2000
(8, 12). Today, less than half of residents age 25 or oldee West Side neighborhood
graduated college. Only 4% hold a college degree.

In terms of infrastructure and public amenities, the ditgan Antonio has
struggled to elevate standards in old neighborhoods in Bidstto match those of newer

areas on the south and north sides. Residents comowmfgiain of damaged roads,
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insufficient traffic signage, drainage issues and flogpdand illegal dumping (City of
San Antonio Planning Department 2004). Two noticeable improverhent included
the installation of sidewalks and curbs along many steeetihe expansion of trash
collection services. Another shift has involved the demdjmr of city-run public
housing developments into private Section 8 housing. Tham@dfor properties
accepting Section 8 housing assistance exceeds the suppthésto et al 2000, 31).

Despite this generally depressed economic and educapiaridé, a paradoxical
feature of West Side is that homeownership rates agvedly high (Brischetto et al
2000). Many families who would be priced out of suburban aenable to afford
homes in West Side, where there is an ample stob&mEs built before the seventies.
The Westside Development Corporation (WDC) estimdtatithe median home value
within its territory, which is bordered by Cincinnati Avertoehe north, Highway 90
West to the south, 86Street to the west and IH-35 to the €asBs just $49,432 (Nivin
et al 2008, 3). Implications of the affordability of housinghe area will be discussed
further in Chapter 10.

Community Resources

While poor in most economic terms, the supply of orgaiaat and community-
building resources in San Antonio survey neighborhoodhkast. In 2000 there were
more than 112 social service agencies operating mor8taprograms in the area

(Brischetto et al 2000, 1). The majority of these agenprovide educational and job

6. http://www.sanantonio.gov/news/NewsReleases/nrWestside®p.asp?res=1440&ver=true
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training or job placement services. They provide critigglortunities to establish
professional connections and acquire social capitagidenng that one in four
households in West Side do not have access to a vehittb@mmmediate area is void
of any dominant employer or industry (Brischetto 2G40, 20). Early efforts to
establish collaborations with community memberdMaking Connectiongere

facilitated by existing partnerships through the Volunteeome Tax Assistance (VITA)
network, which operated in 26 sites in San Antonio and B8ganty in 2011. There are
nine Head Start locations on the West Side and thigey&ar colleges (Brischetto et al
2000, 5, 16). The Westside Education & Training Center (WETi€)opost-secondary
programming in the areas of general computer literacy#i@ skills, specialized jobs

in the water treatment, manufacturing and healthealdsf and courses for college
credit. Staff members also help address the logistemlands of entering the labor force
by distributing vouchers for business clothes and gas yn®ETC spans 31,000 square
feet and had enrolled 2,000 students in its first two y&#isgn 2008). The
Neighborhood Place-Edgewood (NP-E, or El Hogar de Longsan Spanish) also
provides an expansive space for training, counseling, meesindsecreation. When |
visited the NP-E in the late summer of 2008 as part Hiaing session for NORC field
interviewers, the walls of one room were decorated stittamers and colorful signs that

read “Dance Therapy!” The sound of basketballs being drildiemhated from the gym.

7. Muioz, Henrietta. 26 October 2011. Presentation a M&aagement Entity (LME)
Convening. Denver, CO. Also see http://www.vitasgl.or
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Another, highly-visible community resource in West Seléhe San Antonio
Food Bank (SAFB). It is the 4argest food bank in the United States and can be seen
for miles along Highway 151 and Old Highway 90. In 2010 SAE&:ived over 44
million tons of donated food and made distributions to rtiaeie 500 agencies
throughout southwest TexASAFB was recently featured on the Bravo network’s
popular cooking competition show “Top Chef Texas.” A pictuffSAFB is included in
Appendix E.

Faith-based organizations also have a very strong presetieeneighborhood.
“When people of the West Side are asked ‘Where do you lihe?esponse is frequently
a parish name” (Brischetto et al 2000, 47). Parishes arem@dited with administering
some of the most effective delivery of family-basedisess. Catholicism dominates,
with the Roman Catholic Church represented by 22 congpegdiVilson and Saasta
2005, 2). A review of the local history reveals that féfised engagement in the area is
not new. In the 1970s Communities Organized for Public Se(@6#S) and the
affiliated Metro Alliance (METRO) mobilized millions afollars for streets and
sanitation projects, libraries and other school improveseand housing loans (7). The
organizational strength of Roman Catholic Parishé¥est Side was a driving force in
the formation of COPS by the Industrial Areas FounddtidRr). IAF is the flagship
national community organizing network started by Chicadgeu Alinsky, generally

regarded as the founder of “street smart” community orgenidlow one of the largest

8. http://www.safoodbank.org/index.php/info/about-us
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and most celebrated neighborhood-based organizations, €@@Bues to advocate for
the day-to-day needs of poor and working class Mexican-Aamasiin San Antonio and
has infused more than a billion dollars into its neighbods (Warren 2001, 4). Among
its ranks are nine of the ten parishes located in thet Bide corridor area (Brischetto et
al 2000, 44). On September 16, 2005, 91 businesses, religious amadicibyn
organizations, and schools participated in West Side A&/block party that attracted
approximately 800 visitors. In 2005 the celebration was extemdeda period of two
weeks (Wilson and Saasta 2005, 14).

M ethods

With the help of an experienced NORC field interviewegnducted in-depth
interviews with a small subset of U.S.- and foreignadoatino respondents from the
Making ConnectionVest Side neighborhood in San Antonio, Texas. Myaihieason
for choosing San Antonio as the focus site was bedhaessurvey population is almost
entirely Latino and would supply the largest sample fraich to recruit in-depth
interview participants. The results from my quantitaawmalysis of the survey data
provided clues that there may be particular nuances amgratSan Antonio that
distinguished the experiences of Latinos from thosedivm the other five sites. The in-
depth interviews would provide the opportunity to further explbeepotential site effect
and try to understand the local factors which influencghiirhood attachment. In this
section | describe the methods employed to prepam@nfbexecute the qualitative data

collection effort.
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Local Leader Convening in Denver

To gain insight from local leaders in San Antonio and syp®to common
challenges and successes occurring among community Iegdiergatives in other
Making Connectionsites, | attended a convening of community organizers,
representatives from United Way and other non-profit orgdioins, researchers, and
others connected with taking Connectionsitiative in Denver, CO during the fall of
2011. The convening provided me with an introduction to theehts of successful
community engagement, as identified by organizers. A tdaole San Antonio
reflected, “In our community, what sells is what coraasof people’s mouths,” stressing
the importance of door-to-door home visitEhe San Antonio team shared successes
from a three-year project titled My Voice MattersMbz Cuenta, which recruited
members from 200 families living in the west side to speakitalvhat they believed to
be the needs of the community. Leaders from othes@titoed this idea in discussing
“family ambassadors” who helped communicate “authentgagement.” | also had the
opportunity to speak with a West Side resident who stdet$ge obvious yet often
neglected importance of offering incentives that respbrettly to families’ needs. She
suggested that residents be entered into a raffle upon sigmifog a given program.
Another leader spoke of a successful community evemhigh residents received bags
of fresh produce in exchange for their attendance. ‘@&erever too much relationship,”

a representative from Louisville commented, “(but) yeadto establish relationships

9. Mufoz, Henrietta. 26 October 2011.
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thatyield value(to residents)*® Both of these ideas — that resident engagement is
predicated on the delivery of information from trustedvitibals and that people
generally get involved when faced with a specific prokdewh when doing so brings
hope of tangible benefits — would surface several timesgluny qualitative interviews
with formerMaking ConnectionSurvey respondents in San Antonio.
In-depth Interview Sample
Preparing a sample for the in-depth interviewing efforolaafd in several steps.
First, a systematic random sample was drawn fronwvthee 3 survey dataset using SAS
software. Cases were first sorted by city and Censek b minimize the geographic
clustering of sampled participants. | then filteredlibemonized wave 3 survey data to
isolate those respondents who met the following caiter
* From the San Antonio survey
» Lived within the boundaries of the survey neighborhooaoff agave 3 (see
Figure 3)
» Self-identified as Latino/Hispanic (U.S.-born or foreigorn)
* Demonstrated some facility in English: completed tlhwee\3 interview in
English or in Spanish but said they understood Engligil™wr “very well”’
529 households met these criteria (roughly 85% of the totabauof respondents in San
Antonio, as indicated in Table 4). Cases were thegatkal into five replicates, each

containing a representative sub-sample of 76 householgbc®es offer the advantage

10. Jackson, Dana. 26 October 2011.
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of increasing response rates by beginning with a smalbauwf cases and releasing
more for screening and recruiting as needed. The entiregimpubf 95 eligible foreign-
born cases were included and oversampled in each repgbcatgial a third of the
number of U.S.-born cases, with 19 and 57 in each replicspectively. This was in
accordance with the goal of completing in-depth intervieitis foreign-born Latinos at
a rate higher than present in the survey sample.
Telephone Screening

A small team of NORC field managers and field interviesngssisted in re-
contacting respondents in October and November of 2011dmuee their willingness
to participate in an in-depth interview and to screen tteeraligibility based on the

following criteria:

Age 18 or older

* Some facility in English: completed the wave 3 intewia English or in

Spanish but said they understood English “well” or “wegfl’

* Hispanic/Latino (U.S.- or foreign-born)

* Currently live in the San Antonio survey neighborhood
Appendix A includes the screening script that was read &npat respondents. Once
eligibility had been established, we attempted to schedtiee for the in-depth
interview and then mailed an advance letter thatregéd the purpose of the study,
provided contact information for myself and the administrfor NORC'’s Institutional
Review Board (IRB), and reminded them of the date anddinigeir scheduled

interview (Appendix B).
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271 of the eligible households were dialed at least dodeg the telephone
screening phase. Connecting with respondents by telephovedpextremely
challenging. While we had phone numbers for everyone fhemvave 3 survey, many
had been disconnected.

In-person Screening

We quickly adapted hard copy materials to go visit a sulisesidents in person
whom we had previously dialed unsuccessfully. This provee tribical for reaching
respondents at home and gaining their trust. It also gasetaste of the sights and
sounds that people described in the interviews. For exaoqpda arriving at one home
with several cars in the driveway, we entered thetfyard through an unlocked iron gate
and were followed by a stray pit bull puppy that had passbdtween the bars. It inched
its nose close to my leg as we knocked on the front aledfollowed us back to the car,
presumably hoping for a handout of food. Similar expessnesurfaced in many stories
respondents shared with me about their “outside dogs”raswliaters with both
domesticated and stray dogs in their neighborhood. Igals®d a better appreciation for
the aesthetic improvements brought to an old neighbarixdn@n streets are repaved and
sidewalks installed, as had been done recently in phtie neighborhood close to a
university.

In-depth Interviews

With the help of a local NORC interviewer, | intervieav33 West Side residents
in mid-November. The interviews lasted approximately aur lamd a half. A local
community college graciously provided me and my colleagtie spiace in one of their

facilities on the west side to speak with respondenteéfier referred to as “the
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Center”). One interview was conducted at the home efataerly respondent who was
not physically able to travel to the center. Table 22ntsgbe demographic
characteristics of the in-depth interviewees. Theyaughly comparable to the
characteristics of all Latinos who participated inwse 3 survey in San Antonio. Over
a quarter of the in-depth interview respondents weregn+born, all with origins in
Mexico.

Table 22. Profile of In-depth Interview Respondents

Characteristic n

Origin
U.S.-born 24
Foreign-born (Mexican) 9

Language
Completed interview in English 25

Completed interview in Spanish 8

Sex
Female 21
Male 12

Age
20s - 50s 11
51 or older 22

Education
Less than high school degree 14
High school degree or higher 18

Homeownership
Homeowner 23

Renting or other arrangement 10

Household characteristics

Children in household 15
Adult only 18
Total 33

a. Characteristics are based on the wave 3 survey data.
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We administered a written consent form at the stéreach interview (see
Appendix C). The interview protocol is included in Appendix Dfotused on (a) family
background, (b) neighborhood conditions and relationshipsghicare, (d) financial
and informal support, and (e) other socio-demographic faatarsiding language and
employment. To ensure that participants' experienceobservations were accurately
reflected in the study findings, some interviews were aucioorded with the
respondent’s consent. | later commissioned a professitraakcription service to
transcribe the recordings. At the end of each intervieavpaid respondents $30 in cash
as a thank-you for their time.

Language Issues

While facility in English was included in the screenindesia for the in-depth
interviews, it would be impossible to ignore the importanof the Spanish language and
Mexican culture in the lives of West Side resident®rEat the city level, Hispanics
comprise the majority of the population, 63%, and 46% ofopsrage five an older
speak a language other than English at home (Census 201€9.CHagacteristics are
greatly exaggerated on the west side. To preserve and wamiktise complexity of
residents’ experiences, | accepted that some amourgrsiation from Spanish to
English would be required. An undergraduate semesterana@de, Spain and continued
study at the University of lllinois at Urbana-ChampaigoMmed me a working
knowledge of Spanish. To prepare for the interviews | esdoli conversational Spanish
classes at a private language center in Chicago andedmay exposure to Spanish

media, including newspapers, novels, and podcasts.
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Upon arriving in San Antonio, | sought help from a locdingual NORC
interviewer who had conducted interviews in the last wd\tbe Making Connections
Survey. Eight respondents indicated a strong preferemspéaking Spanish or had
limited comprehension of English. We conducted theimuntgvs in Spanish. When
possible, | typed the respondent’s answers in English wheleespondent and bilingual
interviewer spoke in Spanish. The Spanish interviews wet® aecorded and sent to a
professional transcription serviteThe audio recordings proved invaluable for
preserving non-semantic details not immediately decgiiterfrom the transcripts,
including variations in volume and pitch that suggest cheigemotion, laughter, and
other occurrences that can bring additional meaningtadkresponses. | sought help
from a certified Spanish-English translator to trandlageaudio recordings and
transcripts into English. The translator provided thouglafuhmentary about
respondents’ dialect and vocabulary, and helped idemtiiyces in their responses that
might not be apparent to a native English speaker. Wsitex¥ithe audio recordings at
several stages to clarify discrepancies and ambiguitiepersons involved with the
project signed copies of NORC'’s Statement of Profeasigthics.

Field Notes

In addition to speaking with residents, | recorded alssmadunt of field notes

during my stay in San Antonio to recall observationateel to neighborhood

perceptions, cultural factors, and other relevant topstayed in a hotel downtown but

11. One Spanish interview was not sent for transcriggial translation because the respondent’s
speech was slow and clear enough for us to interpretdgenses during the interview.
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spent most days on the west side. My time at the agmtyncenter gave me the
opportunity to make small talk with a few of the adulideints, read local newspapers,
ads, and informational flyers about educational and vo@tmograms, and watch
residents file into computer labs to work on resumes.&Yraing | discovered that the
furniture had been cleared from the main foyer for amogsse class. Women of various
ages from the neighborhood stood in a circle, some iatatipants, others in jeans,
curling exercise bands. Outside the center, | shopped foerggs at HEB, passed tire
shops and new AutoZone stores, stopped for gas, samplegtimadg tacos, and visited
Walgreens and Target stores on the west side. In othsrgddhe city, | visited the San
Antonio zoo on the north side, browsed the Alamo fergécond time, and chatted with
waiters, bartenders, and valet attendants downtown.
Data

After all the interviews had been transcribed (either dutie interview or later
by the transcription/translation team), | compiled-@fiponses into a simple Microsoft
Excel spreadsheet. This allowed for a systematic reofdive answers to each question
across respondents, as well as across questions ifieerargspondent. | merged in select
variables from the wave 3 survey, including basic demograptiicators and a subset of
the independent and dependent variables used in my stdtsstalysis. | then developed
and refined code frames for each question to identify immpbthemes. Coding was
completed through an iterative process of grouping quedtiptepic (e.g. neighborhood
conditions, interactions with neighbors, etc.), readiigresponses to a given question,
assigning codes, examining the distribution of codes, arfdididing excerpts that

illustrated each code (see Weiss 1994, chapter 6). | aled onique variations in the
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manner in which respondents spoke about the experiemomstruct being coded to
lessen the probability of mischaracterizing the meanirteaf statements. For example,
if when asked what changes had occurred in the neightdidoespondent said, “Some
new gas stations, | guess, but that’'s about it,” | asdigneode for new commercial
development but noted the respondent’s qualifier suggestihgeltdid not perceive
dramatic changes in the neighborhood.

