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CHAPTER I

OVERVIEW AND OBJECTIVES

Housing specifically designated for older people is increasingly
regarded as one viable residential alternative for America's burgeoning
aging population. Among older people the need for adequate housing is
particularly great for the urban poor and minority groups (Lawton,

1975; New York State Office on Aging, 1972). In addition to providing
good quality housing at rents that residents can afford, and special
design features intended to compensate for declining physical capacities
of aging tenant populations, publicly-sponsored residential settings

are regarded by some gerontologists as one means of enhancing the in-
formal social support networks of older people (Carp, 1966, 1975;
Hochschild, 1973; Rosow, 1967, 1974). Design guidelines for such
housing typically include recommendations for promoting social inter-
action. Space for senior centers; small community lounges and balconies
on residential floors; a configuration of corridors, elevators and
entrances which require tenants to use common pathways; and seating

in well-trafficked areas such as outdoor spaces adjacent to entry doors
and in main lobbies are cited as means to this end (Carp, 1966; Lawton,
1975, 1980; Rosen, 1971). It has been suggested that buildings that
are designed to maximize the probability that tenants will meet as

they go about their daily activities, and that offer community areas

which invite informal conversations and formal group activities will



facilitate casual encounters which in turn may lead to more intensive
social relationships.

While meticulous care has been given to architectural planning
with the intent of facilitating social contact, comparatively little
attention has been directed to the composition of tenant populations,
despite its obvious relevance to social relationships among neighbors.
When the impact of resident composition on levels of social interaction
has been considered, discussions have focused on questions relating to
homogeneity or heterogeneity of such personal characteristics as age,
income, physical and mental health status, national origin and race.
Nevertheless, the relative merits of homogeneity or heterogeneity of
tenant populations in public housing remain a matter of debate among
researchers and planners concerned with housing for the aged (Lawton,
1970, 1976). Perhaps the principal reason for this continuing debate
is the fact that with the exception of the effects of age-mix, there
is 1ittle empirical research that has examined the issue in a compre-
hensive and detailed manner. Conseqdent]y, there is little hard data
to guide policy formation.

Given the nature of the information presently available, debates
over the general concepts of homogeneity and heterogeneity of tenant
populations, and the effects on social relationships among older people
seem premature. Before one can meaningfully evaluate this topic there
are a number of fundamental issues that must be clarified. For example,
what types of behavior fall under the rubric of "social interaction?"
How can these behaviors be conceptualized from the perspective of the

older person and the researcher? Much previous research has indicated



that people of all ages tend to form primary group' relationships with
others who share similar personal characteristics (Gans, 1970; Gordon,
1564; Rosow, 1967). Homogeneity is believed to be a necessary condi-
tion for formation of "intensive" relationships such as friendships
(Gans, 1970). However, a major problem centers around the definition
of homogeneity and heterogeneity (Gans, 1970; Gutman, 1970). Among
tenants in age-segregated urban public housing, what personal charac-
teristics or constellation of characteristics emerge as salient factors
in establishing ongoing social relationships? Is there a connection
between status similarity of specific personal characteristics and the
types of social interactions that occur? What factors other than
status similarity influence patterns of social relationships among
tenants? For instance, several studies indicate that proximity of
dwelling units exerts a powerful influence on friendship formation
among older tenants (e.g., Lawton and Simon, 1968; Nash, Lawton and
Simon, 1968). What is the impact of formal organizations, such as a
tenants association and a tenant patrol, on the informal social rela-
tionships that develop among tenants? What role does on-site staff
play in encouraging sociability and mutual assistance in the tasks of
daily 1iving? A literature review has revealed significant gaps in
knowledge which must be filled before the more abstract question of
the impact of homogeneity or heterogeneity is addressed by program

planners, researchers and theoreticians.

lprimary groups have been defined as groups "in which contact is
personal, informal, intimate and usually face-to-face, and which in-
volves the entire personality, not just a segmentalized part of it"
(Gordon, 1964, p. 32).



Objectives

The most general objective of the present study was to gain an
understanding of the factors that influence patterns of social rela-
tionships among residents in age-segregated public housing. An
underlying assumption was that systematic inquiry would reveal differ-
ent levels of intimacy among tenants, and a variety of qualitatively
different levels of social contact in such settings, ranging from
superficial interactions limited to the casual exchange of greetings,
to friendship and confidant bonds. More specifically, through an
in-depth study of a single age-segregated public housing site this
research attempted to:

- provide a detailed descriptive data base of the various

types of social relationships that develop in such a
setting;

- clarify the meaning of various relationships to the

tenants;

- identify the major specific variables of status similar-

ity and dissimilarity that are related to given types of
social relationships;

- generate hypotheses regarding the potential consequences

of resident homogeneity and heterogeneity;

- identify mechanisms that may facilitate social integra-
tion among heterogeneous tenant populations in public
housing, and generate recommendations relevant to policy
formation and housing management; and

- contribute to the theoretical understanding of the

relevance of status similarity as an explanatory



construct for given types of interpersonal relationships
within such a residential setting.

Age segregated, low-income housing represents a degree of homo-
geneity that is rapidly gaining acceptance. Nevertheless, within this
degree of segregation, further heterogeneity is encouraged, most
commonly by a public policy of assignment to housing without regard to
race, religion, national origin or sex. Although eligibility require-
ments for public housing impose limitations according to current income
and assets, there is still the potential for some variability according
to economic status as well. The result is a growing number of urban,
age-segregated public housing sites with unplanned and varying degrees
of heterogeneity in terms of a number of social and personal character-
istics of tenant populations.

The growing body of gerontological literature clearly indicates
that there is great diversity among the current generation of older
Americans, and that "the elderly" cannot be regarded as a homogeneous
group (e.g., Brotman, 1976; Cantor, 1976 a; Carp, 1976). Several
gerontologists have argued that sound program planning and evaluative
research must treat as independent variables such background character-
istics as race, religion, national origin, and socioeconomic status;
and further, that within these subgroups more refined variations may
exist in relation to a number of variables (Gelfand and Kutzik, 1979;
Hirsch, Kent and Silverman, 1972; Kalish, 1971; Kimmel, 1980; Moore,
1971; Solomon, 1973). Studies have begun to emerge which document the
diversity among the urban aged poor, and thus provide cogent evidence
to support this point of view (e.g., Cantor, 1973, 1975, 1976 a, 1976 b;
Gelfand and Kutzik, 1979; Mayer, 1976).



The next chapter discusses the importance of local social ties
for the urban elderiy poor, and examines those factors that have been
identified in previous research as influencing the social relationships

of older people in various residential settings.



CHAPTER II

THE IMPORTANCE OF LOCAL SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS

Social contact is commonly regarded as vital to the well-being
of the older person. Empirical studies in social gerontology have
repeatedly demonstrated that those elderly with reduced mobility and
constricted life space are especially dependent upon neighborhooc
residents as a source of social relationships, and this pattern is even
more pronounced if they are from working class or low-income backgrounds.
For the urban elderly poor, neighborhood residents--be they kin,
friends, or neighbors--are often the mainstay of their informal social
support systems (Birren, 1969; Cantor, 1975, 1976 b; Lawton, 1980;
Nahemow and Kogan, 1971; Nahemow, Fulcomer and Lawton, 1976; Mayer,
1976; Michelson, 1970; Rosenberg, 1968; Rosow, 1967). It has been
suggested that viable local support systems are essential in enabling
low-income older people to remain living independently in the community
(Cantor, 1976 b). The availability of assistance in times of crisis or
illness is particularly important in this regard, as is help with the
tasks of daily 1iving for those who require such aid (Cantor, 1975,
1976 b; Litwak and Szelenyi, 1969; Mayer, 1976; Townsend, 1963). Local
ties may be a source of emotional as well as practical support for
older low-income urban dwellers. Contact with neighbors and local
acquaintances and friends can stave off feelings of alienation and

loneliness. While this may be true for all people, local ties may be



particularly salient to older people who are more "neighborhood bound"
because of limited financial resources and impaired health {(Cantor,
1976; Lawton, 1980; Nahemow and Kogan, 1971; Rosow, 1967). The devel-
opment of friendships among local residents has been positively related
to morale (Rosow, 1967) and is considered to be a critical factor in
the long-term emotional well-being of the older person (Cantor, 1975;
Nahemow et al., 1976). Older people without local support systems

"can be severely disadvantaged" (Cantor, 1975).

Previous research in age-segregated housing which has used survey
methodology has failed to generate data which reflect the variety of
social relationships that occur in such settings, and has tended to
focus instead on a single form of behavior such as mutual assistance
or friendship formation and social isolation. In developing a con-
ceptual framework for a variety of levels of social contact, this
investigator was guided in part by the work of Cantor and her colleagues
(1975; 1976 b) and Lowenthal and her associates (1975). While these
researchers did not study the social networks among tenants in housing
for older people, their views on informal social relationships are most
congruent with the observations made during the pilot work for this
investigation.

Cantor has proposed that informal social support systems serve
three main functions: (1) crisis intervention, or assistance in times
of emergency; (2) assistance with the chores of daily living; and
(3) social needs (1976 b). She and her associates took into account
the functions as well as the frequency of social contact, and respon-
dents' subjective evaluations of the degree of "closeness" that they

felt toward various individuals in their informal social support networks.



However, their reported findings (e.g., Cantor, 1976 b; and Mayer,
1976) have tended to emphasize crisis intervention and assistance with
the chores of daily living more than issues of emotional support and
companionship.

Lowenthal, Thurnher and Chiriboga (1975) suggest a minimum of
four categories of dyadic relationships in their examination of
friendship patterns among a sample of middle and lower middle class
people representing four critical pre-transitional stages of the life
cycle:? "(1) acquaintanceship, (2) friendly interaction, (3) friend-
ship, and (4) intimacy" (Lowenthal et al., 1975, p. 48). While these
authors do not provide operational definitions for these categories
they do conceptualize them as a sequential progression involving
increased knowledge of the "unique individuality" of the other member
of the dyad. They further suggest that the first two levels are based
more upon formal role relationships or stereotyped perceptions, where-
as friendship and intimacy are less role dependent, more spontaneous,
and involve emotional commitment, closeness and mutuality.

Through content analysis of respondents' subjective descriptions
of their friends, Lowenthal et al. (1975) derived 19 specific dimen-
sions of friendship, which for analytic purposes were aggregated into
six "logical" broader categories. These categories, presented in
terms of the decreasing frequency with which they were cited include:

“Similarity,"® "reciprocity," "compatibility," "structural

%i.e., high school seniors; young newlyweds; middle-aged parents
about to become "empty nesters"; and pre-retirees.

%In this study similarity did not involve commonality of qscribed
characteristics such as age, sex, ethnicity, etc., but rather similar
interests and behaviors.
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dimensions,"* "role model" and “"other."

In addition, Lowenthal et al. (1975) offer an interesting
distinction in an individual's friendship constellation--that is,
between "homogeneous" and "heterogeneous" patterns. Considering an
individual's three closest friends they examined the respondent's de-
scriptions of each friend in terms of the broad categories listed
above. A "heterogeneous" friendship pattern is one in which each friend
fulfills a different function. The majority of all age groups reported
heterogeneous patterns, although among the pre-retirement group a
somewhat higher proportion had homogeneous patterns.

These two perspectives, emphasizing an incremental level of
intimacy, and the fulfiliment of a variety of personal needs are, in
the view of the investigator, two of the major factors that one must
consider in understanding social relationships among tenants in age-
segregated settings, since they emerged repeatedly in discussions with
tenants and staff in various settings during an extended period of
pilot work. A critical element is respondents' subjective assessments
of the degree of closeness that they feel with the other tenants with
whom they interact.

These elements are reflected in the following excerpt from a
focused interview with a widowed, retired school teacher who had
migrated from the Northeast to a large retirement community in the sun
belt. She described clear distinctions in the nature of her social

relationships with other members of the community. Her comments best

“Structural dimensions included the duration of friendship, and
residential proximity.
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epitomize the full range of levels of social interactions that were
expressed during pilot interviews by many other respondents living in
a variety of settings.

Well, I'm 'neighborly' with everybody. I'm 'friendly neigh-
borly' with a few of the people who 1ive in my particular area
of the development. Then there are oh, maybe about six that [
consider friends--friends I've made since I moved down here
(three years prior to the interview]. But my real friends,

dearest friends are Ethel, Ruth and Kate. . . . I've known
them for years. We've lived through a lot together. . . I

know I could always count on them--no matter what. We all'
know each other like well-read books. In some ways I'm much
closer to them than I am to my own family. There's a kind of
closeness with them that I just don't have with the others
[i.e., the friends she had made since moving] . . . except, of
course, for Ruth [a resident of the retirement community whom
she has known for over 40 years].

In further discussion she clarified what she meant by these dis-
tinctions. "Neighborly” meant "saying 'hello’',” perhaps exchanging
pleasantries, or engaging in superficial conversation about impersonal
matters such as the weather, or community issues, such as a special
activity or the maintenance of the grounds, but "nothing personal."
"Neighborly"” interactions occurred in public places. "Friendly neigh-
borly" contacts involved borrowing and lending household resources,
joint shopping trips and other forms of mutual assistance in the tasks
of daily living; and sometimes going to community-sponsored activities
together. Proximity was apparently a major determinant of “friendly
neighborly" relationships. These kinds of contacts occurred in both
public spaces and homes, but they appear to have had a well-defined
purpose and were less spontaneous. Relevant to Lowenthal et al.'s
observations, this level of contact involved more knowledge about the
other person than "neighborly" contacts. In "neighborly" contacts the

names of the other persons were not always known, and in most cases
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there was little personal knowledge about them. Names and some
information about those with whom this respondent was "friendly neigh-
borly" were always known. As she described her "real friends" it
appeared that status similarity played a more important role, and
proximity of dwelling units was less important. All friends were
female, U.S.-born, of the same religion; all but one were widowed, and
all but one were from the same Northeastern city. While activities
with friends included the same behaviors as those engaged in with
people with whom she was "friendly neighborly," there were additional
social behaviors that reflected a greater degree of intimacy. "Friends"
called one another often on the phone "just to chat"; had casual visits
in one another's homes; shared snacks and dinners, both at home and
out; celebrated "ceremonial occasions" (Sussman and Burchinal, 1968)
together, such as birthdays and religious holiday meals; and shared
information about personal matters, although not necessarily intimate
details. Friendship involved a greater sense of mutual dependency, a
clear emotional commitment, and feelings of trust. In a community of
migrants, the formation of on-site friendships may serve many of the
functions of what Litwak and Szelenyi (1969) have described ac modi-
fied extended family networks. But the friendships that were most
valued, not only by this respondent, but by so many with whom I spoke,
were those established many years ago. Commonality of backaround
characteristics and shared experiences--having “lived through a lot
together" and sharing major joys and sorrows--were frequently mentioned
when respondents described what "good friends" meant to them. Signifi-
cantly, in a number of cases, when respondents identified their "good

friends" according to their own definitions, these individuals were not
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necessarily the people with whom they had the most frequent face-to-
face contact.

It has been suggested that association with close friends and
particularly confidants, may provide a critical "buffer" to the social
role losses that frequently occur in old age (e.g., Blau, 1961; Cantor,
1976 b; Lowenthal and Haven, 1968). The presence of a stable confidant
relationship has been identified as a crucial factor in mental health
and high morale among older people. In fact, in one study it was found
to be more important than high levels of social contact (Lowenthal and
Haven, 1968). Cantor (1976 b) proposed that the possibility for ful-
filling needs for day to day intimacy will be enhanced if intimates
and confidants live near one another. Thus if people are able to

establish friendships (in terms of their own criteria) and confidant

bonds with neighbors, the informal social support systems should

enhance well-being. According to previous research findings that have
guided the development of the present study, the probability of devel-
oping such relationships will be influenced in part by the proportion

of status similars who reside in the same building. Conversely, those
who share few social characteristics with other tenants, that is, those
living in "contextual dissonance" (Rosenberg, 1968) may be more socially
isolated and less likely to develop emotionally gratifying relation-
ships. The relationship between status simi]arity and the formation of
more intensive social contacts is discussed in greater detail later in

this chapter.
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Major Factors Which May Influence
“Local Social Networks

Proximity
Since Merton's study of "Craftown" (1948), the location of

dwelling units has been regarded as an important variable in under-
standing patterns of friendship formation among neighbors. Festinger,
Schachter and Back's (1950) analyses of social networks among residents
of graduate student housing at MIT has become a basic reference study
in this area. Building design, propinquity, and physical and "func-
tional" distance between dwellina unit doors were associated with
friendship formation. However, it is essential to remember that the
study's population was quite homogeneous in terms of age, marital
status, economic resources, and status as students in the same univer-
sity.

In the majority of studies of social relationships among older
people in age-segregated apartment buildings, proximity of dwelling
units has been found to be a potent factor in friendship formation.

On the basis of data derived from sociometric ratings, Lawton and his
colleagues have suggested that the apartment house floor is the major
spatial unit in which such relationships develop (Lawton and Simon,
1968; Nash, Lawton and Simon, 1968). In one study site sociometric
ratings were analyzed in terms of the physical distance between apart-
ments on the same floor. This more refined measure of proximity was
also significantly related to friendship choice (Lawton and Simon,
1968). The tendency for older people to form close associations more
often with neighbors on the same floor was also reported in a parti-

cipant observation study (Hochschild, 1973). However, Carp (1966)
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reported that in her study of Victoria Plaza, proximity of dwelling

units did not lead to friendship formation, although proximate neighbors

did have more frequent casual contacts. The majority of more intensive
social contacts such as visiting and eating in residents' apartments,
and the selection of "best friends" occurred among people who lived on
different floors (Carp, 1966).

Clearly physical and functional proximity of dwelling units is
an important factor in increasing the probability that neighbors will
meet (Festinger et al., 1950; Gans, 1970) but, social homogeneity of
proximate neighbors may be essential in the development of friendships
(Gans, 1970).

Homogeneity

As previously noted, one problem related to the question of the
relative merits of homogeneity or heterogeneity in housing for older
people centers around definitions of homogeneity and heterogeneity.
Gans takes the position that both propinquity and social homogeneity
are important factors in understanding social relationships among
neighbors, but that homogeneity is the more important of the two.
While propinquity may be important in terms of initiating social con-
tact, and may serve to encourage neighbors to maintain a "positive"
tone to their interactions, it is not a sufficient basis upon which to
form more enduring and intensive relationships. Propinquity may exert
a strong influence on friendship formation when neighbors are socially
homogeneous (Gans, 1970).

. . [L)ittle is known about what characteristics must be

- shared before paople feel themselves to be compatible with
others. We do not know for certain if they must have common

backgrounds, or similar interests, or shared values--or com-
binations of these. Nor do we know precisely which background
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characteristics, behavior patterns, and interests are most and
least important, or about which issues values must be shared.
Also, we do not know what similarities are needed for relation-
ships of different intensities or, for any given characteristics
how large a difference can exist before incompatibility sets

in . . . (Gans, 1970, p. 504).

Obviously, the specific variables that might serve as a basis for
defining homogeneity, or status similarity will depend upon the given
personal characteristics that exist within specific residential popu-
lations. However, within a given setting the perspective of the
researcher or planner may be quite different from that of the residents
in terms of defining status similarity. Gans (1970) argues that
background characteristics such as age, race, marital status, and
socioeconomic status can explain only in part people's perceptions of
their similarity to their neighbors. Until researchers systematically
explore what residents perceive as salient social characteristics for
forming relationships of varying intensities, and then relate them to
background variables, ". . . it is impossible to define homogeneity or
heterogeneity operationally" (Gans, 1970, p. 504).

Similarly, Gutman (1970) has suggested that propinquity may
exert a powerful influence on patterns of social interaction during
early periods of residence, but that enduring and more intensive rela-
tionships will be formed among those who share similar status
characteristics (i.e., those who are "socially homogeneous"). Thus, to
the extent that proximate neighbors are socially homogeneous close
interpersonal relationships may develop. Implicit in these discussions
is the basic question--Why is status similarity so important in devel-

oping intensive relationships? This issue has received little attention.

Of particular relevance to the present study is the notion that what



17

may constitute meaningful criteria for defining social homogeneity
during one stage of the life cycle may differ for other stages. Cohort
groups may differ in terms of characteristics that are salient.

Status Similarity

It has been shown that a major factor in determining levels of
social contact and friendship patterns of older people is the degree
to which residential settings are populated by others of similar status,
as defined by a number of variables--that is the degree to which the
settings are homogeneous (Blau, 1961; Nahemow et al., 1976; Rosenberg,
1968; Rosow, 1967, 1974). Studies of friendship formation have con-
sistently demonstrated that sustained relationships develop among those
of similar status and interests, and that when older people have a
choice they are likely to opt for social homogeneity in their residen-
tial setting (Lawton, 1976).

Age. There is strong evidence to support the notion that the
age composition of the proximate residential setting is a critical
factor in the social integration of older people, and that low density
of age peers may clearly 1imit opportunities for social contact
(Bultena and Wood, 1969; Rosen, 1971; Rosenberg, 1968; Rosow, 1967).
The phrase "proximate residential setting” while somewhat vague, is
deliberately used, since a positive relationship between residential
density of age peers and levels of social contact has been observed in
physical settings of different scales including single buildings, e.g.,
(Rosow, 1967) residential city blocks (Rosenberg, 1968); and entire
communities (Bultena and Wood, 1969).

Rosow's study of 1,200 older people in Cleveland revealed that

friends were most likely to be age peers, and that cross-generational
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interaction was rare (Rosow, 1967). A high density of age peers in
apartment buildings was associated with higher levels of social inter-
action, and to a lesser degree with morale. In his analyses Rosow
routinely used social class as an independent variable, and found that
middle class people were less dependent upon their neighbors for social
interaction than were those from the working class. He also found that
the tendency to form friendships with status similars applied to sex,
marital status, and social class, as well as age.

In a study of a large, multi-building housing project in Vienna
that contained age-integrated and age-segregated buildings, Rosenmayer
and Kocheis found virtually no social interaction between generations
in this housing complex, but did note a higher level of interaction
among the tenants who l1ived in buildings specifically designated for
older people (Rosenmayer and Kocheis, 1965).

Rosen (1971) noted that in the low-income housing projects he
studied in Baltimore, many of the elderly in age-integrated buildings
lived in relative isolation, while in buildings exclusively for older
people, tenants generally experienced a sense of community and higher
levels of interaction with their neighbors.

Bultena and Wood (1969) studied retired males who had migrated
from the midwest to either age-integrated or planned retirement commun-
ities in Arizona. Compared to migrants to retirement settings, those
who moved to age-integrated communities were significantly more likely
to report: a decline in close friendships as a result of the move; and
greater dissatisfaction with the number of friendships that they had
been able to establish in their new neighborhoods. These authors

suggest that a physical concentration of age peers of similar
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socioeconomic status and interests, as well as a physical environment
that provided opportunities for more group-oriented leisure activities
contributed to the higher levels of friendship formation in the retire-
ment communities.

Carp's (1966) study of Victoria Plaza in San Antonio represents
perhaps the most comprehensive and meticulously executed study of the
effects of age-segregated public housing in this country. She found
that when low-income elderly moved to age-segregated housing there
were significant increases in social interaction, morale, and general
1ife satisfaction. Carp attributes the increased levels of social
contact and the formation of new friendships in part to the high con-
centration of age peers.

As these studies indicate, the availability of high concentration
of age peers has emerged as one significant influence on friendship
formation among older people. However, given the great diversity among
this segment of the population, there is reason to expect that addi-
tional personal characteristics will affect friendships among age peers.
And indeed, other areas of social status similarity have been identified
as contributing to the social integration--or isolation--of the aged.

Marital, employment and economic status. Blau (1961) studied

the impact of widowhood and retirement on the friendships of older
people. Differential effects, particularly of widowhood, were noted
according tc the prevalence of similar status within age, sex, and
social class subgroups within two relatively large neighborhoods.
Widowhood was found to have a "detrimental" effect on friendships, "in
those structural contexts where it is relatively rare, but not in those

where it becomes more prevalent" (Blau, 1961, p. 433). She suggests
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that friendships suffer when widowhood places the older person in a
deviant position among age peers who are still married, as this status
differentiates her interests and experiences from theirs. Among the
structural subgroups where widowhood and retirement were prevalent, it
was the married or employed who occupied a deviant status, and who
consequently showed a restriction in social contact. Significantly
then, status similarity rather than the status itself, emerged as the
critical factor in Blau's study.

Rosenberg (1968) studied the effect of age and poverty on isola-
tion from friends among a sample of white working class people in
Philadelphia. He introduced the concepts of "contextual dissonance"
and "consonance."

When the individual's social characteristics differ from the

social characteristics of others in his neighborhood, the
relationship between the individual and his surrounding social

environment is dissonant, and when there is similarity between

individual and social environment the relationship is termed

consonant (Rosenberg, 1968, p. 533).
Rosenberg predicted that levels of social contact would be higher for
individuals living in consonant neighborhoods (with neighborhood
defined as the city block), and that dissonant neighborhoods would
increase social isolation. He found that while neighborhood social
context had little effect on men under the age of 65, it contributed
significantly to the social isolation of those over 65. Social isola-
tion was greater for individuals 1iving in neighborhoods that were
dissonant in terms of income, occupation and race.

Ethnicity. It has been suggested that much of the diversity

among older urban dwellers has its origin in ethnic experiences

(Gelfand and Kutzik, 1979; Kalish, 1971; Kent, 1971; Solomon, 1973),
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and that the study of ethnicity be incorporated as an independent
research variable.

Yet relatively little research on social relationships in
housing for older people has considered ethnicity as a relevant issue.
In those studies which have been reported, "ethnicity" has generally
referred to race. There has been no major attempt to identify patterns
of social contact of subcultures within the white, black, Spanish-
speaking and Asian groups. The present study addresses this issue
since pilot work indicated that differences in national origin are
extremely salient to older people in their perceptions of their neigh-
bors. It is therefore necessary to review in some detail patterns of
residential distribution of ethnic groups in urban areas. This back-
ground information will be useful in evaluating: those studies that
have examined the impact of ethnic mix in age-segregated housing; and
the treatment of ethnicity as an independent variable in the present
study.

Immigrants who came to the United States in large numbers during
the late 1800's and early 1900's tended to live in urban neighborhoods
with high concentration of their own national groups; this has been
well documented by historians and sociologists (Gordon, 1964; Handlin,
1973; Giordano, 1973; Glazer and Moynihan, 1970; Kantrowitz, 1969;
Novak, 1971). Ethnic communities in American cities functioned to
create a new structure for social organization for immigrants uprooted
from familiar social ties. Such associations helped to defend the
individual from isolation and identity crises that often followed
emigration (Handlin, 1973; Glazer and Moynihan, 1970).

While a definition of ethnicity may be elusive, there is general
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consensus that ethnic groups differ not only in terms of race and
nationality, but also in terms of language, religion, family structure,
values, interests, customs, and 1ife experiences (Glazer and Moynihan,
1970).

[t is interesting to note that the residential concentration of
white ethnics generally went beyond characteristics of common language,
country of origin and religious affiliation. For example, German Jews
settled in areas separate from other Germans; Hasidim set themselves
apart from other Jews; the Irish Catholics clustered together, and
apart from Italian Catholics and other English-speaking people (Handlin,
1973; Glazer and Moynihan, 1970).

In many cases, ethnic neighborhoods that appeared to an outsider
as relatively homogeneous were in fact highly differentiated in their
social organization. The refined social structure of Italian neighbor-
hoods has been particularly well documented (Gans, 1962; Glazer and
Moynihan, 1970; Giordano, 1973). As Greeley described it:

Thus, in the Italian neighborhoods of New York's lower east
side in the early 1920's, it was possible to trace, block by
block, not only the region in Italy, but also the villages

from which the inhabitants had come. Indeed, it is no exag-

geration to say that some of these blocks were nothing more
than foreign colonies of Sicilian villages (Greeley, 1969,

p. 17).
Kantrowitz's data (1969) show that almost all ethnic groups in
New York City have shown distinctive residential patterns. Further,
he states that while voluntary residential segregaticn among white
ethnics may be less visible today, and somewhat attenuated, it still
persists; that ". . . ethnic segregation in general has declined very
little, and that ethnic segregation in New York resembles that of

other cities . . ." (Kantrowitz, 1969, p. 639).



23

Initially the residential concentration of ethnic groups was in
part fostered by discriminatory practices, but it is important to
recognize that the immigrant groups also benefited from living among
“"their own kind." The continuation of white ethnic separatism, and
perhaps even a reassertion of ethnic identification and organization
has been noted by several authors (e.g., Glazer and Moynihan, 1970;
Giordano, 1973; Novak, 1971). Birren (1969) has suggested that in old
age people are particularly likely to seek association with others of
the same or similar ethnic background. Actually the desire to live
among members of one's national or racial group may reflect the contin-
uation of 1ife-long patterns.

Prejudice may account for some part of the continuing trend of
ethnics to cluster in some areas, but it is clear that other factors
also operate. The maintenance of certain life-styles associated with
ethnic background requires a minimum concentration of group members.
For example, significant numbers of people are required to support
churches, synagogues, ethnic food stores, formal organizations, and
primary social groups (Glazer and Moynihan, 1970).

While the persistence of residential ethnic separatism may be a
matter of choice among many white ethnics, discrimination in housing
obviously has been, and continues to be a more potent factor in the
segregation of minority groups. Since the residential patterns of
these groups have received considerable attention in the general liter-
ature, and are readily apparent to even the casual observer, they need
not be detailed here. It is simply noted that despite major legisla-
tive advances, large, clearly defined areas of blacks, Asians, and

Spanish-speaking people continue to exist in major metropolitan areas.
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For decades most discussion of racial segregation in housing has focused
on the negative social and psychological consequences of such condi-
tions; the positive social benefits of racially segregated areas has
been generally ignored. Within the last few years however, some authors
have suggested that the minority person may also derive much strength
from 1iving among ethnic peers (Glazer and Moynihan, 1970; Kiefer,
1971; Solomon, 1973). In reference to the black community Glazer and
Moynihan wrote:

Formal and informal social 1ife, churches, and other institu-

tions, distinctive businesses, all serve to make neighborhoods

that are desirable and attractive for a given group, and to

think that this pattern, which operates for all groups, is

suspended for Negroes, is to be racist indeed (Glazer and

Moynihan, 1970, p. x1ii).

It must be recognized that within any given subcultural group
of racial and/or national ethnics there is great diversity among its
members (Gelfand and Kutzik, 1979; Glazer and Moynihan, 1970; Gordon,
1964; Kalish, 1971). Primary group associations are commonly differ-
entiated within ethnic groups according to factors such as social class
and life cycle stages.

Many authors (e.g., Giordano, Gordon, Handlin, and Novak) concur
with Glazer and Moynihan's statement that "The point about the melting
pot is that it did not happen" (Glazer and Moynihan, 1970, p. 290).
This position, however, does not suggest that program planning advance
the notion of "ethnic purity” in residential settings, nor does it
suggest that a desire for ethnic homogeneity is universal. Clearly
many people seek diversity of personal characteristics in social rela-

tionships. There is a potential for rich and meaningful exchanges

among diverse ethnic groups, and for personal growth of their members
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through such exchanges, if community organizations can provide areas of
common interest and purpose. What is suggested however, is that for
some people, the desire to 1ive among ethnic peers may be strong indeed,
and that it may be important to think in terms of a pre-determined
minimum concentration of ethnics in residential settings in order to
assure that any given individual will have a sufficient potential pool
of status similars upon whom to draw for primary group relationshins
(Lawton, 1970; Nahemow et al., 1976). This issue may be particularly
important to consider in planning housing for older people in metro-
politan areas where the population over 65 is likely to be extremely
heterogeneous in regard to ethnic background.