In regards to the re-presentation of other’s wordsJdviothe example set by
Pattillo-McCoy (1999). | omit verbal fillers like “umgr, in Spanish, “pues” or “bueno,”
along with false starts to sentences. | deviate oaualjoirom absolutely literal
transcription of responses to make the meaning of stateraasier to grasp (Weiss 1994,
193-194). | preserve elements of “Tex Mex,” the localetgrof “Spanglish” that was
commonly used by respondents. | also retain commonamtioins and abbreviations like
“kinda” for “kind of.” | do so in an attempt to demond&dow people in West Side
really talk and also because these linguistic practices speh& tmigque convergence of
Anglo and Mexican cultures in San Antonio.

Strengths and Limitations

The data from the 33 in-depth interviews, along with disoasswith local
leaders and my personal observations and field notesnfrptime in San Antonio,
sketch a portrait of neighborhood life that is more nedrand multi-dimensional than
evident from the survey data alone. Talking to people mpgm-ended conversational
format proved essential for tapping into the emotiondl @sychological significance of
events and the construction of narratives surroundmgaolodness of the neighborhood.

Yet just as there are limitations to the scientifairas that can be asserted about a
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population when using the survey data, it is necessarmktmaledge the constraints
within which | offer findings from the in-depth interviewsth West Side residents. First,
| do not suggest that the observations and opinions tHfatedrin my interviews are
representative of the full range of experiences amwest Side residents. The semi-
random selection of respondents in the Making ConnecBangey, which prioritizes
caretakers in households with children, yielded a biasrtbwamen within my in-depth
interview sample. And while my analytical sample frtdra wave 3 survey does include
newcomers to the neighborhood, by nature of approachipgast survey respondents
for the in-depth interviews | ensure that all particigamill have lived in the
neighborhood for at least three years. Undocumentedgrants are also not well
represented; however, at least one in-depth interviéag&ed legal status. On a larger
scale, readers should be reminded that while | presergysdata from six sites, the in-
depth interviews were conducted only with residents in S#onrfo. A logical next step
in the continuation of this research would involve simitladepth interviews with
residents in the other five sites or at least thosie latge populations of Latinos (Denver,

Providence, and White Center).



CHAPTER EIGHT
QUALITATIVE FINDINGS

In this chapter | present key findings from 33 in-depth \mésvs conducted
during November of 2011 with Latino residents of West Side had previously
participated in thMaking ConnectionSurvey. Proper names of individuals, address
information, and other details have been edited to @rthe identity of respondents.

Migration History and Family Ties

It was not far into the interviewing process that | beigaappreciate the extensive
multigenerational ties that the in-depth respondentedhaith the west side. Three
guestions specifically targeted the process by which tippndent’s family came to live
in the neighborhood, where their parents lived and wjip&t of work they did, and where
their relatives currently lived. 17 respondents indicatetithey or their spouse had been
born and/or raised in West Side. 10 indicated that gaegnts had roots in the area.
Respondents’ and their parents’ upbringings often coidoithin the space of a few
blocks, as in the case of one 23-year old man who te|d‘My mother was born about 2
or 3 streets down from where | live. My father wasrbio the house we live now” (U.S.-
born male). Over three quarters (26) listed relativeZaim Antonio and two thirds (22)
had at least one family member living in West Side. &ring relatives were fairly
evenly split across other parts of Texas, U.S. aitigside of Texas, and Mexico

(reported by 10, 13, and 10 respondents, respectively). Perbiapgrprisingly, the most
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common origins in Mexico were concentrated in areasecto the Texas-Mexico border,
in the northeastern states of Coahuila, Tamaulgrad Nuevo Leon.

A number of family-related themes surfaced during thevrgess, centered on
caretaking obligations, the idea that it is “betteréalose to family,” the practice of
selling or willing one’s home to a family member, andaotes emphasizing the large
size of their family. As an example of the lastrtiee one Vietnam War veteran shared
memories of his 14-person family growing up as migrant werkewWest Side and in
Michigan. “We were a large family,” he noted, “likedmes” (laughs). Regarding their
living conditions, he joked, “We used to say, ‘Let’s go bexckhe sardine can!” (U.S.-
born, age 61). He mirrored several others by paintingndasipicture of his current
situation. When asked if he had relatives in the areg#ia goked, “You don’t want to
know. | got a lot of them! Like ants” (U.S.-born malkife events such as a divorce or
job change sometimes heightened the importance olyfaoniespondents and motivated
respondents who had previously left West Side to retura.r€spondent shared the
following about her decision to live in West Side: “Aftay divorce . . . It's my old
neighborhood that | grew up in. | wanted to be closeny@arents that live two blocks
from me. . . They are both elderly. . . At the titn@as also closer to my employment”
(U.S.-born female, age 47). She later mentioned thatister lived two blocks from her,
her aunt (who is also her god mother) was within thieeks away, and that she had
several other relatives living “5 minutes this way, 5 miautat way away.”

Another important theme concerns the transfer ofdeamongst family
members. Ten respondents indicated that they had inherifggrchased their home

from someone in their family or in their spouse’s lgnSometimes homes were
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purchased because the family member was having finandiakdth problems, or
following their death. One 25-year-old man described hewife had lived in their
current home her entire life. When his mother-in-t&arting falling behind in the
mortgage payments three years ago she offered to edibthe to the respondent and his
wife, whom he had met while working at a local barbeestaurant. Another woman
shared a similar story, explaining that her home had bee of three properties owned
by her husband’s grandfather. She and her husband boughtntieefiom his
grandparents when the grandfather’s health startedhdegliHer husband’s aunt moved
into another one of the three homes (U.S.-born feragle 47). Other home sales among
family responded to the immediate financial needs ofeébeiving party rather than the
seller. This is illustrated in the following excerptrit@ U.S.-born woman:

I’'m originally from San Antonio. | grew up on the soutide. The area where |
live now, it’s a house given, well, sold, by my husBaridther to my husband. At
the time, we needed a place to live, and | had comgicaifrom a surgery. My
father-in-law said we could just pay the taxes on ehergtbecause we had no

way to pay bills (because | was disabled). I've been lieinghe west side for 29
years. (Female, age 61)

In addition to these family-related factors, respondalsts shared logistical
reasons for coming to live in West Side. Six individualscdbed affordable housing
options in the area, as when one woman told me,€)Xhkighborhood...that’s all | could
afford” (U.S.-born, age 72). For immigrants in particuthe area provided a set of
housing and employment opportunities during their transibadhe United States. One
man carefully articulated in Spanish the process by wiecbecame a homeowner in
West Side:

| came from Piedras Negras, Coahuila (Mexico)...l waskwgrfor (a large tire
company). Well, we were able to get residency statasi¢hr my dad because
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he’s an American citizen. So, we went to live with Ivimile we waited to get our
papers because we arrived here with all the right perfirst we arrived and
lived (at my dad’s home). We were there for about 4nm6éths...We already
had our social security numbers and everything else, blitwentvere sure that
we were going to stay is when we rented a little hauslee same area...We
waited until we had everything in order. And then 2 to 3y/éater) we bought
our house where we live now. Now we have been theyetd&bor 6 years. My
dad lives on (names street) and | live on (street) andassire only separated by
the alley. (Mexican-born, age 58)

Other foreign-born respondents shared stories of fdu@ilies coming to the area as
migrant workers or street vendors, or to be reunited wsfioaise following a period of
transnational employment-based separation. Anotharréeaf the area that proved to
influence the migration of both foreign- and U.S.+bogspondents to West Side was the
availability of jobs at several large military basgsven respondents shared stories of
their parent or grandparent working at Kelly or LacklandFrce Base, performing jobs
in fields ranging from maintenance to package inspectiopdocia weapons.
Neighborhood Conditions

When asked to describe what it is like living in theighborhood, respondents
painted two recurring and seemingly paradoxical images ofibeigood life. On one
hand, nearly half (14 out of 33) described the neighborlagdiking a quiet, calm place.
Nearly a third (11) suggested that relations between neighiene friendly and
cohesive, “like a family.” If they had observed problemghe neighborhood such as
conflicts between residents or crime, they did natgeesonally affected by these events.
For example, one male in his sixties, a Vietham \aenan, stated, “It's quiet in the
daytime. Nighttime it gets a little rowdy. You hear copsbulances. But you know, (it's
all) routine. You're probably going to hear that a I@€veral (8) seemed comforted by

the presence of longstanding residents in their neigbbadthncluding elderly couples
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whose children had since left to form their own farsikad younger residents who had
inherited homes from a parent or other family member,arech in to care for them.
Nearly a third (10) indicated that neighbors “watched ouetch other,” which proved
to serve a specific function related to the secondngar theme among responses that
would appear contradictory to the image of a peacefuhbeidnood. The West Side
residents with whom | spoke repeatedly described theghberhood as a place where
“one has to take precautions” due to the preponderance yptipett, drugs,
“mischievous youth,” home invasions, and at times, viodeimes. Over one third of my
respondents (12) had been personally victim to a crimasdah encounter with someone
who they perceived to threaten their personal safetgndHiovasions and theft of
personal property were the most common crimes repddiger crimes included
vandalism to cars and drive-by shootings. Three respondestsibed incidents in which
someone had suspiciously knocked on their door after ghtland asked for money or,
in one case, appeared to be under the influence of drugs dedwhat the respondent
perceived to be sexually inappropriate gestures (the pateedttributed the incident to
the man “celebrating” his release from jail and sugggkttat he had mistaken her home
for the home of his cousin). Interestingly, though, peas experiences as the victim of a
crime or perceived criminal threat did not have the unal&8ect of making
respondents “give up hope” for the neighborhood. While sadchandact indicate that
they felt more fearful after these events, othespaaded with humor and pragmatism.
The following vignette from a U.S.-born male Korean Weaieran demonstrates both

elements:
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| can’'t leave nothing outside because (people cutting throygyard) steal
it...They stole all my plants. They stole a big one thad, | think it weighed
over 400 pounds. | put it full of sand so they wouldn't tékend full of water so
it would be wetter. One time my wife and | went out pagyand came back. |
said to my wife, ‘Hey, something’s wrong.’ She said, ‘| d@ee nothing
different.’” (I said), ‘The plant’s gone, man!’ (chuckjgage 78).

Another woman described how staying inside allowed hevda &onflict with renters

on her block:

Across the street, there (used to be an) older coupkhdytent it out to other
people. Several (of the) original people are gone. (Tagkinda rowdy, so we
tend to just stay inside. They get drunk and we don’'t donkes tend to just leave
them alone. (U.S.-born, age 47)

When asked if she felt safe in the neighborhood, sheljtia her three dogs functioned
as an alarm system, but noted that they had to keepféindrar back from the street in
order for the mailman to deliver their mail. Several cihmirrored this matter-of-fact,
light-hearted response to the deviant behavior of neighdoad the preponderance of
crime in the neighborhood.

Other respondents, particularly elderly women, seemédve been more
emotionally shaken by these types of incidents and sspdefear, sadness, and regret.
One seventy-two year-old, U.S.-born woman captured thepthese crimes and the
people who commit them held over some neighborhoodeets:

You want to talk to your neighbors but you can’'t. Becadgthem selling drugs,

selling marijuana cigarettes and all that, and they dodé. You can be on your

front porch and you can smell the marijuana. You cantigh&am nothing
because they will come and scratch your car, breakitidow, or do something.

Another woman echoed,

On my right side, | can’t talk to those people becahsg $ell drugs. They have
family across the street, down the street too. Ashnaiscl want good neighbors, |
don’t have them...It's very hard for me to live clean, &mely're living dirty
(U.S.-born, age 72).
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West Side Reputation

While not explicitly targeted in the in-depth intervievofarcol, narratives about
the reputation of the west side surfaced at severatgdviost often respondents
suggested that West Side was commonly associated witltinngé rates, poverty, and
disrepair. | also heard about West Side’s dangerous repufedtim bartenders, wait staff,
and hotel employees during my stay in San Antonio. Whalkiwg out to my car one
night around 7:30 after an interview, | chatted with ageotifficer who helped patrol the
Center. Upon hearing the sound of tires squealing in ttardie, he raised a finger and
said, “See what | deal with? This is not a good neighbathode in.” In fact, he said it
was the worst area in San Antonio. Several of mgardents acknowledged this
reputation but refuted it, saying that they “didn’t seeTihe following example is from a
23-year-old U.S.-born man.

My neighborhood . . . First, you were kinda fearfugttattitude that gets put in

your mind about living on that side of the city. Peoplek there’s a lot of gangs,

people getting killed, but that’s from other people that tloré here. I've lived
there all my life. I've experienced it, and it's nbat way.

He later stated that “There’s that joke about tryingtay alive, over on the west side”
and acknowledged that the rumored gangs and bullies wehg ‘idut there.” But again,
he qualified that had not had personal experiences vatetimdividuals and had only
seen them on television. Another example featuringdhguage comes from a first
generation Mexican immigrant: “When | first arrived,eghbor told me to be careful
because there were always gun fights and they juseddbat house over there with

bullets...But since | have been here, I've never seerhangytike that” (Female, age 52).
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One woman who was accompanied by her sister duringtén@igw provided a
more vivid articulation of the neighborhood'’s reputatsma devalued, dangerous place.
She echoed several others in acknowledging this reputattamtimately refuting it. By
employing a comparative technique, she reasons that livingaoaneighborhood on
the west side allowed her greater peace of mind.
Respondent: They call us the west side because wanerkto be the bad side
of town. How can | say the word? Like the west spmple talk
about the west side like it’s . . .
Sister: Gangster

Respondent: Like the gutter.

Sister: But in reality, it's like high class. You'kke on the news . . . there
is bad stuff happening in (other parts of town).

Respondent: (Lists specific intersection), that sidewn is a nice area, but |
guarantee there are people over there that don't stazuse
they’re worried about how they’re gonna pay their mayegéand
for their) brand new cars. Me, | sleep fine. | hatle house but
I’'m very comfortable. (U.S.-born, age 46)

Note the similarity of this narrative to the followgimbservation from a slightly older
woman who had lived in West Side for nearly 40 years:

About the west side . . . They're always saying ‘Wede SWest Side’ (makes
sour face), but | don’t think like that. | think it's abdbe people. They say
there’s drugs, but there’s drugs everywhere. | knew thislguiad this big
house, and he told me his son was on drugs. It happens éeeeywm not
ashamed that | was born on the west side. | said tsistsr, ‘We were brought
up here. Don’t be ashamed of that.” This is what coimédions to her chest),
what comes out of your heart. (U.S.-born, age 58)

The idea that the character of individual residentsisiany aggregate label applied to

the West Side was also endorsed by another 58-year-8ldbdrn woman. She
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commented: “The neighborhood’s not like the north sidet)(a fancy neighborhood, but
it’s a nice neighborhood. It's about what kind of people in the neighborhood.”

A few respondents were more cognizant of racial and ettymamics operating
in West Side. The following exchange is worth considganlength in that it combines
several of the themes identified earlier and also dstrates an awareness of how one’s
social location influences individual experiences oflest side.