Few researchers have investigated the impact of ethnicity per se
on social relationships in housing .for older people. Those studies
that have been reported are by Lawton and his associates at the
Philadelphia Geriatric Center.

Simon and Lawton (1967) used sociometric choices to study the
effect of proximity of dwelling units on friendship formation among
tenants in two buildings that might be considered rather homogeneous
in that all residents were 0ld and Jewish. Tenants were asked to name
their three best friends in the building after periods of three and
then fifteen months of occupancy. Proximity of dwelling units was
identified as a critical factor in sociometric choices, and the resi-
dential floor emerged as a major social unit. The proximity effect
continued to be a potent factor over time. Social status characteris-
tics, including nationality, were also examined as variables which
might mediate proximity effects. Common national origin was signifi-

cant in friendship choices after three months of occupancy. However,
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after fifteen months, while German-born Jews continued to select each
other as friends, national origin was no longer a significant factor
for the Eastern European or American-born.

In a study of public housing sites in four cities, Nash, Lawton
and Simon (1968) reported a highly significant pattern of both blacks
and whites choosing friends of the same race in all of the sites, even
when the relevant proportion of potential contacts within race was
taken into account. In three of the four sites this tendency was more
pronounced for blacks. Proximity of dwelling units again emerged as
a critical variable, with both blacks and whites more likely to choose
friends on the same floor. It should be pointed out, however, that
31% of the respondents who named friends within their building mentioned
one or more people of a different racial group, although when all
friendship choices are considered only 19% were cross-racial. These
cross-racial sociometric choices were more 1ikely to occur among people
residing on the same floor.

Again using sociometric choices among residents of an age and
racially-integrated public housing complex in New York City, Nahemow
and Lawton (1975) examined friendships in three of seven buildings in
the project. They addressed the issues of propinquity of dwelling
units and similarity of tenants in terms of age and race (blacks,
whites and Puerto Ricans). As in previous studies, proximity was a
potent factor in naming first-choice friends, with 88% of the respon-
aents naming people within their building, and approximately half
choosing people on their floor. In terms of similarity, residents
chose people of their own race for first-choice friends 76% of the

time. Where cross-racial choices were made they generally involved a
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neighbor residing on the same floor. First-chosen friends were also
significantly more likely to be in the same age category. 01d people
were no more likely to choose status similars as friends than were
their young counterparts.
When age and race were combined into an index of similarity,
. . the inverse relationship between similarity and resi-
dential propinquity was even more pronounced. .
Friendships between people of different ages and races existed
almost exclusively among those who lived very close to one
another (Nahemow and Lawton, 1975, p. 210).

The studies reported by Lawton and Simon (1968), Nash et al.
(1968) and Nahemow and Lawton (1975) were essentially concerned with
status similarity in friendship choices, rather than the issue of the
relative impact of homogeneity or heterogeneity of tenant populations
on friendship formation. This latter issue was addressed in a large-
scale national survey of 1,682 elderly residents in 101 public housing
sites (Mahemow, Fulcomer and Lawton, 1976). Since this is the only
study which was identified in an extensive literature review to have
used a research design appropriate for addressing the issue of the
relative merits of homogeneity and heterogeneity of a specific demo-
graphic variable, in this case race, it will be reported in some detail,
although in a necessarily simplified fashion. The study sites included
age-segregated as well as age-integrated buildings and varying degrees
of racial mix. On the basis of the housing managers' reports of the

number of tenants of each race, the sites were classified according to

the following five groups:® (1) 100% white-"segregated white";

5The authors note: ". . . it was felt that the difference between
98 and 100% white or black . . . made a difference in one's perception
of the environment, while the difference between . . . 80 and 82% prob-

ably did not. The categories selected are based upon what appeared to
be meaningful divisions” (pp. 11-12).
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(2) 76%-99% white-"predominantly white"; (3) 25%-75% white-"fully
integrated sites"; (4) 1%-24% white-"predominantly non-white"; and
(5) 0% white-"segregated non-white".

The overwhelming majority of non-whites in the sample were black,
although some Asians and Spanish-speaking respondents were included in
this group.

The investigators were interested in understanding the effects
of race of the tenant and degree of racial integration of the tenant
population on six indices of well-being, including on-site friendship
formation. Almost one-fourth of the white and non-white respondents
lived in buildings that were totally segregated by race. In integrated
buildings non-whites were most frequently a minority (i.e., comprising
from 1 to 24% of the population), whereas whites tended to be a racial
majority. Approximately 54% of the white respondents lived in build-
ings in which a minimum of three-fourths of the tenant population was
white. The race of the tenant was found to be associated with a number
of environmental variables which may influence indices of well-being,
including on-site friendship formation. For example, non-whites were
significantly more 1ikely to live in: urban centers; larger cities;
areas with higher activity levels; high-rise buildings; neighborhoods
where crime was considered to be more problematic; and buildings which
were age-integrated. Factors such as age-integration and fear of crime
could be potential barriers to on-site friendship formation for the
non-white respondents, and therefore multivariate statistical proced-
ures were used to control for these variables. In this study, the
indicator of friendship formation was the total number of people living

in the housing site whom the respondent considered "very good friends,"
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plus the number of "friends" with whom the respondent visited in
either's home during the week prior to the interview.

Using hierarchical multiple regression and orthogonal contrasts
in order to control for the effects of a variety of personal factors
(e.g., age, sex, marital status, welfare benefits, length of residence
and functional health) and environmental factors (e.g., building type;
size of project; age-integration; safety; community size) the
researchers found that both whites and non-whites were significantly
more likely to establish on-site friendships in racially segregated
buildings than in buildings which contained any degree of racial inte-
gration. In racially integrated buildings, the proportion of like-race
tenants similarly was related to on-site friendships, although it is
important to note that whites and non-whites were affected differently.

[Non-whites] . . . were more disadvantaged than whites when
placed in buildings in which the overwhelming majority of
other tenants were of another race . . . [Iln fully inte-
grated environments (the only ones that were literally the
same for [non-whites] and whites), both groups had made

almost exactly the same number of friends (Nahemow et al.,
1976, p. 26).

It must be stressed that the statistical procedures used in this study
provide an extremely stringent test of the relationship between race
of the tenant and racial composition of the building in regard to
friendship formation. Thus, racial homogeneity was found to be highly
conducive to developing "friendships” with others in the building.
This finding is especially significant because it was obtained after
controlling for the potential effects of a number of other variables
that have been shown in previous research to influence friendship
patterns. .

In summary, the literature indicates that propinquity and the
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degree to which residential settings are populated by others of similar
status are important factors influencing local social ties among
elderly urban dwellers. While the existing research has made important
contributions to our understanding of social relationships among this

group, there are several critical questions which remain unanswered.

Major Gaps in Knowledge

Investigations of the impact of social context have used survey
methods which focused on the frequency of contact with neighbors, but
provided 1ittle or no information about the quality of the relation-
ships or the meaning of the contacts to the respondents. These studies
have been primarily concerned with the concepts of "friendship forma-
tion” and “social isolation,”" but the meaning of these concepts is
ambiguous. Some investigators simply asked about the number of
"friends" or "best friends" without any attempt to define these terms
and the authors have acknowledged that such labels have most certainly
meant different things to different respondents (Rosow, 1967; Nahemow
and Lawton, 1975). For example, Rosow (1967) asked, "About how many
good friends would you say you have now?" Responses ranged from none
to "fifty or a hundred." He has suggested that such variability in
responses may reflect social class differences, with middle class
people responding in terms of close friends and working class in terms
of acquaintances. Other investigators have presented operational
definitions of friend or close friend without determining if such
definitions are congruent with an individual's own conception of
friendship. 1In Blau's study (1961) if respondents said that they had

one or more "close friends" with whom they "occasionally talked over
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confidential matters;" saw this person or persons at least once a month;
and/or answered affirmatively to the question: "Would you say that you
go around with a certain bunch of friends who visit back and forth in
each others' houses?" they were classified as having "high friendship
participation" (Blau, 1961, p. 430). Rosenberg asked respondents which
of their "friends or neighbors" they had "visited with or talked to"
during the previous week. Those who reported no contact were classi-
fied as isolates.

A critical look at the studies that have examined the social
relationships of older people 1iving in age-concentrated and age-
segregated public housing are of particular relevance to this study.

As previously indicated, a significant problem centers around the
meaning of "friendship." It is important to review the questions which
were asked of respondents in some previous studies in order to under-
stand more fully the basis for the conceptual and methodologicai
approach that was used in the present research. In one study which
focused on the influence of proximity of dwelling units, and status
similarity (in terms of age, race, and sex) on friendship formation
people were simply asked, "I'm going to ask you some questions about
your best friends in the project. I'd like to know whether they live
in this building or not, how often you get together, and where you
meet" (Nahemow and Lawton, 1975, p. 208). The authors acknowledge
that "best friend" may have had different meanings among respondents,
but do not seem to regard this as a significant problem. They assume
that frequency of contact is a correlate of intimacy, and note that
people reported seeing their "friends" several times a week. Taking

fréquency of contact as a criterion of intimacy they report ". . . there
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is no indication that similar persons were more intimate friends than
dissimilar persons" (Nahemow and Lawton, 1975, p. 211). Such a conclu-
sion is unexpected, in the 1ight of sociological studies that have
rather consistently shown that primary group associations are generally
confined to status similars (Gordon, 1964; Rosow, 1967). Unfortunately
no information is provided about the type of activities that "best
friends" engaged in; respondents’' subjective assessments of the quality
of their relatipnships with neighbors; or sociometric choices among
subcultural groups within each race. The absence of such information
makes it difficult to evaluate the quality of social contacts. Since
in some studies people were simply asked to name their three "best
friends" in the building, it is possible that some respondents mentioned
proximal neighbors because of the social desirability of naming someone;
or that contacts were limited to superficial exchanges that had little
affective meaning for the participants. It should be remembered that
friendship is the label imposed by the investigators, not by the older
people whose social relationships were are trying to understand. More
rigorous a priori definitions of friendship, and/or techniques whereby
respondents are asked to define their relationships with neighbors
would provide a more informative picture of the quality and meaning of
social relationships among residents in age-segregated housing.

There are two major studies that have provided rich descriptions
of the quality of social relationships in age-segregated public housing
--Carp's (1966) study of Victoria Plaza, and Hochschild's (1973)
three-year participant observation study of Merrill Court, a 40 unit
building in the San Francisco Bay area. Both studies document the

advantages of age-segregated housing in terms of several indices of
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well-being, and report high degrees of satisfying social relationships,
and a strong sense of community among neighbors. It should be noted,
however, that the tenant populations in both studies were quite homo-
geneous in terms of demographic characteristics. In Victoria Plaza
92% of the residents were U.S.-born; 80% were Protestant, and all were
white. Similarly, there was a high degree of homogeneity in terms of
background characteristics among the 43 residents of Merrill Court.
A1l were white, 90% were Protestant (mainly Fundamentalists), and the
remainder were Catholic; most had migrated to California in the 194Q's
from the Midwest and South; the vast majority (35) were widows; and
all were "poor."” Hochschild attributed much of the cohesiveness of
the community to these common background characteristics. Nevertheless,
even in settings which may be considered by conventional criteria as
being extremely homogeneous, well-differentiated substructures do
exist. In some cases they may become salient in times of strife.
Hochschild (1973) observed:

In the eyes of the outside world, all at Merrill Court were

social equals, but within the community there was an elite,

a counter-elite, and the masses. What were coexisting friend-

ship networks in time of peace became rivaling juntas when

an issue arose. Although there were many separate friendship

duos and trios, nearly all of them sided with either the elite

or the counter-elite. It was perhaps no accident that the

two groups were divided by region, the first including people

from Virginia, Oklahoma and Tennessee, the second, from Wis-

consin and Montana. The two cliques also worshipped at

different Baptist churches (p. 55).
Interestingly, the division of subgroups in terms of geographic area of
origin and religious affiliation closely resembles the tendency of
ethnic groups to band together on the basis of national origin and
religion. tYould the high degree of positive social relationships

described by Carp and Hochschild develop in buildings where populations
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are relatively heterogeneous, particulary in terms of race, national
origin and religion?

Obviously, in any age-segregated residential setting people will
use as a basis for defining status similarity those characteristics
which are available to them, and the researcher must see what options
the individual has for identifying a basis of commonality. For example,
in urban public housing sites containing populations which are hetero-
geneous in terms of race, national origin and religion, ethnicity may
emerge as a salient variable for status similarity. Among migrants to
retirement housing in the sun belt, where the overwhelming majority of
community residents are homogeneous in terms of race, religion,
national origin and economic status--geographic area of origin, occu-
pation and marital status may serve as a basis for defining status
similarity. In the process of "sizing up" or classifying one's
neighbors the individual may proceeed from relying on relatively con-
spicuous to more subtle characteristics. For example, if one can only
speak a foreign language, obviously common language will be a major
factor in establishing social contacts requiring mutual verbal commun-
jcation. However, if the person is able to identify a number of people
with whom he can communicate, more intensive relationships may develop
according to other shared characteristics such as sex, marital status,

education, occupation, interests and values.

Conceptual Framework

There is evidence from a number of empirical studies to support
the notion that a high residential concentration of status similars is

likely to be associated with higher levels of social contact, and that
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more intimate relationships such as friendships and confidant bonds are
more likely to be formed among status similars. The literature docu-
menting this phenomenon is largely descriptive in nature, offering
1imited discussion of the psychosocial mechanisms that may provide a
theoretical explanatory framework.

Assumptions underlying the research. In an effort to contribute

to the theoretical understanding of the significance of status similar-
ity or social homogeneity the present study was guided by the following
assumptions. A move to new age-segregated public housing represents a
critical transition period for tenants. Upon entering such settings,
residents face an amorphous social situation. They will attempt to
seek structure by classifying their neighbors according to those status
characteristics that are most meaningful to them. Based on the findings
of numerous studies, a fundamental assumption was that tenants would

be more 1ikely to form primary associations with people whom they per-
ceive as being like themselves. The significance of seeking out
individuals with similar backgrounds lies in the presumption that
membership in a given group will be associated with common 1ife exper-
iences, and that it is this sense of commonality that provides the
foundation upon which people may build viable primary group associa-
tions (Nahemow and Lawton, 1975). The availability of a potential pool
of status similars would permit individuals to maintain some sense of
continuity in primary social relationships--if not actually with long-
time friends, then perhaps with substitutes who are similar to them.
Further, similarity in background may imply a set of built-in norms
which may provide some prescriptions for behavior. When people per-

ceive others as coming from similar backgrounds they are apt to feel
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that many subtle social customs and ways of interacting will be mutually
understood (Marris, 1975; Nahemow and Lawton, 1975), and that the
behavior of the other person will be more predictable. The tendency

to seek out status similars may thus relate to feelings of control, in
that one may anticipate that the behavior of status similars will be
more predictable than that of people from different sociocultural
backgrounds (Marris, 1975; Winkel, 1976, Personal Communication). In
the formation of secondary group associations, status similarity may

be less important, since formal roles will help to define patterns of
behavior.

The theoretical positions presented by Peter Marris in Loss and

Change (1975), and Irving Rosow in Socialization to 01d Age (1974) are
most germane to the assumptions that guided this research. (Selected
pertinent concepts in each of these works will be briefly delineated.)

In developing his theoretical position Marris has drawn from
research on such diverse topics as reactions to widowhood, slum clear-
ance in cases where the life styles of the rehoused individuals were
markedly disrupted, students entering English universities, and African
villagers migrating to urban areas. In each of these crucial transi-
tions there was either a disruption or irrevocable loss of "familiar"
relationships.

Marris contends that the changes experienced during these
transitions were accompanied by anxiety, and that ". . . the anxieties
of change centered upon the struggle to defend or recover a meaningful
pattern of relationships" (Marris, 1975, p. 1). Typically, people
reacted with ambivalence to change which involved a loss. They were

torn between the need to adapt to the change and the "impulse" to
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restore the past. The anxiety and ambivalence were found whether the
change was one which left the individual bereft (as in widowhood) or
whether it was desired (as in entrance to the university). Under con-
ditions where the individual must confront behavior patterns to which
they are unaccustomed (as in socially heterogeneous housing) the mean-
ing of behavior is less intelligible; less predictable; and the
individual's sense of control is diminished.

Central to Marris' thesis is the notion that people resist change
that involves a loss of familiar relationships, and that some degree
of continuity is essential if people are to be able to interpret the
meaning of events. The propensity for continuity has adaptive utility
and relates to issues of predictability and control. Marris suggests
that the ability to deal effectively with changing environments rests
upon the ability to conserve a fundamental structure of meaning that
has evolved during the life course of the individual. He makes the
assumption ". . . that the impulse to defend the predictability of
life" (p. 3) is "universal" to human behavior. This pattern of behavior
is referred to as the "conservative impulse" (Marris, 1975).

Most relevant to the issues raised in this study are Marris'
findings regarding friendship formation among English university
students. Intimate ties typically developed among those of similar
sociocultural and. regional backgrounds. Group, as well as dyadic
affiliations developed. Marris uses the term "tribalism” to describe
the process whereby a group of people who share common backgrounds
(e.g., common African tribe; social class, religion, occupation, etc.)
attempt to "express a group identity" when they "have lost their bear-

ings in a heterogeneous society . . ." (Marris, 1975, pp. 64-65). He
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suggests “. . . that tribalism will appear where people of different
cultures must treat each other as equals, and cannot get away from each
other--where, that is, the social and spatial distance between them is
narrow” (Marris, 1975, p. 85). |

This observation is particularly important to keep in mind when
attempting to explain why many residents of age-segregated public hous-
ing may form primary social groups on the basis of similarity of
background characteristics. It is not uncommon for an explicit
egalitarian philosophy to exist in such settings (Hochschild, 1973;
Jacobs, 1969). Further, as stated earlier, urban elderly poor are
more dependent upon local residents for social contact. Under condi-
tions where tenant populations are heterogeneous, and poor health or
poverty limits opportunities to continue former soctal ties, one may
expect some individuals to seek close ties with others of the same
backgrounds, either in an attempt to reinforce a sense of continuity
of self-identity, and/or to continue life-long patterns of social
relationships.

However, not all tenants appear to seek close associations with
status similars. During the pilot work for this study some dyadic
relationships were observed between persons of different sociocultural
backgrounds. The investigator tentatively proposed that those
individuals who had a formal role within the community--that is, within
the tenants association and/or the on-site senior center--were more
1ikely to form associations with others of different backgrounds.
Obviously, before close relationships can develop, contact must be
initiated. Formal roles may facilitate the initiation of social con-

tact among reighbors, since prescriptions for behavior are inherent in
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the roles. This may serve as a basis for establishing more intensive
relationships among tenants who do not share similar demographic
characteristics. The investigator speculated that status similarity
in terms of sociocultural characteristics might be a more potent
factor in initiating social contacts among those residents who had no
formal roles; and conversely, those people with formal roles might be
less dependent on common sociocultural backgrounds as a basis for
establishing social relationships.

Rosow's (1974) theoretical discussion of adult socialization
offers a useful conceptual framework for elucidating the meaning of
status similarity and formal roles as facilitating factors in the
social integration of older people. Rosow regards entry into old age
as a critical transition to a new life cycle status, and in some
respects many of his notions supplement those of Marris. Before
briefly outlining his position it is essential to stress Rosow's
caveat that he is presenting a theoretical analysis of the process of
socialization for "old people as a whole" (1974, p. xiii). He acknow-
ledges the diversity among those whom we regard as "old" but in

Socialization to 0ld Age his focus is "the forest, not the trees."

A basic problem for old people is the experience of a series of
role losses (e.g., roles of spouse, parent, worker, etc.) which is
generally cumulative and irreversible (Rosow, 1974). Since roles
establish expectations for behavior, the progressive attrition of
formal roles is accompanied by pervasive normlessness during the last
stage of the life cycle. Rosow repeatedly makes the point that society
provides many g:g;criptions, but few g:g§criptions for the behavior of

older people. Clark and Anderson (1967) have made a similar qbservation
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and have stated: "The roots of many problems of the elderly in our
culture 1ie in the normlessness of this newly extended 1ife epoch of
relatively healthy old age" (p. 10).

To summarize the major points in Rosow's analysis: aging in
America involves entry into a devalued position in society, character-
{zed by discontinuity, a loss of roles, and ambiguous norms. These
factors result in low motivation or resistance on the part of the older
person to be open to an on-going process of adult socialization. Most
older people tend to share society's negative stereotypes about the
aged. Despite the fact that close friends are generally age peers,
older people may fail to identify themselves as old, and may self-
consciously resist age-peers as a viable reference group.

The basic themes of his theory are that in contrast to earlier
age-graded status changes, American society fails to provide strong
social norms for the aged, and that institutionalized mechanisms which
might facilitate socialization to this new status are minimal. For
example, in contrast to earlier life-cycle transitions, in old age
there are: role discontinuities rather than role continuities; social
losses, rather than social gains; and few if any rites of passage.

Some other mechanisms which facilitate transition to a new status such
as: 1isolation from conflicting group norms; provisions of new, clearly
defined roles and peer group affi]itations; and clear criteria for con-
formity are not usually available to the aged in American society.

Some of the theoretical issues which Rosow raises are directly
relevant to the present study. He suggests that a residential concen-
tration of age peers--i.e., age-segregated housing--would facilitate

an on-going process of successful adult socialization and/or the
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resocialization of alienated older people, thus contributing to enhanced
self-images, morale and well-being. Residential age-segregation would
allow for the existence of several mechanisms that are commonly
regarded as essential conditions for socialization or resocialization.
Physical insulation from younger people is one critical condition.
Under this condition behavior norms and values would develop which
would conform, rather then conflict with the older's person's capabil-
ities. Thus, age homogeneity would serve as a buffer against the
noxious effects of agism. Further, it would facilitate the acquisition
of new roles because residents would not be competing in terms of
standards which they could not meet.

There is empirical research to support this argument (Hochschild,
1973; Jacobs, 1969; Messer, 1967). But there is also evidence that
within such settings conflicting values and norms may exist (Hochschild,
1973; Jacobs, 1969).

Thus age homogeneity may be a necessary, but not sufficient
situation in providing a milieu in which satisfying social relation-
ships may develop. Recognizing this, Rosow proposes two further condi-
tions that would contribute to viable cohesive social relationships.
(1) Social homogeneity "on factors other than age, notably social
class, race, ethnicity, and marital status" (Rosow, 1974, p. 160), and
(2) a "arge" concentration of individuals who are socially homogeneous
in terms of a number of personal characteristics (Rosow, 1974). From
Rosow's analysis one may infer that individual tenants who have few
status similars may be socially isolated or feel alienated from their

neighbors. This notion was examined in the present study.
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CHAPTER III
THE BACKGROUND OF THE PRESENT STUDY

The present research developed out of the investigator's
experiences in an exploratory study of older people who were in the
process of moving into a new age-segregated public housing site in a
large metropolitan area (Lewin, Unseld, and Olsen, 1977; Lewin, 1978).
That research involved a comprehensive analysis of the meaning of
housing in the Tives of a group of low-income urban elderly. The
principal method consisted of case studies of 15 households based on a
series of eight in-depth interviews over approximately an 18 month per-
iod. The impact of the housing milieu on various dimensions of life
style and well-being, both prior to and following the move, was examined.
Specific factors in the socio-physical residential environment that
facilitated or inhibited participants' efforts to pursue desired
activities and those that contributed to or threatened their well-being
were identified. A general theme that emerged from that study was that
participants' perceptions and evaluations of their socio-physical
environments were inextricably related to their life-long histories.
The data provide cogent evidence that it is essential to consider the
subjective meanings of places, events and relationships if one is to
gain a meaningful understanding of the impact of housing on the lives
of low-income urban elderly.

The need for a comprehensive and systematic examination of social
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relationships within the building also emerged from that study.
Although information was gathered about social networks, it was not the
major focus of the research.

The investigator's participation in that research afforded the
opportunity to become very familiar with the study site and to gather
information that was of 1mmeasura61e value in developing the focus of
the present study of social relationships among tenants. In effect,
the background work began in June, 1974, and continued until October,
1977. It included the following procedures:

- Background meetings were held with various levels of

housing authority personnel while the site was under
construction (June, 1974 - January, 1975).

- A series of meetings were held with the staff of the
on-site senior center. Prior to occupancy, background
information about the prospective tenants, such as their
pre-move housing conditions and social characteristics
were obtained. After the building was occupied, monthly
meetings were held with these staff members until August,
1976. Additional meetings at less regular intervals con-
tinued until September, 1978. These sessions also served
as a basis for establishing a working relationship between
the researcher and the staff, that led to acceptance of
the study and the investigator. There were may times that
the assistance of these staff members proved invaluable in
gaining the cooperation of respondents during various
aspects of the research. Further, rapport with and trust

in the investigator developed gradually during this time.



As a consequence staff began to share information which
later proved to be invaluable in understanding the types
of social relationships that were developing in the
building.

Periodic meetings were held with the housing authority
site manager, and these too provided insights into the
types of social relationships that were developing within
the building. It is important to note that these reports
were consistent with those provided by the senior center
staff.

Meetings of the Tenants Association were attended. De-
tailed notes were taken of the proceedings.

A single questionnaire, that included demographic
characteristics, household composition, health status,
presence of relatives and friends within the neighborhood,
and general satisfaction with the dwelling, building, and
neighborhood was administered by a personal interview, to

50 tenants. This survey was conducted from November, 1975

through early January, 1976. The major purpose of the sur-

vey was to obtain an estimate of the degree of variability

of background characteristics within the tenant population.

The opportunity to become personally acquainted with
individual tenants was an added benefit.

After each visit to the study site notes were made of
information relevant to the issue of social relationships
within the building. Sources for these 1og notes included

unscheduled informal chats with tenants in public spaces,

44
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casual encounters with staff, and unobtrusive observations
of behaviors.

- In delineating the issues to be examined in this investi-
gation I drew primarily on information obtained during
the pilot work at the study site. However, in formulating
the research design, the feasibility of using other set-
tings as comparison sites was also explored. Contact was
made with housing managers and tenants in other age-
segregated and age-concentrated housing in an effort to
determine if some of the observations regarding the nature
of social networks among tenants were unique to this study
site or whether similar tenant attitudes and patterns of
social contact could be identified in other settimgs.
Focused interviews concerned with tenant composition and
patterns of social relationships among tenants were con-
ducted with staff and residents in three age-segregated
residential settings and two housing complexes that were
age-integrated but contained a high proportion of older
people.

- An interview schedule was developed and pilot interviews,
with on-going revisions, were conducted with 14 older

people living in various settings.

Major Findings from the Pilot Work

While age-segregation in public housing may represent one degree
of homogeneity, clearly residents perceive many differences among them-

selves in terms of background characteristics.
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Respondents were clearly aware of the heterogeneous composition
of the tenant population, particularly in terms of the diversity of
ethnic backgrounds. Ethnicity refers not only to race, but to various
subgroup status such as national origin and religion within racial
groups. Differences in ethnic backgrounds emerged spontaneously as a
salient issue for many case study participants, and those tenants who
participated in the brief questionnaire survey. Focused interviews
with staff, and pilot interviews with tenants in other housing sites,
also indicated that ethnicity was a major factor in on-going social
networks. Although the number of those interviews was limited, this
finding lends support to the researcher’'s position that the role of
ethnicity in social relationships is not unique to this specific site.
Rather, in buildings that contain multi-ethnic populations, it is
1ikely to be one of the significant characteristics in defining social
heterogeneity. The role of ethnicity in social relationships was never
introduced by the interviewers. Commonality of ethnic background
appeared to be a major factor in the formation of social dyads and
groups during the early stages of occupancy. Another indicator of the
saliency of ethnicity was the observation that when residents referred
to specific neighbors they frequently mentioned the person's national-
ity. They spoke of the "Czech man next door," the "Irish lady," or the
"Puerto Rican couple down the hall." Names were rarely given and usual-
1y not known. It should be stressed, however, that these observations
were made during the first 16 months of occupancy. One goal of the
present study was to explore whether ethnicity continued to be an impor-
tant factor in social re]afionships among tenants.

Variations in health status also figured prominently in tenants'
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perceptions of their neighbors, although no consistent tendency for
similarity of health status to play a role in more intensive relation-
ships was observed. Among case study participants and those tenants
who took part in the questionnaire survey, friendship dyads were
reported between tenants with no physical impairment and tenants with
mild impairments, as well as those in which one member of the dyad was
physically vigorous and the other had markedly limited functional
health. In the latter cases, relationships were apparently first
established because of the status dissimilarity in regard to functional
health. A few dyads were observed where a more physically competent
tenant provided assistance such as shopping to a less competent neigh-
bor. Friendships gradually developed from what was initially a helping
relationship.

Perceived differences in "social class" (specifically educational
achievement and past and present economic status) while less frequently
mentioned, were also apparently important to residents' feelings of
status dissimilarity. A few case study participants indicated that
they felt "more comfortable" with and enjoyed more the company of those
tenants with whom they shared similar socioeconomic backgrounds.

Based on a review of the respondents' spontaneous comments about
the relationships that they had formed during the first year and a half
in the building, similarities in terms of sex and marital status were
apparently not salient factors, although previous research with much
larger samples has shown that these characteristics are important in
friendship formation (Blau, 1961; Rosow, 1967).

Obviously, one cannot make meaningful statements about the

significance of status similarity in terms of specific variables from



48

the pilot work, given the small number of participants in the intensive
case study analysis and the nature of the data generated from case
studies and the questionnaire survey, since the content of the interview
schedules for both groups of respondents never addressed this issue.
It is simply noted that these informal observations, in conjunction
with the results reported by other investigators, indicated that status
similarity in terms of a variety of personal characteristics is a
critical concept to explore in any systematic investigation of patterns
of social relationships among tenants in age-segregated public housing.
In addition to status similarity, other factors were identified
as potential contributors to patterns of social relationships among the
tenants. Some residents had established viable relationships involving
mutual assistance and companionship with tenants of different socio-
cultural backgrounds. The performance of a formal role within an
on-site organization, having experienced a crisis such as the death of
a household member, or an illness or accident that required hospitali-
zation or a period of disability, seem to have provided an occasion for
tenants to initiate contact with individuals from different sociocultur-
al backgrounds. Just as perceived status similarity may be associated
with at least the expectation that there are shared behavioral norms,
these events may be associated with a set of shared norms for behavior
that may transcend sociocultural factors. If one is a member of the
tenant patrol or the "party committee," there are clearly defined pre-
scriptions for interacting with other tenants. If a neighbor is i1l
there may be the shared value that one should provide assistance. When
a neighbor loses a spouse, one may be expected to pay a condolence call.

These situations appear to provide an opportunity to establish working
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and helping relationships. It is possible that once such behaviors are
initiated, the individuals may in time develop primary associations.
Some of these notions were tested in the present study.

The pilot work clearly showed that a variety of qualitatively

different types of social contacts exist among tenants in age-segregated

settings. Intuitively this "finding" may appear obvious. However, this
has not been documented in previous research. For example, studies that
have only inquired about on-site "friendships" have failed to generate
data that reflect other levels of social relationships that are meaning-
ful to tenants and professionals (Howell, 1975). It is imperative to
provide a detailed description of these various levels of personal
associations. This data base is essential to any attempt to arrive at

a meaningful understanding of social relationships in such settings,

and specifically to the goals of this study. Preliminary work indicated
that interactions ranged from superficial contacts that had little
meaning for residents to intimate friendship and confidant bonds. How-
ever, there was no information about the relative distribution of these
relationships.