Respondent: (People from the north side are) scareaxhie down
here...Especially if you're white or don’t know the culturgrew
up here, so | don't...

Interviewer: Do you think that reputation is justified?

Respondent: It depends, just like anywhere else. When yawgef your car,
you gotta be careful. A lot of it is ignorance. You geereotyped.
Another Hispanic person from the north side, you canecana be
alright. But someone else, you come down and see ih&ltovn
buildings and have this (negative) perception. | can coreeleere
and be alright, but still you have to be careful. Esgdlycduring
the night. (U.S.-born female, age 58)

Another respondent, a long-time West Side resident ané@dwner, shared many of the
same comments about the “shady” reputation of théhbeitnood but also identified with
the Hispanic elements:

Oh yeah, there’s a community of people (on the wds).slt’s a different kind of
people. I like it. One of the reasons why | wanted toecback (from Los
Angeles is that it has) more of a Latin atmospheng Sanish is terrible too, but
| get by. I'm sure there’s some people that don’t viariie associated with the
west side because of its reputation, but | think tret&rywhere. It has a shady
reputation of being not the most friendly unless you kpeaple, know where
you’re at. You just got to be careful | the neighborhaespecially at night. Don’t
be in certain parts at night because it's not safes.¢0orn male, age 54)
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Changes in the Neighborhood

When asked to comment on the history of the neighbarlod any changes that
had taken place over time, the most frequently citedrobtions involved the emergence
of new businesses, infrastructure improvements, andctiaffieases due to population
growth. Nearly two thirds of respondents (21) mentionesehgpes of changes.
Generally, respondents were encouraged by new commermrpy development,
including chain car washes, gas stations, and fast fotalrasts, and pleased with street
improvements. A smaller subset listed the expansi@dwoéational programs, school
improvements, and a new library downtown. Yet the emisosof some residents was
tempered with the sentiment that these developmemtsmwerely an indication of how
West Side was “slowly but surely catching up with the rétt@world.” Those who had
lived in the neighborhood for several decades or whasgyfanembers were longtime
residents described the west side as a formerly ruralpameulated with ranches, wooded
land, dirt streets (some still remain), and occasignah independently-owned corner
store selling convenience items. My own observationesdt Side support the
characterization of the neighborhood as a decidedlyutban” place. Small single-
family bungalows predominate, and while yards along mankslame generally small,
the scarcity of multi-level buildings and dusty climatetribute to a sense of vastness.
Back country seems never far out of reach. While drithngugh West Side today, one
is likely to pull up behind a rusty pickup truck driven by cowbat+¢lad man with a
weathered face. And yet, it is also likely to find ttrvatk turn into a freshly poured

asphalt parking lot to reach a brand new, franchised gagrst
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A second theme among respondent’s descriptions of timgebkahat had
occurred in the neighborhood concerned the racial omicecharacteristics of the
population. While most respondents identified the neigidima as predominately
Hispanic, they shared slightly different recollectiaf the migration of other ethno-
racial groups and estimations of the relative size ®tits.-born Mexican American
population. Consider the following examples:

All the time it was pure Mexicans (U.S.-born female, 86

It used to be a lot of Hispanic people. Now it's mora ofix. I've never talked to

anyone directly from Mexico, that I'm aware of. I'mMexican descent, but |

don't speak Spanish and don’t (know anyone from Mexico) ¢(bog male, age

23).

(The people have) not changed over time. You stilHispanic and Black

people, still the same...(Husband of respondent interj66%) (born in the U.S.)

and 40% Mexican (U.S.-born female, age 48).

Now you see a couple Blacks here and there. Used td Mexatans. More

Blacks came after that hurricane (Katrina). They petrt all over here in (a

public housing development) (U.S.-born male, age 54).

.. . Everybody is Hispanic . . . And everybody ierfidly. The majority are from

the U.S. | don’t know anyone on the block from Mexidd.S.-born female, age

46).

These differences reflect the distinct framingshef meighborhood across respondents. It
became clear throughout the interviews that the teghborhood” evoked different
images for different people and that many considered‘theighborhood” to be their
immediate block. This is consistent with findings fromuon et al (2010) and Guest

and Lee (1984) that residents often perceive their neigbbdras occupying a

considerably smaller area than the boundaries used ty oficials and community
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initiatives. The following excerpt from a Mexican-borpaaish speaker demonstrates
this tendency, as the respondent lists the buildingssuinog his home.

Many of the homes have been restored . . . The chufobnnfixed their parking.

It has two parking lots. It has one on each side o$tieet and they're big. They

made them new. New businesses also. On the cornemthera house and now

it's a business and they sell...like used things, furniturel iy front there is a

store that sells candy and where the street séllgrsheir supplies for selling,

like the little kids that sell in the street with ihenusical vending carts, they buy

there . . . (Foreign-born male, age 52)

One of the most surprising findings from the in-depth inésvs emerges from a
guestion asking respondents to compare the problems oheghborhood to a “typical”
neighborhood. Although the questions about neighborhooditéans elicited frequent
discussion of crime, drugs, and concerns about persdea},sal but four respondents
indicated that their neighborhood was no more troubled ¢kfzer places. In fact, 13
stated that it was less troubled. Another four respondkohtsot provide a definitive
assessment of their neighborhood as compared to aétypeighborhood, but implied
that things were improving and that while certain precastivere necessary, “it's
probably like that everywhere.” The following excerptmpdifies this type of response.

Well, | haven't lived in other neighborhoods but from whhave seen on

television I think that things are improving. Yes, because ymu can walk

safely. There are always boys that are mischievouatbeast...you still see them
walking with a beer, but they don’t bother you . . . (Mexi-born male, age 58)

This comment is also illustrative in that it demongsatow respondents often called on
information from news reports and word-of-mouth to séuaeir neighborhood and
other parts of the city in a hierarchy of desirabilitjyeQvoman stated, “I don’t think we
have problems, not that bad. Every time | see somebiaddon the news) it's always on

the north side, or northeast or east side” (U.S.-kaya,48). Another woman who
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expressed the most negative opinions about West Side ah®imgdepth respondents
asked rhetorically, “I mean, come on, (in) what neighbod can you drive through and
not have your windows up?” (U.S.-born, age 58). She wemd qualify that there were
other factors which made driving with the windows down unjikelich as wanting to
preserve the air conditioning. But the whole of her contsieuggest that while she was
very dissatisfied with her neighborhood, she was convitiwgdther neighborhoods had
problems too.

Another tendency was to refer only to one’s block onev@ortion of the block
in answering this question. For example, one 25-year-old began by explaining,
“Maybe less considering | live on a dead-end. Maybe sonyefomther down has
problems with people speeding. For me, I'm alright” (th&n). Another woman
echoed, “I'm kinda isolated to my little street. | doréally know what goes around in
the whole (neighborhood) (U.S.-born, age 58). The phlysidéer of only a few homes
sometimes proved sufficient for distancing respondents feafing personally affected
by crime and disrepair in the neighborhood. Considefdlf@mving comment from a
U.S.-born, 56-year-old woman who completed the interure$panish:

The same, it's the same everywhere. If you move ovey, loger here they are

fights. (But) there are no fights at my house, athoyse, there’s nothing. They're
all different, but mine . . . as much as, like in otblaces, where my cousin lives,

sometimes we go over there and there are fights, betiaeie are bars around
there . . . But over here there aren’'t any bars...

Another response from a Mexican-born male respondenglin a public housing
complex mirrors this comment and others in suggestingtaice¢olerance for crime and

other neighborhood disruptions.



145

There’s not that much issues. Some gunshots, but mot dftalk to the
maintenance guy and he tells me what’s going on, bub’t d@nt to get too
involved . . . | think other places have more problems ditlys, stealing cars,
stripping them, etc.

A final theme among these narratives involved citing aipeexample of a friend, co-

worker, or family member whose neighborhood was, inréspondent’s estimation,

worse off. The following excerpt demonstrates this tengland is worth quoting in

length.

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

In my opinion it has less. | know like arggléhere are good
neighborhoods and bad neighborhoods. The north sidenin Sa
Antonio is perfect; it's goody goody. But not anymore. My
neighborhood is quiet, better than a lot of other glalt&s not
perfect, but compared to those places (it's better)l. 3aene of my
friends that want to relocate to San Antonio...They alktvpart
would be best to live at. | tell them to come over herthé west
side...

So you feel like your neighborhood is in agypart of the city?

Oh yeah. East side is the worst. A foémaine, his car broke
down over there. He got robbed and killed. That styspeas all
around. About two months later, a guy’s car broke dovey, th
raped his wife. | tell my wife, ‘No, let’s raise oudki here.” My
brothers are cops and they say the same thing, ‘Dorovgoto
the east side. Don’t even bother.’” | say, ‘Okie dok place like
home! (U.S.-born male, age 61)

Other variations of this line of reasoning revealed anr@se in self-reflection, an

attempt to view other areas more objectively. For exangme Mexican-born woman

stated, “About the same. Where | work, | was talkingrie of the ladies, and she lives

on the north side. She said, ‘Oh no, we have the saoblems here. Maybe you just

don’t notice them.” So | guess it's the same thing evaere” (age 46).
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Among the four respondents who suggested that their neightdihad more
problems than a typical neighborhood, all happened to bebdr8 (though, recall that
the majority of U.S. citizens felt their neighborhoodsw® worse off) and seemed to feel
personally affected by a crime or other unpleasantaotiens with people in the
neighborhood. The following is one example. “Beforepluld say | didn’t even think
about it because most of the people were working peopgletrying to make a living.
But now, with drugs all over the place, that worriesmme than where my daughter
lives (on the northeast side of San Antonio)” (U.SAdemale, age 73). Another
respondent who had lived in the neighborhood for 33 yearedhafrightening
experience that happened near her home:

| see policemen, about six months ago. A guy was hgran his girlfriend’s car

with a brick. | called my neighbor and said, ‘Do you hiat?’ That’s where |

see things different now. It happens on Saturday. |d@aaming. My door is
secure but | still put those big heavy chains in front efdbor because the guys
now, you know, they are strong now and | live by mysgthey (try to break in)

they're gonna break their leg! (laughs). But that's hbg/neighborhood is
changing. (U.S.-born female, age 62)

A couple things are worth noting in this excerpt. Fitsdrikes me that, crudely
speaking, the incident that this respondent observed kgtiman banging on his
girlfriend’s car may be considered no more menacing thamshootings and fights
reported by those respondents who ultimately concludedhématitere still better off
than residents living elsewhere. Second, that she clibakkhe thought of a male
intruder breaking his leg while trying to break into her homeatestrates the same kind
of pragmatism that | observed among the majority sffoadents. Their reactions to
adverse events seem tempered by a general tendency to distasek from the “real”

victims of the event and to presumably resist the tenoptédi give up hope for the
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neighborhood. This, | argue, speaks to the extent to vasiginations to live in a “good”
neighborhood exert a powerful influence on the meaniegsondents attach to conflicts
with neighbors and deleterious conditions in the neighdmodth

| was intrigued by this after completing the first fexwerviews and began probing
respondents to explain if they would ever consider ngpvand if so, what their ideal
neighborhood would be like. Data are available for 24bthe 33 total interviews. The
pattern observed when respondents were asked to comparelkems of their
neighborhood to those of a “typical” neighborhoodeiglicated here. Only four
respondents indicated that they would definitely comswi@ving away from the west
side, or described an ideal neighborhood that was thdiHerent from their current
situation. Nearly two thirds (15) suggested that they wouldeaoce West Side, although
six of them qualified that they would like a new hous®groved traffic infrastructure, or
would choose to live in a different part of the neighboidh (typically toward the
periphery). The remaining nine spoke frankly about théachtment to the neighborhood.
Below are examples.

| guess | have an attachment to the area, to the Mynmom says, ‘Why don't

you sell the house?’ The only way | would do that isef tieighborhood got

corrupted. Not only me, but a lot of people have a lot oflgpemories from the

neighborhood. Family is very important to me and myhmgtgrowing up there. |

always get excited when | hear a good family is movindpiinging decency and
respect to the neighborhood. (U.S.-born female, age 58)

To me, | don't know what everybody else is going to say,it's a nice place to
raise a family. It's not like before, during my dadiméi (when in was worse). If
you raise your kids right, you can’t go wrong. Everybodisaglong. It's a nice
neighborhood. It’s like L.A. (Los Angeles), you knoweté are good parts and
bad parts. (U.S.-born male, age 61)
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For many respondents, close ties to family living inatea and care taking
responsibilities played a big role in maintaining theia@tment to the neighborhood.
The following excerpt from a 63 year-old Vietham War vaelllustrates this point.
| was out (of the west side) for about 30 years. leralver when | got back, and
everyone was taking care of my mom. They said, ‘Okaw it's your turn. It
was a good move, and it was at the right time. | lmavesgrets in my life, in my

63 years. I've seen it all, this whole country and tfsfworld. I'm satisfied with
that. (U.S.-born male)

A retired Navy technician expressed a similar sentimenebdorsed a more expansive
interpretation of the term “family” based on cultuiiak with Hispanic neighbors.
Interviewer: Would you ever move?
Respondent: No, I'd say no. I'd stay in my same area...
Interviewer: What do you like about this neighborhood?

Respondent: Mi raza My people, my family. This is my home. The reasdryw
| left was because | was in the service. (U.S.-looate, age 57)

Interactionswith Neighbors

Information regarding the quality and frequency of inteoas with neighbors
was gathered in two ways during the in-depth interviewst,Fespondents were asked
to list the five people with whom they were closest tmdescribe the activities they did
with each person. Given the focus of this study, wasiooally encouraged respondents
to consider neighbors in addition to friends and famiémbers. Later in the interview,
one question asked explicitly, “How well do you know yaaighbors?” This was
followed with questions regarding the types of activitlesrespondent engaged in with
neighbors, when and where these activities generalk/taeze, and whether they ever

attended celebrations (birthdays, quinceafieras, etctheyg@erhaps not surprisingly,
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respondents often described varied interactions withishal households in the
neighborhood. In line with the interview data regardinigmeorhood conditions,
respondents generally described relations that at a oamimcluded cordial greetings
("saying ‘hi’ and ‘bye’) and occasional chatting. Ten sedrt®appreciate that
neighbors afforded each other personal space and “didist on interfering.” Consider
the following excerpt from a 61-year-old U.S.-born man:

Our neighbors, they're not nosy. We keep in touch, lftde each other’s backs.

It's family-like. They're not rowdy, we're not rowd¥verybody compromises. If

we have a party we have it in the back and don't get todh Bhey’ll ask me,

‘Mr. (N), we're going to have a little party, ok?” Weropromise.

Yet the data suggest that respondents generally hadiansfap with at least one
neighbor or neighboring family that extended to invitatiimbarbecues, birthday parties,
weddings, and other celebrations. This was true for 26f@8 respondents. Some of the
factors encouraging this level of intimacy included thes@nee of long-term
homeowners on the block (mentioned by 16 respondents) eirated sense of
responsibility to watch out for each other and eachristpeoperty (mentioned by 11
respondents). For example, one U.S.-born man expldézlhave three new neighbors,
but the other four have been there for years. We'rgyight knit in that area. We're
always saying ‘Hi,” asking, ‘Oh, do you need anything?’ Welveags helping each
other” (Age 54). Another woman echoed this by describing hegeé@s-old neighbor as
one of her closest contacts: “I've known her for 28rgesince I've lived in my house.

Her husband is in rehab, been sick. We talk on the phorsee how she’s doing. Talk

everyday on the phone or over the fence” (U.S.-bae,&).
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An important nuance to this presumably “tight-knit” quatifithe neighborhood
is that while invitations to social gatherings were freguespondents often identified
barriers motivating them not to attend. One commondin@asoning was that they
preferred to keep celebrations just amongst family anaddetipelled to offer the same
courtesy to neighbors. This again speaks to the geneaedly humber of family
members who resided in West Side and the frequency withwespondents interacted
with them. One man joked in Spanish, “...It's more famifen we get together,
especially with the family because just with themréhere many!” (Mexican-born, age
58). Another woman echoed, “Oh my God, weekends areofjutlarties for the family.