Qualitatively different types of social contacts were considered
from two perspectives: (1) the tenant's subjective feeling of closeness
to another tenant; and (2) a variety of behavioral domains that reflect-
ed the kinds of activities that tenants engaged in with other residents
in the building. It was considered essential to develop some approach
that would combine these two perspectives. Throughout the extended
period of pilot work an inventory of neighboring behaviors was compiled.
Analysis of case study reports and review of my log notes indicated

that it was imperative for the researcher to approach a complex topic
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such as social relationships in a way that would incorporate the
subjective meanings of these behaviors to the tenants. The older
person's perceptions of the meaning of various behaviors would provide
a useful supplement to behavioral data. Without such information the
researcher who relies only on reported or observed behaviors may arrive
at interpretations that do not accurately reflect the experiential
aspects of given activities (Hochschild, 1973, 1975; Lewin, 1978).

For example, one highly visible behavior among tenants was sitting
and talking on the benches in front of the building. This behavior had
different meanings to different people, as the following two dyads
illustrate. John 0'Connor and Tim Carey had developed a close friend-
ship after moving into the building. In good weather they couid be
seen reqularly sitting on the benches in animated conversation, or
sometimes simply enjoying a shared silence. Interviews with both men
had revealed that each regarded the other as "my best friend," "my
best pal." Similarly, Esther Miller and Sylvia Meyer were repeatedly
observed sitting together, engaged in lively discussions. They often
sat side by side for hours, and neither woman was ever seen sitting with
anyone else on the benches. One day, as Mrs. Meyer was sitting alone,
I joined her for an informal chat. She revealed that she and Mrs.
Miller were "just acquaintances." Like herself, Mrs. Miller was "all
alone," but unlike herself, Mrs. Miller "can't seem to manage the way
I can. She's not well, you know. She's always talking about what this
doctor said, and what that doctor said. . . . She needs somebody to
talk to, and I try to help her, but," she confided, "it gets kinda
depressing for me hearin' all this.”

The case study analysis (Lewin, 1978) was replete with examples
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that what appeared to be identical behaviors often had markedly
different meanings to participants.

Preliminary information also suggested that it would be important
td consider social relationships among neighbors within the context of
the individual's broader social network, which may involve: kinship
bonds; friendships with people who do not 1ive in one's building; mem-
bership in formal organizations; recreational activities; and for a
minority, employment status. For example, some tenants had extensive
kinship networks that were most salient to them, and to which they
devoted considerable time and had a strong emotional commitment. Others
had highly valued on-going friendship networks outside of the housing,
or participated in formal organizations such as church groups and
national social organizations. Such individuals may therefore not be
interested in or have time to develop on-site social relationships.
Finally, a small proportion of the tenants were employed full or part-
time, and appeared to be less dependent on local residents for friends.
The point is that low levels of on-site social contacts may or may not
indicate social isolation. Two participant observation studies came to
different conclusions regarding the relationship between levels of
on-site involvement and levels of participation in off-site social
networks. Jacobs (1969) reported that those residents of a small age-
segregated public housing complex who had extensive involvement in
outside community activities engaged in less on-site visits with
neighbors and participated less in the on-site formal organizations.
Hochschild (1973) observed that those residents who had more extensive
extra-building friendships also had more extensive friendship networks

within their building. It was anticipated that a detailed knowledge of
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extra-building social contacts would add to an understanding of the
types of relationships that older people develop with other tenants.

The efforts of professional staff, specifically the on-site senior
center staff and the housing assistant employed by the housing author-
ity, appeared to play a crucial role in the emerging social organization
of this age-segregated setting. These individuals helped to promote an
atmosphere of friendliness and warmth. They provided the initiative
and expertise for the formation of a Tenants Association and a tenant
patrol, and continued support and guidance for these organizations, and
a system of mutual assistance among tenants in case of emergency (Lewin,
1978). While these staff members may be unusually skillful and dedi-
cated, their activities are not unique to this site. In many public
housing projects the formation of tenants associations are encouraged.
Thus, in a comprehensive study of social relationships among tenants it
is important to recognize the impact of these staff efforts and formal
organizations. Formal social structures provide occasions for tenants
to come together for a specific purpose. They also offer the opportun-
ity for tenants to acquire new roles. These mechanisms provide the
basis for secondary associations which, in time, may develop into
primary relationships among residents.

There was support for the finding of other investigators that
proximity of dwelling units had a major impact on contact with other
tenants. Most tenants appeared to know most or all of the people who
lived on their floor. Two factors appear to account for this. (1) There
are only eight units on a floor, and thus tenants are likely to have
more frequent casual encounters with a limited number of residents.

Newman (1973) has posited that in high-rise buildings where nine
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or fewer families share a corridor, tenants are more likely to know
their proximate neighbors, and to have a greater sense of community
than in buildings with more than nine families on a floor. (2) In an
effort to organize a viable mutual assistance network, and encourage
greater social cohesiveness among tenants, housing, and Senior Center
staff focused on the residential floor as a unit. For example, the
initial tenant meetings were organized and conducted by Center staff
members. Tenants were asked to sit at tables according to their
floors, and were encouraged to "get to know your neighbors." Further,
through staff initiative, floor representatives either volunteered or
were drafted. Staff met separately with tenants on each floor. Through
the initiative of the tenants themselves and the intervention of staff,
residence on the same floor appeared to be an important factor in
instrumental activities such as crisis intervention and assistance in
the tasks of daily living. The present study explored systematically
whether such associations developed into more intimate relationships.
The presence of community spaces such as outdoor seating and the
senior center do provide a setting for casual contacts among tenants,
participation in structured activities, and informal conversations.
They are a major arena for socializing and for the exchange of informa-
tion and misinformation. These community spaces also provide an
opportunity for some tenants who do not wish to become involved in
conversation or group activities to spectate. For some people, the
latter behavior constitutes one meaningful form of social contact
(Lawton, 1975). This investigation examined the reported use of these
community spaces and the types of social contacts that occurred in

these settings.
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In summary, participation in an in-depth exploratory study (Lewin,
1978) and an extended period of pilot work revealed the complexity of
the issue of social relationships in age-segregated residential settings.
While status similarity and proximity of dwelling units may be critical
independent variables, there are other parameters that may help to
explain patterns of social relationships among residents. It is also
evident that a study of tenant relationships should attempt to refine
dependent variables such as the specific behaviors that tenants engage

in, and the perceived level of intimacy associated with these relation-

ships.
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CHAPTER IV
GOALS AND HYPQTHESES

Social relationships among tenants in age-segregated residential
settings is a complex topic area requiring a research approach that is
conceptually and methodologically more comprehensive and rigorous than

that which has been employed in previous investigations.

Major Goals

Through the systematic and inclusive study of an age-segregated
public housing site the goals of this research were to:

1. describe the range and distribution of qualitatively

different types of social relationships that emerged among

tenants;

2. develop one or more techniques to describe incremental

levels of intimacy of social relationships;

3. examine the relationship between reported levels of

intimacy and status similarity with respect to a variety

of personal and social characteristics: specifically,

race, religion, nationality, sex, marital status and

socioeconomic status;

4. examine the relationship between levels of intimacy and

factors other than status similarity that may influence

types of social relationships among tenants. These factors
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include proximity of dwelling units, the performance of
formal roles within on-site organizations, and the level of

extra-building social contacts.

Hypotheses
The following hypotheses related to status similarity and levels

of intimacy of social relationships were tested.
Hypothesis 1. Reported levels of intimacy, defined as whether
respondents identify tenants named on sociometric items as
good friends, people they are friendly with, or acquaintances,
will be associated with status similarity in terms of specific
characteristics of race, religion, nationality, sex, marital
status, and index of social position. Same status nominations
will be associated with more intimate relationships, while
cross status nominations will be associated with less intimate
relationships.
Hypothesis 2. The proportion of status similars in the build-
ing will be significantly related to the total number of on-site
social contacts reported and to the number of more intimate
relationships that individuals develop with other tenants.
That is, tenants with relatively greater numbers of status
similars will report: (a) significantly more tenants with whom
they had contact, and (b) significantly more social relation-
ships of a more intimate nature, than those tenants who have
relatively few status similars.
While status similarity of personal and social characteristics may

be regarded as a major factor in the development of different types of
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social relationships, it is hy no means the only issue to consider in a
comprehensive study. Previous research clearly indicates that proximity
of dwelling units is a potent factor in friendship formation. Older
people are more likely to form friendships with others who live on the
same floor, rather than another floor within the same building; and
within the residential floor, friendships are more likely to be reported
among people whose dwelling units are physically closer (Lawton, 1975).
Background work for this research suggested that the performance of
formal roles within an on-site organization may also influence patterns
of social relationships among tenants. In housing for older people,
formal roles may provide a potential mechanism for facilitating social
interaction. Further, it was suggested that the level of extra-
building social contacts--involving friends, relatives, and participa-
tion in off-site formal organizations--would influence the types of
social relationships that develop among tenants. Tenants with higher
levels of extra-building social contacts would, it was anticipated,
become less intimately involved with their neighbors than tenants with
Tower levels of extra-building contacts. Thus, an additional set of
hypotheses was related to these considerations.

Hypothesis 3. Factors such as proximity of dwelling units,

the performance of formal roles within on-site organizations,

and levels of pafticipation in off-site social networks will

be associated with specific types of social relationships

among tenants.

Sub-hypothesis 3-a. The majority of more intimate social

relationships among tenants will involve non-proximate

neighbors, that is, tenants who live on different floors.



Conversely, the majority of contacts among proximate
neighbors will inolve less intimate relationships.

Sub-hypothesis 3-b. Tenants who have performed a formal

role within on-site organizations will report: (a) a sig-
nificantly greater number of total on-site contacts, and
(b) a significantly greater number of social relationships
of a more intimate nature than tenants who have not per-
formed such roles.

Sub-hypothesis 3-c. There will be an inverse relationship

between levels of participation in off-site soctal networks
and the total number of more intimate social relationships
with other tenants.

Hypothesis 4. Tenants who have performed a formal role
within an on-site organization will report significantly
more social relationships, and significantly more relation-
ships of a more intimate nature with residents who are
dissimilar in terms of race, religion, nationality, sex,
marital status, and index of social position, than tenants

who have not performed such roles.
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CHAPTER V

METHOD

The Research Setting

This study was conducted at 125 Belmar Drive, a 150 unit age-
segregated public housing site located in a neighborhood that is
commonly regarded as a most desirable residential area of a large
city.®

This section of the city had, until the early 1950s, been a
stable, working class area. The local population at that time was
almost exclusively white, predominantly Catholic, and was comprised of
high concentrations of immigrants. There were several ethnic enclaves
of, for example, Czechs, Germans, Hungarians and Irish. Community
organization was largely structured around these ethnic groups, with
many churches, storeé. restaurants, social, recreational and service
organizations that catered to a particular nationality. Most of the
neighborhood’'s housing had been built around the turn of the century,
and consisted primarily of old and new law tenements. The area began
to change during the early 1950s, as tenements were razed to make way
for high-rise luxury apartment houses. Thousands of local residents

were evicted from their homes over the following two decades (Lewin,

®None of the names of the places, persons, and organizations men-
tioned are those of the actual site, in order to protect the anonymity
promised to all involved.
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1978).

According to the 1970 Census, almost 17 percent of the neighbor-
hood's residents were 65 and over, compared with 12 percent for the
city as a whole. The need for good quality, affordable housing within
the neighborhood was particularly acute among the older working class
residents. In response to this need, plans for the construction of
125 Belmar Drive began in the 1960s.

The Inlet Terrace Neighborhood Association has a long tradition
of responsive and innovative service to the poor and working class
residents in the area. Working in close cooperation with the local
housing authority, and enlisting the support of other local community
agencies, the Neighborhood Association spearheaded a proposal for a
Federally funded public housing project to be constructed when a Tocal
city-owned building was abandoned. In an effort to ease the severe
housing problems of at least some of the neighborhood's residents, con-
struction of 125 Belmar Drive was begun in early 1973. The building
opened late in February, 1975, and was fully occupied by the summer of
that year (Lewin, 1978).

Many of the conditions that have been recommended in guidelines
for site location of housing for older people are present in this set-
ting (e.g., Howell, 1976). Several supermarkets, fast-food and low and
moderate priced coffee shops and restaurants, drug stores, as well as a
bank and post office are from one to three blocks away. A large teach-
ing hospital cdmp]ex is only two to three blocks from the building.
Virtually every type of store and commercial service that one would
require on a routine basis, as well as parks, houses of worship, and

several community organizations with special programs for older people,
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are located within a 10 block radius. This point is stressed, because
Cantor (1975), using an approach whereby older people rather than the
researcher, provided operational definitions of "neighborhood" found
that inner-city elderly respondents consistently defined 10 blocks as

the maximum radius for neighborhood boundaries.

The Physical Setting

This 20 story building contains 75 efficiency, 55 one-bedroom, and
20 two-bedroom units. Floors three through 20 are identical in their
design, each containing four efficiency, three one-bedroom, and one
two-bedroom apartments (Figure 1). The second floor (Figure 2) contains
six dwelling units, a laundry, and one room, originally intended as a
lounge, but used instead as a nurse's station, where a nurse-practitioner
is available two half-days a week. This room is also used one day a
week by the senior center staff to hold small meetings with tenants.

The ground floor of the apartment house consists of a lobby in which
mailboxes and two elevators are located, but there is no seating avail-
able. There is only one entrance to the apartment building from the
street. Unlike some public housing projects, this site is identified
only by its street address, rather than a project name, which also lends
congruence with the surrounding buildings.

The building has a brick facade, and most tenants who participated
in the intensive case study and the questionnaire survey perceived the
exterior as consistent with the neighborhood's luxury high-rises (Lewin
et al., 1977). Spanning the space in the front of the building there
are 16 wooden benches that comfortably accommodate two people each, al-

though at times of peak use it is not uncommon to see three people
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Plan of Residential Floors
3 to 20 of 125 Belmar Drive
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Figure 2.

Plan of Second Floor
of 125 Belmar Drive
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sharing a bench. Some tenants bring their own beach chairs because,
"sometimes it's so crowded, you can't get a seat." Attractive land-
scaping surrounds the building, and in warm weather trees provide
welcomed shade for most of the benches.

The major portion of the ground floor (Figure 3) is occupied by
the Inlet Terrace Senior Center. There are two entrances to the Cen-
ter; one leading from the street, the other from the apartment house
lobby. The center consists of a reception area; a small staff office;
an activity room that may be divided into two sections; a fully equipped,
commercial-type kitchen; a large room, which serves as a lunchroom, and
may be sub-divided into two sections; and an outdoor patio off the
lunchroom located in the rear of the building. The lunchroom is used
for a variety of center activities, in addition to their popular lunch-
eon program. This area also serves as a place for tenant meetings, as
it is the only space that can accommodate large groups. Space for
housing management staff is also located on the ground floor and has
only one entrance, from the street; there is a small reception area,

and an office for the housing assistant.

Formal On-Site Organizations

As mentioned in Chapter III, there were several on-site organiza-
tions that had an impact on the evolving patterns of social relationships

among tenants.

The Inlet Terrace Senior Center. For several years before the

building opened, the Neighborhood Association had operated an active
Senior Center program on the same block on Belmar Drive. The Center was

well known to numerous local elderly residents, and when it moved into
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its new quarters there were over 1,100 members, including many of the
tenants. Those tenants who were not already Center members were invited
to join, and most did. At the time that data collection began the
Center had approximately 1,700 members, although only a small percentage
visited the Center regularly. According to several informants who are
familiar with senior center programs throughout the city, the Inlet
Terrace Center is highly regarded for its knowledgeable and very
dedicated staff, its outreach program, the richness and variety of the
activities that are offered, and a cadre of volunteers who provide a
variety of services to members. Indeed the center enjoys an outstanding
reputation and is often described as a model of creativity and service.
The in-depth analysis of the case study participants' experiences
during the first 16 months of occupancy revealed that the presence of the
Center, and the efforts of its staff had a profound impact on the
developing social structure within the building. The Center's Associate
Director joined the staff in the summer of 1975. In the fall of that
year she discussed her concern with the social structure within the
building, during one of my regular meetings with her. Her goal was to
help to "build a cohesive community" among residents, which, she noted,
did not exist at that time. She regarded the monthly Tenants Associa-
tion meetings and special educational activities and parties as major
mechanisms for developing a cohesive community. She recognized that not
all tenants wished to participate in group activities, and was sensitive
to the individual needs of the residents. She also expressed the hope
that individual tenants would develop informal patterns of visiting,
and ultimately friendships within the building, While this existed in

some cases already, "it is quite limited now,” she said,
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The case study analyses also indicated that individuals differed

considerably in terms of their participation in Center activities.
Involvement with the center was overwhelmingly important to the
daily routines and self-image of some participants; indeed it
was the hub of their 1ives. To others it offered the opportun-
ity to engage in pleasant, meaningful activities and a feeling
of "being a part of something." Still others were members in
name only. Nevertheless, virtually all case study participants
appreciated having the center within their building (Lewin,
1978, p. 295).

The Center also provided a limited number of tenants with formal
roles. A few were employed part-time by the Center before they moved,
and a few new members became part-time employees or volunteers following
the move.

The Tenants Association. The first formal meeting of the tenants

was held in April, 1975, and was conducted by the Director of the Senior
Center. Additional meetings were held, and under the direction of the
center staff, and with the full cooperation and support of the Housing
Authority, a formal Tenants Association was formed with elected officers,
in August, 1975. Tenants Association meetings were held monthly.

Either the Director or the Associate Director of the Center attended
almost every meeting for the first two and a half years or so, and on
occasion the housing assistant was present. The Housing Authority
provided guest speakers and technical assistance for such matters as the
functions and by-laws of a Tenants Association, and the formation of a
tenant patrol. Over time the Associate Director of the Center became
the primary staff liaison person for the Tenants Association. She was
always most skillful at striking the delicate balance between providing
necessary guidance, support and technical assistance, and encouraging

the tenants to function independently and autonomously.
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The history of the Tenants Association was a mixed success. There
were periods of efficient tenant administration, peaceful cooperation,
and significant accomplishments, as well as periods of revolution,
anarchy, counter revolution, and factional boycotts. In a few cases,
as sometimes happens in civil wars, family member was divided against
family member. One couple even separated briefly following a particular
divisive meeting, according to two reliable informants.

Despite these vicissitudes, the Tenants Association was something
that many residents became passionately involved in at one time or
another. The association was a mechanism for tenants to come together
to work for their common needs, and to become acquainted with one
another. The first President founded a monthly tenants' newsletter that
provided a vehicle for disseminating accurate information. With the
help of the center staff, other tenants continued to publish the news-
letter after the founder resigned. Members of the Association organized
parties to which all residents were invited, even those who did not
attend meetings or chose not to become formal members. By all accounts
these occasions were splendid successes. The tenants began to establish
expectations for appropriate behavior; the early meetings especially,
and the newsletter, served to socialize tenants to these evolving norms.
For example, one tenant regularly scattered bird seed in front of the
building, much to the delight of the neighborhood pigeons and the dis-
pleasure of other tenants. Some residents would admit visitors into the
building without having them identify themselves. Others were sometimes
careless about how they wrapped their garbage, and they soiled the chute
to the compactor. Social control was swift and effective. Without ever

identifying the offending party, such matters were discussed at the
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Tenants Association meetings, items appeared in the newsletter, and
sometimes censuring notices were posted on the bulletin board in the
lobby, or the wall space between the two elevators. The message that
such behaviors would not be tolerated was unequivocal. Sometimes
written notices contained the threat of exposure, by the addendum, "We
know who you are!" The tenants of 125 Belmar Drive were united in their
pride in this beautiful, high quality, modern building and in their
determination to see that it remained well-maintained.

The Tenants Association provided a variety of formal roles for
residents, and opportunities for individuals to achieve visibility.
There were positions for officers, and a variety of committee posts.

The newsletter was another way for tenants to gain visibility. Some
wrote poems, contributed recipes, and submitted special articles of
interest. The first editor-in-chief also ran a column entitled, "The
Wise 01d Owl Says . . .," that featured very brief vignettes of resi-
dents, without giving their names, and readers were invited to "Guess
Whooo?"

The Center's Associate Director often helped to plan agendas and
arranged for guest speakers for some of the educational programs. She
suggested the establishment of various committees. During periods
between administrations, she provided continuity for on-going projects,
and chaired the meetings held to elect new officers. When necessary
she stepped in to mediate disputes. VYet, she said, time and again, that
she would "assist and guide, and when necessary, help to strengthen
leadership,” but, that she would not run the Tenants Association.
"That's your job," she explained quite firmly. And indeed, many tenants

rose to the challenge.
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Center staff provided the impetus for establishing a plan for
mutual assistance among tenants in times of emergency, especially
during evening hours and week-ends. Staff also fostered informal
support systems by encouraging tenants to assist one another in the
tasks of daily living, to "be good neighbors, and lend a hand in times
of need." A group of representatives and alternates from each resi-
dential floor was established, and center staff met monthly with this
group and provided on-going assistance to the floor representatives.
Although a few members of this group has served as officers on one or
another Tenants Association administrations, the floor representatives
were apolitical in the performance of their responsibilities, and this
support system continued to function smoothly.

The tenant patrol. In March, 1976, a tenant patrol was esta-

blished. This group was administratively separate from the Tenants
Association, and was formed with the encouragement and support of the
local Housing Authority. The Housing Authority sent management staff
and tenant representatives from other sites to meet with the tenants
of Belmar Drive, to offer their expertise, and to explain the functions
of a tenant patrol. Several speakers echoed the words of one Housing
Authority representative who said that tenant patrol participation,
“means sitting with your neighbors, chatting, and by your presence,
providing a deterrent." But, he added, "You are not policemen, only
additional eyes and ears.” Patrol members were advised not to "play
hero," should a threatening situation ever arise. Housing Authority
management selected one tenant from among three men who volunteered to
become the supervisor of the patrol, a position that carried a $3.70

an hour salary for approximately ten hours work per week. All other
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patrol members volunteered their time, and all tenants were urged to
participate. The first volunteers were recruited at tenant meetings.

It was the supervisor's responsibility to see that there was always
adequate coverage, and to keep records of the patrol's activities. Some
volunteers were later recruited by the supervisor of the patrol. The
Housing Authority provided a special telephone for the patrol, should
they ever need to contact Housing Authority police, and also provided
volunteers with special "Tenant Patrol" jackets. The patrol hours are
from 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and members sit in the lobby at folding
tables and chairs which are set up each evening. Typically two to

three patrol members sit together at any one time, and the shifts
usually averaged two hours per person. Thus, the patrol, like the
Tenants Association and the group of floor representatives, offered a
number of additional formal roles for tenants to fill, and the structure

to meet and be with other tenants.

Admissions Criteria

Criteria for admission to 125 Belmar Drive were set by the local
Housing Authority, with one qualification. According to an agreement
with the Inlet Terrace Neighborhood Association and the other community
groups that had participated in the planning of the building, the first
group of tenants was to be drawn from applicants who were already
residents of the neighborhood. Tenants were to be 62 years and over,
although a minority of somewhat younger people who were disabled were
eligible for admission, as were disabled children of older couples, if
they were part of the household. Income for efficiency unit occupants

could not exceed $6,800 per annum. Yearly income ceilings for one
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bedroom and two bedroom unit occupants were $8,600 and $10,000,
respectively. Rents ranged from $81,00 for efficiency units to $118.0Q
per month for two bedroom apartments, and included all utilities. How-
ever, under the Brooke Amendment no tenant paid more than 25 percent
of her or his monthly income for rent. All tenants whose rent exceeded
one fourth of their monthly income received rent subsidies. There was

no minimum income requirement (Lewin, 1978).

Eligibility for the Study

A1l tenants who had lived at 125 Belmar Drive for six months or
longer were considered potential respondents. The decision to attempt
a 100 percent sample of the building's population was based on the
following considerations. It would:

(1) permit an accurate description of the building's social
context. That is, the proportion of tenants with the same or similar
background characteristics, in terms of a variety of indicators, could
be determined. This data base was necessary in order to test some of
the hypotheses;

(2) permit a detailed descriptive data base of the types of
social behaviors that take place among neighbors, and the proportion
of tenants who engage in specific types of behaviors;

(3) allow the investigator to examine reciprocity of sociometric
choices. This has generally been ignored in previous studies.

Further, there was evidence that the tenant population would vary
considerably in terms of a number of the major independent variables
such as national origin and the performance of on-site formal roles,

and the dependent variables, such as specific types of social behaviors
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and different levels of perceived intimacy with other residents in the
building. A major goal of the study was to attempt to identify specific
indicators of status similarity, and other variables such as formal
roles within the building, and levels of extra-building social con-
tacts, that were expected to be related to the types of social
relationships that had developed among tenants. Since data analyses
would involve a series of subgroup comparisons among the tenant popu-
lation, the attempt to achieve a 100 percent sample would maximize the
probability of obtaining subsample groups large enough to permit
statistical comparisons. Ubviously a 100 percent response rate was

not expected, but I had obtained an 80 percent response rate when the
questionnaire survey was conducted during the pilot work {Lewin et al.,
1977). It was anticipated that a similar proportion of the tenants

would participate in an interview for this study.

Preparation for Data Collection

Many urban elderly poor may be reluctant to participate in social
science research, as the pilot work clearly demonstrated. They may be
particularly wary of admitting strangers to their homes. Therefore I
attempted to meet informally with as many tenants as possible before
beginning data collection, which was scheduled for early September,
1978. During July and August, I reestablished informal contacts with
tenants whom [ knew, and especially those who had held leadership
positions in the building, since prior experience had indicated that
the latter group could be most helpful in enlisting the cooperation of
their more reticent neighbors. While I had visited Belmar Drive

periodically following conclusion of data collection for the exploratory
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case study, it had been almost two years since I had made frequent
visits there. Some tenants, with whom I was better acquainted, greeted
me with hugs and kisses upon my "return." Others were friendly, but
more reserved, some were apparently indifferent, and a few had no
interest in meeting me. During these informal chats, which typically
involved one to three people at a time, I reviewed the previous work
that my colleagues and 1 had been involved with, said that in September
we would begin the last phase of our work there, and that this time we
were asking all tenants to participate in an interview. But these
informal contacts were, for the most part, socfal visits--a chance to
learn how individuals had fared, and the latest "goings on" in the
building. Log notes were kept on these contacts, and slight modifica-
tions in the interview schedules were made to take into account changes
that had occurred in the building. Virtually all of these contacts
took place in the community spaces--the bench area, the lobby, the senior
center--and sometimes as I met tenants walking down the street.

While it may be desirable for potential respondents to at least be
able to recognize the interviewer as a familiar face, it is certainly
important that the researcher be regarded as a legitimate professional.
I had planned to ask permission to attend a monthly meeting of the
Tenants Association, in order to discuss the study, announce the begin-
ning of data collection, and also, implicitly, to convey the legitimacy
of the research. This courtesy had been accorded in the past, for the
questionnaire survey. However, staff efforts to encourage the autonomy
of the Tenants Association had succeeded beyond their expectations.
During the reign of the last administration in the summer of 1978, the

Tenants Association officers barred Center staff from their meetings.
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Soon after that the Association temporarily collapsed.’ Therefore, the
original plan to introduce the study formally at a Tenants Association
meeting had to be abandoned.

During this same period, I met with the housing assistant and the
Center's director and associate director. These staff members were told
that the focus of this study would be the patterns of social relation-
ships that had developed among the tenants.® The general goals of the
study were explained, although specific hypotheses were not revealed at
that time. I told the staff that I wanted to gain their perceptions
about the types of social relationships that had evolved, and also the
tenant characteristics and situational factors that they thought might
have influenced these relationships. However, after data collection
was completed, which included interviews with tenants and staff, the
hypotheses were presented to staff.

Before initiating data collection these staff members were fully
apprised of the generél goals of the research and precjse1y what would
be asked of the tenants. They were also regarded as valuable partners

in the project since in the past they had been most generous in taking

7Efforts to reestablish a Tenants Association were begun during
the winter months, 1978-1979. Once again, at tenants' request, the
Center staff provided guidance and support to the efforts to form a
new association.

8Tenants, however, were not told that the primary focus of the
study was social relationships, since it was anticipated that residents
would be more likely to participate in a study that was concerned with
their general housing experiences, of which relationships with neigh-
bors was only one aspect. While I had misgivings about this approach,
the decision seemed right at the time. It should be noted that in
earlier phases of the work at Belmar Drive, all of the research goals
were fully shared with potential respondents and those who did partici-
pate were regarded as full partners in the effort to understand the
impact of the housing milieu on their lives.
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time from their demanding schedules to share their ideas and provide
their support to various aspects of our work there. [ requested, and
received, their permission to use their names in the letter of intro-
duction that would be sent to the tenants, and also to mention their
names, if necessary, should tenants want to "check me out"” when I
contacted them personally. Housing and Center staff support for pre-
vious phases of the research was sometimes the decisive factor in
tenants' decisions to participate. A tentative interview schedule was
submitted to these three staff members for their review and comments
and they were offered the opportunity to include items that would
provide information about issues of specific interest to them. They
did, in fact, identify areas they were interested in learning more
about, and I developed specific questions which they later approved,
to be included in the interviews. Late in August, I obtained an up-
dated list of all the tenants in the building, and the approximate
move-in dates of the new tenants.

Data collection was scheduled to begin the first week in
September, 1978. In mid-August, the housing assistant reported that
the painters were due to arrive at the building, and that the apart-
ments would be painted during the next few weeks. Since having one's
apartment painted can be quite disruptive and stressful to tenants,
particularly those who are physically impaired, data collection was
postponed. Informal meetings with staff and tenants continued during
this period. Next, Center staff told me that a research project that
involved interviewing samples of members and non-members of four senior
centers in the city was underway. This project included the participa-

tion of a limited sample of the building's residents, and had created
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some negative reactions among some interviewees. Staff advised me to
"wait a 1ittle longer, until the tenants cooled off" from this exper-
ience. Thus, the first interview did not take place until the first
week in October, 1978.

Data Collection

Method of Contact

Letters of introduction, on University stationery (Appendix A, p.
271) were sent to all tenants who had lived in the building for six
months or more, a single residential floor at a time. Tenants on the
top floor were contacted first, since the painters had begun their work
on the top floor, and these individuals had more time to recover from
their painting. The rationale for proceeding floor by floor was based
on Carp's (1966) experience that the interview process, and sociometric
questions in particular, generated considerable discussion among
tenants, especially among proximate neighbors. [ had hoped to limit
discussion about the content of the interview by concentrating on one
floor at a time, moving swiftly from floor to floor, and also by closing
the interview session with the following request, "When we do inter-
views like this we usually ask people not to discuss what is in the
interview with the other tenants because we'd like to get their thoughts
and opinions, without the person thinking about these things in advance
--just as you have." In retrospect, that goal and approach seem
remarkably nafve. The grapevine among the tenants was swift and far-
reaching, if not always accurate. Sometimes this appeared to have a
favorable effect on response rate. Friends and acquaintances of

respondents who had enoyed the session were eager to be interviewed,
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and several of them requested an appointment, even before they were
approached. In some cases, as will be discussed later in this Chapter,
respondents found some of the questions "too personal," and shared this
feeling with their neighbors. This clearly had an adverse impact on
the response rate.

Three to six days after the letter of introduction was mailed, an
attempt was made to contact potential respondents personally. Those
with published telephone numbers were called, and the researcher visited
the homes of those with no published telephone numbers. At the time of
personal contact all potential respondents received a much more detailed,
standardized introduction to the study, its purpose, and what their
participation would entail (Appendix A, pp. 272-274). Any questions that
respondents raised were answered. Typically, an appointment was made
for those who agreed to an interview, although a few tenants who were
contacted by a personal visit elected to have the interview then and
there. Immediately prior to each interview the purpose of the study, the
procedure, and the general content of the interview were reviewed with
each respondent. Respondents were asked to sign an informed consent
statement (Appendix A, p. 275) and the interviewer signed a statement
guaranteeing confidentiality, anonymity, and agreement to pay the
respondents $5.00 for their participation. Reasons for refusing an
interview were recorded, as well as the person's sex, race (in cases of
a personal visit), and whether the person spoke with a foreign accent.
Other personal characteristics such as age, nationality, occupation,
etc. were also recorded if the person volunteered such information.
Interestingly, several of the non-respondents spontaneously did offer

such details about themselves. A minimum of six call-backs, at different



79

times of day, and different days of the week, were made for those who

were not contacted on the first attempt.

Interviewers

The investigator conducted all but three of the interviews. In
the fall of 1978, an experienced Spanish-speaking interviewer was
trained, and she personalily contacted tenants who spoke only Spanish,
or who had declined an interview stating that their knowledge of English
was not sufficient to participate in the study. That Spanish-speaking
interviewer was unable to obtain a single interview. In the spring of
1979, another Spanish-speaking interviewer, with considerable exper-
ience, was trained and she conducted three interviews with Hispanic
tenants. Two of the interviews conducted by the investigator were
carried out with the assistance of translators. Each of these inter-
viewees spoke only a few words of English; one chose to conduct the
session in Russian, the other in Slavic.

Tenants' propensity to be aware of one another's ethnic membership
raised some concern as to whether respondents of different racial,
national and religious groups would be comfortable with a younger, white,
Jewish interviewer. [ was particularly concerned as to whether black
respondents would freely share their feelings about living in a building
where the majority of tenants was white. There was equal concern that
the assignment of a black interviewer to black tenants might foster an
undesired emphasis on racial differences in the minds of black and non-
black tenants alike. The response rate, as will be reported shortly,
was most favorable among black tenants. Further, a review of the com-

ments made by black respondents indicates that they were candid about
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racial issues, and that the use of a white interviewer did not present

a major problem. Mr, Lee is a case in point. Throughout the interview
he spoke about his life-long experiences with racial prejudice. Yet he,
as did the others, made clear distinctions betﬁeen an individual and his
or her race. He spoke with some bitterness about some recent encounters
with "bigots," and he lavished praise on two staff members who had no
prejudice and were "indoctrinated right." Of the interviewer and the
interview, he said:

. . . I don't know nothin' about you--only what I met. And by
what I gather as we go along. But somehow or another the first
time you interviewed me I had a lotta faith in you. See, a lotta
pedple be sayin' one thing and they tryin' ta find out another,
you know what I mean? 1 don't believe that about you. . . . I
think I know who to trust. . . . And it's [the interview] been a
great pleasure and a great experience. . . . For the professional
that's interviewin' me--to see through what I'm talking about.

. . . Bein' accepted. . . . This is entertainment. Great enter-
tainment. . . . You see this is a great day. I'd give $5.00 to
have this much company with the right people--or person. . . .

Participation in the Study

A1l tenants who had lived in the building six months or longer
were regarded as potential respondents. The day that data collection
began there were 190 eligible tenants in residence. Completed inter-
views were obtained for 91 people. An additional 80 were personally
contacted: 70 of these refused to be interviewed; ten of these said
that they would like to participate, but at a later date.® Those who
asked to defer an interview were contacted more than once, and in some

cases as many as six times. Il1lness was the most frequently mentioned

°0f the ten people who asked to defer an interview, four had
protracted serious illnesses, one person's spouse had a serious pro-
tracted illness, three reported that they were "too busy," one had
recently lost a spouse, and one offered no reason,
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reason for refusing or deferring an interview, cited by 25 percent; 15
percent gave no reason; and almost 14 percent stated that they were

"not interested." It should be noted that 7.5 percent of those who
refused indicated that they were opposed to the study, typically because
there were "too many personal questions." While it was stressed that
interviewees were free to skip any questions that they didn't want to
answer, or that they thought were too personal, and that they could
terminate the interview whenever they wished, these individuals stood
firm in their decision. An additional five percent ultimately refused
interviews because other tenants or their spouses urged them not to
participate. Table 1 presents a summary of participation in the study
and a detailed description of the reasons for refusing or deferring
participation. Finally, 19 tenants were never personally contacted. Of
these, seven died or were permanently institutionalized before an inter-
view could be requested. Of the remaining 12, ten were never found at
home despite a minimum of six call-backs at different times of the day
and different days of the week; were on extended vacations; or they
simply would not answer their door or even acknowledge that they were

at home. (I later learned that one of these individuals was "completely
deaf.") I was advised not to contact two tenants. One was severely
emotionally disturbed; the other was considered physically and mentally
incapable of participating in an interview. Thus, 171 (90%) of the 190
eligible tenants were personally contacted for an interview. Completed

interviews were obtained for 53.2 percent of those contacted.
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Summary N
Eligible tenants 190
Unable to contact 19
Tenants contacted 171
Completed interviews 91
Refused or deferred interviews 80
Reasons cited for refusal or deferral
N %
Too ill 20 25.00
No reason 12 15.00
Not interested 11 13.75
Opposed to study 6 7.50
Didn't "want to get involved” 5 6.25
Language barrier 5 6.25
Too busy 4 5.00
Initially accep;ed, later, cancelled, 4 5.00
offering specious excuses
Recent bereavement 2 2.50
Case study participant (Nothing further 2 2 50
to say) ’
"Nothing to say" (Felt incapable) 2 2.50
Peer pressure not to participate 2 2.50
Spouse opposed to study 2 2.50
Spouse too i1l 1 1.25
Opposed to consent form (Initially accepted) 1 1.25
Interviewer aborted interview 1 1.25
TOTAL 80 100.00
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Problems in Data Collection

It was originally anticipated that data collection would take
three months. In reality, it took nine months to interview half of the
eligible tenants who were still in residence as of the spring of 1979.
A number of unanticipated problems account in part for the relatively
high refusal rate and the extended period of time required to complete
the study. Beginning in December, 1978 and continuing through March,
1979, an unusually high incidence of serious illness, hospitalization,
and death occurred among tenants. The Center's director reported that
she had "never seen anything like it." Many tenants were amenable to
an interview, but were too 111 to participate at the time they were
contacted. In some cases it was necessary to wait as long as four
months until the person felt well enough to participate in the study.

It was not uncommon for potential respondents to agree to an
interview and then have to cancel their appointment because of their
own illness or hospitalization, or that of a family member. The over-
whelming majority of these cases rescheduled appointments and complete
interviews were eventually obtained. Some respondents simply forgot an
appointment or had unexpected visitors, and they, too, had to reschedule
appointments. It is possible that my frequent informal visits at the
building may have created the impression that I was readily available,
and thus may have contributed to the casual attitude that some respon-
dents had about appointments. There were, however, eight people who
when first contacted, agreed to participate in the study and made
appointments which they later cancelled and declined to reschedule. In
half of these cases, the tenants were forthright in their explanation

that they had changed their minds on the advice of other tenants, or
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that their spouse had reconsidered, and was opposed to the study. The
typical objection to the interview was that there were "too many per-
sonal questions."” These individuals usually went to great pains to
explain that their decision was "nothing personal" or that they realized
"you don't make up the questions," and two even extended invitations for
a socfal visit but "no interview.”

The other four tenants who cancelled an appointment and who
declined to reschedule offered a variety of excuses that did not seem
very plausible, and they appeared anxious and evasive when another
appointment was requested. For example, when Mrs. Brown was first con-
tacted in December, she replied warmly, "I wouldn't dream of refusing
you," and she made an appointment for the following week. The day
before the scheduled appointment, Mrs. Brown left a message at the
University that she couldn't keep her appointment. After several unsuc-
cessful phone calls the following day, I finally reached Mrs. Brown at
8:30 p.m. She explained that she "had a cold" and "wasn't feeling well.”
When [ mentioned that I had tried to reach her during the day, but that
there was no answer, she became a bit flustered and evasive, and said
that she was "still recuperating." She declined to reschedule an appoint-
ment, “with the way things are now," and she added, "I know you're doing
a good job, and have interviewed quite a number of people." There was a
similar scenario involving another tenant a few weeks later. This time
the tenant explained that "there was a problem in the family" and that
she would have to be out of town. In fact, she was at home at the time
the appointment was scheduled. When I greeted her in the elevator a few
days later and asked "How are things?" she replied, "Not too well." She

appeared anxious and eager to avoid further discussion on that and
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subsequent meetings. Prior to this, the tenant had been friendly
whenever we met. Log notes for this period refer to the "need to under-
stand some unexplained undercurrent associated with tenants' reluctance
to be interviewed." A decision was made to keep a Tow profile for a
while. Perhaps tenants were fearful that their comments would be shared
with housing and Center staff, and so meetings with staff were suspended.
Informal conversations with tenants, staff and senior center members
were also avoided, lest respondents think that privileged information
was shared. It was clear that political factions had developed within
the building, and therefore I avoided being seen with members of identi-
fied groups.

On January 15, 1979, some of the mystery was 1ifted. [ arrived
for an appointment with Mr. and Mrs. Dubnov, a couple who had also taken
part in the questionnaire survey. Ann Cunningham, whom I had interviewed
for the present study, was also there. She was a good friend of the
Dubnovs, offering constant practical and social support. Everyone had
apparently dressed up for the visit. Ann began by saying, "We have a
problem. Someone who 1ives in the building was down here and told Mrs.
D. not to be interviewed--not to have anything to do with you." I asked
why, and Ann said that the "party in question” said that the interview
contained "too many personal questions." A long discussion followed, in
which I tried to clarify any misunderstandings, reviewed in detail the
content of the interview, that tenants need not answer any questions
that they thought were too personal, and so forth. Ann urged the
Dubnovs to participate, said that she had thoroughly enjoyed the inter-
view and hadn't found "anything objectionable or too personal.” Mrs. D.

appeared embarrassed, said that she would 1ike to "help out" but kept



86

her promise to the other tenant not to be interviewed. Ann referred to
“the tenant in question" as "a trouble maker." She went to some lengths
to conceal the person's identity, but inadvertently revealed, beyond
doubt, who the person was. [ was stunned at this revelation. The
"person in question" had a large formal and informal network within the
building, and was someone whom I had regarded as an important informant,
even though the request for an interview had been refused.

Following the meeting with the Dubnovs and Ann Cunningham, notes
of personal contacts with all tenants who had refused an interview were
reviewed. While it is clearly impossible to determine with any certainty
how many others were similarly persuaded not to be interviewed, there is
reason to suspect that at least seven tenants, in addition to the
Dubnovs, were influenced by this individual.

Over the years I had encaountered resistance and occasional open
hostility from older community residents when they were asked to take
part in social science research. I respect these people and even admire
them for their honesty and directness. In this case, however, I was
confused, hurt, and angry, particularly by the duplicity of this one
tenant, and most especially by the covert campaign to persuade other
tenants to refuse to be interviewed. A sense of betrayal was particu-
larly acute since moments before I arrived at the Dubnov's apartment, I
had met "the tenant in question," was greeted in a cheerful and appakent]y
friendly fashion, and we had exchanged a few words.

At this point, the mailing of letters of introduction was suspended
for approximately ten days. During this time [ attempted to defuse what
appeared to be a potentially explosive situation. Repeated requests for

a brief discussion with "the person in question" were rebuffed. Finally,
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I accepted the fact that peer pressure against participation was one of
the hazards of field research, and data collection was resumed.

Another circumstance that made data collection difficult was the
fact that almost 32 percent of the tenants had either unpublished tele-
phone numbers or no phone. (The great majority of these had unpublished
numbers.) These people were particularly difficult to contact personal-
ly. Since a significant proportion of these tenants were reluctant to
open their apartment doors, and some would not even talk through closed
doors, I began to spend time around the mail boxes in the lobby, espe-
cially between 11:30 a.m. and 12:30 p.m., the hour when most people came
to collect their mail. Since apartment numbers were clearly displayed
on the mail boxes, I could then identify the tenants, approach them if
they had not already been contacted, introduce the study, and request
their participation. Even for tenants who refused to be interviewed,
this approach nevertheless enabled me to identify the person's sex, race,
and whether she or he spoke with a foreign accent. As warm weather
approached, tenants were also contacted in the bench area. Finally, in
May, 1979, a last ditch effort was made to increase the response rate.

A decision was made to terminate data collection when 50 percent of the
remaining eligible tenants had been interviewed, or, if that goal was not
achieved, by June 30. A somewhat more forceful follow-up letter was

sent to all tenants who had not flatly refused to participate (Appendix
A, p. 276). There was no limit on the number of call-backs for people
who were not contacted. The help of floor representatives was requested
for floors where response rate was particularly low, and I enlisted the
direct help of Center staff. The Spanish-speaking interviewer had been

unable to obtain a single interview. Another highly recommended
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Spanish-speaking interviewer was trained, since one tenant, who spoke
only a few words of English, had expressed her willingness to parti-
cipate in the study. The second interviewer was given the names,
apartment numbers, and when possible, the telephone numbers of other
Hispanic tenants and asked to contact these people again. A total of
three interviews were conducted in Spanish. A1l of these efforts had
only a modest impact on increasing the number of respondents.

After data collection was terminated, a concerted effort was made
to obtain demographic information for all tenants who did not partici-
pate in the study, in order to permit as accurate a description as
possible of the social context of the tenant population. This informa-
tion was obtained in a variety of ways. Approximately 22 percent of
those who were not interviewed for the present study had participated
in the questionnaire survey or in the intensive case study research,
and thus complete demographic profiles were available for these
individuals. Information regarding age, sex, race, religion, place of
birth, and marital status was available from Center records for an
additional 31 percent of the tenants who were not interviewed. Some
non-respondents spontaneously provided rather complete information about
relevant personal characteristics when they were personally contacted.
Frequently, respondents offered comments about the characteristics of
other tenants. If two or more respondents, from different households,
provided consistent information about a specific tenant, such as "Mrs.
Novak is Czech," that information was regarded as reliable. Finally,
after the data from all of the above sources were compiled, the inves-
tigator met with the.Center's director and associate director in an

effort to obtain any missing information. (The housing assistant, who
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was personally acquainted with all of the tenants, had moved to another
state just before data collection was completed. Unfortunately, infor-
mation about demographic characteristics of non-respondents could not
be obtained from her. However, it is doubtful that housing staff
could, in an official capacity, provide such information.) Center
staff members were also asked to provide information about a sample of
respondents as well, since, as I explained, this would serve as an
indication of the validity of their reports, and would help to conceal
the identity of those tenants who did, and did not, participate in the
study. There was every indication that information provided by staff
was completely accurate. In one case, they were uncertain about the
tenant's nationality, and even called someone at the Neighborhood
Association for confirmation. The one characteristic for which an
acceptable level of information was not obtained was index of social
position. This variable requires precise knowledge of the education
and occupation of the head of the household.

The critical question, of course, is whether respondents differed
in any systematic fashion from non-respondents. Table 2 presents
selected demographic characteristics for respondents; the combined
group of those who refused or deferred an interview, or who could not
be contacted (labeled as non-respondents); and for the total building
population. This last group includes respondents, non-respondents, the
seven people who died or were permanently institutionalized before an
interview was requested, and two other tenants who had died shortly
before data collection began, but who were named by respondents on
sociometric questions. Where the distribution of characteristics

differed for men and women, these data are presented separately for



Table 2

Selected Characteristics of Respondents,

Non-Respondents, and Total
Tenant Population

Total tenant

Respandents Non-respondents population a
Personal (N = QIL (N = 92) Adjusted (N = 192) Adjusted

Characteristic N 4 N % 4 N % ]
Sex

Men 28 30.8 31 33.7 33.7 62 32.3 32.3

Women 63 69.2 61 66.3 66.3 130 67.7 67.7
Race

White 76 83.5 77 83.7 84.6 161 83.9 84.3

Black 9 9.9 5 5.4 5.5 14 7.3 7.3

Hispanic 6 6.6 7 7.6 7.7 14 7.3 7.3

Asian - - 2 2.2 2.2 2 1.0 1.1

No information - - 1 1.1 - 1 .5 -
Religion

Catholic 54 59.3 47 51.1 69.1 106 55.2 63.5

Protestant 15 16.5 8 8.7 11.8 24 12.5 14.4

Jewish 12 13.2 10 10.9 14.7 23  12.0 13.8

Eastern Orthodox 2 2.2 1 1.1 1.5 3 1.6 1.8

Other Christian 5 5.5 2 2.2 2.9 8 4.2 4.8

None 3 3.3 - - - 3 1.6 1.8

No information - - 24 26.1 - 25 13.0 -

AThis group includes respondents, non-respondents, and an additional nine tenants who
permanently institutionalized during the course of the study.

bPercents may not always add to 100 because of rounding.

died or were
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Table 2--Continued

Total tenant
Respondents Non-respondents population

Personal (N = 91) (N = 92) AdJUSEed (N = 192)
4

Adjus&ed
Characteristic N z N % N z 1

Place of Birth

Whi tes

Austria

Canada

Cyprus

Czechoslovakia

Denmark

England

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland 1

Italy

Poland (Christian)

Poland (Yiddish-speaking)

Russia (Christian)

Russia (Yiddish-speaking)

Scotland

Sweden

United States

D.K. but foreign-born, non-
English-speaking country

No information - -
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Table 2--Continued

Total tenant

Respondents Non-respondents population
Personal (N = 91) (N = 92) Adjus ted (N = 192) Adjusted
Characteristic N % N % % N % )
Blacks
British Guiana - - 1 1.1 1.2 1 .5 .6
Jamaica, B.W.I. 2 2.2 1 1.1 1.2 3 1.6 1.7
Martinique, F.W.I. - - 1 1.1 1.2 1 .5 .6
United States 7 7.7 2 2.2 2.4 9 4.7 5.0
Hispanic
Columbia 1 1.1 - - - 1 .5 .6
Cuba 3 3.3 - - - 3 1.6 1.7
Puerto Rico 2 2.2 5 5.4 6.1 8 4.2 4.4
Hispanic, D.K. country - - 2 2.2 2.4 2 1.0 1.1
Asian
China - - 2 2.2 2.4 2 1.0 1.1
No information--race or
nationality - - 1 1.1 - 1 -5 -
Country of residence until age 15
Whites
Austria | 1.1 3 3.3 3.6 4 2.1 2.2
Canada 1 1.1 - - - 1 .5 .6
Cyprus - - 1 1.1 1.2 1 .5 .6
Czechoslovakia 8 8.8 11 12.0 13.3 19 9.9 10.4
Denmark - - 1 1.1 1.2 1 .5 .6
England 1 1.1 - - - 1 .5 N )
France 1 1.1 2 2.2 2.4 4 2.1 2.2
Germany 3 3.3 4 4.3 4.8 9 4.7 4.9
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Table 2--Continued

Total tenant

Respondents Non-respondents population
Personal (N = 91) (N = 92) Adjusted (N =192) Adjusted
Characteristic N 3 N z % N z %
Greece 1 1.1 - - - 1 .5 6
Hungary ) 5.5 5 5.4 6.0 12 6.3 6.6
Ireland 11  12.1 6 6.5 7.2 18 9.4 9.9
Italy 2 2.2 2 2.2 2.4 4 2.1 2.2
Poland (Christian) 1 1.1 - - - 1 .5 .6
Poland (Yiddish-speaking) - - 3 3.3 3.6 3 1.6 1.6
Russia (Christian) 2 2.2 - - - 2 1.0 1.1
Russia (Yiddish-speaking) 2 2.2 - - - 2 1.0 1.1
Scotland 2 2.2 1 1.1 1.2 3 1.6 1.6
Sweden - - 1 1.1 1.2 1 .5 .6
United States 35 38.5 29 31.5 34.9 65 33.9 35.7
D.K. but foreign-born, non- -
English speaking country B - 3 3.3 - 3 1.6
No information - - 5 5.4 - 6 3.1 -
Blacks
British Guiana - - 1 1.1 1.2 1 .5 .6
Jamaica, B.W.I. 2 2.2 1 1.1 1.2 3 1.6 1.6
Martinique, F.W.1. - - 1 1.1 1.2 1 .5 .6
United States 7 7.7 2 2.2 2.4 9 4.7 4.9
Hispanic
Columbia 1 1.1 - - - 1 .5 .6
Cuba 3 3.3 - - - 3 1.6 1.6
Puerto Rico 2 2.2 5 5.4 6.0 8 4.2 4.4
Hispanic, D.K. country - - 2 2.2 2.4 2 1.0 1.1
Asian
China - - 2 2.2 2.4 2 1.0 1.1
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Table 2--Continued

Total tenant

Respondents Non-respondents population
Personal (N = 91) (N = 92) Adjusted (N = 192) Adjusted
Characteristic N % N % % N % ]
No information--race or
nationality - - 1 1.1 - 1 .5 -
Index of Social Position
Class 1 1 1.1 - - - 1 .5 .6
Class II 5 5.5 1 1.1 5.0 7 3.7 6.0
Class III : 24 26.4 2 2.2 10.0 27 14.1 23.1
Class IV 36 39.6 12 13.0 60.0 48 25.0 41.0
Class V 25 27.5 5 5.4 25.0 38 17.7 29.1
No information - - 72 78.3 - 75 39.1 -
Household Compositiond
Men
Single man 6 21.4 13 41.9 41.9 19 30.7 30.7
With spouse 15 53.6 16 51.6 51.6 33 53.2 53.2
With spouse and dependent
Chi]d 2 7 ] - - - 3 4.8 4.8
With mother - - 1 3.2 3.2 1 1.6 1.6
With sister 2 7.1 - - - 2 3.2 3.2
With unrelated woman 1 3.6 1 3.2 3.2 2 3.2 3.2
With son/grandson 2 7.1 - - - 2 3.2 3.2
Women
Single woman 39 61.9 35 57.4 57.4 79 60.8 60.8
With spouse 13 20.6 16 26.2 26.2 29 22.3 22.3
d

Percents for household composition calculated separately for each sex,

v6



Table 2--Continued

Total tenant

Respondents Non-respondents . population
Personal N =91) (N =92) Adjusted (N = 192) Adjusted
Characteristic N ) N % z N % %

With spouse and dependent

child 3 4.8 - - - 3 2.3 2.3
With unrelated man 2 3.2 - - - 2 1.5 1.5
With son - - 1 1.6 1.6 1 .8 .8
With brother 2 3.2 1 1.6 1.6 3 2.3 2.3
With sister - - 6 9.8 9.8 6 4.6 4.6
With niece - - 1 1.6 1.6 1 .8 .8
With unrelated woman 4 6.3 1 1.6 1.6 6 4.6 4.6

46
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each sex. Chi-square analyses, comparing respondents with non-
respondents, revealed no significant differences between the two groups
with respect to sex, race, religion, nationality, marital status, or
household composition. Among non-respondents, the ages of 58.1 percent
of the men and 54.1 percent of the women were known. This information
was used as an estimate of the mean age of the non-respondents. Among
the women, the non-respondents were significantly older than the
respondents. The respective mean ages were 77.27 and 72.63 years (t
(93) = 3.08, p <.01). HNo significant age difference was observed
between the men who did not participate in the study and those who did.
The respective mean ages for the men were 74.11 and 74.68 years. Index
of social position, the indicator of socioeconomic status, could be
determined for only 19.6 percent of the non-respondents. This was not
considered sufficient to serve as an estimate of index of social
position among non-respondents, and therefore no statistical compari-
sons were made with respect to this variable.

Of particular importance is the issue as to whether the patterns
of social relationships of respondents differed from those of non-
respondents. Unfortunately, there was no reliable way to assess this.
However, it should be noted that comments by the housing assistant,
the Center staff, and tenant respondents indicate that those tenants
who did not take part in the interview included some people who had
extensive relationships with others in their building, as well as some
people who had'virtua11y "nothing to do with the other tenants." Other
characteristics that may be associated with patterns of social rela-
tionships, such as physical and mental health status, and languages

spoken, were examined. Taking into account the stated reasons for



97

refusing to participate, and the higher proportion of older women among
the non-respondents, it does appear that the non-respondents may have
been somewhat more physically impaired than the respondents, at least
during the period of data collection. Nevertheless, it should be
pointed out that approximately 14 percent of the respondents reported
marked physical impairment, which restricted their ability to perform

a number of the activities of daily living. At least two of the non-
respondents exhibited, or were reported to have, clear paranoid symptoms,
as did at least one of the respondents. (Paranoid ideation was sus-
pected in two other respondents, although the investigator is clearly
not qualified to make a definitive clinical judgment.) Five of the
non-respondents either spoke no English, or were unable to carry on a
conversation in English; this was also the case for five respondents.

In summary, there is evidence that among women, non-respondents were
older than respondents, and it is suggested that non-respondents may
have been less physically healthy than respondents. However, there is
no indication from the demographic data, anecdotal material, and
observations, to indicate that respondents differed from non-respondents
in other respects, except, of course, in their willingness to partici-
pate in the study.

The refusal rate was higher than expected, and certainly higher
than desired, given the original goals of the study. Yet, it should be
pointed out that the proportion of tenants who were interviewed com-
pares favorably with the response rate obtained by other researchers in
relatively recent studies conducted in public housing sites in North-
eastern cities. In their study of an age-integrated public housing

complex in New York City, Nahemow and Lawton (1975) attempted a 100
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percent sample of tenants in three buildings. They succeeded in
interviewing 67 percent of the residents in two buildings and 47 percent
of those in the third. McCarthy (1978) reported a 45 percent acceptance
rate among a sample of tenants in another age-integrated New York City
public housing complex. Hernandez (1980, personal communication)
obtained a 52 percent response rate in an age-integrated public housing
complex in Jersey City, after extending considerably the anticipated
period of data collection. Thus, when one considers that the present
study involved only older people, that a significant proportion had
emigrated from non-English speaking countries, and that the interview
required a minimum of an hour to an hour and a half, the response rate
ultimately obtained may be regarded as acceptable.

This detailed discussion of the refusal rate and the problems
encountered by the researcher should not detract from the point that
the overwhelming majority of those tenants who did participate in the
study reacted enthusiastically to the interview. Some respondents
brought out family photographs, their citizenship papers, displayed
their hobbies, or explained the history of treasured personal posses-
sions, as one woman put it, "So you will know better who I am." A few
shared very private experiences, thoughts and fears and asked that
these things not be included in the "report."” The great majority were
warm and gracious. Many of the women embraced me and kissed me before
I left. Most respondents offered some refreshment, and several of the
women had baked especially for the occasion. Some women even prepared
packages of homemade cookies or yeast cakes to take home. Some
extended invitations to lunch or dinner, and asked that I visit them

again and keep in touch. On a snowy evening, one couple adamantly
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refused to let me leave, after a three hour session, until I had shared
a glass of schnapps with them.

Thus, to many, the interview was a social occasion, as well.
Others were more businesslike. The shortest session lasted an hour and
ten minutes; some visits lasted over three and a half hours, and the
modal time required to complete an interview was approximately two
hours. Only two respondents were openly hostile during the interview,
becoming particularly annoyed at the questions dealing with social
relationships with family, good friends, and neighbors. Still, com-
pleted interviews were obtained in these cases. One interview was
terminated by the interviewer, without attempting to go through the
entire schedule. This respondent had agreed to participate only because
Center staff had personally asked her. She "preferred" not to provide
certain demographic information, explaining that she, "can't see what
this has to do with housing,”" and she declined to answer any sociometric
questions. Therefore, only selected questions, of a general nature,
were asked, and this person was regarded as a refusal. A few people had
prepared notes or well-written and thoughtful statements expressing
their opinions about various aspects of their housing experiences. The
researcher was impressed by the candid, thoughtful and insightful
comments offered by the majority of respondents, and by the warmth,

kindness and courtesy that they typically extended.

Assessment Measures

The interview. A single interview that contained a combination

of highly structured items, requiring fixed-alternative and short

answers; and non-directed, open-ended questions served as the primary
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source of data (Appendix B). The major topic areas covered included:
personal characteristics of the respondents; extra-building social
contacts (with kin and good friends, participation in off-site formal
organizations, and use of recreational facilities); informal relation-
ships with other tenants; participation in on-site formal organizations;
and general housing satisfaction. Information regarding such variables
as demographic characteristics, self-reported functional health status,
length of residence, formal roles in on-site organizations, and levels
of extra-building social contacts, were elicited through structured
questions. Relationships with other tenants were explored in greater
detail through a series of open-ended questions and a variety of socio-
metric items.

Additional information was gathered about topics that were not
directly related to the goals and hypotheses delineated for this study.
A series of questions focused on respondents' experiences with and
opinions about their housing, their use of the senior center, and their
attitudes toward the center's program, the Tenants Association and the
tenant patrol. These questions served multiple purposes. They gen-
erated information of interest to the housing management staff and
senior center staff, and data for an understanding of other aspects of
housing for older people. More pertinent to the present study, the
inclusion of these questions provided topics for discussion, and a
chance to develop rapport, before introducing the questions about social
rélationships with family, friends and other tenants. Past experience
with interviewing older people had indicated that questions about per-
sonal relationships were regarded as intrusive by some interviewees.

Pilot interviews for this study suggested that respondents tended to
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be more relaxed, and to elaborate more freely about their contact with
and their feelings about their neighbors, if these questions were intro-
duced later in the interview schedule. Further, I suspected that
tenants would be more likely to agree to an interview that dealt with
social relationships among tenants as only one aspect of their housing
experiences, rather than as the sole purpose of the interview.

Before introducing specific sociometric items that explored
relationships with other tenants, respondents were asked a series of
questions about friendship. For example, the interviewer said, "Now
['d 1ike to talk about friends. What does good friend mean to you?

How would you describe a good friend?" This open-ended question was
followed by non-directed probes to elicit as full a description as
possible of the qualities that a respondent ascribed to good friends.
This question also provided the opportunity to have the respondent
consider the qualities that characterize a good friend according to her
or his own criteria, and thus to establish a self-anchored definition
of a good friend.

An effort was made to obtain quantifiable data that would reflect
the types of relationships that respondents had developed with other
tenants in their building. A series of sociometric items was designed
to reflect specific individuals with whom respondents had social con-
tacts, the types of behaviors involved in these contacts, and the
respondent's perception of the level of intimacy with each tenant named
on these items. These items provided the data base for dependent vari-
ables used to provide a description of the patterns of relationships
among tenants and to test hypotheses. The sociometric items explored

a variety of behavioral domains such as visiting in tenants' apartments,
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confidant relationships, regular visiting in the bench area, assistance
in a variety of specific tasks of daily 1iving, and whether tenants
engaged in specific off-site activities together, such as shopping,

and recreational and social activities. Care was taken to avoid
phrasing sociometric questions in a manner that might encourage false
positive responses. For example, with respect to home visits, respon-
dents were asked, "Do any of the people who live in the building visit
with you . . .," rather than "Who are the people who visit you . . ."
Respondents were free to name up to ten tenants on most items, and no
attempt was made to obtain a minimum number of nominees. After com-
pleting all sociometric questions, the interviewer said, "Now I'd Tike
to go over the names of the tenants that you've said that you do things
with, and ask if you think of them as an acquaintance, someone you're
friendly with, or as a good friend, in the way that you have described
a good friend." The interviewer then stated the name of each person
that the respondent mentioned, and the respondent indicated the level
of intimacy. A small minority of interviewees could not or declined to
identify other tenants by name, but they would provide the apartment,
or initials and floor of residence, and the sex of the other tenant.

In these cases, the interviewer stated the "identity" of the tenant
named in the form that it was provided by the respondent. Additional
information about respondents' perceptions of the social context of the
building, and social relationships among neighbors was obtained through
a series of open-ended questions which preceded the sociometric items .
The material derived from the open-ended questions was used to expli-
cate data from the sociometric items.