If it's not one, it's another. Last week we had onealifast party, then a baby shower,
and then my grandson’s party at the park” (U.S.-born lienage 58).

Respondents revealed a sort of intermediary categayaid! exchange
associated with celebrations — preparing a plate of foothbse not in attendance.
Exposure to a neighbor’s food supplied respondents with iafitmmabout what “kind of
people” their neighbors were and a sense of familiaFitys is evident in the following
comment from a 36-year West Side resident.

They have parties, birthday parties, and (my neighbosadhe street) will say,

‘Oh, so and so had a birthday party.” And for the Thanksgithey're going to

get together. | don’t want to go because I'm so shy, butn@ghbor across the

street) will go and sometimes she’ll bring me a pl&enext door, they'll bring
me a plate sometimes.” (U.S.-born female, age 62)

The social significance of plates was also evident whikrviewing the retired Navy
veteran who earlier described his neighbors as beingdzai My people, my family.”
We did the interview on his front porch because his ntghilas constrained by

dependence on a walker and other health conditions. Whaikpoke, community
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members were in the process of setting up a streetdkedtiectly in front of his home,
including a stage and rows of tables covered with brighiwend orange plastic
tablecloths. The street had been recently repaved amdispevhite of newly-installed
sidewalks stood out in contrast to the bright coldithe tables and the t-shirts worn by
volunteers. A line of people was beginning to form outbidek door of the Pentecostal
church that organized the event. The following exchangeroext as we were finishing
up the interview.

Respondent: It's a pretty good neighborhood, like | saidy'lTheing me
something because | can't go over there (pointing twvés
indicating that neighbors will bring him a plate of food).

Interviewer:  Oh, they'll bring you something?

Respondent: | hope so. Last year they did.

Interviewer: Do you know what the festival is for?

Respondent: Oh, I don't know . . . something. (U.S.-buale, age 57)

In some ways, the succinctness of this respondent’sispeakes it easier to isolate the
elements which inform his positive evaluation of the hkarhood. That his neighbors
were cognizant of his disability and willing to bring him atplof food from the street
festival last year left an impression on him thahsedirectly tied to his feeling
connected to neighbors and among “his people.”

Transferring plates also serves as one way in whigfhbers look after each

other’s well-being and exchange favors. While discussingaictiens in the
neighborhood fifteen respondents reported providing dome of help to or receiving

help from a neighbor. In the following excerpt, anothegitime West Side resident
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seems to group invitations to social events, plates of fmadi watching over each other’s
homes under the same umbrella of helpful neighborlgacin

When they have parties or they have something going orlltbegyie and invite

us, or they'll bring us a plate. They’ll come and s&h, we’re going to Mexico.

Can you look after the house?’ If | need something teeyiere to help me. They

go back and forth (to Mexico) fairly often, visit famiyer there. (U.S.-born

female, age 48)

Respondents also described bringing neighbors homemade saokiend Christmas
time and occasionally tamales, although tamales wenetsmes intended for sale. Other
non-food forms of help that respondents associatedthatih level of familiarity with
neighbors included giving rides to doctor’s appointments, mggrass and performing
other yard work, sharing electricity (by running an extenswna to a neighbor’s house)
and driveway space, lending tools, and cleaning inside a meighitome.

Given the frequent discussion of crime and drugs in tlilhnberhood conditions
section of the in-depth interviews, one might guessdbaiance among neighbors would
present a prominent barrier to social interactiors ibteresting that only five
respondents reported any form of negative behavior (fgclirty”) among their
neighbors. The following exchange demonstrates how oneawatruggled to connect
with neighbors due to their involvement in illegal actesti

Interviewer: How well do you know your neighbors?

Respondent: Not well well well. We just say ‘Hi, by®ly son is the one that
talks to mostly the whole block. He says he was hel@ng (
neighbor), cutting the grass, doing this and that. | gonaaice sure
he was there. | just know my next door neighbor. Her dauginst
had a baby. But they do things that you aren’t supposed to do
(motions that they smoke marijuana). | have to leavausxwhen
| see that my stomach starts to hurt. | put incensesa my front

and back yard (to try to cover up the smell). Her s@ivsys
going in and out of prison . . . (U.S.-born female, age 42)
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She went on to describe another neighbor who reportedbyts her porch light out every
time the respondent turns it on and throws beer camsrigard. Yet these behaviors,
while frustrating to the respondent, did not seem to queliiésire to be helpful to
neighbors. She later stated, “But two houses down | pagple that ask me to keep an
eye on their house, and | do.” Note the similarity of thgnette to the following
comment from another woman in her forties:

| tried talking to all my neighbors when we first mowegdbut no one really
wanted to speak to me. The woman next door has | doow kow many guys
going through there. Kitty corner, my daughter went @edling raffle tickets and
they told her never to come back. She came home crying.) (Bubne of those
neighbors that is keeping an eye on everyone. Even imhias working
(respondent was laid off at the time of the intervidv@m always watching out
for my neighbors . . . (U.S.-born female, age 47)

A final example comes from the 58-year-old Spanish-speahkerjoked about the large
size of his extended family:

We get together, but we’re not, | mean, | don’t drink And they do drink but
they're not fighters. In the beginning yes, when weilanvite...the son-in-law
and the relatives, they would get drunk and they would teaiight, but we
would calm them down. ‘Hey, get out of here. Go back tar yavn house!’ |
don't allow that because | get along well with all tleeghbors. Yes, others want
to fight and shoot off their guns. Yes, | do see thaytwant to fight but they
calm down. | right away tell them to leave and go hdeeause | don’t want any
problems.

In each of these examples it is evident that the refgod is disappointed by the criminal
or disruptive behavior of their neighbors but seem to cotmeatalize this
disappointment in order to remain open to connectiorts atiter neighbors or, as in the

last example, to a general sense of social connedgtim¢he entire neighborhood.
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Giving and Getting Help

One thing that became readily apparent in the in-depthviews was the often
blurry distinction between being at the giving versus kéegiend of assistance when it
comes to transfers between family members, frienasnaighbors who are all faced
with strong economic constraints. Though we triecbtu$ the discussion on giving and
getting help separately, there was considerable overtde idirection of responses.
Close inspection of this overlap suggests that the probEsmat that respondents did no
understand the question, but that these exchanges eftenraultiple purposes and may
have different meanings to different people. For exanggiegral respondents were
grateful to have their yard work performed by a young peosote block but also
suggested that they were helping that young person by paying $10 for #26 service.
They shared stories about negotiating the frequency withhwidaens would be mowed
in order to balance one person’s interest in garnevanges with the other person’s desire
to have their needs met without incurring too much cost.

Giving Help

The specific items transferred among family, friends, @@ighbors varied
considerably; however, al 33 in-depth interview respondepisrted providing some
sort of assistance and all but two reported receivingessort of assistance. The most
frequent form of help provided by respondents consisted/miggrides or loaning one’s
vehicle to someone — typically a neighbor. Over hatespondents had provided this
type of help. Those with grandchildren often described dropgpem off and picking
them up from school several times a week, if not manether favor included in this

category is using one’s vehicle to run an errand for sameas in going to the bank to
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make a deposit. The second most commonly reported fohelpiiven involved
cooking a meal specifically for another person or fansharing leftover food or baked
goods, or purchasing a meal or snack from a restauranthéset transfers did not occur
without consideration of the cost of food. Favoritexitan dishes like tacos, rice, and
tamales carried a particular currency in that they cbeldold within the community as a
source of income. The gray area between a favor gatlachore is illustrated in the
following excerpt, in which a 57-year-old Spanish speakerribesca recent exchange
with her son:

Respondent: My daughter in-law, my son’s wife, shesd¢afly son) a Mama’s
boy. (My son) called me on Saturday. (I asked) ‘What dagboy
want?

Son: ‘Did you make tamales?’

Respondent: ‘Yes, they're in the freeze.

Son: ‘| want tamales.’

Respondent: ‘But those are for selling to pay my taxes...No

Son: ‘That’s okay, Ma.’

Respondent: And right away | took them out and | wartheth up and then
they arrived here. ‘Son, I'm warming up the tamales.’

Daughter-in-law: ‘See, what'd | tell ya? Mama’s boy.’
Respondent: Just because | did what he wanted. (U.Sfdragale)
An additional factor making food a powerful commodityhe community involves the

popularity of “plate sales,” or fundraisers organized lfgmaily, group of families, or
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organization to raise money for an individual faced witkadety of circumstancesOne
respondent complained about the ubiquity of these eveyisgs “they’re always
selling, raffle tickets, cookouts, whatever...’Get your daagbn Nickelodeon’ or
something. ‘Get someone out of jail.” ‘He needs newhels; he’s gonna get out of jail””
(U.S.-born, age 58). Yet most respondents spoke warnthesé events and seemed to
think of them as an effective way to earn money incatsimount of time. Consider the
following comments from another U.S.-born woman inlage 40s:

Respondent: This Sunday they wanted me to cook for a plateF®r a cousin.
They asked me. | just say, ‘Buy me the ingredients dnudke
it.” I've cooked for weddings, quincearieras, baby shewaurch.

Interviewer: Have you ever hosted a plate sale?

Respondent: Yes. Two years ago, | had two surgeriesigityiget back on my
feet was kind of hard. | had a plate sale for my takesrything
went great.

In addition to cooking a meal specifically for anotherspa or family, sharing leftover
food or baked goods, and purchasing a meal or snack fronaaraedt four respondents
described helping to cook a dish specifically for a cel@air holiday without the
intent of sale. The same woman who had hosted agd#&do pay for her taxes also

indicated that because her cooking skills are well-kn@ha,frequently cooks for

birthday parties and church activities as a favor.

1. Churches and other organizations also host plke ®araise funds for a variety of causes. In
this section, the discussion is focused on the transfeionetary and non-monetary assistance among
individuals rather than organizations.
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The third most common form of help that respondentsgingen was more

explicitly monetary: providing cash to someone for payitglaother monthly expense,
or covering the cost of a needed repair. Thirteen relgds indicated that they or
someone in their household had offered this type of hedprtwone, although two
described events that occurred one or more years in sheljgs type of monetary help
was typically restricted to family members. Similaidynother type of favor commonly
performed by respondents, babysitting (mentioned by 11 respshdeas generally
done for grandchildren, nieces and nephews, and otherrelasiges. It is interesting
that despite having very little income on which to drawrelshondents reported paying
weekly tidings to their church, or donating money, foodlothing to charitable causes
(often organized by their church), and four indicatedttiey occasionally gave money
to panhandlers. Other forms of assistance provided ppmdents included sharing or
giving someone money to buy groceries and household itesnsaaeh chores like
babysitting or cutting someone’s hair for money (eachtimeed by 8 respondents).
Seven respondents were sending or had recently sentanpremittances to a family
member in Mexico. The particular impetus for these payswearied considerably, as
demonstrated in the following comments from an elderlyniSpaspeaker:

Respondent: Yes, | have sent money to Mexico, tolyalike my aunt, | was
collecting a little money and | sent it to her. | hadent my aunt
anything before because she would visit us and when theydvisite
we would buy her a shirt or something. And later, also to a
nephew, the son of one of my female cousins thatywag to get
his doctorate and | sent him some money to help hime littl

Interviewer: How important is this money to them?

Respondent: It was important because it was to helpexjpenses like when
she was sick and needed it out of necessity. And in Megac
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have to pay for all your college tuition . . . (Mexidaorn female,
age 72)

Another woman described how she had sold plates of chiskesage, rice and beans at
$6 each to help pay the hospital bill for her ailing mothéNuevo Laredo, Mexico. Four
others spoke of sending money to cover family membeiiywr medical bills or basic
necessities. Conversely, one respondent was sendimgyno his sister-in-law in
Coahuila for paying off credit card debt he incurred eg&mcuring legal immigration
status in the U.S.
Getting Help

The image of “patchworking” offered by Kibria (1993) and endbiseMenjivar
(2000), which describes an uneven and sometimes haphazajdgrardifferent
resources from a number of individuals, can be apptiedany of the stories shared by
West Side residents in the in-depth interviews. Whilelpedirrespondents reported
receiving at least one form of help from a family membré¥nd, neighbor or
acquaintance, both the nature of the assistance adedghee to which they could depend
on its availability varied considerably. The most freqlyergported class of help
received involved assistance with home repairs and yarkl (&8mrespondents). This was
often performed by an adult child of the respondent orghber, but could also involve
an ex-spouse, grandchild, or friend. Home repairs and yarklst@mod out as being fairly
uncomplicated exchanges. Respondents succinctly descrgtadaas in which they
needed something done like mowing the grass or raking leadewith little negotiation
required, someone did it. For example, one Spanish spesiiained,

| also have another guy that was a compafiero (frienalyafon’s. When my
older son was younger and he would invite him there. (Hedrxsay) ‘Go with
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me. Pick up the trash.” He went to work with him and wivemeed something,
they know and they call me. (Mexican-born female, 2®je

The second most commonly reported form of assistaatedbpondents received was
money to help pay for a bill or needed repair (mentiond@ lbgspondents). As was the
case in the data regarding help given, respondents typieglbrted receiving this type of
cash assistance from close family members like a pareadult child. This parallels
Cecilia Menjivar’s (200) findings from her interviews willvadoran immigrants in San
Francisco. “Relatives or close friends could providatémal help), as it was easier to let
someone sleep on a couch or let them at least éilagobut financial help involved a
closer, more enduring relationship...” (141). Some West Skldaets described an
active, ongoing relationship of exchange with a clossixel and felt comfortable asking
for help to pay a bill without an expectation of recipipa@as in the following excerpt
from a respondent and her husband, who accompanied hay theim-depth interview:
Respondent: My mother-in-law and father help us a lot.
Husband: It's been since January of this year that lexpfar disability and
it was finally approved this month. In between they weziping
us out with money and food.
Respondent: But my dad has always helped me, regandlesther | have
money or | don’t. We never ask my mother-in-law. \V& jsay,
‘Oh, we don’t have this or that,” and she would just 8ah, let
me lend you that.” A couple times she did lend us $100 or $200,
but that was the largest amount (and we’d have to palydus).
But if it was a smaller amount she would just give itiso They're
both great help (U.S.-born female, age 48).
When asked if there had ever been a time when she askeelgdrom someone, but

they could not or chose not to provide it, another youoman responded, “No, ‘cuz we

hardly don’t ask. It’'s only between my parents and usr&\eally close and we don't
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like going to other people. We know how they are” (U.Snbage 21). For others, there
were limitations as to the frequency of requests, theuat involved, and the conditions
in which it was supplied, even among close family memi&ome respondents
described how caring for an elderly or disabled family memlaes reciprocated by the
care recipient “taking care of the bills.” Others désmt more estranged relationships
with parents or grown children that made these typesqfests uncomfortable if not
hostile. One woman was distraught over recent evehtsving her divorce and being
laid off that had transpired between her and her mother

| never asked my mother but one time. | got so pissececHuse | never asked to
borrow stuff or for money. | was the one married tmeone with money. | asked
my mom for $100 and said I'd repay her in three days. Stezlder my ring as

collateral. | told her forget it, | didn’t need anythingrfidner . . . (U.S.-born
female, age 47)

This respondent described facing considerable economiaamtstbecause she was not
working at the time of the interview. Her patchworkioghcial assistance involved child
support payments from her ex-husband, food stamps, amdljgevifers to buy groceries
and other necessities from the man with whom sheraraantically involved. She
supplemented this assistance from small amounts of meoade by cleaning house and
ironing clothes for people, selling her jewelry and hastjarage sales.