The investigator agrees with researchers such as Townsend (1963)



103

and Hochschild (1973) that standardized questions that call for fixed-
choice or short answers will have different meanings among respondents;
that they will sometimes be appropriate, sometimes inappropriate; and
that they do not, by themselves, provide an adequate basis for under-
standing the quality of social contacts, nor the older person's
subjective evaluation of such contacts. In developing the interview
schedule there was an effort to reduce some of the inherent problems of
structured questions. On-going revisions of questions were made during
the pilot work so that hopefully there was a greater degree of shared
meaning among respondents and the researcher in regard to the terms
used in this study. For example, early pilot interviews had revealed
that "neighbor” had different meanings among respondents. To some it
meant only the households living in adjacent apartments; others had as
their reference point the tenants on their floor. Some regarded all of
the tenants in their building as neighbors; while in at least two cases
respondents spoke of people who lived from two to eight blocks away
when asked about their contact with "neighbors." Therefore, care was
taken in phrasing questions dealing with social relationships within
the building to state, "people who live in this building," rather than
the potentially ambiguous term, "neighbor."

A1l but five of the interviews were tape recorded, and all but
three of the interviews were conducted in respondents’ homes .

Meetings with Senior Center and housing staff. Periodic meetings

were held with Senior Center staff and with the housing assistant, prior
to, during, and following the period of data collection. (As reported
earlier in this chapter, formal meetings with staff were suspended for

approximately three of the nine months devoted to tenant interviews.)
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Notes were made of these sessions. Staff provided insights into the
on-going social relationships within the building, and this material
was used in interpreting the tenant interview data.

Log notes. During visits to Belmar Drive the investigator
typically had informal chats with tenants and staff. Detailed log
notes, identifying the specific informant, were kept of information
relevant to social relationships among tenants. This information was

also used in interpreting the interview data.

Identification of Major Variables

Major independent variables included race, religion, nationality,
parents’' place of birth, sex, marital status, socioeconomic status,
proximity of dwelling units, on-site formal roles, and levels of social
contacts outside of the building. Subordinate independent variables
included household composition, age, functional health, and length of
residence in the building.

Specific types of social contacts among tenants, and the number
of tenants named on sociometric questions, constituted the major depen-
dent variables. Types of social relationships amona tenants were
considered from two perspectives: (1) specific behaviors that tenants
engaged in with other residents of the building; and (2) the different
levels of perceived intimacy with each tenant named on sociometric
questions. Sociometric questions explored specific behaviors designed
to reflect different levels of intimacy. The behavioral domains
included: (1) confidant relationships, (2) home visits for the purpose
of companionship, (3) assistance in the tasks of daily living, (4) regu-

lar informal visits in public spaces, such as the bench area, and
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(5) regular socfal contact in structured situations such as Senior
Center and Tenants Association activities. It was anticipated that it
would be possible to develop a typology of incremental levels of inti-
macy based on these behaviors, taking into account the level of intimacy
that respondents reported with the tenants with whom they engaged in
given behaviors. However, as will be discussed in the results section,
this goal was not realized. Reported levels of intimacy, that is,
whether respondents considered tenants named on sociometric items as
good friends, people they were friendly with, or as acquaintances,
served as a principal dependent measure for several hypotheses, as did
the total number of tenants named on all sociometric questions, and the
total number of tenants named at each of the three levels of intimacy.

Definitions of Selected Terms
Relevant to Hypotheses

It is essential to clarify the meaning of the terms that were used
in the statement of hypotheses, and in the analysis of the data.

Social relationships. The most generic term to be used in regard

to social relationships is social interaction. This may range from the
simple awareness of the presence of another person through visual or
auditory perceptions, to intimate relationships. It was assumed that
the majority of interactions with other tenants would be of a super-
ficial nature (Lewin, 1978) and these, therefore, were not investigated
systematically. The research focused on what Townsend (1963) has
called, "social contact" defined as ". . . a meeting with another per-
son, usually prearranged or customary at home or outside, which involves
more than a.casual exchange of greetings between, say, two neighbors in

the street” (Townsend, 1963, pp. 188-189). Townsend did not consider
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the "function, intensity, or duration of the contact" (p. 189), although
the frequency of contact was obtained.

Techniques for determining levels of extra-building social con-

tact. As noted earlier, it was considered essential to determine the
individual's profile of extra-building social contacts since it was
anticipated that this would be related to the types of relationships
that the person had established within the building. The technique used
by Townsend (1963) was adopted with slight modifications, in an effort
to arrive at this profile. (A number of other approaches had been con-
sidered, but Townsend's method permitted a more detailed and meaningful
indication of the level of contact with kin, friends who live outside
of the respondent's building, and participation in off-site formal
organizations, and thus permitted a more refined analysis of the data.)
It should be noted that extra-building social contacts that did not
involve other tenants did not take into account the function, quality,
or duration of the contact. The scores obtained reflect the number of
face-to-face extra-building social contacts per week. For standardiza-
tion, in calculating the scores, the investigator assumed a four-week
month and a 48-week year when respondents gave frequencies in monthly
or yearly intervals. For example, if Mrs. Jones saw a brother once a
month, and a niece six times a year, the respective "number" of contacts
per week would be .25 and .125. Respondents frequently reported that
certain contacts occurred infrequently, or at irregular intervals. In
such cases the average number of contacts per year was obtained, and
then this value was converted into the number of contacts per week.

The scores for extra-building social contacts with kin, good friends,

and "other" types of social contact were summed, in order to provide a
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single score for extra-building face-to-face social contacts. Levels
of contact were determined in the following manner.

Kinship social contact score. A score of one is given for each

person for each day per week of contact.

Example:

Number of social
Social contact contacts per week
Daughter seen daily 7
Grandchild seen 5 times/week 5
Son-in-law seen twice/week 2
Sister seen once/week 1
Brother seen once/month .25
Kinship contact score 15.25

Friendship social contact score. This score is based upon contact

with a person who the respondent has identified as a "good friend," when

that person does not live within the study site.

Example:
Number of social
Social contact contacts per week
Friend A seen 5 times/week 5
Friend B seen 2 times/week 2
Friend C seen once/month .25
Friendship contact score 7.25

Social contact scores for other than kinship, friendship and con-
tact with other tenants. As per Townsend, an arbitrary score is assigned

for each of the following types of contacts.

Example:
Social contact Contact score
Full-time job 20
Part-time job 10

Each visit to a senior center

Fach visit to church

Each visit to other formal organization
Each visit to movies, park, etc.

NN
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Ethnicity and ethnic similarity. Ethnicity refers to race, and

to specific sub-cultural groups within each race. Race, religion and
nationality were regarded as three indicators of ethnicity. Racial
groups were defined as white, black, Hispanic and Asian. Religious
groups were defined as Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, Eastern Orthodox,
"Other Christian" (which typically involved membership in a Christian
sect that was distinct from the major denominations), and people with
no religious affiliation.

Designation of nationality groups was more complex, since as
Table 2 shows, there was great variability among the tenant population
with respect to this variable. Information regarding nationality was
recorded for both the country where the person was born, and for the
country where the person lived until age 15. Review of these data
revealed that over four percent of the tenants had been born in one
country, but were raised in another. A small minority of the tenants
were born in the United States, but moved with their families to
European countries as infants or toddlers, where they remained until
they finally settled in the United States as young adults. Similarly,
a few tenants were born in European countries, but entered the United
States before they were five years old. Therefore a decision was made
to define nationality as the country of residence until age fifteen,
rather than the country of birth. However, a few of the tenants had
come to the United States when they were just under 15 years of age.
Therefore "country of residence until age 15" was further defined as
the country where the person spent from two-thirds to 100 percent of
her or his first 15 years.

Clearly, the choice of the first 15 years is an arbitrary one,
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but it is suggested that it is appropriate for this particular
population. Based on information from numerous interviews, it appears
that the country in which the person spent her or his "pre-adult” years
is a critical element in ethnic identity. In most cases this appeared
to be far more important than the number of years that the person had
lived in the United States. It {is proposed that "pre-adult" years be
defined as from birth to age 15. This criterion is based on the obser-
vation that most individuals in the age and socioeconomic group of the
tenant population had completed their education and had assumed a work
role at approximately this age. Obviously, given the age range of the
tenants, and the diversity of their background experiences, this
rationale will not apply to all individuals. It does, however, apply
to most white immigrants. It is suggested that individuals who had
spent the greater portion of their pre-adult years in a foreign country
would be more 1ikely to have incorporated the values and customs of
that country, and to have a stronger ethnic identity with that country.
Status similarity was considered separately for race, religion,
and nationality. Persons were considered status similar if they were
of the same race, or the same religion. Because of the large number of
nationalities represented, and the complexity of ascribing status
similarity with respect to nationality, three alternate methods of
classification were employed. Method I required an exact match of
country, that is, two persons from Czechoslovakia, or two persons from
Hungary. Method II utilized an aggregation of countries. Countries
were grouped on the basis of the following considerations: (1) histor-
jcal and cultural factors; (2) languages spoken; and, (3) in the case

of Eastern-European Jews, religion. For example, according to Method



110

II, individuals from England, Ireland, Scotland, and the English-
speaking provinces of Canada were considered status similar. The third
method of aggregating countries was based on race, nationality and
language, and is not necessarily reflective of historical and cultural
factors. For example, one group consisted of individuals who were
white, and raised in English-speaking countries. Another group con-
sisted of individuals who were white, and raised in non-English speaking
countries. Each method for defining status similarity with respect to
nationality is presented in Appendix C.

Socioeconomic status. Hollingshead's two factor index (Hollings-

head, 1958), based upon education and the usual occupation of the head
of the household, was used to indicate socioeconomic status. Tenants
with histories of multiple occupations, involving different class
scores, were assigned the higher ranking score. This index was selected
because it provides a potential for five classifications of SES, and
therefore may allow for finer discriminations of status similarity and
dissimilarity on this variable than other classification systems. While
Hollingshead's index may be viewed as outdated, it is suggested that it
is relevant in a study of older people. This was the only classifica-
tion system of occupations this investigator reviewed that included the
range of occupations that were reported by respondents in pilot inter-
views. Although concepts of occupational status and prestige, and
expectations regarding educational achievement have clearly changed

over the last 20 years, this classification system reflects the pre-
vailing evaluations of social class when the majority of the study
population was in the work force.

Individuals with the same class score were considered status
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similar. The possibility of categorizing individuals with the same
class score, plus or minus one class difference, as status similar was
considered. However, this approach was rejected since the distribution
of social class scores among tenants would likely have resulted in a
spuriously high proportion of status similars. For example, 39.6 per-
cent of the respondents were categorized as Class IV, and 93.2 percent
of all potential nominees in the building, for whom social class was
known, were categorized as Class III, Class IV, or Class V. Thus,
virtually all nominees of Class IV respondents would have been regarded
as status similar with respect to index of social position if the second
method of classification had been employed.

Formal roles within on-site organizations. There were four dis-

tinct formal organizations at Belmar Drive: (1) the Tenants Association,
(2) the tenant patrol, (3) the group of floor representatives, and

(4) the Senior Center. Formal roles were operationally defined as to
whether or not the tenant had ever served as: (a) an officer in the
Tenants Association, (b) a member of a Tenants Association committee,
(c) a contributor to the tenants' newsletter, (d) a member of the

tenant patrol, and/or (e) a floor representative. With regard to the
Senior Center, the tenant was considered to have performed a formal role
if she or he had served as: (a) an officer of the Senior Center, (b) a
part-time paid employee, or (c) a volunteer in the Center. The number
of distinct formal roles for each respondent was obtained. Whenever
possible this information was determined for non-?espondents as well.

Functional health., A modification of the Guttman scale, developed

by Rosow and Breslau (1966) was used to assess functional health.

Proximity of dwelling units. Proximity w~as defined by whether or
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not the respondent lived on the same floor, or a different floor from
the tenant(s) named on sociometric items.

The primary target. The fact that respondents were, in effect,

free to name as many or as few of the tenants in their building as they
wished on the sociometric questions presented problems in terms of this
data's applicability to certain statistical procedures, particularly
for the analysis of the relationship between status similarity and
level of intimacy. In order to satisfy the assumption of independence
of observations, statistical analyses should be performed for only one
of the tenants whom the respondent names. Ideally, the researcher
should select a single tenant who is presumed to be the most intimate
for each respondent.!® Frequently investigators deal with this issue
by performing analysis on the first named friend in response to the
question, "Who are your best friends in this building?" To select the
first named person as the primary target for such an analysis did not
seem justified in this study, given the nature of the questions, and
the order in which they were presented. The investigator sought a
criterion with more cogent face validity. The notion of a "primary
target person," operationally defined as a tenmant who is named most

frequently by the respondent on the four best sociometric questions,

10In the present study the interview question, "Of all the people
who live in this building [other than household members] who do you
feel closest to?" was designed to provide the nomination of a single
tenant with whom the respondent was most intimate. This goal was not
met because 15.4 percent of the respondents named more than one person,
finding it impossible to say which of these was "the closest;" 23.1
percent clearly indicated that there was no one whom they felt closest
to, and 6.6 percent declined to place one person above another among
several tenants with whom they had developed relationships. There was
a sense among those in the last group that to place one person above
another would violate the respondent's sense of propriety.
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was suggested.!! The following criteria were employed to determine the
four best questions: sociometric items on which; (1) at least 50 per-
cent of the respondents name at least one person; (2) of all tenants
named on that question, at least 50 percent of the nominees are
identified as good friends; and (3) no more than 15 percent of all
those named on that question are identified as acquaintances. The
following four questions met these criteria:
1. "Of all the people who 1ive in this buiiding [other
than household members] who do you feel closest to?"
2. "Of all the people who 1ive in this building [other
than household members] whose company do you enjoy
most?"
3. "Do any of the people who live in the building visit
with you in your apartment--that is, to have a social
visit--or maybe to watch television, have coffee, a
snack or a meal?--Things like that?"l12
4. "And do you visit with any of the other tenants in
their apartments? That is, to have a social visit,
or maybe have coffee, a snack or a meal? Things like

that?"!?

11The author is grateful to Dr. Edgar F. Borgatta for suggesting
the notion of the primary target person.

12These questions attempted to distinguish visits that implied
companionship from visits that were, for example, associated with
providing assistance with the tasks of daily 1iving, or a one-occasion
only visit. Thus, if a respondent reported that a tenant came to
change a light bulb but, "didn't stay to visit," that was not coded
under this question. Similarly, if a respondent reported that another
tenant visited one time only, to pay a condolence call, that visit was
not coded under this question.
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In a minority of the cases there were ties for the primary target
designee. This most typically occurred among respondents who named a
married couple on each of the four criterion questions, although in
rare instances ties were observed for individuals who lived in differ-
ent households. In such cases additional questions were employed to
break the tie. Examination of the data revealed that the criteria for
the selection of additional best questions had to be modified, since
there were no other questions on which at least 50 percent of the
respondents named at least one tenant. In order to break ties, the
investigator selected questions on which the highest proportion of
respondents made at least one nomination, and where the proportion of
good friend nominees on that question was at least 50 percent, and the
proportion of acquaintance nominees on that question did not exceed

approximately 15 percent.

Data Analyses

The first stage of data analyses involved descriptive statistics
of the independent and dependent variables. Parametric and non-
parametric statistics were used to test the hypotheses. The parametric
methods included: 2z-tests, one sample t-tests, t-tests for correlated
means, t-tests for independent samples, one-way analysis of variance,
Pearson Product Moment Correlations, and stepwise hierarchical multiple
regressions. Non-parametric methods included the binomial test, Chi-
Square tests of goodness of fit, Chi-Square tests of association, and
Mann-Whitney U tests. The results of these analyses are presented in
the next chapter.

Chapter VII deals with the interpretation of these findings.
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Statistical analyses of the quantitative data were supplemented by
qualitative material that was obtained from interviews with tenants and
staff, as well as information from 1og notes made during the pilot work

and the period of data collection for the present study.
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CHAPTER VI
RESULTS

In an attempt to obtain quantifiable data that would reflect
patterns of social relationships among tenants, the interview schedule
contained a series of sociometric items that served as a basis for
determining the types of contacts that occurred among tenants, the per-
ceived level of intimacy that each respondent reported with respect to
each tenant named on a sociometric question, and the identity of each
tenant named on a given sociometric item. The information generated
from these questions provides the data base for a description of the
types of social contacts that occurred among tenants, and serves as the
basis for testing hypotheses. The first set of results presented in
this chapter simply provides descriptive data that reflect the types of
behaviors that were reported among tenants, and the perceived level of
intimacy associated with the tenants named on sociometric questions.
The second section of the chapter focuses on the hypotheses.

Part I. Descriptive Analyses of Reported
Social Relationships

Behavioral Indicators

The sociometric questions explored 37 specific behaviors that
were designed to reflect the three general areas of relationships among

neighbors that were investigated by Cantor (1976b) and Mayer (1976).
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These three areas are: (1) "socializing,” (2) emergency assistance,
and (3) assistance in the tasks of daily 1iving. The selection of the
specific behaviors was based on an inventory of neighboring activities
that was developed during the pilot work. This inventory was derived
from reports by tenants, staff, the investigator's observations and
from a review of the literature.

A complete list of the specific behaviors included in the socio-
metric questions is presented in Appendix D, pp. 314-315. The actual
questions appear on pages 19 to 27 of the interview schedule (Appendix
B). Several discrete behaviors within a general question, such as
specific types of assistance with the tasks of daily living that the
respondent provided to other tenants, were reported infrequently.
Further, several of these specific items, such as grocery shopping,
errands, and banking, were redundant, in that it was fairly typical for
the respondent to name the same tenant for more than one of these
behaviors. This response pattern was also found for one general ques-
tion that focused on a variety of off-site activities with other
tenants (e.g., taking a walk, going to the movies, eating out, etc.).
Therefore, some of the specific items dealing with assistance in the
tasks of daily living were combined into the single category of "other
assistance in the tasks of daily living." Similarly, the specific
off-site activities were combined into a single item, "all off-site
activities. For example, if a respondent named the same tenant for
three'separate off-site activities, the target person was counted only
once. In addition, the item, mailing a letter for someone, was deleted
since many respondents reported that they provided this assistance to

"anybody that asks me;" often the name of the person was not known, and
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the circumstances were typically fortuitous with respect to this
behavior. Thus, the number of behaviors was reduced from 37 specific
activities to 17 behavioral domains.

Table 3 presents these behavioral domains, the percent of respon-
dents who reported having engaged in a given behavior with at least one
other tenant, and the mean percent of all tenants named who were
regarded as: good friends, people the respondents were friendly with,
and acquaintances. The mean percents of good friends, people respondents
were friendly with, and acquaintances of the respondents were obtained
in the following manner. For each respondent who named at least one
tenant in a given behavioral domain, the number of good friends named
was divided by the total number of tenants named on that particular
item. This yielded the percent of tenants with whom a given behavior
was performed who were regarded as good friends. Analagous procedures
were employed to determine the percent with whom the respondent was
friendly, and the percent of tenants named who were acquaintances. For
example, if a respondent reported that eight tenants came for social
visits to her apartment, and of these, four were regarded as good
friends, three were considered to be people the respondent was friendly
with, and one person was regarded as an acquaintance, the respective
percents for each level of intimacy would be: 50 percent, 37.5 percent,
and 12.5 percent. This process was repeated for each of the 17 behav-
ioral domains. Then the mean percent of tenants named at each level of
intimacy was calculated for all respondents who named at least one
tenant for that behavioral domain.

These data, reflecting the types of behaviors that were reported

among neighbors, were examined in a variety of ways. One area of



Table 3

Reported Behaviors Among Tenants

Reported level of intimacy with tenants named

Percent reporting

engaging in Mean % Mean % Mean %
Behavioral Domain behavior good friends friendly with acquaintances
Tenants visit in respondents'
home (Q. 78) 68.1 53.0 30.2 16.8
Respondents visit in targets'
homes (Q. 79) 63.7 54.2 33.3 12.4
Regular visits on benches (Q. 80) 36.3 42.0 30.8 27.1
Sit with at Senior Center or
Tenants Assoc. functions (Q. 81) 35.2 36.7 49.5 13.8
Respondent discusses personal/
confidential matters with 19.8 84.7 6.9 8.3
target (Q. 82)
Respondent discusses problems,
"worries" with target (Q. 83) 8.8 62.5 25.0 12.5
Target discusses personal/
confidential matters with 14.8 57.7 26.9 15.4
respondent (Q. 84)
Target discusses problems,
"worries" with respondent (Q. 85) 14.6 82.1 11.5 6.4
Respondent does following for
target: (Q. 86)
a. Collects mail, waters plants
if target is away 28.6 60.3 20.5 19.2

611



Table 3--Continued

Percent reporting

Reported level of intimacy with tenants named

engaging in Mean % Mean % Mean %
Behavioral Domain behavior good friends friendly with acquaintances
b. Keeps keys 27.0 63.2 28.5 8.3
Help in emergency 22.2 5.0 24.2 70.8
A1l other assistance in
tasks of daily living 52.7 30.9 31.7 37.4
Target does following for
respondent: (Q. 87)
a. Collects mail, waters plants
if respondent is away 19.8 66.7 16.7 16.7
b. Keeps keys 26.4 62.5 22.2 15.3
Help in emergency 9.9 25.0 44 .4 30.6
A1l other assistance in
tasks of daily living 40.7 45.7 30.6 23.6
A1l off-site activities (Q. 88) 48.4 55.9 37.1 7.0

0t
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interest was simply the proportion of respondents who named one or more
tenants on a specific behavioral domain. The most frequently reported
behaviors were: visiting in respondents' homes (reported by 68.1 per-
cent), respondents visiting in the homes of other tenants (reported by
63.7 percent) respondents providing "all other" types of assistance with
the tasks of daily living’® (reported by 52.7 percent), engaging in
off-site activities with another tenant®* (reported by 48.4 percent),
and receiving "all other” types of assistance with the tasks of daily
living from another tenant (reported by 40.7 percent). Just over a
third of the respondents reported that they customarily get together
with specific tenants in the building's community spaces--that is, the
bench area, and the Senior Center space for Center-sponsored or Tenants
Association-sponsored activities.. (It should be noted that while a
tenant might typically meet and perhaps engage in conversation with a
number of tenants in the community spaces, the interviewer asked about,
and recorded, only tenants with whom the respondent regularly spent time
with in these spaces.) As Table 3 indicates, 22 percent of the respon-
dents said that they had provided emergency assistance to another tenant,
whereas only 9.9 percent reported having received emergency assistance
from another tenant. Similarly, a higher proportion of the respondents
reported having provided "all other" assistance in the tasks of daily

1iving (52.7 percent) than in having received such assistance (40.7

13411 other" assistance with the tasks of daily living included:
grocery shopping, other errands, help with fixing things around the
house or cooking, escort to doctor or clinic, lending things, banking,
and translating.

1“A11 off-site activites with another tenant included going to:
movies, concerts or theatre; church/synagogue; off-site social organi-
zations such as other senior centers, national organizations and social
clubs; taking a walk; eating out; shopping; and "other."
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percent). (It should be kept in mind that any resident of the building
could be named on any of these questions.) These differences may be
related to the possibility that the respondents may have been somewhat
more healthy than non-respondents, and to the fact that among women,
respondents were younger than the non-respondents (c.f. Chapter V, pp.
96-97). Respondents may have been less likely to have experienced an
emergency, or perhaps more likely to have coped with an emergency with-
out assistance than tenants named on these items. By the same token,
respondents may have required less assistance tn the tasks of daily
1iving. It is also possible that one is less likely to recall receiving
help than giving help or less willing to report it. To be the recipient
of assistance may contribute to a sense of vulnerability. It is note-
worthy that sharing confidances, and discussing personal problems or
“something that is bothering" the individual were reported relatively
infrequently.

Do tenants who report having engaged in a particular type of
behavior with other tenants differ from those tenants who do not report
a given behavior? This issue was examined for each of the 17 behavioral
domains in terms of the following characteristics of the respondent:
race, religion, nationality,!® sex, marital status, index of social
position, functional health, number of formal roles, and length of
residence in the building.

Formal roles, functional health, sex, and marital status were the
only independent variables that distinguished respondents who did and

did not report specific types of behaviors with other tenants.

'SNationality, defined according to Method III, described in
Appendix C, pp. 313.
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Chi-square tests of association indicate that significantly more
men than women (x? = 6.38, df = 1, p = .019), and significantly more
married than not-married persons (x? = 5.43, df = 1, p = .019) named
tenants whom they regularly talked with or spent time with on the
benches. Tenants who had performed one or more on-site formal roles
were significantly more 1ikely to entertain other tenants in their
apartments than tenants with no formal roles (x? = 4.14, df =1, p <
.05) and those with formal roles were significantly more 1ikely to name
tenants with whom they usually spent time in the Senior Center at
Center-sponsored or Tenants Association-sponsored activities (y? = 6.99,
df = 1, p <.01). Having performed one or more formal roles was also
significantly related to providing emergency assistance to other tenants
(x* = 4.586, df = 1, p <.05). Significantly more married than not-
married respondents also reported that they had provided emergency
assistance to other temants (x* = 4.25, df = 1, p = .039). "All other"
assistance in the tasks of daily living was provided more often by
tenants who reported higher levels of functional health (x? = 13.23,
df = 4, p = .01), and by tenants with one or more formal roles (x? =
5.92, df = 1, p < .02). As one would expect, significantly more respon-
dents with lower levels of functional health reported having received
"all other" types of assistance with the tasks of daily living than
respondents who were more competent in terms of functional health (y? =
12.11, df = 4, p = .02). No other respondent characteristics were

significantly related to having engaged in a specific type of behavior

with other tenants.
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Reported Behaviors as Indicators
of Levels of Intimacy

One goal of this study was to develop one or more techniques to
describe incremental levels of intimacy of social relationships among
tenants. It had been anticipated that two alternate techniques would
be used in this study to reflect levels of intimacy; one based on be-
havioral indicators, the other based exclusively on the respondents'’
reports of whether tenants named on sociometric questions were regarded
as good friends, someone they were friendly with, or as acquaintances.
The researcher had been critical of other studies that had used a priori
behavioral indicators to assess intimate social relationships, without
having ascertained the meaning of given behaviors to the individuals who
had participated in the study. There is cogent evidence that given
behaviors may have markedly different meanings for researchers and for
the people whom they are attempting to understand (Hochschild, 1973,
1975; Lewin, 1978). Therefore, in this investigation, I had planned to
develop behavioral indicators of levels of intimacy by incorporating
respondents' reports of the degree of intimacy they perceived with the
individuals with whom they engaged in a given behavior. The difficulties
encountered in this effort clearly demonstrated that it is far easier
to criticize than to create.

The first approach to developing a typology of level of intimacy,
based on the 17 behavioral domains, involved an attempt to perform a
principal-component factor analysis, employing the percent of all
tenants named on a given behavioral domain who were regarded by the
respondent as good friends. Because of the high proportion of respon-

dents who named no one for several of the behaviors, a factor analytic
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approach was not possible. Next the descriptive data presented in
Table 3 were examined in a variety of ways, in an effort to arrive at
some basis for defining level of intimacy in terms of behavioral indi-
cators. The development of a satisfactory typology of levels of
intimacy, based on the 17 behavioral domains proved to be a formidable
task, beyond the purview of this investigation.

The meaning of any typology based on these behaviors would have
been equivocal. Such a typology would have been based on a consensus
among respondents regarding the level of intimacy ascribed to persons
named with respect to giverr behaviors. If each respondent had consis-
tently ascribed the same level of intimacy to each tenant named with
respect to a given activity, a typology based on behavioral indicators
might have been more defensible (e.g., if respondent A considered all
tenants who came to her apartment for social visits as good friends,
and tenant B considered all tenants who visited as people she was
friendly with). This, however, was not typically the case. Rather,
individual respondents who named more than one person on a particular
sociometric question frequently ascribed different levels of intimacy
to the tenants named on that single behavioral domain.

Thus, there is evidence of variability with respect to the degree
of intimacy that a given individual ascribed to the persons with whom
she or he engaged in a given activity. There is little question that
even greater variability existed among respondents with respect to the
degree of intimacy they ascribed to the individuals named on specific
behavioral domains. Several examples have been presented to support the
position that reported behaviors have different meanings to different

tenants (c.f. pp. 50-51; Hochschild, 1973, 1975; Lewin, 1978).
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Given these considerations, the goal of developing a typology of
level of intimacy based on behavioral indicators was abandoned in favor
of using the respondents' reports of the level of intimacy with each
tenant named on sociometric questions as the only indicator of the
intensity of the relationship. The respondents' perceived level of
intimacy has obvious advantages over the behavioral indicators. To
reiterate, all respondents were asked whether they regarded each person
named on any of the sociometric questions as a good friend, someone they
were friendly with, or as an acquaintance. While it is acknowledged
that individual respondents most certainly held different subjective
definitions for each of these levels of intimacy, clearly all respon-
dents had as a reference a three-point scale that reflected incremental
levels of intimacy. Thus, it is argued that a tenant who was identified
by a respondent as a good friend can be considered more intimate than a
tenant who was identified as someone the respondent was friendly with,
and that relationships with tenants identified as acquaintances were the
least intimate.

Perceptions of Level of Intimacy with
Tenants Named on Sociometric Questions

Table 4 presents a frequency distribution of the number and
percent of tenants identified by respondents as good friends, persons
with whom they were friendly, acquaintances; and, in the last column,
the number and percent of all tenants named, without regard to the
reported level of intimacy.

As Table 4 reveals, 51 respondents (56 percent) named at least
one person as a good friend, 56 (61.5 percent) named at least one per-

son with whom they were friendly, and 61 (67.0 percent) named at least



Table 4

Frequency Distribution of Number and Percent
of Tenants Named on Sociometric Questions
by Level of Intimacy

Leve)l of intimacy Nominations
N:ﬂﬁ::tgf Good friend Friendly with Acquaintance °§f°}lt}3:§;s
named f z f 3 f 4 f 2
0 40 44.0 35 38.5 30 33.0 6 6.6
1 14 15.4 12 13.2 23 25.3 6 6.6
2 7 7.7 10 11.0 16 17.6 6 6.6
3 15 16.5 14 15.4 8 8.8 9 9.9
4 4 4.4 10 11.0 2 2.2 11 12.1
5 3 3.3 4 4.4 6 6.6 5 5.5
6 -- ——— 3 3.3 1 1.1 12 13.2
7 4 4.4 2 2.2 2 2.2 12 13.2
8 3 3.3 1 1.1 1 1.1 7 7.7
9 1 1.1 -- -—- 2 2.2 7 7.7
10 -- -——- -- -—-- -- --- 3 3.3
11 - -—-- -- -——- -- --- 4 4.4
12 -- --- -- --- -- --- 1 1.1
13 -- --- -- --- -- --- 1 1.1
14 -- --- -- -—- -- -——- 1 1.1
Total N Named 165 174 163 502
Total N Respondents naming
at least one person 51 56.0 56 61.5 61 67.0 85 93.4

el
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one person whom they regarded as an acouaintance. When the total number
of tenants named was considered without regard to the reported level of
intimacy, 85 of the respondents (93.4 percent) named at least one other
tenant, and six respondents (6.6 percent) did not name anyone. It
should be noted that a substantial proportion of the respondents never
identified a single tenant at each of the three levels of intimacy.
Forty-four percent did not identify any nominee as a good friend, 38.5
percent did not identify any nominee as a person they were friendly
with, and 33.3 percent did not identify any nominee as an acquaintance.
The respondents' use of the three categories of intimacy is clarified

in Tables 5 and 6.

Table 5

Frequency Distribution of the Highest
Level of Intimacy Reported

Level of intimacy N y4
Good friend 51 56.0
Friendly with 23 25.3
Acquaintance 11 12.1
No one 6 6.6
Total 91 100.0

Table 5, which presents the frequency distribution of the highest
level of intimacy reported by each of the respondents, shows that 56.0
percent of the respondents named at least one good friend, 25.3 percent
named no good friends, but did name at least one person with whom they

were friendly, and that for 12.1 percent, acquaintance was the highest
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level of intimacy reported. As previously noted, 6.6 percent of the

respondents named no tenants on any of the sociometric questions.