Two other common themes amongst the in-depth respaegasing help
provided by others mirror themes in the data on help gNere respondents discussed
receiving groceries or household items and seven had beszadfheals, leftover plates
of food, or baked goods. One Spanish speaker described h@andsh&o neighbors with
whom she was close would periodically borrow ingrediétis one another.

“Comadre,” she would say to the mother of one ofdiddren who lived across the
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street from her, “Do you have a can of tomatoes?x{bén-born female, age 72).
Another woman recalled how her son would call her up apd“®om, what are you
making for dinner? Don’t. I'm buying something (for you to)eét.S.-born, age 54).
Another three respondents commented that a family merntead, or neighbor had
helped cook for a special occasion.

Use of Neighborhood Services

TheMaking ConnectionSurvey provides ample data indicating which types of
services respondents patron in the neighborhood andsureea their satisfaction with
applicable services. The in-depth interviews presentegportunity to explore the
degree to which the use of services afford respondentsneimingful social interaction
that may then influence their attachment to the neigltmathRespondents were first
asked to describe the kinds of businesses or facilligshey visited in the
neighborhood. A series of simple questions like, “Da go alone, or with someone
else?” and “How well do you know the people that work thé€éher customers? Do you
talk with them?” then elicited rich information abohétsocial significance of these
outings.

The general impression that surfaces through the in-defaregamplifies
Small's (2009) characterization of non-intimate soced established through casual,
brief encounters. Yet while these encounters did not&jlgitranscend into the sharing
of intimate personal information, they seemed to suppigll but repeated doses of
positive feeling to the West Side respondents. On theayhedpondents found the
employees at neighborhood businesses to be helpérdfy, and personable. 24 out of

33 suggested that they shared some level of familiarity the staff. A smaller but



162

substantial number, 14, described occasional encountersaigthbors, friends from

high school, former jobs, etc., and acquaintances wlsleng neighborhood businesses.
Interestingly, the in-depth data suggest that respondeatterial constraints have

the effect of increasing opportunities to engage with eygas and other customers. The

need to reduce costs encourages conversations about hdéest deals are and how to

get the most value out of coupons. The excerpt below &&panish speaker illustrates

this process.

Interviewer: What kinds of businesses or facilitiesydo visit in this
neighborhood?

Respondent: H-E-B and La Fiesta (chain grocery stores)

Interviewer: Do you see a lot of people you know there?

Respondent: Yes. .. Since that is where we shapalynost always run into
the same people. ‘Hello, how are you?’ (we’ll sa@h‘my! The
avocados are so expensive! The tomatoes . . .’ Just aby
comment. (Mexican-born female, age 72).

Another respondent, a U.S.-born man, shared a siexfserience.

Interviewer: Do you talk with the staff?

Respondent: Oh yeah, they'll say, ‘You again?’ | s@¥) yeah, buy one get
one free!” They know | joke around a lot. (Age 61)

This again reinforces the efficacy of weak social fiiegransferring practical
information about saving money and the potential for tiaesek ties to strengthen with
frequent interaction (see Chapter 6).

A final example of bargain shopping introduces another impbgspect of the
varied functions that trips to neighborhood businessee $er respondents. Many (12)

described them as destinations for family outings or &g bamily-oriented.
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Yes, we enjoy it. | think we go these little stores #erothat they know me and
my mom. We go with coupons, etc. We (respondent andlIrgear-old
daughter) just tag along. Family Dollar (a bargain cheine$ opens at 8 AM.
Anything that runs on sale in this area, by 1 PM, forgdtstgone. (U.S.-born
female, age 47)

That such a large contingent of U.S.-born Hispanics ist\@&le have lived in the area
for multiple generations plays a significant rolesgcuring the image of businesses being
run by families, for families. In the following excerp8-year-old Spanish speaker
describes how his own immediate family members andatindyf members of the
employees at several local businesses who overlap.
I've been here in the United States for 10 years andadyhas been here in San
Antonio for 20 or maybe 30 years and people know that we danse
problems...In AutoZone (a chain auto parts store), twoddeof my brother
work there. They were in school together. Here aftlutcher shop), the sons of
the owner were practically all in school with mytirers. When the tire repair
shop guy arrived we became friends because | worked tdrtila shop for

about 5 years . . . I know (him), the wife, his sord Hrey treat me like part of
their family. (U.S.-born male)

Another Spanish speaker, a Mexican-born woman in hey &ftids, described how an
employee at her local bank met and later married hdvevephrough the respondent’s
sister, who also has an account at the bank. Sheatedithat she occasionally went the
bank with the sister and the respondent’s daughter. @hpondents described lengthy
but enjoyable visits to the grocery store or Walmart,qngéd by their children’s
fascination with toys and other merchandise. It istivaoting that not all of the joint
family outings represent targeted efforts to experienogedang with a family member.

As discussed earlier, care taking responsibilities sorestmmeant that respondents had to

bring a family member with them when they visited neighbod businesses, and these
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experiences could be complicated by struggles to find handidggagwking spaces, wheel
chair accessible facilities, and the like.

A third factor that seems to promote social investmgmesigh the use of
neighborhood services has to do with the shared Mexiglure that predominates in
West Side. Nine respondents spoke of visiting independenthedWexican restaurants
and taco houses, the availability of tortillas, chorama other ethnic grocery items, and
Spanish-speaking staff. However, while the presence ofdde)businesses, goods, and
employees contribute to a shared cultural identityy there sometimes met with
disappointing reviews. The following excerpt reveals how @spondent’s desire to
invest in the “Hispanic area in the neighborhood” is haegéy the poor quality of the
service she receives at a local grocery store.

... 1 go to rinky dinky restaurants and they're oyt (La) Fiesta, I'll tell you

what can improve. Their staff could be friendlier.eQme the staff was really

rude. | go over to this other H-E-B, | call it the GugeE-B, and everything is

‘Oh, yes ma’am.” So at this Fiesta | think they couddcburteous to the people

that shop there...But Fiesta is more like in the Hispama égesturing air quotes)

in the neighborhood. I'll go there if | have to, butethise | won't. A lot of time

I'll go because | want to help the community, but thehaers are just not
friendly. (U.S.-born female, age 58)

In a somewhat similar vignette, another woman explainegshe preferred to grocery
shop at an H-E-B outside her neighborhood because obtlgh clientele and poor
guality of the Mexican goods at her H-E-B:

My H-E-B, | don'’t really like it. | guess it’s the pple that go there. There are
projects nearby. This man opened a pack of tortillas asdyamg through each
one, putting his hands, his germs on them. It was like, ludgn’'t buy sweetbread
from there either because my son used to work thersaddthat) they had
maggots and they would just brush them off. (U.S.-bamafe, age 42)
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In this final example, a 23-year respondent is able toudaite how these negative
experiences at neighborhood stores have a damaging @&fféoe community’s
reputation.

Respondent: One of the reason | avoid places likgdenart (is that) I've
found bottles that are open, half missing, or food sté&imat
someone has taken a bite out of. | haven't seerathatE-B. But
I've seen a bunch of other things that put that stiprieon, like
barefoot kids walking around with their own cell phones.

Interviewer: What is your reaction to that?

Respondent: To me, it puts me in a state of disgughat it’s going to bring
that kind of attention to this side of town. A selffiilihg
prophecy, | guess. (U.S.-born, male)

Others commented that the tortillas and tamales tbet w0 beloved in Mexican culture
were fattening. Despite these varied reactions, thegresson of Mexican-oriented
businesses and Hispanic employees in the area by manydesp® seems to indicate
that they are a key element to identifying the neighbattamoa decidedly Hispanic
community.

These factors — the economic need to comparison slefgrtiency to patron
services with other family members, and the prominefdéexican culture — help
explain why only six respondents described their visiteetghborhood services as just
“running in and out.” Despite the frustrations cited abateut the people and products
at certain “Hispanic hubs” in the neighborhood, only ninead 33 respondents shared
any negative comments regarding their use of neighboragdties. This is consistent
with the trend observed among the in-depth data on neighlmbdooalitions. While

respondents do occasionally cite complaints about usguié@r otherwise satisfactory

elements of the neighborhood materializing in poor quaétyices, they are generally
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satisfied by their experiences visiting neighborhood faediind seem to look forward to
the opportunities afforded by these experiences to engalgemfiloyees and other
customers.

The in-depth interview data also reveal that West Sidggatation for having a
strong presence of churches and faith-based organizagiappriopriately earned among
my respondents. With only one exception, all identiiethurch to which they belonged,
and at least 24 out of 33 respondents were members atch etithiin the neighborhood
(as they defined ifj.Catholicism was the most common denomination repg¢bed9
respondents), followed by non-denominational Christidloviongs. This is again
consistent with the distribution of faith-based ingtons in West Side. One or two
respondents also attended one of each of the followpestof churches: Pentecostal,
Baptist, Jehavoah’s Witness, Lutheran, Evangelical, Rrotestant. Nine respondents
indicated that they were not currently practicing theligion but still identified with a
specific church. Those who attended regular services coasmnonly were joined by at
least one family member and often several relatimesjding extended family members
who also lived in the neighborhood. Several indicalbed their family’s membership to
the church extended multiple generations, as was trubigb4-year-old woman: “It's
down the street from (my) house. Been our church ®idhgest time. My grandmother
started going there. My cousins went to the Cathohoskattached to the church. | used

to take my mother, but now with her (health) conditsime doesn’'t want to be bothered”

2. Three respondents explicitly stated that their churcHagased outside of West Side. The
location of the respondent’s church was unclear inifiterviews.
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(U.S.-born). Others described how their adult childggandchildren, and other extended
relatives who had roots in West Side would occasiometlyrn to the neighborhood to
attend church with them on Sundays.

Reports of encounters with neighbors and acquaintancbsiiath and engaging
in social gatherings with fellow church members wess frequent than in the sections
on the use of neighborhood services and interactionsneighbors, respectively. One
caveat is that while respondents often volunteerednmdton about neighbors extending
invitations to celebrations and social gatherings they tiltimately did not accept, they
generally spoke only of those church get-togethers libgtdttended (8 out of 33
respondents). The most likely scenario involved a noeddbration, fundraiser, or other
activity that was organized by the church. More intimatbeyangs were held at the
home of a fellow church member with whom the respontadtbecome friendly or a
nearby restaurant. Only four respondents explicitly maatiantermingling with
neighbors at church and only three were involved in Sonme of prayer group or
organized faith-based activity outside of regular services.

| was intrigued to find that respondents reported attgnsknvices in Spanish and
in English with equal frequenéySeven indicated that they attended services in both
languages, either by alternating service times based dinghéstic needs of the family

member(s) who accompanied them or by frequenting bilinguaktsst This observation

3. A few respondents did not specify the language ofsgvhey preferred but later provided
enough information about their use of each language totirdenost probable response. The preferred
language of religious services was not identifiabldif@ respondents.
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foreshadowed a larger discovery as to the tremendousrumbtoggling between the
two languages that characterized respondents’ everyday2®esit of 33 respondents
indicated that they had conversations in both English@panish with relatives, friends,
neighbors, and co-workers. “What | can’t say in Spanisisay in English” stated one
woman (U.S.-born, age 48). Another woman who complétedhterview in Spanish
elaborated how her church on the north side respondagdtdaiie linguistic needs of
patrons:

Interviewer: Do you attend services in English or Sgénis
Respondent: Spanish. If English speakers go, they gatsator. The youth
meeting is in English, but the regular church meeting &panish.
If the pastor sees that there are more English spgaldople, then
he’ll start in English and get a Spanish translatorjfthe sees
there are a few English speakers, then they use dieeaad
someone translates (Mexican-born female, age 52).
Another woman who spoke English during the interview desdrhow the pastor at her
Christian church conducted services in Spanish but triedd‘iooth because she knows
we have a little trouble with the Spanish” (U.S.-boge 47). Bilingualism proved to be
a central facet in respondent’s daily activities and véldiscussed again in Chapter 10.
Community Activism and Formal Neighboring
The open-ended format of the in-depth interviews providethdow into the
activities respondents understood to comprise some effeufjoort their community.
We asked, “Do you participate in any community organizatidohst allowed
respondents to interpret “participate” however they ageventeen described some

form of engagement, although six of these respondemtisedfto past activities in which

they were no longer involved. Not surprisingly, the mostjdient community
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improvement efforts were organized by a religious orgaozdtypically the
respondent’s church, or the church of a family memligght respondents described
attending fundraisers like food drives, carnivals, and &@apens. The second most
frequent type of community activism was organized by the@adistrict. Six
respondents had engaged in school-sponsored fundraidead wvolunteered to serve in
the parent teacher association (PTA) or other comei@aly four indicated
involvement in a purely neighborhood-focused organizatiatding COPS
(Communities Organized for Public Service). This is coestsivith Small's (2004)
finding that very few individuals actually participateoirganized efforts to improve the
neighborhood and rarely do so without a specific “incitirechanism.” He cites theories
from economists and business strategists about the 80/26méeon, in which 80% of
observable change in is likely to be the result ofreffoy 20% of the population (Juran
1954; Gladwell 2000, cited on page 177). But in the interest of apipira
neighborhood attachment from the bottom up, it is wodiing that three West Side
residents answered this question by noting that they havéedomausehold items to
Goodwill and, in one case, informally gotten neighbogetber to clean up alleys, fallen
tree limbs, and the like. It suggests that they haveedetirbe helpful to neighbors
and/or the community at large, even if in practice thaesares translate into very small,
short-term investments. Another small group of respondentisl not claim to be
involved in formal neighborhood organizations but nonethelesmed to value this type
of engagement. This is illustrated in the following rexsgofrom the U.S.-born woman
who complained about the service at her H-E-B in corepario the “Gucci H-E-B” that

she preferred.
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Interviewer: Do you participate in any community organizet?

Respondent: | want to start. | haven't, but sincedwing through this divorce,
| want to start being more involved. That’s where I’'mngptoday,
to meet this group to try to bless someone. Later todayr(&sf)
I’m going to a Mexican restaurant to meet former clasesydahe
class of 1971. We're going to collect money to be able &3 lale
family for Thanksgiving, give them a basket of food orfa gi
card...That’'s my way of being more involved in my community.
(Age 58)

Another respondent, a 25-year-old married father, expdessesire to speak on behalf
of his neighborhood if given the opportunity:

Respondent: There’s really nobody to put that stufftteageso I'd say no (I
don’'t’ participate in any community organizations).

Interviewer: Would you, though?

Respondent: If they actually came to our house and trigdttpeople together,
| think I would go. Like if they needed a spokesman or shimgt
like that. (U.S.-born male)

When examining the in-depth data on community activisnglear patterns
emerge distinguishing U.S.-born residents from those ibdvlexico. Six out of nine
immigrants indicated some involvement in community-bastedts, and this was true of
11 out of 24 non-immigrants. That the foreign-born redpots were so connected to
organizations in the neighborhood (particularly throughdtjuagain speaks to the
unique demographic characteristics of West Side and thadoging costs which have
enabled low-income Hispanics to establish long-term rodteeiarea, often spanning
several generations.

Neighborhood Naming

Consistent with findings from Coulton et al (2011) andqugntitative analysis

of the wave 3 survey data, the in-depth interview respdadesed a wide variety of
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names to identify the area that they perceived to comgpreseneighborhood. More than
15 unique responses were supplied. The most common nhamieatvasgigned to the
survey area by local leaders, “West Side.” This was eedidoy 15 out of 33
respondents. Of the 14 other names or categories ofsn@nge a particular school, park,
restaurant, etc.) identified during the in-depth intervieamdy two were endorsed by
more than one or two respondents. The data here ridneesdme mix of terminology
observed among all wave 3 survey respondents, including refroesxmunities
designated by street signs and school district mateaphrtment complexes,
subdivisions, and areas surrounding universities, elemyesthools, other popular
institutions, and parks. There is no clear pattern disshgug the types of names
supplied by U.S.-born respondents as compared with Mex@anrespondents, nor
differences between English and Spanish speakers.