Table 6
Summary of A1l Levels of Intimacy Reported

Levels of intimacy N %

Good friend, friendly with, acquaintance 23 25.3
Good friend, friendly with 10 11.0
Good friend, acquaintance 11 12.1
Good friend only 7 7.7
Friendly with, acquaintance 16 17.6
Friendly with only 7 7.7
Acquaintance only 11 12.1
No one ] 6 6.6

91

Table 6 presents a more detailed summary of the categories of
levels of intimacy reported by the respondents. Only 25.3 percent
named at least one person at each of the three levels of intimacy; an
additional 11.0 percent named at least one person in both the good
friend and "friendly with" categories, but named no acquaintances;
12.1 percent named both good friends and acquaintances, but no one in
the intermediate level of intimacy; and 17.6 percent named both people
they were friendly with and acquaintances, but no good friends. A
total of 25 respondents (27.5 percent) used only one category of inti-
macy, and an additional six (6.6 percent) named no one. Sixty
respondents (65.9 percent) named one or more tenants on at least two

levels of intimacy. Thus, respondents differed not only in terms of
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their use of the three categories reflecting incremental levels of
intimacy, but also in terms of the number of nominations in each cate-
gory.

The number of tenants named on all sociometric questions, and the
level of intimacy ascribed to these nominees serve as a major data base

for testing some hypotheses.

Part II. Testing of Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1. Reported levels of intimacy, defined as whether
respondents identify tenants named on sociometric items as good friends,
people they are friendly with, or acquaintances, will be associated with
status similarity in terms of specific characteristics of race, religion,
nationality,!® sex, marital status, and index of soctial position. Same
status nominations will be associated with more intimate relationships,
while cross status nominations will be associated with less intimate

relationships.

To determine the relationship between reported levels of intimacy
and status similarity, a series of different statistical techniques was
used. This approach was considered appropriate given the nature of the
data. It should be recalled that respondents differed in terms of their
use of the various categories reflecting levels of intimacy, and in
terms of the number of people named in each category. This presented a
number of questions regarding the appropriateness of various inferential
statistics which might be applied to test for the significance of the
relationship between status stmilarity and level of intimacy. For
example, the fact that there are multiple observations for each respon-

dent implies a violation of the assumption of independence of

16nless otherwise specified, throughout the analyses for Hypothe-
sis 1, nationality refers to the country in which respondents, and the
tenants they named, lived during their first ten to 15 years. Status
similarity for nationality was determined according to "Method II,"

described in Appendix C.
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observations inherent in many statistical procedures. The various
analytic approaches employed to deal with such issues are discussed in

turn below. In each case, the advantages and limitations of the parti-

cular statistical approach are noted.

Comparison of Good Friends to Acquaintances
on Status S?miTéFigx

One analytic approach to the relationship between level of
intimacy and status similarity involved the comparison of the proportion
of good friends who were status similar to the proportion of acquain-
tances who were status similar among respondents who named at least one
individual in each of these categories. As shown in Table 6, there were
a total of 34 respondents who named at least one individual in both the
good friend and acquaintance categories. For each of these 34 respon-
dents, the proportion of good friends and the proportion of acquaintances
who were status similar was calculated for each of the following status
similarity variables: race, religion, nationality, sex, marital status
at the time of the move to the building, marital status at the time of
data collection, and index of social position. Then, for each status
similarity variable, the proportion of status similar good friends was
compared to the proportion of status similar acquaintances, using the
t-test for correlated means. Thus, the problem of mulitiple nominations
for each respondent was dealt with, since proportions were calculated
separately for all good friend nominations and all acquaintance nomina-
tions, resulting in two correlated proportions for each of the 34
respondents.

The results of these t tests are presented in Table 7. The

proportion of status similars among good friends was significantly



t Tests for Correlated Samples Comparing Percent

Table 7

"Good Friends of the Same Status Characteristic
with Percent Acquaintances of the

Same Status Characteristic

132

Percent same status

Status Mean a
Characteristic N Mean SD difference t P
Race
% good friends same 97.18 9.49
34 29.47 4.25 .0005
% acquaintances same 67.71 40.75
Religion
% good friends same 65.52 39.90
31 19.75 2.12 .021
% acquaintances same 45.77 40.9
Nationality
% good friends same 51.91 36.50
34 28.70 3.39 .00l
% acquaintances same 23.21 33.69
Sex
% good friends same 75.38 33.05
34 8.23 .92 .183
% acquaintances same 67.15 38.16
Marital Status
% good friends same 58.18 37.84
34 12.36 1.33 .095
% acquaintances same 45,82 33.15
Index of Social Position
% good friends same 45,77 37.29
26 11.54 1.20 .122
% acquaintances same 34.23 39.28

aOne-tai]ed test.



133

higher than the proportion of status similars among acquaintances when
status similarity was considered on the basis of race (p. < .0005),
religion (p = .021) and nationality (p = .001). These findings are
consistent with the hypothesis. However, no significant differences
were obtained based on status similarity with respect to sex, marital
status or index of social position. For each of these variables the
mean difference between the proportion of status similars among good
friends and the proportion of status similars among acquaintances was
in the expected direction, but the magnitude of the differences was not
sufficient to achieve statistical significance.!?” These non-significant
differences were contrary to expectations.

In an attempt to understand why no significant differences were
obtained between the proportion of status similars among good friends
and the proportion of status similars among acquaintances with respect
to sex, marital status and index of social position, the following
points should be noted. The number of respondents available for these
analyses represents only 40 percent of those respondents who had named
at least one person at any of the three levels of intimacy, since only
respondents who had identified other tenants as both good friends and
acquaintances could be included. Thus, one must question the represen-
tativeness of this sub-sample of respondents.

Another relevant consideration is the possibility that for

certain status similarity variables there may be almost as strong a

17preliminary analyses included a consideration of the appropri-
ateness of these data for the t-test for correlated means. It was noted
that the distribution of differences pertaining to race was somewhat
skewed. As a precaution, the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks tests
were performed along with the paired t-tests for all variables. Identi-
cal results were obtained for these two procedures.
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tendency to identify as acquaintances those who are status similars as
to identify as good friends those who are status similar. Certainly
with respect to sex, it may be observed that even among acquaintances,
an average of 67.15 percent of those named are the same sex. It was
then proposed that respondents tended to name status similars, regard-
less of level of intimacy, beyond that which would be expected by chance
on the basis of the proportion of status similars among all potential
nominees in the building. The next series of analyses reported address

this issue.

Tendency to Nominate Status Similars
at All Levels of Intimacy

To determine whether respondents tended to nominate status similars
at all levels of intimacy at a rate significantly higher than that which
would be expected by chance, the following procedure was employed. Based
on the total number of tenants named, without regard to level of inti-
macy, the proportion of status similars for each of the status similarity
variables was calculated for each respbndent. For example, the status
similarity variable, religion, contains the subgroup Catholic. For each
Catholic respondent the proportion of all named persons who were also
Catholic was obtained. Next, for each major subgroup within each of the
status similarity variables, the mean and standard deviation were
obtained for the distributions of proportions of all nominees who were
status similar. Thus, for all Catholic respondents who named at least
one person, the average proportion of all nominees who were also Catho-
lic was calculated. Then, for subgroups within each of the status
similarity variables, the proportion of the total number of potential

nominees in the building belonging to that subgroup was obtained. This
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value was used as an estimate of the proportion of all nominations who
would be expected to be status similars in terms of a given characteris-
tic under the assumption of random choice. One sample t-tests were then
performed to compare the observed proportion of status similars to the
proporation which would be expected on the basis of chance, given the com-
position of the tenant population. Again referring to the example of
Catholic respondents, the one sample t-test compared the mean proportion
of Catholics actually named by Catholic respondents to the proportion of
Catholics that they would be expected to name under the assumption that
nominations were random within the building with respect to religion. A
total of 18 one-sample t-tests were performed for the following status
characteristic subgroups: (1) whites; (2) blacks; (3) Hispanics; (4)
Catholics; (5) Protestants; (6) Jews; (7) Austrians, Czechs, and Hungar-
ians; (8) Canadians, English, Irish, and Scots; (9) U.S. whites; (10) U.S.
blacks; (11) women; (12) men; (13) married; (14) not married; (15) social
classes I and II; (16) Class III; (17) Class IV; and (18) Class V. As
Table 8 indicates, the results are highly significant for 16 of the 18
status characteristic subgroups. With the exception of maritally unat-
tached respondents, and those of social classes I and II, respondents
named a higher proportion of status similars at all levels of intimacy than
would be expected under the assumption of random choice given the tenant
composition of the building. These findings tend to support the notion
that perhaps no significant differences emerged in terms of sex, marital
status and index of social position when the proportion of status similars
among good friends was compared to the proportion of status similars among
acquaintances because respondents tend to choose status similars in dis-

proportionately large numbers, regardless of the reported level of intimacy.



Table 8

One Sample t-Tests Comparing the Observed Mean
Proportion of Status Similar Tenants Named to
the Expected Proportion of Status Similars

Observed proportion
of status similar
tenants named

Status

Expected proportion
of status similar

Characteristic N Mean SD tenants t EP
Race
Whites 71 94.72 9.62 84.29 28.14 < .0005
Blacks 8 32.63 25.42 7.33 13.28 < .0005
Hispanics 6 85.33 23.76 7.33 35.78 < .0005
Religion
Catholics 52 . 68.77 26.87 63.47 7.30 < .0005
Protestants 16 27.88 21.32 14.37 11,35 < .0005
Jews 11 26.55 29.87 13.77 7.39 < ,0005
Nationality
Austrian, Czech, Hungarian 13 57.31 36.70 19.20 21.79 < ,0005
Canada, England, Ireland,

Scotland 14 51.71 23.09 12.60 29,35 < ,0005
U.S. Whites 34 48.47 29,96 35.71 13.39 < 0005
U.S. Blacks 6 25.0 22,93 4.95 9.36 < .0005

Sex
Women 59 82.15 17.33 67,71 26,42 < 0005
Men 26 47.46 19.35 32.29 17.24 < ,0005

ANumber of respondents who named any tenant.

bOne-tai]ed test.

1 ¢



Table 8--Continued

Observed proportion
of status similar

tenants named

Expected proportion

Status of status similar
Characteristic N Mean SD tenants t P
Marital Status
Married 37 49.68 26.76 43.09 7.64 < .0005
Not Married 48 58.02 27.64 56.91 1.11 >.10
Index of Social Position
Classes I and II 5 9.40 14.52 6.83 1.35 >.10
Class III 23 34.96 30.60 23.08 10.08 < .0005
Class IV 36 54.47 37.55 41.03 12.98 < .0005
Class V 20 45,50 36.97 29.06 11.79 < .0005

LET
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The fact that significant differences were observed for race, religion,
and nationality when the proportion of status similar good friends was
compared to the proportion of status similar acquaintances suggests
that ethnic factors are more salient than sex, marital status and
social class for more intimate relationships, at least among this
sample of respondents.

Analysis of the Relationship Between Level

of Intimacy and Status Similarity Based
on All Nominations

In view of the relatively small number of respondents (34) who
had identified tenants as both good friends and acquaintances, and the
possible bias of this sample, an alternative approach to the analysis
of Hypothesis 1 was undertaken. The unit of analysis was shifted from
the respondent to the individuals they named, and the reported level of
intimacy was crosstabulated with status similarity. Contingency tables
were prepared for each status similarity variable indicating the number
and proportion of same status and different status nominees according
to the three levels of intimacy. Chi-square tests of association were
performed to assess the significance of the relationship between status
similarity and level of intimacy.

The researcher is fully aware of the fact that the use of multiple
nominations from individual respondents involves a violation of the
assumption of independence of observations for the Chi-square test of
association. The use of the Chi-square statistic in spite of this devi-
ation from the exact underlying mathematical model has been defended by
Newcomb (1961), who cautions the researcher not to generalize findings

so derived to an entire population without first determining whether
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significant differences may have resulted from the impact of numerous
systematic responses from a few individuals. In the present study, the
results obtained from these Chi-square analyses will be seen to be
generally consistent with the results of analyses using the respondent
as the unit of analysis. Nevertheless, these results should be regarded
with caution, particularly with respect to their external validity. The
primary advantage of this approach is that all available data are
utilized. The contingency tables therefore represent the most complete
description of the relationship between status similarity and level of
intimacy for all nominees.

Contingency tables were prepared for the following status similar-
ity variables: race, religion, nationality, sex, marital status, and
index of social position. A summary is presented in Table 9, along with
the corresponding Chi-square tests of association.

Table 9 reveals that for all status similarity variables examined,
the proportion of status similars who were identified as good friends
exceeded the proportion of status dissimilars who were identified as
good friends. For example, while 35.4 percent of those named who were
the same race as the respondents were considered good friends, only
17.8 percent of those named who were a different race were considered
good friends. Chi-square tests of association indicated a significant
relationship between status similarity and level of intimacy for all
status similarity variables except sex. These results provide general
support for the hypothesis that respondents consider status similar
tenants as more intimate than status dissimilar tenants. With respect
to sex, 35.3 percent of same sex nominations were considered good

friends, while 27.6 percent of opposite sex nominations were considered



Table 9

Mmber and Percent of Status Similar and Status
Dissimilar Tenants Named, by Level of Intimacy

Level of Intimacy
- M and 1 of status similar tenants nomed as: e N and 1 of Status dissimiler tenants named as:
Good friend Friendly with Acquaintance @ Good friend Friendly with Acquaintance 0 To:’l

Status tenants tenants temants

Characteristic Nt N 1 N pd named I 3 ] 3 ] 3 named  named X' o p
Rare 152 35.4 157  3%.6 120 28.0 429 13 178 17 233 43 589 7 502 26.705 2 < .00l
Religion 100 40.8 8  3%.3 56 22.9 245 5S4 23.8 79 M8 94 414 221 472 23.05 2 <.001
National ity 98 41.7 84 3.8 53 22.5 235 67 25.3 90 4.0 108 40.7 265 S00 23.103 2 <.001
Sex 122 35.3 17 338 107 2.9 M6 43 27.6 51 3.5 56 35.9 156 502 2.990 2 ns
Marital Status (at the

Tine of the move) 101 3.7 101 3.7 73 2.6 215 63 279 713 323 9% N8 226 501 10.390 2 <.0l
Marital Status (at the

time of data 101 37.4 92 .1 17 8.5 270 63 27.3 82 355 86 3.2 231 501 6.887 2 <.05

collection)
Index of Social 64 444 3B 26,4 42 29.2 144 50 246 8 99 72 3.5 203 M7 15.567 2 <.001

Position

SNumber of tenants named refers to all targets for whom a given status characteristic was known.

ort
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good friends. Although this difference was in the expected direction,
the distribution of nominees was not sufficiently different for all
three levels of intimacy to achieve statistical significance.

Given the non-significant findings between level of intimacy and
status similarity based on sex, additional analyses were performed
examining level of intimacy by status similarity for the nominees of
men and women separately. (Such analyses were undertaken because
review of respondents' comments during the interviews suggested that
some single women were somewhat reluctant to form close associations
with men in the building, lest they become targets of gossips.)

The first analysis dealt only with those men and women who named
at least one good friend, and simply tested: whether women who were
living with men were more 1ikely to name at least one man as a good
friend, than women who were not 1iving with men; and similarly, whether
men who were 1iving with women were more 1ikely to name at least one
woman as a good friend. Eight of the 13 women (61.5 percent) who were
living with men, and who had identified anyone as a good friend, named
at least one man, compared to only five of the 23 women who were not
living with men. This difference was significant at the .05 level (x?
= 4.108, df = 1, Yates corrected for continuity). The analogous analy-
sis for men was non-significant.

The‘next set of analyses examined status similarity based on sex,
for all three levels of intimacy, for men and women respondents separ-
ately. This process was further refined by performing the same analysis
for the following four subgroups: (1) men 1iving with women; (2) men
not living with women; (3) women living with men; (4) women not living

with men. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 10. The



Table 10

Musber and Percent of Same Sex and Different Sex
Tenants Named, by Level of Intimacy

Level of Intisacy

N and 3 of same sex tenants named as:

[
Good friend Friendly with Acquaintance

N and I of opposite sex tenants Named as:

]

‘Good friend Friendly With Acquaintance

Total
L] L L]

Status tenants tenants tenants
Characteristic (] 1 L] b (] 1 named ] 3 ] 1 ] 1 named named x' df p
ANl men 24 258 ¥ 4.9 0 32.3 93 26 280 32 M4 3% 36 9 196 1.194.2 s
Men living with women 15 24.2 27 435 20 3.3 62 21 B4 24 W8 4 N8 6 1B 168 2 M

Men not living

oot vt 9 29.0 12 387 10 3.3 N 5 208 8 3.3 11 458 24 55 1122 2 WS
ANl women 98 387 18 208 17 2.4 253 17 20 25 97 2 333 63 N6 3.260 2 M
Women 1iving with men 36 40.0 20 22.2 34 3.8 % 12 387 10 323 9 290 3 121 1.e1 2 xS
Vomen ot iving 62 38.0 S8  35.6 43  26.4 163 S 156 15 469 12 3.5 R 195 899 2 .05

vt
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only significant relationship to emerge was for women who were not
1iving with men. They were significantly more 1ikely to identify other
women as more intimate than the men whom they named. Thus, the data

failed to support the hypothesis for status similarity based on sex.

Analyses of Primary Target Designees

The final analytic approach taken to test the relationship between
level of intimacy and status similarity involved the primary target.
For this series of analyses a restatement of the formal hypothesis was
required, although conceptually the alternative hypothesis is consistent
with Hypothesis 1.

Alternative hypothesis, 1-A. The most intimate relationship
reported by a given respondent will be associated with status similar-

ity In terms of specific characteristics of race, religion, nationality,
sex, marital status, and index of social position.

The ériteria for determining a primary target for a respondent
have been described in the methods chapter (see pp. 112-113) and will
not be reiterated here. It should be noted, however, that a respon-
dent's primary target may be regarded as the one tenant among all those
named with whom the respondent has the most intensive relationship. It
should also be pointed out that the use of the primary target circum-
vents some major problems of analysis. It provides data about a single
tenant for each respondent who named another tenant who met the criteria
for a primary target, regardless of the level of intimacy reported by
the respondent. Thus, a respondent who identified another tenant as a
good friend could have a primary target, as could those respondents
whose highest reported level of intimacy was "friendly with" or acquain-
tance. In contrast to the first series of analyses which included only

those 34 respondents who named both good friends and acquaintances,
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analyses of the primary target include a total of 77 respondents.

Thus, 91 percent of the 85 respondents who named at least one person on
sociometric questions had a primary target. Therefore, this sample
tends to reduce possible systematic bias which may have been related to
a respondent's propensity to identify tenants at a particular level of
intimacy. Moreover, the designation of a single nominee eliminates the
problem of multiple observations for each respondent and consequently
the violation of the assumption of independence of observations inherent
in many inferential statistical tests.

Tests of significance were performed to determine whether the
proportion of primary targets who were status similar exceeded the pro-
portion that would be expected on the basis of chance, given the tenant
composition of the building. This feature of the analysis is important
since the propcrtions of various status characteristic subgroups within
the building's population differ considerably. For example, the build-
ing's population is predominantly: female (69.2 percent of respondents,
67.7 percent of all potential nominees); white (83.5 percent of respon-
dents, 83.9 percent of all potential nominees); and Catholic (59.3
percent of respondents, 55.2 percent of potential nominees). Thus, for
certain variabtes such as sex, race and religion, respondents who are
in a majority are more likely to name a primary target of the same or
similar status on the basis of chance alone. Similarly, unless the
expected probability of same status selection is controlled for among
tenants who occupy a minority status, a highly significant tendency to
name a status similar might be obscured. Therefore in any analyses it
was desirable to control for chance selection of a target with the same

or similar status. In the following analyses such chance choices were
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taken into account.

Separate tests were performed for major status similarity sub-
groups within the status characteristics of race, religion, nationalityl?
sex, marital status,!® and index of social position. Thus it is possible
to determine the tendency of different subgroups within each status
characteristic to have primary targets who are similar.

In testing the hypothesis that the proportion of primary targets
who were stitus similar exceeded chance expectations, one of two infer-
ential statistics was employed for each subgroup: (1) if the number of
respondents in the subgroup was less than or equal to 20, the binomial
test was used; (2) if the number of respondents in the subgroup exceeded
20 the corresponding z-test was employed. The results of these tests
are presented in Table 11.

As shown in Table 11, the subgroups based on race and sex are
perfectly consistent in that each of them demonstrates a highly signifi-
cant tendency to have status similar primary targets at a rate greater
than that which would be expected by chance. While Protestants (p <
.0001) and Jews (p <.05) have status similar primary targets, the pro-
portion of status similars for Catholics is not greater than chance
expectancy (p = .23). With respect to nationality subgroups, U.S.
whites did not demonstrate a significant tendency to have primary targets
who were status similar, nor did foreign-raised blacks from English

speaking countries. Al1l other nationality subgroups for whom analyses

18Analyses for nationality were performed for all three methods of
determining status similarity, as described in Appendix C, pp. 312-313.

19gtatus similarity for marital status was analyzed for two poiqts
in time: (1) the time of the move; and (2) the time of data collection.



Table 11

Summary of Primary Target Analyses:
Tests of Significance for Naming a Status Similar
Primary Target Beyond Chance Expectation

Observed
proportion
N choosing choosing Proportion
Status a primary a status expected Value
Characteristic target similar by chance  Statistic obtained P
Race
White 64 .98 .84 z-test 2.95 .0016
Black 7 71 .07 binomial - < .0002
Hispanic 6 .67 .07 binomial - < .0013
Religion .
Catholic 43 .70 .63 z-test L7279 .2327
Protestant 14 1 .14 binomial - < .0001
Jewish 10 .40 .13 binomial - < .0499
Nationah’tya
(Method 1)
Czechoslovakia 7 .97 .10 binomial - < ,0028
Hungary 5 .80 .06 binomial - < 0004
Ireland 9 .67 .09 binomial - < .0001
Scotland 2 1.00 .01 binomial - < ,0025
U.S. black 5 .60 .04 binomial - < .0011
U.S. white 28 .43 .35 z-test .6324 .2643
(Method I1) .
Austria, Czechoslovakia & Hungary 13 .69 19 binomial - < .0001

qMethods for determining status similarity with respect to nationality are described

in Appendix C.

3

9.



Table 11--Continued

Observed
proportion
N choosing choosing Proportion
Status a primary a status expected Value
Characteristic target similar by chance Statistic obtained P
Cagada, England, Ireland & 12 .83 12 binomial - .~ <.0001
U.S. white 28 .43 .35 2-test .6324 .2643
U.S. black 5 .60 .04 binomial - < .0011
Hispanic 6 .67 .07 binomial - < .0012
(Method I11)
Foreign-raised white, English- ; -
speaking country 12 .83 .18 binomial < .0001
Foreign-raised white, non- _
English speaking country 23 .57 .29 z-test 2.63 .0043
U.S. white 28 .43 .35 2-test .63 . .2643
U.S. black 5 .60 .04 binomial - < .0011
Hispanic 6 .67 .07 binomial - < .0001
Forelgnjralsed black, English- 2 .00 .02 binomial - NS
speaking country
Sex
Men 24 .63 .33 z-test 2.86 .0021
Women 53 .91 .68 2-test 3.44 .0003
Marital Status
(Time of move)
Married 35 .46 .43 z-test .18 .4286
Not married 29 .69 .57 z-test 1.46 .0721
(Time of data collection)
Married 32 .38 .36 2-test .02 .4920
Not married 45 .78 .63 z-test 7.10 < .0001

(vl



Table 11--Continued

Observed
proportion
N choosing choosing Proportion
Status a primary a status expected Value
Characteristic target similar by chance  Statistic obtained )
Index of Social Position
Class: I and II 5 .20 .06 binomial - 91
I 14 .50 .22 binomial - . <.028
IV 24 .79 .41 z-test 3.65 .0002
) 17 .47 .28 binomial - .359

8h1
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were possible, did demonstrate significant tendencies to nominate status
similars as primary targets at levels well beyond chance expectation.

Results with respect to marital status and index of social posi-
tion were mixed. Among subjects who were not married at the time of
data collection, there was a significant tendency to have status similar
primary targets. No such tendency was found for respondents who were
married at the time of data collection. When marital status was based
on the time of the move, neither married nor unmarried respondents
demonstrated any significant tendency to choose status similars as
primary targets.

With respect to index of social position, significant tendencies
to select status similar primary targets beyond chance expectation were
observed among members of classes III and IV, but not among members of
other classes.

Hypothesis 2. The proportion of status similars in the building
will be significantly related to the total number of on-site social con-
tacts reported and to the number of more intimate relationships that
individuals develop with other tenants. That Is, tenants with relatively
greater numbers of status similars will report: (a) significantly more
tenants with whom they have contact and; (b) significantiy more social

relationships of a more intimate nature, than those tenants who have
relatively few status similars.

This hypothesis was tested in terms of six independent variables.
These reflected the proportion of status similars in the tenant popula-
tion, for each of the following characteristics: (1) sex, with the
groups men vs. women, where women was the majority status; (2) race,
with the groups white vs. non-white, where white was the majority
status; (3) religion, with the groups Catholic vs. non-Catholic , where
Catholic was the majority status; (4) marital status, with the groups

not-married vs. married, where not-married was the majority status;
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(5) index of soctal position, with the groups "low" vs. "high," where
"low" represents Hollingshead's Classes IV and V, and constituted the
majority status; and (6) nationality, with the groups identified as
"high," "intermediate,” and "low" density. The three nationality groups
were defined in the following manner. The high density category con-
tained persons whose nationality group constituted more than 12 percent
of the total tenant population; these were whttes raised in: (a) Austria,
Czechoslovakia and Hungary; (b) Canada, England, Ireland and Scotland;
and (c) the United States. The intermediate category contained individ-
uals whose nationality group constituted from five to 12 percent of the
tenant population; these groups included (a) Germans, (b) Hispanics, and
(c) U.S. blacks. The low density category included all those respondents
whose nationality group?® constituted less than five percent of the
tenant population; these included emigrants from France, Greece, Italy,
Jamaica-British West Indies, Poland, and Russia.

Two dependent variables were employed: (1) the total number of
reported on-site social contacts, defined as the sum of the number of
tenants named by the respondent as good friends, people the respondent
was friendly with, and acquaintances of the respondent; and (2) more
intimate social relationships, defined as the number of tenants the
respondent identified as good friends plus the number of tenants the
respondent indicated he or she was friendly with,

For the five independent variables for which majority/minority
status was viewed as a dichotomy, t-tests for two independent samples

were performed to determine the significance of the difference between

20Nationality group was based on Method Il for determining status
similarity with respect to nationality, described in Appendix C.
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the mean score of the majority group and the mean score of the minority
group for both the total number of tenants named and the number of more
intimate relationships (Table 12). For the nationality variable, which
had three groups, two one-way analyses of variance were performed to
determine the significance of group differences in terms of the two
dependent variables (Tables 13 and 14).

Residential Density of Status Similars
and Total Number of Tenants Named

As Table 12 indicates, significant differences between majority
and minority status similarity groups were obtained with respect to the
total number of tenants named when majority and minority status was
based on sex and marital status. The 63 women constituting the majority
sex group named an average of 5.02 tenants at all levels of intimacy
(SD = 3.24). 1In contrast, the 28 men named an average of 6.64 tenants
(SD = 3.15). The difference between these means was significant (t (89)
= -2.23, p = .014). However, contrary to expectation, the men, cdm-
prising the minority group, named significantly more tenants at all
levels of intimacy than did the women.

Among the 54 maritally unattached respondents constituting the
majority group for marital status, the mean number of tenants named at
all levels was 4.67 (SD = 3.23). Among the 37 married respondents com-
prising the minority group the mean was 6.76 (SD = 2.99). This
difference was also significant (t (89) = -3.12, p = .001). The sig-
nificantly higher number of tenants named by married respondents is
similarly contrary to expectation.

Differences between majority and minority status similarity groups

were not significant with respect to the total number of tenants named



Table 12

t-Tests for Two Independent Samples Comparing
Majority and Minority Status Similarity Groups
for Total Number of Tenants Named and Number

of More Intimate Social Relationships

Total number of

Number of more intimate

Status o?e::z::t tenants named social relationships
Characteristics population N X  SD t PP N X sD t p?
Race

White (majority) 84.29 76 5.51 3.28 76 3.7% 2.77
-0.02 .491 0.19 .426
Non-white (minority) 15.71 15 5.53 3.44 15 3.60 3.14
Religion
Catholic (majority) 63.47 54 5.74 3.22 54 4,06 2.72
0.79 .217 1.36 .089
Non-Catholic (minority) 36.53 37 5.19 3.40 37 3.24 2.91
Sex
Women (majority) 67.71 63 5.02 3.24 63 3.46 2.75
-2.23 .014 -1.35 .090
Men (minority) 32.29 28 6.64 3.15 28 4.32 2.92
Marital Status
Not-married (majority) 56.91 54 4.67 3.23 54 3.17 2.75
-3.12 .001 -2.35 .011
Married (minority) 43.09 37 6.76 2.99 37 4.54 2,75

30ne-tailed test.

es



Table 12--Continued

Total number of

Number of more intimate

Status oie::ﬁ::t __tenants named social relationships
Characteristics population N X sb t p* N X st p°
Index of Social Position

Hollingshead classes
IV and V (majority) 70.09 61 5.13 3.22 61 3.48 2.59
-1.61 .056 -1.21 .115
Hollingshead classes
I, II, and III (minority) 29.91 30 6.30 3.33 30 4.23 3.21

€<l
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when majority vs. minority status was considered for race or religion.
The results approach significance for index of socfal positfon (t (89)
= -1.61, p = .056). The 30 respondents who were members of Classes I,
II, and III, and constituted the minority status group for index of
socfal position named an average of 6.30 (SD = 3.33) tenants at all
levels of intimacy, contrasted to the majority status group (Classes IV
and V) who named an average of 5.13 (SD = 3.22) tenants. Once again,
the findings are contrary to the hypothesis.

Significant differences among the three groups formed on the basis
of natfonality density were obtained with respect to the total number of
tenants named on all levels, and these differences are consistent with
the hypothesis. Table 13 reveals that among the 64 tenants who were
members of nationality groups representing more than 12 percent of the
total tenant population, the average number of tenants named at all
Tevels of intimacy was 5.97 (SO = 3.18). The corresponding mean for the
16 respondents who made up the intermediate density nationality groups
(5-12 percent of the tenant population) was 5.19 (SD = 3.33); and for
the 11 respondents from the low density nationality groups (less than
five percent of the population), the mean was 3.36 (SD = 3.20). The
differences among these three means were significant, (F (2, 88) = 3.20,
p = .047), although post hoc Scheffe contrasts indicated that there
were no significant pair-wise mean differences.

Residential density of status similars and more intimate social

relationships. With respect to the dependent variable, number of more

intimate social relationships, only one significant difference emerged
when density of status similars was examined in terms of race, religion,

sex, marital status, and index of social positions (Table 12). This



Table 13

Analysis of Variance for Total Number
of Tenants Named by Three Independent
Nationality Density Groups

155

Nationality
density group N

Mean number of
tenants named SD

High
(More than 12% of the 64
tenant population)

Intermediate
(5 - 12% of the 16
tenant population)

Low
(Less than 5% of the 1
tenant population)

5.97 3.18

5.19 3.33

3.36 3.20

ANOVA Table

Source SS
Between groups 65.80
Within groups 904.92

Total 970.72

df

2
88
90

Ms F -]
32.90 3.20 .047
10.28 .
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difference was again related to marital status, The mean number of more
intimate retationships reported by the 54 maritally unattached respon-
dents (the majority status group) was 3.17 (SD = 2.75), compared to a
mean of 4.54 (§g = 2.75) for the 37 married respondents who constituted
the minority group. This difference was significant (t (89) = -2.35,

p = .011), and the direction of the difference, as in the previous
ana]yses,‘was contrary to expectation.

Significant differences among the three nationality density groups
were obtained with respect to this dependent measure, and are consistent
with the hypothesis. As Table 14 indicates, the mean number of more
intimate social relationships for the high, intermediate and low density
nationality groups was 4.03 (SD = 2.75); 3.93 (SD = 3.11), and 1.63 (SD
= 1.86), respectively. The analysis of variance was significant (F (2,
88) = 3.66, p = .030). Post hoc Scheffe contrasts indicated that the
only significant pairwise mean difference was that between the high and
low density nationality groups.

In summary, the hypothesis that tenants with relatively greater
numbers of status similars will report significantly more tenants with
whom they had contact, and significantly more social relationships of a
more intimate nature, was tested for six status similarity variables:
race, religion, nationality, sex, marital status, and index of social
position. The hypothesis was confirmed for only one of these indepen-
dent variables--the proportion of status similars in terms of nationality.
Tenants with relatively higher proportions of status similars with
respect to nationality were significantly more likely to report more
tenants with whom they had contact, and a greater number of more intimate

social relationships. While significant differences were obtained for



Table 14
Analysis of Variance for the Number of More

Intimate Social Relationships of Three
Independent Nationality Density Groups

157

Mean number of

Nationality more intimate
density group N social relationships SO
( High
More than 12% of the
tenant population) 64 4.03 2.75
(Slnte;mediate
- 12% of the
tenant population) 16 3.93 3.11
(L hLows f
ess than 5% of the
tenant population) 1 1.63 1.86
ANOVA Table
Source SS df MS F p
Between groups 54. M 2 27.36 3.66 .030
Within groups 657.42 88 7.47
Total 712.13 90
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the proportion of status similars based on sex and marital status, in
terms of the total number of tenants named, the findings were contrary
to expectation. Those in a minority status with respect to sex and
marital status reported significantly more tenants with whom they had
contact. A similar trend was observed for index of soctal position.

No significant differences were observed for the total number of tenants
named when majority vs. minority status similarity groups were based on
race and religion. When the hypothesis was tested using more intimate
relationships as the dependent variable, only married respondents, who
constituted a minority, reported a significantly greater number of more
intimate relationships than their maritally unattached counterparts,
and once again, the finding was contrary to expectation.

Status similarity of personal and social characteristics was
regarded as a major factor in the development of soctal relationships,
but by no means the only issue to consider in a comprehensive study.

An additional set of hypotheses was related to proximity of dwelling
units, having performed formal roles within on-site organizations, and
levels of participation in off-site social networks.

Hypothesis 3. Factors such as proximity of dwelling units, the
performance of formal roles within on-site organizations, and levels of
participation in off-site social networks will be associated with
épecific types of social relationships among tenants.

Sub-hypothesis 3-a. The majority of more intimate social rela-

tionships among tenants will involve non-proximate neighbors, that 1s,

tenants who 1ive on different floors. Conversely, the majority of
contacts among proximate neighbors will involve less intimate relation-

ships.

Table 15 presents the residential proximity of tenants named on

sociometric questions, by reported level of intimacy.



Table 15
Level of Intimacy by Proximity of Tenants Named

Level of intimacy
Good friends Friendly with Acquaintances

Proximi ty N % N % N %

Same floor 30 18.2 43 24.7 83 50.9

Different floor 135 81.8 131 75.3 80 49.1
165 100.0 174 100.0 163 100.0

Chi-square tests of association indicate a highly significant
inverse relationship between level of intimacy and proximity of dwelling
units when all three levels of intimacy are considered (x* = 46.07, df
= 2, p <.001); and when more intimate social relattonships is defined
as good friends plus tenants with whom respondents are friendly (x? =
44.38, df = 1, p <.001).

Nevertheless, it must be pointed out that 21.5 percent of all
nominees identified as good friends and people with whom respondents are
friendly live on the same floor as respondents. This proportion is
certainly greater than one would expect by chance if proximity were not
a factor in the formation of more intimate relationships. Due to the
varying numbers of tenants residing on each of the residential floors
of the building it was considered impractical to attempt to test statis-
tically the precise hypothesis that the 21.5 percent exceeds chance
expectations. Instead, the observed numbers of proximate neighbors who
were identified as good friends and as persons with whom respondents
were friendly were compared to an estimate of the numbers of nominations

that would be expected by chance, based on an average of approximately
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9 out of 191 potential nominees residing on the same floor. As shown
in Table 16, Chi-square tests of goodness of fit revealed that the
observed number of proximate neighbors who were identified as good
friends and as persons with whom respondents were friendly greatiy

exceeded chance expectations.

Table 16

Comparison of Observed and Expected Frequencies
of Level of Intimacy by Proximity
of Tenants Named

Level of {ntimacy

Good friends Friendly with
Proximity Observed Expected Observed Expected
Same floor 30 7.75 43 8.18
Different floor 135 157.25 131 165.82

165 165.00 174 174.00

x? = 67.03 (p <.001) x* = 155.53 (p < .001)

Thus, the hypothesis that the majority of more intimate social
relationships involved tenants on different floors is confirmed. How-
ever, this finding is not in conflict with the results of other studies
that have indicated that proximity of dwelling units is an important
factor in friendship formation among tenants in age-segregated housing.

Sub-hypothesis 3-b. Tenants who have performed a formal role
within on-site organizations will report: (a) a stgnificantly greater
number of total on-site social contacts; and (b) a significantly greater

number of social relationships of a more intimate nature than tenants
who have not performed such roles.

Respondents with no formal roles were compared to respondents with
one or more formal roles with respect to two dependent variables: (1)

the total number of tenants named on sociometric items, without regard
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to the level of intimacy; and (2) the number of more intimate social
relationships, defined as the number of tenants the respondent identi-
fied as good friends, plus the number of tenants with whom the
respondent was friendly. For each of these dependent variables, t-tests
for independent samples were performed to determine the significance of
the difference between the mean scores of those respondents with and
without formal roles.

As Table 17 reveals, for the 44 respondents with one or more
formal roles the mean number of tenants named at all levels of intimacy
was 6.91 (SD = 2.79), compared to a mean of 4.21 (SD = 3.20) for the
47 respondents with no formal roles. The difference between these means
was significant (t (89) = 4.27, p < .0005). Similarly, when the groups
were compared in terms of the mean number of more intimate social rela-
tionships, respondents with one or more formal roles named significantly
more tenants than those with no formal roles. The respective means were
4.68 (SD = 2.71) and 2.83 (SD = 2.63); (t (89) = 3.31, p. <.001).

Additional analyses related to hypothesis 3-b. Clearly, having

performed a formal role within an on-site organization may be related

to tenant characteristics such as age, sex, functional health, national-
ity, length of residence within the building, etc. These same
characteristics may also be related to the total number of tenants

named on sociometric items, and to the number of more intimate relation-
ships reported by respondents. For example, statistical analyses

related to hypothesis 2 revealed that married persons named significantly
more tenants than maritally unattached persons on each of these dependent
variables.

Thus, two stepwise hierarchical multiple regression analyses were
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Table 17

Total Number of Reported On-Site Contacts and
the Number of More Intimate Social Relationships,
by Tenants With and Without Formal Roles

Mean number
Number of of tenants
formal roles N named sb t P
Total number of reported on-gsite contacts
None 47 4.21 3.20
4,27 < .0005
One or more 44 6.91 2.79

Number of more intimate :zocial relationships
None 47 2.83 2.63

One or more 44 4.68 2.71

3.31 <.001
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performed to determine the effect of formal roles on the total number
of tenants named on sociometric questions and on the number of more
intimate relationships, while controlling for the effects of age, sex,
marital status, functional health, race, religion, nationality, index
of social position, and length of residence in the building. In these
analyses the nominal variables, marital status and race, were collapsed
into dichotomies (married vs. not married, and white vs. non-white).
The nominal variables, nationality and religion, were each collapsed
into four categories, and three dummy variables were created for each
to make possible the inclusion of these nominal variables in the regres-
sion equation.

In each analysis the variables age, sex, marital status, functional
health, race, index of social position, and length of residence in the
building were entered at the first hierarchical level. Nationality and
religion were entered at the second and third hierarchical levels. The
number of on-site formal roles was entered last as the critical predic-
tor variable. Thus, the predictive effect of the number of formal roles
was measured only after the effects of the other variables had been
taken into account. This provides the most stringent test of the effect
of formal roles on the criterion variables.

The results of the two stepwise hierarchical multiple regression
analyses indicate that the number of formal roles was a significant
predictor of both the number of tenants named at all levels of intimacy
(F (1, 76) = 13.62, p <.001) and of the number of tenants named at more
intimate levels (F (1, 76) = 13.55, p <.001). The number of formal
roles accounted for 12.05 percent of the variance in the number of

tenants named at all levels of intimacy, and 11.83 percent of the



164

variance in the number of tenants named at more intimate levels.

These analyses provide compelling support for the hypothesis that
tenants who have performed formal roles within on-site organizations
develop significantly more relationships with other residents in their
building, and significantly more relationships of a more intimate nature,
than tenants who have not held such formal roles.

Sub-hypothesis 3-c. There will be an inverse relationship between

levels of participation in off-site social networks and the total number
of more intimate social relationships with other tenants.

The result of a Pearson Product Moment Carrelation to test the
relationship between the number of extra-building face-to-face social
contacts?! per week and the sum of the number of tenants identified by
the respondent as good friends and people she or he was friendly with,
was not significant (r = .05, p = .33). In addition, the number of
weekly extra-building contacts was correlated with: (1} the total
number of tenants named at all levels of intimacy, (2) the number iden-
tified as good friends, (3) people the respondent was friendly with, and
(4) acquaintances of the respondent. In no case was a significant rela-
tionship observed.

Thus, there is no evidence that a significant relationship exists
between levels of participation in off-site social networks and the
total number of more intimate social relationships that tenants develop

with other residents in their building.

21The number of extra-building face-to-face contacts is a composite
score of the frequency of contact with good friends who do not live in
the building and kin who do not live in the building; participation in
extra-building formal social organizations, recreational activities,
church attendance, and work. The method for determining the score is
described on pp.106 -107.
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Hypothesis 4. In comparison to tenants without a formal role,
tenants who have performed a formal role within an on-site organization
will report significantly more social relationships, and significantly
more relationships of a more intimate nature, with tenants who are dis-
similar in terms of race, reiigion, nationality, sex, marital status,
and index of social position.

Tenants with no formal roles were compared to tenants with one or
more formal roles with respect to the total number of status dissimilar
tenants named at all levels of intimacy, and with respect to the number
of status dissimilar tenants named at more intimate levels. The number
of more intimate social relationships was defined as the sum of the
number of good friends and the number of people that the respondent
indicated she or he was friendly with. The status similarity variables
examined were: race, religion, nationality, sex, marital status, and
index of social position. Since the distributions of the numbers of
status dissimilar nominees were typically positively skewed, Mann-
Whitney U tests were performed. The results of these tests are presented
in Table 18. Referring to the upper portion of the table, headed "Total
number of cross-status nominations," it may be observed that in compari-
son to respondents with no formal roles, those with one or more formal
roles named significantly more tenants who were status dissimilar for
each of the following characteristics: race (p = .027), religion (p =
.001), nationality (p = .007), sex (p = .004), marital status (p = .013),
and index of social position (p = .002).

When the analyses were performed using number of more intimate
cross-status nominations as the dependent variable, compared to respon-
dents with no formal roles, those with one or more formal roles named
significantly more tenants who were status dissimilar in terms of

religion (p = .005), nationality (p = .038), sex (p = .018), and index



Table 18

Rann-Whitney U Tests Comparing Tenants With and
Without Formal Roles for Total Mumber of
Cross-Status Nominations and Nusber of
More Intimate Cross-Status Nominations

Status characteristic

Index of
Nosber Race Religion Nationality Sex Marital status Social Position
FormalRoles N T uw p ¥ X uwu ¢ x I v p & X v ?p w I v ¢ I v ¢
Total number of cross-status nominations

None 41 0.56 41 1.9 41 2.9 41 1.3 41 2.22 1.78

712.0 .027 546.0 .001 621.5 .007 606.5 .004 652.5 .013 558.5 .002
One or more “a 1.4 4“4 339 4 3.0 “M 2.3 4“4 1.07 3.00

Mumber of more intimate cross-status nominations

None 3 0.21 33 1.21 U 1.65 4 0.97 M 1.59 1.46

635.5 .260 434.0 .005 $19.0 .038 493.5 .018 562.0 .095 3%9.0 .011
One or wore 40 0.58 0 2.33 40 2.52 40 1.68 40 2.05 2.1

991
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of social position (p = .011). No significant differences between the
two groups were obtained with respect to the number of more intimate
cross-racial nominations (p = .26), or the number of cross-status
nominations with respect to marital status (p = .095}, although the
observed differences were in the expected direction. |

Thus, the general hypothesis that tenants with formal roles will
report significantly more social relationships, and significantly more
relationships of a more intimate nature with status dissimflar residents
in their building, was confirmed for all status characteristics that
were examined, with the exception of race and marital status with respect
to more intimate social relationships.

It has already been noted, in connection with hypothesis 3-b,
however, that those respondents with one or more formal roles named .
significantly more tenants at all levels of tntimacy, and significantly
more tenants with whom they had developed more intimate relationships
than respondents with no formal roles. Thus, the finding that respon-
dents with formal roles are significantly more 1ikely to make cross-
status nominations may, in part, be a function of the significantly
greater number of tenants whom they named on sociometric questions. The
more people one names, the more cross-status people one is likely to
name.

Therefore, the Mann-Whitney U tests reported above were repeated,
using the proportion rather than the number of cross-status nominees as
dependent variables. The results of this second set of analyses are
presented in Table 19.

Referring to the upper portion of Table 19, headed "Proportion of

all cross-status nominations," it may be noted that in comparison to



Mann-Whitney U Tests Comparing Tenants With and

Table 19

Without Formal Roles for the Proportion of All
Cross-Status Nominations and Proportion of
More Intimate Cross-Status Nominations

Status characteristic

Index of
Number Race Religion Nationality Sex Marital status Socia) Position
fFonalRoles & ¥ v P ¥ ¥ v ¢ w X v p & X v ¢ » ¥ v 2 n X v ¢
’ Proportion of 311 cross-status nominations
MNone 4] 0.09 4] 0.46 4] 0.55 4 0.23 4] 0.46 40 0.5
716.5 .03 797.5 .118 883.5 .435 679.5 .024 878.0 .416 805.0 .248
One or more 4 0.15 M 0.5 4 0.54 “M 0. 44 0.45 4 0.59
Proportion of nore intimate
cross-status nominations
None M 0.04 33 0.3 34 0.49 u o.21 un 0.3 28 0.49
631.5 .23 499.5 .036 680.0 .500 493.0 .019 630.0 .292 433.0 .072
One-or more 40 0.10 40 0.46 40 0.48 40 0.32 40 0.3 39 0.65

891
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respondents with no formal roles, respondents with one or more formal
roles named a significantly higher proportion of tenants who were status
dissimilar with respect to race (p = .030) and sex (p = .024). No sig-
nificant differences between the two groups were obtained with respect
to religion (p = .178), nationality (p = .435), marital status (p =
.416), or index of social posttion (p = .248).

When the same analyses were performed, based on the proportion of
cross-status nominations at more intimate levels, respondents with one
or more formal roles named a significantly higher proportion of tenants
who were status dissimilar with respect to religion (p = .036) and sex
(p = .019). No significant differences between the two groups were
obtained with respect to race (p = .230), nationality (p = .50), marital
status (p = .292), or index of social position (p = .072).

In summary, the analyses employing the number of cross-status
choices confirms the hypothesis that tenants having one or more formal
roles are significantly more likely than tenants without such roles to
report larger numbers of relationships with tenants who are status dis-
similar.

A comparison of the findings presented in Tables 17 and 18 would
indicate that the tendency of respondents with formal roles to name more
status dissimilar tenants on sociometric questions may reflect their
tendency to name more individuals in general. When the two groups were
compared with respect to the proportion of cross-status nominations at
all levels of intimacy, significant differences emerged only with respect
to race and sex. And when the two groups were compared with respect to
the proportion of more intimate cross-status nominations, significant

differences were obtained only with respect to religion and sex.
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This chapter has presented quantitative analyses of the types of
social relationships that were reported among the tenants of Belmar
Drive. Descriptive statistics were employed to show the variety of
behaviors among residents and the respondents' perceptions of the levels
of intimacy of these relationships. Inferential statistics were em-
ployed to test the hypotheses. In the next chapter these findings
are interpreted within the context of the qualitative material from

the interviews, and the conceptual framework delineated in Chapter II.
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CHAPTER VII
DISCUSSION

This chapter is concerned primarily with the ways in which status
similarity and social context, the performance of formal roles within
on-site organizations, and characteristics of the physical environment
influenced the patterns of social relationships that were observed among
the tenants of Belmar Orive. These issues are presented thematically,
combining results from separate but related hypotheses. Each section
includes a recapitulation of the relevant statistical relationships,
interpretations of these findings, and when appropriate, theoretical
considerations.

A major goal of this study was to provide descriptive information
about the quality and the meaning of social relationships among the
residents of this setting. Throughout this chapter, extensive use is
made of the qualitative material from the interviews. This information
is supplemented by log notes made during the period of data collection,
and by relevant data (especially from the case study analysis, and the
questionnaire survey) that were obtained during the extensive pilot
work. The procedures employed during the pilot work have been described
in Chapter III, pp. 43-45,

In drawing vignettes of individual tenants, I have altered certain
biographical facts, while attempting to preserve the unique integrity of

each person. On occasion, some facts about individuals, such as their
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race and nationality, could not be altered without compromising the
understanding of how these characteristics influenced their social
relationships with other tenants. Nevertheless, in these cases, other
information was either disquised or withheld in order to protect their
identities.

Quotations are used generously so that the tenants of Belmar Drive
may speak for themselves, and so that the reader may gain a greater
understanding of who they are and how they perceived their social exper-
iences within their building. A1l quotes are verbatim, although in the
interest of economy and cohesiveness [ have occasionally taken the
1iberty of combining quotes from different portions of an individual's
interview. Clearly, the selection of individuals and quotations is a
subjective process. Every effort was made to select individuals because
their opinions and experfences were typical of a given subgroup that
they were chosen to represent. Perhaps at times I have favored people
whose comments were a bit more.elaborate, articulate or colorful. When-
ever a person was atypical, or the views they expressed were divergent,

this is noted.

Status Similarity

This section addresses the ways in which status similarity with
respect to race, nationality, religion, sex, marital status, and index
of social position influenced social relationships among the tenants of
Belmar Drive. Although these variables are considered separately, it
is acknowledged that in the formation of dyadic social bonds these per-
sonal characteristics are obviously inseparable.

Of all the personal characteristics examined, nationality is
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discussed in the greatest detail. The emphasis on natfonality reflects
the marked saliency of this dimension in the formation of social ties
within this particular setting. Since few studies of ethnicity and
aging have ané]yzed social relationships among subcultural groups with-
in races (Gelfand and Kutzik, 1979) and no study, to my knowledge, has
addressed this issue specifically with respect to social relationships
among tenants in age-segregated public housing, it is hoped that this
detailed analysis of the topic will provide information that will be

useful to practitioners, researchers, and theoreticians.

Race

Racial similarities and differences have a profound and pervasive
influence on social relationships in American society. Thus, it is not
surprising that race was a salient factor in social relationships among
the tenants at Belmar Drive.

Each of the three racial groups in the building demonstrated a
highly significant tendency to name same race tenants on all sociometric
items, well beyond chance expectations, when the proportion of same
race tenants was taken into account. Analyses of the relationship
between status similarity and level of intimacy clearly indicate that
tenants of the same race are significantly more likely to be regarded
as more intimate--that is, to be identified as good friends or persons
with whom respondents are friendly, than are tenants of a different
race. Conversely, the majority of all cross-racial nominees were iden-
tified as acquaintances.

Still, some close friendships involving persons of different

races nad developed at Belmar Drive. Previous research has indicated
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that cross-racial friendships usually develop among tenants who live on
the same floor (Nahemow and Lawton, 1975). The present study attempted
to elucidate how cross-racial friendships develop among proximate
neighbors, and to identify additional factors that contribute to cross-
racial friendships. It is just as important, and perhaps even more
i1luminating, to focus on the minority of respondents who reported close
association with tenants of another race, than the majority of respon-
dents whose more intimate relationships with neighbors were confined to
individuals of the same race.

The findings obtained in the present study with respect to race
are generally consistent with the results reported by other investiga-
tors {Nash et al., 1968; Nahemow and Lawton, 1975). The tendency for
black and white tenants in age-segregated public housing to choose
friends of the same race, beyond chance expectation; was found by Nash
et al. (1968) in a study involving four sites in four large Northeastern
and Midwestern cities. Thus, the tenants of Belmar Drive cannot be
considered unique.

A basic assumption of the present study was that the move to
Belmar Drive marked a critical transition for tenants. Even though many
residents had come from buildings where contacts with neighbors were not
particularly satisfying (Lewin, 1978), movers nevertheless experienced
the loss of familiar relationships, and they faced an amorphous social
situation. The vast majority did not know any of their new neighbors,
nor what to expect from them. During the first few months of occupancy,
contacts among residents were informal, as there were no organized
tenants' groups to facilitate social interaction.

According to Marris (1975), under such circumstances, individuals
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are likely to experience considerable anxiety. As common sense suggests,
and Marris' research adduces, in their need to establish structure and
meaning, individuals begin to classify their neighbors according to
highly visible characteristics that provide clues about another's socio-
cultural background, values, and life experiences, Obviously, in our
society race is one of the most salient personal characteristics that
individuals use when classifying a large group of strangers. Certainly
race is one of the most visible characteristics.

Individuals who find themselves surrounded by a majority of people
who come from different sociocul tural backgrounds are likely to perceive
the behavior patterns of others as unfamiliar and unpredictable. The
minority person’s sense of self-identity may be threatened, and anxiety
may be enhanced, regardless of the personal characteristics that define
minority status. When an individual perceives that most people are dif-
ferent, she or he is likely to seek out the company of status similars
in an effort to reduce anxiety and to reinforce a sense of self-identity
(Marris, 1975).

Research suggests that when members of any racial group find
themselves in a minority, they are more likely to seek out the company
of others of the same race. For example, Nash et al. (1968) report that
the tendency for whites to "overchoose" each other as friends was
greatest in buildings where the proportion of black tenants was highest.
Marris (1975) observed that individuals are most likely to seek out
status similars, and attempt to "express a group identity" when they are
a minority in a heterogeneous setting.

The current generation of older Americans typically lived in

racially segregated settings, and had 1imited opportunities for
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interracfal social contact (Dowd, 1980). Marris suggests that if
individuals are to cope successfully with unfamiliar environments and
a disruption of familiar relationships they must be able to preserve
some degree of continuity in patterns of soctal behavior. The tendency
to associate primarily with others of the same race, and to establish
more intimate relationships with same race neighbors may in part reflect
the propensity for people to attempt to maintain familiar patterns of
social behavior. This is not to deny, nor to gloss over, the signifi-
cant role that racial prejudice plays in interpersonal relationships.
Rather, it is essential to recogntze, as Nash et al. suggest, that two
major factors present barriers to forming primary relationships with
someone of another race: "prejudice and status homophily" (Nash et al.,
1968).
A person choosing a friend of another race is probably not
prejudiced. A person choosing most of his friends from the
same race may be doing so not on the basis of prejudice but on
the basis of a complexly determined status homophily similar to
the force leading people of similar age, nationality, or geo-
graphic residence to choose each other (Nash et al., 1968, p. 2).
Most black and Hispanic respondents indicated an acute awareness
of their minority status at Belmar Drive. Some offered examples of
racial prejudice that were sometimes subtle, and sometimes flagrant.
Throughout the interview Mr. Lee spoke passionately about the
prejudice that he had encountered all his life. For no other black
interviewee was racial prejudice such a pervasive theme. He candidly
discussed several examples of racial slights that a number of the minor-
ity residents either alluded to or discussed briefly.
. I'm gonna tell it like it is, 'cause I'm not afraid. They
creates a lotta little things here, called--ah--"get together"

things. You can't make nobody love you. And there's some people
--creatin' these things--they're self-appointed--and they
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downright insult ya fn a Totta ways. . . . Like comin' in the
door there. They call themselves tenant patrols. .And I've
noticed . . . they're not evenhanded with people--with races
I'm tellin' ya 1ike it is . . . And these things--this exists
everywhere--everywhere. Race prejudice. That exists every-
where. So you know 1t exists here.

Virtually all respondents who spoke of prejudice were nevertheless
quick to point out that such experiences were tempered by very positive
relationships with most of the white tenants. One black woman repeated-
1y mentioned that she felt rejected and excluded by white tenants, most
of whom she regarded as "very prejudiced" and "arrogant." Still, the
majority of her contacts within the building were with whites. Mrs.
Trowell's most intensive relationship was with an Irish woman on her
floor. The two women visited in one another's homes two to three times
a week.

. . She comes in and she always brings me a little this or

that. . . . She's very Irish, so she loves to show me things
from Ireland. . . . Maureen is always like me, busy runnin’
her mouth. That's why Maureen and I get along. . . . She's
always trying to give me something, or show me something that's
beautiful. . . . And we exchange plants and cookies and reci-
pes and all that . . .

Mrs. Trowell was also friendly with a white man in the building.
When she was hospitalized for more than a month, she said, "The one
gentleman that's very kind to me here, came every day to hold my hand

Very lovely man."

The influence of race on social relationships among tenants was
never introduced by the interviewer, nor was the influence of any other
status similarity variable, for that matter. Rather, such issues were
jntroduced by respondents, and their comments appeared spontaneously

within the context of a variety of questions. It should be noted that

a third of the nine black interviewees never mentioned experiences with



178

prejudice at Belmar Drive, and one black woman denied having personally
exberienced racial prejudice.
I enjoy [1iving here] quite well. I have friends here. We
have problem people [laughs] and um--personality problems. 1
have fun with others. On the whole I am--I am liked. And I
get along well with people. . . . And there are quite a few
activities here . . . at the Inlet Terrace Senior Center. I
enjoy it quite well, living here. I don't encounter any pre-
Judice, for instance. There's not much. I myseif am not
prejudiced. I don't come from that background. We are free
people--Jamaicans. We had a long history of freedom.
A1l kinds of nationalities here--we don't have prejudice.

It should be noted that all of the black respondents who named
anyone on sociometric items (i.e., eight out of nine) named at least one
white tenant. Of these individuals, half identified at least one white
person as a good friend or someone with whom they were friendly. Thus,
all black respondents had contacts with whites in the building, and a
significant proportion had developed satisfying cross-racial relation-
ships.with their neighbors.

Spanish-speaking tenants had developed close relationships among
themselves, and appeared to have established a more cohesive and insular
network than black tenants. Language was a critical factor. Some
Hispanic tenants could not carry on a conversation in English, and even
among those who could, Spanish was usually their preferred language.
Clearly, language barriers prevented some Hispanic tenants from estab-
1ishing close cross-racial relationships with neighbors. The fact that
Hispanics were in a minority in the building may have heightened the
sense of group affiliation. Living in a building where English was the
predominant language certainly limited the potential pool of contacts,

made full partictpation in group activities difficult or impossible for

others, and 1ikely enhanced a sense of outgroup status.
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Several Hispanic respondents described their relationships in
terms of familial bonds. In effect, this group did function as an
extended family. As Mrs. Cruz put it:

. . We are very in contact with each other. Because the

fami]y--[Spanish] famil[ies] that live here--we are like family.
. . . We are so close to each other, you know. Let's put [give
as an example] Mrs. Garcia. That she have been sick since her
husband died. And for us to stay with her in her house--well
the only people that she have is us. How do you like that?

. But this happen everywhere--{s not over here only . . .
We are very close to people, you know. And when they need us
--we are there. . . . When we see--we go to a hospital--we go
--anyplace we go--and is one Spanish there, or two, we look
after each other. And we look after each other and after other
people [non-Spanish]--we don't care. . . . Well, maybe I was
raised that way--and we are raised in that way.

Indeed, from all accounts, the Spanish tenants, whether Puerto
Rican or Cuban, comforted Mrs. Garcia in her bereavement, and shared
responsibilities for her care during her serious, protracted illness.
Crises, such as Mrs. Garcia's, can serve as occasions for strangers to
become acquainted. Close dyadic relationships can emerge from having
shared a common commitment and experience. Mrs. Ruiz described how she
had become very friendly with Lita Roman.

I know her from Mrs. Garcia. I went to see Mrs. Garcia when
Mr. Garcia died. Lita was like a sister to her. Lita is like
a sister to me.

The Spanish tenants had developed close relationships among them-
selves, and the majority of all Hispanic respondents' more intimate
relationships involved other Spanish residents. Nevertheless, the
primary targets of two (out of six) Hispanic respondents were whites,
vho in éach case were proximate neighbors. This observation is consis-
tent with the findings of Nahemow and Lawton (1975) who report that when
their respondents mentioned a tenant of another race as the first-named

good friend, this typically involved a tenant 1iving on the same floor.
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At Belmar Drive the majority of the more intimate cross-racial choices
made by members of the three racial groups involved proximate neighbors.

The factors that appeared to be associated with the development of
more intimate cross-racial relationships at Belmar Drive were: (1) re-
sidential proximity, (2) providing assistance tn the tasks of daily
1iving--which generally occurred among tenants living on the same floor,
and (3) the performance of formal roles within on-site organizations.
These factors will be discussed further in subsequent sections.

The following experiences of a Puerto Rican woman illustrate how
cross-racial friendships may develop among proximate neighbors.

Most of Mrs. Ortiz' more intimate relationships in the building
involved other Hispanic residents who lived on different floors. Yet
she felt closest to Mr. and Mrs. Day,‘an Irish couple who lived across
the hall., "They are everything for me. Friend and family--everything.
Anything happen to me, I go to them."

Clearly, proximity was a critical element in their initial meeting,
and in the early stages of their association. Mrs. Ortiz and the Days
moved in at the same time, and met in the corridor. As Mrs. Ortiz tells
it, "Mr. Day said--'Oh, you are the one gonna [live across the hall].'
He said, 'Well, here we are--anything you need,' and this and that."

She described how their friendship developed and why, among all of the
people in the building, she felt closest to the Days.
Because they are very good to me. When I was sick they take
care of me. And everything that I have to fix . . . in the
apartment, he fix. You know, you need a man in the house for
a lot of things,and he do everything. . . . And anything I
have to do--fill [out] an application . . . he do for me.

Mr. Day provided virtually the same account of their meeting, and

the gradual development of a close friendship. The critical themes in
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both accounts are residenttal proximity, and a spirit of generosity to
freely lend a hand to a neighbor who needs help.

The majority of white respondents confined their contacts within
the building to tenants of the same race. White respondents made no
obvious references to attraction to other whites based on race per se,
and rarely indicated prejudice against black and Hispanic tenants. As
the results show, status similarity based on national origin was a far
more salient issue for patterns of social relatfonships among white
tenants.

Nationality was the only demographic characteristic that distin-
guished those whites who did and did not make at least one cross-racial
choice on sociometric items. White respondents who had been raised in
non-English speaking countries were significantly less likely to name a
black or Hispanic on sociometric questions than those whites who had
been raised in the United States or in foreign English-speaking coun-
tries.??