One advantage of the open-ended format of the in-dejgiviews was that
respondents had more opportunity to list the sourcesupatied them with information
about the name and boundaries of their neighborhood.dbat@vailable for 27 out of 33
interviews. Respondents’ memories shed some lightem#thods of communicating
neighborhood names that have been most effectitreeiarea. The most commonly cited
source of information was word of mouth. Respondents oéferred to the geographical
division of San Antonio into four sides: the north,teasuth and west. They suggested
that this general division was “a given” among San Antoesidents, though the specific
boundaries of the four sides may differ. “It's not lider cities where you have names.
They say the north side, west side (and so on). Thatisthey divide it,” explained one

U.S.-born male (age 54). Another perhaps unsurprising sotimc®omation regarding
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neighborhood names consisted of practical elementhdikee deeds and other official
records, maps, signs, and bus routes (mentioned by sipendents). Five individuals
suggested that schools and other landmarks helped to desrttsianeighborhood. The
same number identified a friend, family member, or acqaada who had told them the
name of the neighborhood.

The in-depth interviews also allowed more opportunityriderstand the reasons
why so many survey respondents in San Antoniondigrovide a name for their
neighborhood (39%; see Table 14). 12 of the in-depth intemaspondents had either
stated that their neighborhood did not have a specifienaould not answer the
guestion because they were unsure whether or not & hade, or provided a name that
was not recognizable to NORC coders in the wave 3 sufVege did so again during
the in-depth interview, despite the fact that they Heldzed in the neighborhood for a
minimum of 11 years. The remaining eight respondents whoat supply a name
during the wave 3 survey did apply some sort of labethlemeighborhood during the in-
depth interview with the aid of the interviewer’s probifi¢yest Side” or “the west side”
was again the most frequent response. Below are scanapées.

Interviewer: What would you call this neighborhood?

Respondent: Ah, we don't call it anything (laughs). I'sartg to think of what
the Association calls it . . . The reason why | tarsualize it is
because my world is my home. My neighborhood, | think abbput
but that’s something | can’t control. (Describes howisheorried
about surrounding properties being rented out by the children o

original owners who have passed away).

Interviewer: What about to someone from out of towlioWw would you
describe where you live?
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Respondent: Well, the west side, next to (universitg)sdly it's pretty known
in San Antonio and it has really grown. (U.S.-born flemage 73)

Respondent: When we were little we used to call i€ own.” When we
moved there they said, ‘Oh, this is the ghost towddn’'t know
why . . . It wasn’t on any signs or anything.

Interviewer: What about if you were trying to sell ytwause? What do you
think the realtor would put as the neighborhood?

Respondent: | would put ‘far west side.’ (U.S.-born femadgs 58)

Others offered “West Side” more readily, citing the gitowf Highway 1604 and the
various Air Force bases as landmarks that have draemtiah to the west side on the
news and through word-of-mouth. Another woman who edi this category reflected
on the negative connotations often associated witlvést side and described a set of
strategies aimed at evading this reputation:
Interviewer: What would you call this neighborhood?
Respondent: You avoid it. Refer to (the Air Force pasesomething like that.
You try not to use ‘West Side’ because you get labeled. Vaey’
tried to push the ‘pride of West Side,’” but (the negatdmitation)
is always going to be there. It's not a source of piitleink
they've tried to make it (one). (U.S.-born female, 88
A final small subset of three respondents maintainatitheir neighborhood did
have a name. Two of the three were Mexican immignahts completed the interview in
Spanish; however, it should be noted that the majoritggdondents with these
characteristics did supply a name for their neighbadhthaing the in-depth interview.
During my stay in the area, | came to better understanditimight be possible to live

there for many years without associating one’s haneegpecific neighborhood. As

described earlier, there is an overriding sense thdtdad small single-family homes are
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affordable, and that the individuals and families who inhizleim are free to maintain
their property autonomously. Images of mettlesome homep®associations, municipal
red tape, and gated communities are distant. My gengpaggsion from my time in the
area and the in-depth interviews is that space withimvdgtern quadrant of San Antonio

is not divided into clearly-defined, mutually exclusive neighioods.



CHAPTER NINE
DISCUSSION OF QUALITATIVE FINDINGS
My first three research questions were best explored) ugiantitative research
methods, as described in Chapters 3 and 4. They werdaassfol
Ri:  Are there differences in the degree of neighborhtiadlament expressed
by native-born and foreign-born Latinos?
R,:  To what extent is the impact of native- versus fordigm origin mediated
by social networks?
Rs:  What role does interaction through formal and infornedvorks play in
shaping residents’ perceptions of their community?
The in-depth interviews did, however, supply addition&drimation related to the third
research question. Small's (2009) concept of organizalyoeadbedded actors” provides
a good point of departure for this discussion. He argwsrttiividuals can be
understood as actors who draw on the resources availabkenmahrough social and
organizational networks in response to structural limitgteomd opportunities (5-6). In
Villa Victoria Small (2004) offers the termeighborhood affedb refer to the “sentiment
tied to individuals, groups, or institutions in the neighioad that motivates individuals
to wish attachment to the neighborhood....or dissocidfiom the neighborhood)”
(164). Sentimental attachments to the neighborhood areosdisicburage the

formational of strong external ties. In West Sideghborhood affect is often
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synonymous with family affect due to the large presefextended families and
frequent interactions amongst relatives. For many retgdae prominence of social
networks with family members in the neighborhood hasftfext of generating active
sentiments — namely, loyalty — about the local commufiihe in-depth interview
respondents were cognizant of this unique feature of West Bor example, one woman
who had otherwise shared generally low opinions of tighberhood throughout the in-
depth interview observed that “everyone has some fahalylives close by. In this area,
it’s like they’re just welcome” (age 58). She echoed atherciting frequent get-
togethers among family members for birthdays and otheismeta My observation is
that the significance of these get-togethers for neididnd attachment should not be
underestimated. The frequent discussion of cooking, sharaggries, and preparing
plates of leftover food suggest that social gatherargone of the most important venues
for transferring information among residents and reimfigrone’s embeddedness in
social networks. Frequent interaction and frequent expdsumee another’s food also
sets the groundwork for exchanging emotional and moral supk®eamong Menjivar’'s
(2000) Salvadoran informants, the West Side residentsriviawed drew on this support
to deal with depression, frustration and other negativenfmecaused by hardships (143).
These hardships often involved the ill health of lovedwhieh left the respondent with
considerable care taking responsibilities. This had tmacireffect of inducing
psychological stress for the respondent but also stremigidn social ties among families
and attachments to the west side.

The final two research questions are more appropriatguiitative inquiry in

that they attempt to answer “what” and “how” questidre aare not easily collapsed into
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mutually exclusive categories. In this chapter | reviewfitieings from the in-depth
interviews as related to each question.

R4 What are the particular resources — material, emaki@r otherwise - that
Latinos derive through social networks?

Ha4.1: Non-financial help in the form of childcare and emphent
information/referrals will represent the resourcesnirequently received
from social networks, as reported in the survey.

H...: The in-depth interviews will reveal that social netkgcontribute to
feelings of belonging and being needed in one’s community.

Contrary to my first prediction, babysitting assistamwes not among the most
commonly received forms of aid provided by family membersndls, and neighbors,
and discussions of employment referrals were extieraeé. The latter is likely due in
part to the number of respondents who were not workitigedime of the interview and
to relatively limited set of questions that were askediabmployment in the interview
protocol. The more common experience among respondest®viave received help in
the form of a home repair or yard work, money to pdlg br to finance a repair, and/or
food.

But in regards to the second hypothesis, the in-depth dagapport the theory
that the transfer of resources through social netwimaikshe effect of encouraging
feelings of collective identity and reciprocal care mes community. This is
corroborated by respondent’s frequent discussions of haghbves “watch out for one
another” and, more subtly, in the casual language usedtoilseexchanges between

neighbors involving assistance with home repairs and yarkl, Wworrowing tools, and
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sharing groceries. Receiving a plate of home-cooked fdtoaviag a special get-
together seems to be particularly effective in estlaiplgsa sense of familiarity amongst
neighbors.

R4a: Through what processes are these resources transferred?

H.a Giving and getting help involves negotiations that are adsililden and

sensitive to material conditions at both the giving aceivng ends.

The expectation that altruism would be constrained bgeoa conditions and
other contextual factors is also supported by the in-deptivienedata. Just as
respondent’s requests for help were highly situational tategically targeted across
their patchwork of resources based on expectations atbmutould afford various types
of expenses, their relatives, friends, and neighlesganded to these requests in context-
specific ways. Respondents often endeavored to empathhz¢éheicircumstances
surrounding those who were unable to supply the help theysteglué-or example, one
man relayed the following in Spanish:

When | ask to borrow, it's because | really need it. Aisdrue because | make

$400 a week and | have to pay for the house, the car etteiedl bill, buy a little

bit of groceries, and gasoline. And so | see that | B&@eleft over and if
someone asks me for $100, well, | can't do it. So thats Iheee it. (Mexican-

born, age 58)

Another man commented of his neighbors, who said trérytdiave the money to help
him,

| don'’t think they did it purposely. | always help thenddnhought, maybe they

just didn’'t want to do it. But | have to believe thengot a little down, but a week

later (my neighbor) asked if | still needed money. Wetikkgood friends. | guess
it happens to everybody. (U.S.-born, age 43)
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Yet hard feelings and mistrust did emerge occasionally.v@mean who had previously
shared how her neighbors would often send over a pldb®dfwhen they cooked, given
her rides when she did not have access to a vehidesvam ran an extension cord from
their home so that she and her husband could turn orCimestmas lights expressed
frustration over her sister’s reluctance to providewign monetary assistance. “She’s
always complaining, ‘I don’t have money,” the respondem of her sister. “I know
deep down that she’s got money, but she’s the type thatadsn't like to help me”
(U.S.-born, age 48). During another interview, an elder$pondent and her sister
described how the respondent could rely on the respondemtssand daughter to
perform strenuous household chores for her, but they sveappointed by the apathetic
if not confrontational disposition of the neighboks. excerpt is included below, from
the sister of the respondent (U.S.-born, age 72).

Neighbors are supposed to have a responsibility for each Siheetimes there

is a sewer line broke, or there is a new car and ttr@ych it, and (the neighbors)

don’t do nothing about it. Me and her, we're poor, and @€hristians. | think

neighbors should have a little understanding and saytréass going to fall on
(their) yard. Food in my fridge is going bad, and people wastay quiet.



CHAPTER TEN
CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD
ATTACHMENT STUDIES

Before we act to improve urban conditions . . . we mastprehend the

interlocking physical, economic, social and politicakdes that helped

create the era of the city neighborhood...Only then wallbg able to

channel powerful feelings of local attachment in a pas#ind sustained

way. Otherwise, not only will we be condemned to redeantistakes of

the past but we will fail even to repeat its triumphs.

—Alexander von Hoffman, ocal Attachments

In this chapter | synthesize findings from both the quatnte and qualitative
components of my research to identify the main les$onfuture study of neighborhood
attachment among Latinos. | begin by discussing thensalief country of origin across
the seven aspects of neighborhood attachment defiribd statistical analysis:
evaluation, formal neighboring, informal neighboring gidiorhood naming, length of
residence, and sentiment. | then offer a theoreticaiment to frame the situation in
West Side using a conditional approach, following the édddario Luis Small (2004).

The Salience of Country of Origin

A principal objective of this research was to respondheéddck of information
about neighborhood attachment among Latinos by investigahiether there are
significant differences in the levels of attachmenbagithose born in the U.S. versus

immigrants. | was influenced by the work of Portes and Ruin{2901) and others who

have found evidence of contradictory patterns of acadandeeconomic success among
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second generation immigrants and low estimations ofsatinhic community’s

solidarity among first generation parents from Mexico (1L8ypothesized that U.S.-
born Latinos would demonstrate lower overall levelattdchment than foreign-born
Latinos. My findings from the descriptive statisticglanultivariate regression models
using the survey data suggest that this is true for threpamants of neighborhood
attachment: formal neighboring, informal neighboring, andtle of residence.
Evaluation and neighborhood naming show the opposite efébtforeign-born Latinos
being more likely than U.S.-born Latinos to indicatat timeir neighborhood was suitable
for raising children and more likely to provide a recognizedenéor their neighborhood.
Closer inspection revealed a site effect influencirgrésults for neighborhood naming
in San Antonio, but the trend of foreign-born Latineparting more positive evaluations
of their neighborhoods held up even after breaking @uBém Antonio responses and
after controlling for other factors in the multivaridogistic regression model. The final
component of neighborhood attachment, sentiment, doesppetr to differ
systematically by racial or ethnicity. | therefore clowle that the influence of country of
origin among Latinos on levels of attachment varigssecthe six components
investigated here. U.S.-born Latinos in the survey neigidmals in Des Moines, Denver,
Indianapolis, San Antonio, White Center, and Providemgaged more frequently in
formal and informal neighboring activities, and were niikedy to report a recognizable
name for their neighborhood. Yet they were slightssleptimistic than their immigrant

counterparts about whether their neighborhood is a good fiaraise children.
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Areas in Which U.S.-born Origin Promotes Attachmentnikal Neighboring,
Informal Neighboring, and Length of Residence
The survey data suggest that foreign-born Latinos are@uhe least likely to

engage in formal neighboring activities. These includelspgao a local political
official or religious leader about a neighborhood probtermprovement, getting
together with neighbors to do something about a neighbdrpmblem, volunteering for
activities in the community, and serving as an offiaesroa committee for a local
organization. Conversely, nearly 44% of Blacks (largelg.thorn) were involved in
formal neighboring. It is perhaps not surprising that gag#ent in local politics and
formal neighborhood associations is less common amomggirant Latinos. Some
amount of insider knowledge and social capital is requoemnnect oneself with
organizers and key players in a community. An expect#tiainthe neighborhood could
be or should be better also plays a role. From hisrelsavith Puerto Rican residents in
Villa Victoria, a subsidized housing development in Bos&mall (2004) argues that
“residents act and become involved in their neighborhod@nwuch actions conform to
their narrative of the neighborhood’s role in thaie$” (71). In contrast to what Putnam
(2000) describes as the “highly civic” generation, Small fihd$ the most highly
engaged cohort from the Villa had done little or no utdering for causes not directly
related to their housing complex. He concludes that foamity participation is not
rooted in the perception that participation is good for mityat large,” but is instead
based on one’s belief that it is good for his or her eédiate social environment (78). It is
plausible that the infrequent formal engagement reptgtddreign-born Latinos in the

Making ConnectionSurvey is tied to their generally positive charactezetiof



183

neighborhood conditions and more conservative expeatasibout the standards to
which they are entitled

My conversations with West Side residents were infokman that they allowed
those respondents who were not actively taking leagerstés in a community
organization or neighborhood-based activity were nonetbelble to speak about their
desires to get involved or, conversely, their reasongadt participating. Seventeen
respondents reported some form of engagement (pastsamny but only four were
involved in a neighborhood organization like COPS (Commur@iggmnized for Public
Service). Others had contributed in a more episodictovdyndraisers and festivals
organized by a church or school, or by donating househaois te Goodwill or getting
together informally with neighbors to clean up alleys gaudi debris. While these
activities may not be particularly effective for gengrg social capital, | argue that they
have a small role in reinforcing a neighborhood idgrtiid strengthening communal
attachments.

In terms of informal neighboring such as attending ialig services inside the
neighborhood, getting help or support besides money (babgsignding small
appliances, and rides) from family or friends who livéhe neighborhood, or attending a
neighborhood get-together (festival, picnic, etc.)npdoreign-born Latino was found to
be associated with moderately decreased odds of engagdinermfluence of being
U.S.-born is significant, but small (.063). Interestindisiving completed the interview in
Spanish has a positive influence on the propensity to emgagfermal neighboring
(.479). The in-depth interview data from West Side resglsumggest that the availability

of bilingual religious services and Spanish-speaking neiglgreetly facilitate informal
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engagement in the neighborhood. More broadly, | fintldhaual encounters with
neighbors at social events like barbecues and birthdéiggpand exchanging plates of
home-cooked food or baked goods is extremely important idibgikocial ties between
neighbors.

The survey data on length of residence tell a slightfgrént story. Not
surprisingly, homeownership has the strongest influencs.i3 fiollowed by a strong
positive increase of roughly six years associated witighd.S.-born Latino. The
influence of being immigrant Latino is also significait only at the .05 level. As
previously discussed, this is driven by the exceptionaily kmedian tenure of U.S.-born
Latinos in San Antonio of 14 years as compared to 5.5y@aong all respondents from
the other five sites. My interviews in San Antonio prodiéelditional support to the
argument that long-term residency in a neighborhood isatide of stronger local
attachments and loyalties. West Side residents frequgistiussed long-term neighbors,
the practice of passing down homes to family membedstrenexperiences of their
parents growing up in the neighborhood as contributing to ititenate familiarity with
the area. In addition to a positive influence on neigihdod attachment associated with
lengthy tenure for the respondent, the presence of longresidents also seems to instill
a sense of stability to others in the neighborhood. &tt®es the argument by Dagger
(1997) that attachment to place grows over time and thaedades of neighbors

become more familiar, residents perceive their neigldmas as more neighborly.
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Areas in Which U.S.-born Origin Decreases Attachment:
Evaluation and Neighborhood Naming

In the logistic regression model predicting evaluatiathiJ.S.-born and
immigrant Latinos are found to be more likely to offgrasitive evaluation of their
neighborhood as a place to raise children than Whitéshéwoefficient for the latter is
about twice as strong. The in-depth interview data oghtirhood conditions,
perceptions about the problems in one’s neighborhood ceahpaother neighborhoods,
and thoughts about moving suggest that while U.S.-born Lsatiray be more vocal
about crime and disorder in the neighborhood, this doesecessarily preclude the
formation of strong loyalties to their local commisst Three quarters of respondents
(25 out of 33) indicated that their neighborhood was neertroubled than other places
and 13 stated that it wéessstroubled. Residents reasoned that “all neighborhoods have
problems” and often constructed cognitive if not logistiztriers to separate themselves
from feeling the personal effects of neighborhood criktany avoided being out in the
neighborhood at night, when they would be most likelganfront deviance and
wrongdoing. This allowed them to form narratives aboighi®rhood life that
emphasized more positive, peaceful experiences andahters that occurred during the
day.

As for neighborhood naming, both foreign-born and U@nlbatinos are less
likely to name the neighborhood than Whites. But thedsgfactor in the logistic
regression model is language (having completed the intemi@panish). There appears
to be a site effect, with rates of neighborhood nammgsistently lower in San Antonio

across all racial/ethnic groups. Data from the in-deg#rrew questions related to
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neighborhood evaluation revealed an interesting iotierawith neighborhood naming.
Those respondents who expressed both frustrations mitke end disorder in the
neighborhoodndfavorable comparisons between their neighborhood’s prabéend the
problems found in a “typical” neighborhood often narrowsslrtframe of reference to
just their block or even a portion of the block when fargnevaluative judgments about
the latter. When asked to compare their neighborhoodhryothey evoked a
neighborhood definition that was more personal and gganmd by greater trust among
neighbors. This parallels Sudhir Venkatesh’s (2000) obsengatiom his work with
public housing residents, who were found to carve out mefhsagcial subgroups
within their immediate spatial environment. That WedeSesidents constructed frames
of cohesive social spaces at their block level may beedeas promising strategy for
fostering neighborhood attachment in places lackingrigi@efined “official”
neighborhoods. Returning to Lefebvre’s seminal work erstitial production of space,
block-level framings can be predicted to supply West Sidderts with “tools of
thought and action” (1991). Effective strategies for tiatingy these framings into
community mobilization must succeed in connecting snmall@otentially isolated social
groupings with larger, resource-rich organizations. The tep@uccess of the My Voice
Counts/Mi Voz Cuenta program coordinated byMuaking ConnectionSan Antonio
Partnership may serve as a model for promoting residadérship by identifying
“ambassadors” to represent and share information wigtl sebgroups within a larger

neighborhood.
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How the Conditional Approach FitsWest Side

Thus far, | have avoided endorsing a unifying theory to @dcor the entire
body of results of my research. | have done so ieffamt to follow the lead of past
authors of neighborhood attachment studies who suggesirith@tstanding communal
ties requires the examination of distinct behavional attitudinal components (Smith
1975).By examining six different forms of attachment | des®the probability that a
single theory will aptly predict levels of attachmemntomg Latinos. | have instead drawn
on existing theories from the literature on internagiamigration and neighborhood
attachment to investigate specific hypotheses for indivic@ponents of attachment or
predicting factors. However, | am compelled to cite M&mall's (2004) conception of a
conditional approach as the most promising known modelfaracterizing
neighborhood attachment among Latinos. The condit@mploach treats observed
mechanisms not as universal traits of poor Latino neidtdmals, but as particular to the
context of a given neighborhood. It attempts to ideriGombination of factors that
produce a certain outcome — what Ragin (1987) calgunctional causatiori..ess
emphasis is placed on isolatialj factorsthat may have an effect on neighborhood
attachment in the community. Small’s (2004) concluding resnaxVilla Victoria
provide an excellent point of departure:

Poor neighborhoods are not always isolated or uninvolved. andllrpeople in a

given poor neighborhood are isolated or uninvolved. | sughastihderstanding

the conditions affecting the reasons why should beeht&al, not peripheral,

focus of our analysis if we are to understand how neigloloalipoverty affects
isolation and lack of involvement. (189)



188

Small argues that many of the mechanisms found to berktimvthe Villa wouldnot be
expected to operate in other poor neighborhoods. Note thié¢ umiSmall’'s (2004)
research, my in-depth interviews did not explicitlsget transfers of social capital. | was
more interested in the emotional and social expegi@fcesource transfers among
friends, relatives, and neighbors, and how thosefaensfluence neighborhood
attachment. Nonetheless, Small’'s position fits thdifigs from my research. At the start
of the project, | had some suspicions that the surnaporeses from Latinos in San
Antonio may be somehow affected by the neighborhood’s unigoegraphic and
geographic characteristics. Recall that the survey populat this site is
overwhelmingly Hispanic or Latino and the target neighbod covers nearly five times
as much territory as the median size among the Mh&mg Connectionsites.| did not
anticipate that at nearly every stage in the quantitaimadysis some indication of a site
effect would surface for at least one of the dependeighblas. This further convinced
me that West Side should not be cast as typicalex &we low-income neighborhoods
that were surveyed fdlaking Connectiondnstead, it serves as a site for investigating
how space and interactions are negotiated within a uniqubination of economic and
demographic factors that promote the development ofgstommunal ties. In Small’s
words, West Side should be viewed neither as “a sangpla aniverse but a case with a
specific configuration of conditions” (186).

My research suggests that three conditional faciave the effect of increasing
neighborhood attachment among Latinos in West Sidst, flire widespread availability
of affordable single-family housing is critically impomntaRecall that in San Antonio

homeownership exerted the strongest influence on lerigdsidence, with homeowners
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predicted to have lived in the neighborhood for an amlthli9 years over those who rent
or have other living arrangements (see Table 18). A hetirtk of small bungalows with
two or three bedrooms have been present in the amatbm 1950s and are readily
available for around $50,000 at the time of this writingda&drom the economic perks
associated with homeownership, including wealth accumalaind tax benefits, there
are psychological benefits tied to fulfilling the “Ameain dream” of private ownership.
The in-depth interview respondents frequently described hbenes as a sort of haven
from any problems occurring in the neighborhood or othes d the city and expressed
sentimental investments in its upkeep. The availabilitpwfcost housing can also be
credited for facilitating the emergence of a secondlitimmal factor, strong extended
family networks within the neighborhood. In West Sidkew distinction is that
neighbors are often family members. Low-income Lafarilies were drawn to West
Side by a variety of factors, but are able to stay thecause it is affordable. Adult
children frequently inherit or purchase their parents’ hofmea reduced price. Relatives
are attracted to the area by the personal testimoranmafyf members who would not
likely be able to afford a home in most neighborhoodsi@i £lose proximity to the
downtown district of a major U.S. city. Care givingpessibilities that might otherwise
be relegated to paid contractors and commercial se@iedsept “within the family.”
Newcomers to the neighborhood witness the large craividsnily barbecues and other
celebrations hosted by neighbors. A feeling of familyastcommunicated. Even non-
close social ties among families and neighbors strengthth frequent interaction
(Small 2009, 114). This garners support for West Side’s reputaianplace for families

to establish long-term roots.
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The final conditional factor pertains to racial andhe@hhomogeneity. While
Menjivar’s (2000) research informed my expectation thaideadetween U.S.- and
foreign-born Latinos in West Side would surface infdwe of economic stressors, |
found more generally that the Hispanic identity of tegghborhood was so uncontested
that these divisions were rarely enacted. This is suggdy the finding that only 17% of
Latinos in San Antonio reported racial incidents occurinnipeir neighborhood versus
28% of Latinos in the other five sites in the wave 3 eur\rhe in-depth interview
respondents’ own Hispanic origins seemed fundamentallynexttricably linked to their
experiences living in the neighborhood. This became appatent asking about their
use of Spanish with friends, family, neighbors, and cokeus: 28 out of 33 respondents
described conversations in both English and Spanish. \&éeral stated that their
facility in speaking and/or understanding was limited andrdeesd situations in which
they “got stuck,” it was generally accepted that the Spdarggyuage and Mexican
culture were integral parts of daily life in West Siddl.but three of the in-depth
interview participants indicated that it was importdnatttthey spoke Spanish with other
people in their lives. Ten respondents suggested that doiwgsa necessity because
they were close with one or more monolingual Sparpaaisers. Equal numbers (7 each)
cited the dual-language characteristics of the local papulat West Side or stated
explicitly that speaking Spanish was culturally impatriarthat it maintains a
connections to one’s heritage. The perception that “ewerys Hispanic,” or, in the
words of some respondents, “all Spanish,” is part of #neative process by which
residents in this large and not well-defined territory edmattach meaning to their

relationship with the neighborhood.
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Conclusions

Urban theorists have long debated the consequencesab$ioessors such as
crime, physical and social disorder, and intergroup htysail the neighborhood level for
perceptions of social proximity among neighbors. My anmslgbdata from thélaking
Connectionssurvey in six sites, along with in-depth interviews vatlubset of Latino
respondents in San Antonio echoes the argument of WRRGP) and others who have
attributed an overemphasis on the “weakening effecttiege factors on social cohesion
to a conceptual oversimplification of neighborhood attaftm find that it is indeed
important to examine multiple components of attachmetiat "neighborhoods which
may be deficient in overt social interaction but sgransome other aspect of social
cohesion” are “recognized for their communal streng{8sfiith 1975, 1745). This is
supported by my finding that despite being cognizant of faieguent instances of crime
and signs of social disorder in the neighborhood, the gneprity of in-depth interview
participants in West Side felt that their neighborhoas Wwetter off than others. Only
four out of the 24 respondents who were asked if theydwoarisider moving expressed
a desire to leave West Side. | have argued that thialsethee powerful influences of
aspirations to live in a “good” neighborhood and frequeetraction with family
members in the area on the meanings residents attawrtolbservations of the
neighborhood.

My research also supports earlier findings that the teeighborhood” tends to
evoke thoughts of nearby people rather than just a gpspdtial or institutional unit
(Guest and Lee 1984), and that the geographic area encompasisedeinearby

people” is often restricted to one’s immediate blockul@m et al 2010). Park’s (1926)
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observation that “social relations are so frequemty $o inevitably correlated with
spatial relations” and that “physical distances so fretiyare, or seem to be, the indexes
of social distances” remains applicable (18).

My main objective for this research was to address theldeBknowledge
surrounding neighborhood attachment among Latinos. Comrtigs are worth studying
within this population because they bear the potentiadd@ase community
participation and thus facilitate the accumulation ofitamitil political power for
Latinos. Despite being the nation’s largest ethnic nitywgroup and major source of
population growth in many cities that are simultaneougbegencing out-migration of
non-Hispanic Whites and African Americans, Latinossaileproportionately
underrepresented in the political sphere (Griffin and New2@@7, Arvizu and Garcia
1996). They are both less likely to vote than Whites assllikely to hold political
office. Empirical studies have shown that involvemarhe political process increases
Latino’s ability to influence educational policies affegtiLatino students (Meier and
Stewart 1991) and that organized efforts to mobilize Latoterg are key to electing
Latino candidates (Brischetto and Engstrom 1997). Neighbdehoan also supply
Latinos living in poverty with critical material res@as through informal contacts with
neighbors and more formal involvement with community grolipss is particularly
important given that Latinos have been disproportiopatécted by the housing crash
of 2008 and economic recession (Taylor et al 2012). Both uogmpnt and increases in
the poverty rate among Latinos exceed national figures.

This research has highlighted several opportunities for fustoely. First, it

would be highly desirable to repeat the in-depth intervieutts katino residents in the
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otherMaking Connectionsites to provide points of comparison to the West Side
findings. This work might reveal additional conditiomkich serve to facilitate or
discourage neighborhood attachment in particular logsitiSimilarly, the conditional
factors involving affordable housing, strong extended familwoeks, and racial and
ethnic homogeneity that | observe in West Side couleiaenined using a larger sample
of neighborhoods. Systematic examination of Latincgudies of community
attachment will be critical for understanding neighborhefiects in an increasingly

multiethnic and multiracial American society.
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Case Id:

Hello, I am looking for [RESPONDENT NAME].

RESPONDENT ANSWERED .....ccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 1 -> CONTINUE TO INTRO

RESPONDENT NOT HOME ...ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 2 = ARRANGE CALL BACK

RESPONDENT DOES NOT LIVE THERE/WRONG # ......cceeviiaiienieeiiee e 1 -> SEE IF INFORMANT
KNOWS R & CAN
PROVIDE NEW
PHONE #

INTRO: My name is [YOUR NAME] and | am calling from NORC at the University of Chicago. You may
remember participating in the Making Connections study in late 2008 or early 2009. | am calling you
now about another research study. First I'd like to ask you a few questions to see if you are eligible to
be invited to participate in this other study.

1. Just to confirm, are you age 18 or older?

N PP 2> GOTOEND1
2. Do you still live in Edgewood or West San Antonio (including the West Side neighborhood)?
........................................................................................................... 2> GOTOEND1
3. This study aims to learn more about the experiences of Latinos in Edgewood and West San
Antonio. Do you consider yourself to be of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin or descent?
IF NECESSARY: This group includes people of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central

and South American, and any other Spanish background.

NO 2> GOTOEND1

SCRIPT FOR ELIGIBLE RESPONDENTS

Your household is eligible to be included in a study about relationships among Latinos in your
neighborhood. Before | tell you about the research | want to remind you of the interviews you
conducted with NORC in 2008 or 2009. Do you remember that interview?

IF NO, SAY: An interviewer from NORC at the University of Chicago asked you questions about your
neighborhood, your access to and use of services and amenities, your children, work, and family
finances.
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The purpose of my call today is to ask you if you are willing to speak with an NORC employee during the
fall of 2011 about your relationships with neighbors as well as friends and family members outside the
neighborhood. A couple of sample questions are: “How did you (and your family) come to live in this
neighborhood?” and “How well do you know your neighbors?”

The interview would last about 90 minutes. The study team will be meeting with families during the fall
of this year. Unlike the survey you completed in 2008/2009, this time the interviews will be conducted
at a local community center, like the West Side Education and Training Center (WETC). NORC will offer
you $30 as a thank-you for your time. The Annie E. Casey Foundation is funding the study.

If you want to be part of the study, all of the information you provide will be kept confidential. When
the interviews are all done, NORC will write a report that combines responses from the interviews with
the survey data we collected in previous years. The report will not use your name or identify you in any
way. Your participation is voluntary. You only have to answer questions you’re comfortable answering,
and you can choose not to be in the study at any time.

4. Areyou willing to participate in this research?

2> GOTOEND
3 > ASKTO CALL BACK

5. Greatl We have appointments available from Tuesday, November 8" through Monday,
November 21%, [CONSULT SCHEDULING SPREADSHEET AND SUGGEST AVAILABLE TIMES]. What
day and time would be convenient for you?

6. [READ ONLY IF RESPONDENT SEEMS TO HAVE DIFFICULTY SPEAKING/UNDERSTANDING
ENGLISH] It seemed from the responses you gave to the survey in 2008/2009 that you
understood English well. Are you comfortable doing this interview in English, or would you
prefer Spanish?

ENGLISH. .. e 1
SPANISH. .. 2

—RECORD INTERVIEW DATE, TIME, AND LANGUAGE IN SCHEDULING SPREADSHEET. CONTINUE TO
NEXT1.

NEXT1: Thank you for scheduling an interview! We will send you a letter through US Postal Service mail
to confirm your appointment and provide more information about this research. We have requested a
room at [LOCATION] to conduct these interviews. [LOCATION] is located at:

[ADDRESS]

If the location changes, someone will call you at least 24 hours before your appointment to notify you.
If you need to reschedule your appointment, please call Kate Bachtell at (312) 759-5095.
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- THANK RESPONDENT AND END CALL.

END1: This small study includes adult Latinos who live in the West San Antonio or Edgewood
neighborhood and participated in the Making Connections Survey in the past. Thanks for taking the
time to speak with me today. If you have any questions, please call Kate Bachtell at (312) 759-5095 or
NORC’s IRB administrator at 773-256-6302. Goodbye.

END: | am sorry you do not wish to participate in the study. If you change your mind please contact
Kate Bachtell at (312) 759-5095 or NORC’s IRB administrator at 773-256-6302. Thanks for taking the
time to speak with me today.



APPENDIX B

ADVANCE LETTER FOR IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS

198



199

[DATE]
Dear Mr(s). [LAST NAME],

I am sending this letter because you have been selected to participate in a study about relationships
among Latinos in your neighborhood. The research team would like to expand on the answers you
provided to NORC during the Making Connections interview(s) you completed in past years and to
learn more about your experiences living in this neighborhood.

| am leading this research as part of my Ph.D. dissertation, with supervision from faculty at Loyola
University Chicago.

The study team will be meeting with families during the fall of this year. The interviews will be
conducted at [LOCATION]. [LOCATION] is located at:

[ADDRESS]

Your appointment is scheduled for the following day and time:

[DATE] [TIME]

During the interview, | or an NORC interviewer will ask you questions about your relationships with
neighbors as well as friends and family members outside the neighborhood. A couple of sample
questions are: “How did you (and your family) come to live in this neighborhood?” and “How well
do you know your neighbors?”

The conversation is voluntary, and you are not required to participate. You may answer only those
guestions you’re comfortable answering, and you may choose not to be in the study at any time.
Whether or not you decide to participate in the study, the conversation will not affect any services
you receive, or your continued participation in the Making Connections study.

The conversation will last about 90 minutes. All individuals that agree to participate are offered $30
for their time.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation is funding the study and is not affiliated with the government. Your
name is confidential and all conversations are private.

If you have any questions about this research or need to reschedule your appointment, please
contact me at bachtell-kate@norc.org or (312) 759-5095.

If you would like to speak with my faculty advisor at Loyola University Chicago, please contact Dr.
Rhys Williams, Professor of Sociology, at rwilliams7@Iuc.edu or (773) 508-3459.




Thank you for agreeing to take part in this important study!

Sincerely,

Hate pahtill

Kate Bachtell

Project Director, Neighborhood Connections Study
NORC at the University of Chicago
bachtell-kate@norc.org
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NORC at the University of Chicago Project 5816
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY
TITLE OF STUDY: Neighborhood Connections

Project Director: Kate Bachtell
Phone number: (312) 759-5095

You are asked to take part in a research study under the direction of Kate Bachtell of NORC at the
University of Chicago. She is conductiing this research with supervision from faculty at Loyola University
Chicago as part of of her Ph.D. dissertation.

Other persons who work with her at NORC will also conduct interviews. You will be one of
approximately 35 people in your neighborhood asked to participate in this study.

Purpose:
The purpose of this research study is to explore relationships among Latinos in this neighborhood. You

have been selected for this study because the research team would like to expand on the answers you
provided to NORC during the Making Connections interviews you completed in past years and to learn
more about your experiences living in this neighborhood. A couple of sample questions are: “How did
you (and your family) come to live in this neighborhood?” and “How well do you know your neighbors?”

Duration:
Your participation in this study involves an interview that typically lasts around 90 minutes.

Procedures:
During the course of this study, the following will occur:

1. To ensure that your responses are accurately reflected, the interviewer will request to audio
record the conversation.

2. After you sign and return this informed consent statement an NORC interviewer will ask you
questions about your relationships with neighbors as well as friends and family members
outside the neighborhood. The interview will take approximately 90 minutes.

3. At the close of each interview you will receive $30 as a thank-you for your time.

Benefits and Risks/Discomforts:

The benefits to you of participating in this study may be: contributing to the body of knowledge about
social networks in this community and knowing that the information you provide will help researchers,
policy makers and local service providing organizations to better meet the needs of residents. You will
be paid $30 for participating in the interview. The potential risks include discomfort with recalling times
when you needed or wanted social support but could not get it from family, friends, or community
members. The research team has developed procedures to mask your identity and avoid the recording
of personal identifiers. At the beginning of the interview | will remind you not to disclose any identifying
information. In the event that you disclose personal information during the recording and in the
unlikely event that the recording is lost or stolen, there is a risk that someone could hear your answers.
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Confidentiality:
Only authorized research staff at NORC will have access to your interview data. Your name and any

other identifying information will be kept separate from your answers to the research questions. A
number that identifies you will be associated with your research data but your name or other identifying
information will be kept separate from your data. No subjects will be identified in any report or
publication of this study or its results.

Payments to Participants:
You will receive $30 as a thank you for your time and cooperation. You will be paid this sum if you start
but do not complete the interview.

Right to refuse or to withdraw from the study:

Your participation is voluntary. You may refuse to participate, or may discontinue your participation at
any time without penalty, or jeopardizing any benefits to which you would otherwise be entitled. NORC
interviewers also have the right to stop your participation in the study at any time. You may also choose
to continue the interview without being audio recorded.

Questions
You have the right to ask, and to have answered, all your questions about this research. You may contact
Kate Bachtell, the principal investigator, at bachtell-kate@norc.org or (312) 759-5095.

If you would like to speak with her faculty advisor at Loyola University Chicago, please contact Dr.
Rhys Williams, Professor of Sociology, at rwilliams7@]luc.edu or (773) 508-3459.

Institutional Review Board Approval

This project has been reviewed and approved by NORC's Institutional Review Board (IRB). If you have
questions about your rights as a study participant, you may call the NORC IRB Administrator toll free at
866-309-0542.

Subject’s Agreement:

| have read the information provided above. | voluntarily agree to participate in this study.

/ /
Signature of Research Subject Date
| agree to have my interview audio recorded.

/ /
Signature of Research Subject Date

Please sign one of the consent forms and keep the other one for your records.
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ar the UNIVERSITY of CHICAGO

Neighborhood Connections Study
NORC Project 5816

Interview Protocol

Case Id:
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INTERVIEWER: BEFORE BEGINNING, ASK RESPONDENT TO TRY TO AVOID SHARING THE REAL NAMES
OF INDIVIDUALS AND OTHER IDENTIFYING INFORMATION.

A. Family Background

1. First I would like you tell me about your family and home. How did you/your family come to
live in this neighborhood? In San Antonio?

a. Where did your parents live? What kinds of jobs did they have?

b. Where do your relatives live?
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2. Now, I'd like to get a sense of what life is like in this household. Can you walk me through what
you did yesterday?

a. What about the weekends? What did you do last Saturday? Sunday?

b. Were there other people there? How well do you know them?
o Did you talk with them?
o Eatwith them? Who cooked the food?
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B. Neighborhood Conditions and Relationships

1. I don’t need to know their real names, but can you tell me about the 5 people you are closest

with?

[ENCOURAGE R TO USE TERMS LIKE “NEXT-DOOR NEIGHBOR,” “BEST FRIEND,” ETC.

RATHER THAN PROPER NAMES]

PERSON 1:

a.

How do you know them?

b. Which of them, if any, live in your neighborhood?

C.

What types of activities do you do with them?

PERSON 2:

PERSON 3:

PERSON 4:

PERSON 5:
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2. Canyou describe what it’s like to live in this neighborhood?

3. How well do you know your neighbors? [ADJUST WORDING OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AS
NEEDED IF R ALREADY SPOKE ABOUT NEIGHBORS IN QUESTION B1]

a. Do you spend time with your neighbors during the week? On weekends?

b. What types of activities do you do with neighbors? Where do you do them?
Do you attend celebrations like birthdays or quinceafieras with neighbors? If so, what
did you do at the last one? Where was it held? What did you eat?

4. Do you participate in any community organizations? Tell me about them.
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5. Do you attend church? Where do you go?

How far away is that? What neighborhood is it in?

Do you attend services in English or Spanish?

Who do you know there? Do your extended family members also go to that church?
Do you see those people outside of regular religious services?

o o0 oo

6. What kinds of businesses or facilities do you visit in this neighborhood? For example, do you go
to a grocery store, bank, clinic, etc. nearby?
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How do you get there?

Do you go alone, or with someone else?

What happens when you go there? What’s it like?

How well do you know the people that work there? Other customers? Do you talk with
them?

o n T o

7. What do you know about the history of this neighborhood?

a. What kinds of changes, if any, have taken place?
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8. Does this neighborhood have more problems that typical neighborhood, less, or about the
same? Please describe.

9. What would you call this neighborhood?

a. How did you learn the name of this neighborhood? (i.e. from school districts, signage in
the community, landmarks, festivals, materials from a community organization or
realtors, word of mouth, etc.)?

C. Childcare (FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH ONE OR MORE CHILD. OTHERWISE, SKIP TO SECTION D)

1. Canyou walk me through what your child(ren) did yesterday?
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2. Who does your child (or who do your children) spend his/her (their) time with regularly?
a. What hours of the day does it cover? How many hours per week?
b. Where does he or she (they) receive this care (e.g., family’s home, caregiver’s home,
elsewhere)?
c. How does he or she (they) get there?

3. How did you end up making this/these care arrangement(s)? What did you consider? Who did
you talk to?

4, Tell me what you think about this/these arrangement(s). Does your child like it there?
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5. Who takes care your child on weekends or other off-hours when you might need to work or go
out, or something comes up?

D. Financial and Informal Support

1. What financial assistance do you receive from people you know?

a. Where do they live? Are they in the neighborhood?

b. [IF NOT ALREADY DISCUSSED AND R HAS FAMILY IN ANOTHER COUNTRY] How often do
you receive money from family or friends living in other countries? How important is
this money to you [and your family]?
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2. What financial assistance do you give to people you know?

a. Where do they live? Are they in the neighborhood?

b. [IF NOT ALREADY DISCUSSED AND R HAS FAMILY IN ANOTHER COUNTRY] How often do
you give money to family or friends living in other countries? How important is this
money to them?
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3. What help other than money do you give to people you know, like family, friends, and
neighbors? For example, do you ever babysit their children, give them ingredients for cooking,
etc.?

4. What help other than money do you receive from people you know, like family, friends, and
neighbors? For example, do you ever babysit their children, give them ingredients for cooking,
etc.?

5. Tell me about the last time you got help like this (not money) from someone.
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a. How did you ask for their help? Or did they volunteer it?
b. Do you regularly ask this person for help? Is there someone else you ask more
frequently?

6. Sometimes people ask for different kinds of help from different kinds of people. Can you think
of a time when you asked for help from...
a. What about from someone who is much older or younger than you?
b. Someone from the opposite sex?
c. Someone of a different race or ethnicity, or from another country?

7. Has there been a time when you asked for help from someone, but they could not or chose not
to provide it? Please tell me about it.
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a. How did this make you feel?

E. Other Socio-demographic Factors
E.l Language
Now | would like to ask you some questions about language.

1. What language(s) do you speak with other people in this household? (IF R HAS CHILDREN) With
your children? With friends and family? Co-workers?

2. How important is it to you that you speak Spanish with other people in your life?
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3. Are there other members of your family or close relative who rely on you to help translate or explain
information that is in English?

E.ll Employment

1. What kind of work do you do? Are you working right now? How long have you been doing
this work?

2. Where is your [primary] job located? How do you get to work?
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3. Please tell me about your work schedule — for example, last week, what was your schedule?

a. How many hours did you work?

b. Did your hours include any hours that are outside of the regular workday (9-5)?

c. Forthis job, do you work the same number of hours each week, or does your
schedule vary week to week? Do you work the same number of hours each day or
does your schedule vary day to day?

d. How much control do you have over your schedule? Can you apply for which shift

you work?

F. Closing

1. s there anything else that you would like to share with me?

THANK RESPONDENT. PAY INCENTIVE FEE AND COMPLETE FEE RECEIPT FORM.
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Figure 4. Commercial Strip Along Old Highway 90.
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Figure 5. Westside Education and Training Center.
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Figure 6. Classroom Inside Westside Education and TrainingeCen

Famous people with GEDs
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Figure 7. Examples of Advertisements for Education angl&ment Training Program
Opportunities in West Side.
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Figure 9. H-E-B Grocery Store. H-E-B is the dominant grgstore chain in San
Antonio, with stores in over 150 communities around TeX#8sis one is on the northeast
side of the city. As | returned to my car after shoppimgan passed me, trying to corral a
stray pit bull that was trotting through the parking laute: http://www.heb.com
/sectionpage/about-us/our-stores/sd60018
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Figure 10. Mexican Food Items at H-E-B Grocery StoreuRact here are pumpkin
empanadas (fried or baked pastry) and Mexican sugar cookmglie bakery and
nopalitos (pads of the prickly pear cactus) from the predkle.

[ st aagapo
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Figure 11. Tire Shop in West Side.
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Bar-B-Q.

|

Figure 13. Local Businesses Popular Among In-depth Interviespdelents: Dollar
General.
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Figure 14. New Commercial Development Along Guadalupe tStree
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Figure 16. “Tagging” on Commercial Building Within Residehfieea in West Side.
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Figure 17. Residential Area in West Side.
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This research was funded by the Annie E. Casey FoundatizemK them for
their support but acknowledge that the findings and conclupi@sented here are those
of the author alone, and do not necessarily refleabpit@ons of the Foundation.
Similarly, | acknowledge that the data included hereirdareved from the
Making ConnectionSurvey, maintained in the NORC Data Enclave. Any opinions
findings, and conclusions expressed in this materiahagetof the author and do not

necessarily reflect the views of NORC.
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