The majority of more intimate cross-racial relationships that were
reported by whites correspondingly involved tenants who lived on the
same floor. Again assistance in the tasks of daily living appeared to
be the foundation upon which most of these relationships were built. In

some cases such contacts occurred spontaneousiy--one neighbor simply

22pmong white respondents who named anyone on any sociometric ques-
tions, only 13 percent of those raised in non-English speaking countries
reported at least one cross-racial nominee, compared to 38 percent of
the U.S. raised, and 43 percent of those whites who had emigrated from
English-speaking countries. When emigrants from non-English speaking
countries were compared to both English-speaking groups combined, this
difference was significant (x2 = 3.97, df = 1, p < .05, Yates corrected
for continuity). - -
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extended help to another, as did Mr. Day. Other cross-racial
relationships developed between proximate neighbors where one member of
the dyad served as a floor representative. This formal role often
prompted the initiation of contact with another tenant on one's floor.

The performance of formal roles in other on-site organizations
was also associated with cross-racial soctal contacts. Compared to
those with no formal roles, respondents who had one or more formal
roles reported significantly more cross-racial social contacts, when
all levels of intimacy were constdered. However, performance of formal
roles was not associated with higher levels of more intimate cross-
racial ties. Formal roles as a mechanism for facilitating contact
among status dissimilar tenants will be discussed later.

The relationship between levels of social contacts and the concen-

tration of same-race tenants. On the basis of previous research, it was

hypothesized that black and Hispanic tenants would be socially disadvan-
taged at Belmar Drive, since each of these racial groups comprised only
approximately seven percent of the total tenant population. Tenants
were expected to associate primarily with residents of their own race,
and to establish more intimate social relationships with like-race
residents. Indeed, this general pattern was observed. Since the poten-
tial pool of same-race tenants for blacks and Hispanics was limited, it
was reasoned that they would have fewer tenants to choose from who would
share other characteristics such as common interests and values.

The data failed to support this hypothesis. In fact, black, His-
panic and white interviewees reported virtually the same number of
contacts with tenants at all levels of intimacy, and tenants whom they

regarded as good friends and persons with whom they were friendly--the
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operational definition of "more intimate social relationships." This
contrasts with the results obtained by Nahemow et al. (1976).

The following factors must be considered in interpreting this
finding. First, it may not be as meaningful to speak only of the pro-
portion or relative concentration of status similars in high-rise
housing, without taking into account the number of individuals who
share a given personal characteristic. Obviously, the proportion of
same-race tenants may be identical in different settings, but the actual
numbers of same-race tenants will vary directly with the size of the
tenant population. For example, if the proportion of a given racial
group was ten percent, in a building with 200 tenants any given person
of that group would have 19 other tenants who were status similar; in
a building with 50 residents, there would be only four status similar
tenants. For every black and Hispanic tenant at Belmar Drive there were
13 other same-race residents. It is possible that this number provided
a sufficient pool of like-race tenants to choose from in establishing
viable primary relationships.

Unfortunately, it is not possible to determine from the literature
if there is some critical number of status similar residents below which
older people may be disadvantaged in terms of on-site friendships. How-
ever, with respect to race, it has been suggested that older persons of
any racial group may develop fewer on-site friendships in high-rise
buildings where less than one-fourth of the population is status similar
(Nahemow et al., 1976).

It has been suggested that at Belmar Drive, the relatively low
concentrations of status similars may have enhanced cohesiveness among

black and Hispanic tenants. As previously discussed, perhaps because
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they were in a minority, black and Hispanic tenants actively sought
on-site friendships. The general tendency to establish social bonds
with status similars is 1ikely to be more pronounced among people who
are a minority in a culturally heterogeneous setting, than persons who
are in the majority (Marris, 1975; Nash et al., 1968). The Hispanic
residents of Belmar Drive did establish a hfghly cohesive and supportive
network. Language differences further contributed to group boundaries.
Status similarity based on race was surely a salient factor in the pat-
terns of social relationships among black respondents as well. Still,
of the three racial groups, blacks were the most likely to report cross-
racial contacts. The many opportunities to participate in on-site
activities and to hold formal roles within on-site organizations were
apparently critical factors in the observed levels of on-site social
ties (particularly the cross-racial associations) that were reported by
black interviewees. Formal roles provided the structure for prescribed
contacts with status dissimilar tenants. Staff efforts to integrate
minority tenants into the mainstream of organizational activities were
also important in this respect. For example, at one of the early
Tenants Association meetings the Center's associate director suggested
the establishment of a hospitality committee. When no one volunteered,
she drafted a particularly affable black woman, who hesitantly agreed.
Two other black women with whom she was sitting then offered their
services. Committee membership provided many occasions for contact with
other tenants of all races. Some of these contacts in time developed
into "friendly" bonds. A few close friendships between black and white
residents also developed when both members of the dyad performed formal

roles within on-site organizations. Working together on the tenants'
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patrol or as volunteers in the Senior Center, for example, provided
opportunities for sustained contact and a comfortable structure to dis-
cover many areas of commonality and compatability. These formal
mechanisms, as well as staff efforts to establish yiable supportive
networks on each residential floor, fostered social relationships among
tenants, and seem to have been especially important {n promoting cross-
racial ties.

In summary, despite the relatively low concentrations of 1ike-race
tenants at Belmar Drive, black and Hispanic respondents did not report
fewer on-site soctal contacts in general, nor fewer more intimate ties
than white tenants. The actual number of like-race tenants, opportun-
ities to hold formal roles, and staff efforts to foster social relation-
ships within the building apparently served as buffers against the
negative social consequences observed in other settings where older

people were in a racial minority.

Nationality
Nationality figured prominently in the way that tenants viewed

themselves and each other. While relatively few respondents spoke of
race as a basis of personal attraction to other tenants, a majority of
interviewees discussed the impact that nationality had on social rela-
tionships within the building. Indeed, of all personal characteristics,
nationality was the most frequently mentioned when respondents described
perceptions of status similarity and dissimilarity among neighbors.
Respondents' comments provide a useful supplement to the quantitative

analyses of the sociometric data, and provide insights into how national

origin influenced contact among neighbors.
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Respondents more often reported social contacts with tenants of a
different nationality than tenants of a different race. Nevertheless,
the analyses indicate that when one takes into account the proportions
of tenants in the building who are status similar with respect to nation-
ality, respondents named other residents of a similar national group
well beyond chance expectations, independent of level of intimacy. Fur-
ther, there was a highly significant relationship between level of inti-
macy and status similarity based on nationality. Significantly more
tenants of the same or similar nationality were regarded as good friends,
whereas significantly more status dissimilars were identified as acquain-
tances. Additional analyses were performed for respondents' primary tar-
gets. It will be recalled that the primary target is regarded as the one
tenant with whom the respohdent had developed the most intensive relation-
ship. With the exception of U.S. whites, members of all national groups
for whom this analysis was possible showed a highly significant tendency
to have status similar primary targets, wel]l beyond what would be expected
by chance, given the composition of the tenant population.

Since relatively high proportions of older people in large metropol-
itan areas are foreign born (Birren, 1969), it is surprising that there is
such a paucity of research on the relationship between nationality and
friendship formation among tenants in age-segregated housing.

Observations and interviews with tenants during the pilot work at
Belmar Drive suggested that nationality was one of the major status simi-
larity variables that influenced social relationships among residents
during the first 16 months of occupancy. As the data reveal, this
characteristic continued to be an important factor over time.

The saliency of any given personal characteristic as a basis for
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perceiving status similarity or dissimilarity is obviously a function
of the social context of a given setting, and is also related to the
meaning that a given characteristic has for the individuals in that
setting. The tenant population at Belmar Drive was more heterogeneous
with respect to nationality than any other personal characteristic.
Tenants had been raised in 24 different countries. The parents of the
overwhelming majority of the U.S.-raised whites had been immigrants.
Fifty-six percent of the tenants spoke at least one language in addi-
tion to English, and at least six percent spoke a foreign language
exclusively.

Given the social context of the new housing, it is not surprising
that nationality emerged as a critical status similarity variable. As
Kastenbaum (1979) observed, ethnic characteristics may be of limited im-
portance in understanding variations in behavior of persons in ethnically
homogeneous settings, but they are essential to consider in ethnically
heterogeneous settings. Further, this dimension of ethnicity had partic-
ular meaning for individual tenants. As will be illustrated in the follow-
ing discussion, one's national origin profoundly influenced self-identity
and lifestyle.

Nationality and self-identity. Sixty-three percent of the white

respondents who were raised in foreign countries had lived in the United
States for fifty years or more, and eighty percent had lived in the United
States for forty years or more. Despite their long tenure in America,
their bonds to their homelands remained strong. For the vast majority of
immigrants one's self-identity was inextricably tied to one's nationality.
National origin exerted a profound influence on most dimensions of life-
style--social relationships, customs, values, and home furnishings.

Bucolic prints--whether of Czech villages, the thatch-roof houses
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of the English countryside, or the lush green hills of Ireland--were
prominently displayed in apartments, as tangible statements of where
one came from and who one was. The apparent attempt of many immigrants
to integrate two cultures in their lives, while preserving the distinc-
tive characteristics of each, was often reflected in the home.
Exquisitely crocheted Czech doilies adorned a new sofa from Macy's. A
crisp Irish linen tablecloth covered a formica and chrome dinette table
at tea time. While the immigrants cherished the opportunities and
privileges afforded by their new lives in the United States, most
remained deeply bonded to their homelands.
Mrs. Vasik, a 79 year-old widow, was 23 when she came to America.
As her comments were typical of the experiences and feelings expressed
by so many of the immigrant respondents, she will serve as the princi-
pal spokesperson for this group.
Our people are hard working. . . . I'm proud, Linda,

I m proud to be American. We get first paper, you know, right

away. And then we get citizen paper, five years after me and

my husband. Because this is important when you wanta have all

the work and everything in this country. you should really be

a citizen. And I'm proud of it. And I'm also--1, [, ah--you

know, half of bodz is in Czechoslovakia--in m _x_hometown
Everybody say tha Every immigrant.?’

Nationality and residential history. To understand how common

national origin influenced informal relationships among tenants, it is
necessary to keep in mind the residential experiences of the white
immigrants in America, and the residential experiences of the tenants
at Belmar Drive in particular.

Historically, being economically and educationally disadvantaged,

and confronted with the complexities of unfamiliar and ¢ften hostile

23fmphasis added.
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conditions in the cities, immigrant groups tended to seek out "their
own kind" and to 1ive in enclaves rich in informal socfal networks
(Giordano, 1973; Glazer and Moynihan, 1970; Gordon, 1964; Handlin, 1973;
Novak, 1971). The immigrants, uprooted from familiar social ties, mores,
and clearly defined status, banded together, and created their own
viable formal and informal support networks. Membership in ethnic
enclaves provided economic, polittcal, medical, and charitable, as well
as emotional support, and also afforded the opportunity to maintain
cultural practices (Giordano, 1973). These networks served as a buffer
to protect the newcomers from the identity crises and isolation that
often followed immigration (Handlin, 1973).2%"

Typical of their counterparts in large American cities, the im-
migrants who settled in the neighborhood surrounding Belmar Drive
established tight-knit ethnic communities. During the first half of
this century this section of the city was comprised of areas that con-
tained large concentrations of Czechs, Hungarians, Irish and Germans.
According to respondents, other national groups, such as Greeks, Poles,
and Ukranians also carved out their eco-niche. Indeed, several long-
term neighborhood residents gave rather consistent accounts of the
geographic boundaries that separated the various national groups.

Mrs. Vasik described the neighborhood she knew as a young woman.

This was Czech neighborhood--from Green to Fanwood Street. A
little further down, there was even Slavic people, you know.
Further down--Polish, Yugosiavian, Ukranian, up to Pine street,
everybody has their neighborhood. Further up, German people

--Kassel Street--that was their neighborhood. Then Hungarian
people, you know. . . . Belmar Drive, they call it Czech

24The residential patterns of white ethnics in American cities has
been discussed in greater detail in Chapter I, pp. 21-24.
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Promenade, You know why? Because Thursday all the maids, they
have a day off, and they was marching back and forth, like on

Promenade.

The vast majority of the immigrants found their way to these
ethnic enclaves as soon as they arrived in the country. There the new-
comers could find formal support from national organizations, each
serving their own group, and informal support in the company of their
countrymen. Neighborhood 1ife centered around the ethnic communities,
and for many groups, formal national organizations were the focal point.
Respondents spoke of the Czech Community Hall, the Hungarian House, the
Deutsche Haus, and the Scots Lodge. Once again, Mrs. Vasik's exper-
ifences of her arrival in the United States were typical of those
recounted by other immigrants.

In 1922 I came and I had nobody. Fijrst thing I went to the
Community Hall, you know, all kindsa Czech people. . . . I
was standing already 11 o'clock at night. I said, "Where am
I going to sleep?” But I don't care, it was August. .
So I says, "I'm gonna sit on my two baskets, in the corner,
you know, overnight." I was not afraid, see. . . . And I
could still feel the hunger. I still could feel the hunger.
. . . So anyway, one man, he feel so sorry, he said, "Oh my
God, I haveta look around for some, you know, where you could
sleep."

That night tiie Czech man found lodging for Mrs. Vasik, with another
Czech woman, who within the week had helped her to find employment as a
domestic. Eventually, Mrs. Vasik married a Czech, and raised her family
within the tight-knit Czech community. "When we was living here we was
just like one big family." Quasi-extended family networks developed
among the immigrants. "Because they feel kinda lonely in this country.
Many people have no relatives here. . . . But they was crying here.
They say they never expect this country like that--so many nationalities."

In time these communities, where "we know everybody," became the new
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hometowns. If half of Mrs. Vasik's body was in her hometown in
Czechoslovakia, the other half was "Right here! This is my roots here!
Linda, my roots are here! I'm gonna dte here."

The ethnic communities served to socialize the immigrants to life
in a new country, and at the same time provided a critical degree of
continuity by affording the opportunity to recreate familiar elements
of their past lives in their homelands. The high concentration of ethnic
similars made it possible to speak one's native language, patronize
national stores, and find companionship with others who shared one's
experiences, values and customs. The ethnic communities shielded the
newcomers from the abrupt, and potentially devastating effects of emi-
gration. Thus, the elements necessary to cope effectively with loss and
change, inherent in emigration, were present in the ethnic communities.
Here the newcomers could reassemble familiar elements of their former
style of 1ife, and thus maintain a sense of personal continuity, and
what Myerhoff (1978) has called "historic continuity." According to
long-time neighborhood residents, national cultures and customs were
transplanted, nurtured, and thrived for many years.

In the late 1950s and early 1960s, the physical and social
character of the neighborhood began to change, as luxury high-rise
buildings replaced tenements. Countless white ethnic poor were evicted
from their homes, and many were unable to find replacement housing
within their neighborhood. There was a gradual but steady attrition of
the ethnic communities, as long-time residents were forced to move out,
and the older people died. Many immigrant respondents lamented the
demise of their cohesive communities, from which they derived so much

support and enjoyment. Most of the ethnic stores were forced to close
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and the national organizations either moved or drastically curtailed
their programs. Today only remnants of the once flourishing commun-
ities remain. Of the Czech community, Mrs. Vasik said:

From the Community Hall we used to have here all kinds of
picnics, and they used to play on the stage. . . . Czech play,
and we used to have gym, and celebrations. . . . That's all
gone. The Community Hall, and also one on Fanwood Street, and
Calco Street. We have so many before We have nothing now.
You know, they moved to Bradley,?® and whenever they have a
picnic, we go. . . . They used to have all those things right
here. Now we have nothing. . . . We are l1ost, you know. We
are lost. A1l the neighborhood used to go. You didn't know
where to go first. There was everything here, before, you know.
. . . Now is hardly any stores left. A1l high-rise buildings
now. The buildings they tear down. The people passed away, the
old storekeepers, you know, the drug store man, the baker, the
butcher, and everything. I could tell you what used to be.

. . Belmar Drive, there was no houses 1ike there are now--the
high -rise buildings. Everything is changing--that's many years.

. . You know, store people, they have signs, "We speak German,
”Nir sprechen Deutch,” "We speak Hungarian," "We speak Slavic.'
You know, so the people don't have to speak English, they don't
know English, so they could go there, they speak their own lan-

guage, and they could get the things they want. . . . Now
somehow we feel 1ike lost. And now new buildings, new people
move in, and the neighborhood start changing. . . . And now

since they tearing down the houses--old people die, and their
children don't wanta belong to the Czechs--because they don't
speak Czech. And third generation--they don't speak at all
Czech--you know, so everything is dying, and children, grand-
children, they have different kindsa things, so you can't blame
them. . . . But is not only our neighborhood, but no matter
what neighborhood you move in, what nationality used to live
there. . . . Doesn't matter where you go--is every country
like that.

The residential histories of the immigrants were marked by a
series of changes, each involving the irrevocable loss of familiar
relationships. Clearly the most abrupt and drastic change came with
immigration. In time, a new sense of place identity was established,

with viable social support networks. The next major change was related

257 community approximately an hour's trip from Belmar Drive by
public transportation.
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not to residential mobility, but rather to the gradual, altered
character of the neighborhood. The move to new housing represented yet
another major transition.

There is cogent evidence from the intensive case study analysis
that the move to Belmar Drive represented a critical turning point in
the lives of the residents (Lewin, 1978). The great majority had come
from substandard housing. The physical condition of some pre-move
dwellings was horrendous. Others had lived in physically sound dwell-
ings, but because of impaired health they had become, itn their own
words, "prisoners" of their walk-up apartments. Several case study
participants expressed fears that their buildings would be torn down,
or that their rents would be raised beyond their means. Some were the
butt of landlord harrassment.

Following the move, the overwhelming majority of the tenants were
overjoyed with the new, high quality housing, the modern conveniences,
and the ease of mobility that came with 1iving in a building with an
elevator. To most the move represented a change in social status. The
fine quality of the apartments, a facade that "looks 1tke these luxury
buildings," and the location in one of the most desirable neighborhoods
of the city conveyed to tenants that they had moved up in the world.
Virtually all case study participants derived enormous satisfaction
from the fact that at last they had a permanent home (Lewin, 1978).

The physical and social characteristics of 125 Belmar Drive pre-
sented a marked departure from the residential settings to which most
tenants were accustomed. Nevertheless, tenants quickly and easily
adapted to the physical change of residence. Many reacted with ingenu-

ous delight as they described their first reactions to their new homes.
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Evidence that residents were "grieving for a lost home" (Fried, 1963)
was rare indeed. But then, the changes in the physical residential
environment generally involved unqualified gains rather than losses for
the tenants. In contrast, some tenants perceived the move as a loss

of familiar patterns of social relationships. Thefr feelings about the
social environment were more equivocal and adjustment was more gradual.

The great majority of respondents had moved from the neighborhood's
remaining tenements where, according to many interviewees, other tenants
of the same nationality also lived. In contrast, Belmar Drive was a
modern, 150-unit high-rise building. The relatively large scale of the
new housing, and the multi-ethnic composition of the tenant population
were unfamiliar to them. Time and again, in describing the other
tenants who lived in the building, respondents referred to the large,
multi-national population.

Mrs. Vasik described her perceptions of the social milieu following
the move. Her comments, typical of most respondents, reflect the feel-
ings of a lack of social structure and the saliency of the diversity of
ethnic backgrounds.

In the beginning--the first year, it was very hard, because so
many nationalities. . . . The first year we have to get adjust-
ed. . . . Now like I said, there is all different nationalities
in our house. We never lived in a house like that before. This
is the first time. . . . We don't know each other. We don't
know how we can trust each other, you know. Everybody was shy--
keeping back. . . . You know why? Because we never live in a
big building 1ike that. Mostly was four tenants on a floor--
three-story building. You know the whole building. So this was
the first time that we haveta get adjusted together, and we

haveta work together, and respect each other. Respect is very
important, you know.

Nationality, social structure and norms. Like the African

villagers who migrated to urban areas, and the English University
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students studied by Marris (1975), the tenants of Belmar Drive
categorized their neighbors according to superficial and readily per-
ceived characteristics that provided clues about an individual’s
sociocultural background. Tenants relied heavily on accents, manner of
speaking, and a person's nationality in their effort to classify this
large and diverse group of netghbors. During the first year of occu-
pancy, I was struck by the regularity with which case study participants
and respondents in the questionnaire survey identified tenants by their
nationality (c.f. p. 4€).

To a degree, the move to the new building was analogous to the
social experience of emigration, although obviously in an attenuated
fashion. The new building on Belmar Drive was a complex micro-neighbor-
hood of many nationalities, languages and people with diverse customs.
Review of the qualitative material obtained during the course of this
study suggests that following the move, many immigrants used the same
socially adaptive strategies that had served them effectively following
emigration. Just as the immigrants found comfort in the ethnic enclaves
when they arrived in America, so they found comfort in their association
with other tenants of the same or similar nationality. With their
ranks decimated, some immigrants seemed to cling even more tenaciously
to these ethnic ties.

A small ﬁinority of the respondents had known other tenants casually
before they moved, either through chance meetings in the neighborhood or
through membership in the same national organizations. A few had known
one another through the Inlet Terrace Senior Center. In all but a hand-
ful of cases, these associations were superficial--a familiar face in a

crowd of strangers. For some people these casual acquaintances provided
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a vital link to one's past. While individuals may not have known one
another well, they nevertheless felt a special bond {n having shared
common experiences and a common ethnic heritage. Over time, some close
friendships developed.

At the first tenants' meeting, Mrs. Vasik discovered that Czechs
whom she had known years ago had also moved into the building. These
were people who had also gone to the picnics sponsored by the Community
Hall. She had not seen some "for maybe 30 years."”

. . We start shaking hands already, and we so glad that we
have a friend here. Oh, that's so important--I tell you--I'm
speaking from my own experiences. . . . We know each other
around this neighborhood, maybe more than 50 years. . . . 1
says, "Oh my God: How did you get in here?" "We gonna live
here." I says, "Oh, I'm so glad." You have no idea the feel-
ing. . . . You know, I get goose pimples. I can't believe it,
you know, how you meet people. That's very important, how you
meet people. And all of a sudden you are best friends. You
are best friends, you can't help it. And you trust, you trust
right away, more to the people, oh yes. And we don't know each
other so good 1ike we know each other now. . . . And then we
start talking about old timers, "You remember about this? You
remember about that?" We get more close together now. Even
different nationalities, that they know me.

Mrs. Vasik's feelings of immediate trust in the other Czech
tenants contrast sharply with her initial feelings about living in a
building with "all different nationalities" where, "We don't know how
we could trust each other." Important also, is her recollection that
the reacquaintance process involved recalling old times and mutual ac-
quaintances. Such comments support the notion that following a move to
a socially heterogeneous setting, individuals are l1ikely to seek out
others of similar baékgrounds in an effort to maintain some degree of
continuity that is essential to self-identity. Common past experiences
and shared cultural norms facilitated social interaction during the

early stages of occupancy, and in many cases provided the foundation
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upon which intimate relationships were built.

Of all the people in the building, Mrs. Vasik felt closest to
another Czech widow whom she had know for "more than 50 years." The
two women first became acquainted through the Czech Community Hall
shortly after arriving in America. Although they had known each other
casually, it was only after moving into the bu11d1ng that they developed
a close friendship, charactertzed by mutual assistance, trust, and com-
patability. It should be pointed out that these two women were status
similar with respect to all the personal characteristics examined in
this study--race, nationality, religion, sex, marital status, and social
class. Mrs. Vasik described how their friendship evolved during the
first year in the building, and why they had grown so "close together."

You know why? Because she can't trust everybody. You see, she
is more nervous. You know, she's 82 or 83 already. She goes
downstairs. Otherwise she's very quiet lady. But she was so
lost. . . . And she couldn't speak so good English. And she's

afraid right away. She starts shaking, you know. So we know
each other before, but not that much. But since we move in she

says, "Oh my God! I'm so glad you live here." . . . So she was
so lonely. So in the wintertime she said, "Please, can you come
down? You know the people I know." So . . . I used to come

down so she wouldn't be so lonely. The first year we talk and

talk, so many hours. And we get more close together and know

each other that we don't know about it all them years. .

And now she knows my life, and I know her 1life.

The propensity to form more intimate relationships with others of

the same or similar nationality does seem to reflect, as Marris posits,
a need for some continuity in patterns of social relationships. During
periods of adjustment to unfamiliar circumstances (such as a move to age-
segregated housing) this need is enhanced (Marris, 1975). When death or
physical distance make it impossible to maintain relationships with old

friends, it is not surprising that the elderly tend to establish new

relationships with people who are similar, not only to themselves, but
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to the friends who have been lost. Cultural diversity in residential
settings may pose a threat to one's self-identity (Marris, 1975). For
the immigrants of Belmar Drive, self-identity was closely related to
ethnic identity. The opportunity to rekindle old associations or to
develop new ties with other tenants who shared one's ethnic experiences
likely served to strengthen the individual's sense of seif.

Typically, respondents developed their closest ties within the
building with tenants whom they met only after the move. Similar past
experiences and interests, as well as commonality of ethnic background
were often mentioned when respondents explained why they felt closest
to a given individual.

John 0'Connor felt closest to Tim Cary because, "We like each
other--same disposition, more or less. He's Irish, I'm Irish. We have
a lot in coomon. He was a doorman, too, you know."

One might speculate that in preferring the company of others of
the same or similar nationality, and at times avoiding people of differ-
ent nationalities, that tenants were playing out the historical
enmities between different national groups. There was, however, no
evidence to support this notion. Perceived similarity did not always
involve individuals from the same country. Mrs. Kelly, an Irish immi-
grant, felt closest to Mary Burns because, "When I moved in she came and
knocked on my door. She's Scotch, you know, so I guess we have a little
in common. "

The sociometric data and respondents' comments indicate that many
tenants seemed to feel a special affinity toward others who came either
from the same country or from the same general sociocultural backgrounds.

Perceived similarity based on nationality may be relative. In some
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cases, it may be defined and redefined in terms of the social context of
the setting in which individuals find themselves. This was most evident
among the emigrants from the British Isles and those from the Slavic
countries. For example, in their respective homelands, the Scots and
the Irish may be acutely aware of their differences, and friendships
between them may be rare. However, at Belmar Drive, where a significant
proportion of the tenants were Central and Eastern Europeans, commonal-
ity of language and mores was more important than the differences which,
in another social context, might have divided people from England,
Ireland and Scotland.

Jean Guthrie, a Scots woman, referred repeatedly to the multi-
ethnic character of the building. She reported only one "good friend"
in the building, who was, by no coincidence, also Scots. A1l but one
of the people with whom she was "friendly" had emigrated from English
speaking countries, and she reported no contact with Continental European
immigrants. In describing her relationships with the other tenants she
commented:

I don't mix around. They're a mixed crowd. . . . There are
certain different races--than what you been used to. (What
had you been used to?) Well, your own people--and I mean--
other--different, Irish. Here, so many different nationali-
ties. And what annoys me is why they have to talk their own
language when they're in an English speaking country, they
should be made to talk . . . English. It's not because--I'm
Scots myself--and I'm not biased because I get along with

anybody. I work with Irish all the time, and you know the
Irish and the Scots--it's going on just now--but it doesn't

make a bit of difference to me. . . . And they're [Europeans]
a different--ah--well, they're not brought up the same as what
we are. They're different. . . . I suppose it's just--every-

body's got their own countries, and they have their own ways.

But I mean it doesn't make any difference to me, because I can
make myself at home with anybody. These kind I don't bother

with, you know.

Respondents' comments support the notion that perceived commonality
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of ethnic background was associated with the expectation that persons
of the same cultural background shared behavioral norms, and that the
nuances of social interaction were mutually understood. Thus, the
social behavior of people who were "brought up the same as what we are"
would be more predictable, and the individual's sense of control would
be enhanced.

In culturally diverse settings individuals are 1ikely to regard
others as stereotypic representatives of a given subgroup. In this way
a socially heterogeneous environment becomes more manageable and inter-
pretable (Marris, 1975). This process has adaptive utility for the
individual, although it may not necessarily work to the advantage of
the society as a whole.

Marris observed that English University students tended to form
close associations with other students who shared similar past educa-
tional experiences, and who came from the same regional and social class
backgrounds. The more heterogeneous the student body, the greater the
tensions among the various groups. Students were quick to stereotype
their classmates on the basis of "superficial differences" in appearance
and activities (Marris, 1975, p. 84).

The stereotypes helped to define a pattern of avoidance,
minimizing communication between incompatible styles of self-
expression. Not that students from diverse backgrounds never
became friends. But the crude categorisation mapped the social
field, so that students could steer clear of relationships per-
ceived as awkward and unfamiliar unless they were socially
adventurous. . . (Marris, 1975, p. 85).

Similarly, at Belmar Drive, some respondents reported that they
avoided tenants of a different nationality, not because they were xeno-

phobic, but because cultural norms sometimes clashed, Their comments

support the notion that indiyiduals were apt to be wary of others who
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came from different sociocultural backgrounds, because they regarded
their behavior as more unpredictable. Norms for even superficial inter-
action may differ among various national groups. Violation of another's
sense of propriety may have most unpleasant consequences.

Martha Madison, a white Protestant widow, was born in New England,
as were her parents. As a bona fide Yankee, she belonged to the small-
est national minority group in the building. She participated in both
the questionnaire survey and the present study. Our first contact took
place one year after the building opened. She reported an incident
that illustrates some of the consequences of ethnic diversity. Martha
commented: "I know most everyone in the building by sight. . . . I
don’t have much in common with a lot of them. . . . There's a language
problem. . . . And each group has their own ways." She then related
an experience that illustrates how differences in sociocultural norms
may create tensions, and also shows that indeed, the behavior of people
from different cultural backgrounds may be less predictable than the
behavior of those who “are brought up the same as us."

"I don't care what anyone in the building does--but back in New
England we had a very strict upbringing, and we were taught to say,
'Good morning, Mr. Soandso,' 'How are you, Mrs. Smith?' . . ." One day
Martha was in the elevator and, as was her custom, she said "hello" to
people by name. She then turned to "this one German man" and said, "I
don't know your name. What's your name?" The man became "furious" and
began to scream at her, "'You don't ask my name: I won't tell you!' and
so on." Martha was dismayed and upset by his behavior and related the
encounter.to "the German lady across the hall" who explained that the

man in question was from Nuremberg, and that there it is considered
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inappropriate to ask someone their name. "In Nuremberg you never ask
anyone their name." Martha went on to say that she felt "strange" among
the other tenants and that she used strategies to avoid becoming too
closely involved with them, while at the same time maintaining a
friendly facade.

During the first year a number of tenants indicated that norms for
initiating social interaction differed among national groups. For
example, a Hungarian immigrant reported that during the first few months
of occupancy, he had met few other tenants. He explained that in
Hungary it was considered inappropriate to engage in even casual conver-
sation with a stranger unless one had been introduced by a mutual
acquaintance.

Housing and Senior Center staff were sensitive to the fact that
some tenants found it difficult to initiate social contact with strangers.
The formal tenant organizations, the Senior Center’'s activity programs,
and special recreational events for tenants were regarded by staff and
Tenants Association officers as mechanisms for promoting social inter-
action and fostering a "cohesive community."

Nationality and leisure activities. There is a paucity of research

dealing with ethnic variation in desired leisure activities. Guttmann
(1973) found differences between older American-born and Eastern
European-born and raised members of a Jewish community center. The
former were more interested in activities such as painting, where they
could express their individuality. Eastern European Jews tended to pre-
fer group activities that fostered a sense of belonging and common
purpose. Markson (1979) observed the existence of open conflict, based

on ethnic differences, among elderly former mental hospital patients who
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were living in an adult home. This was sometimes expressed during
recreational activities such as musical events, where bitter slurs were
exchanged if the program favored the songs of a given ethnic group. She
concluded, "Because of a heterogeneous population, mixed staff and
1imited resources, [many facilities for the ethnic aged] become a sim-
mering pot of discontent. . . . It seems unrealistic to expect that,
without planning, they would not" (Markson, 1979, p. 354)}.

Although the present study did not systematically investigate the
relationship between demographic characteristics and participation in
on-site recreational programs, the interviews suggest that nationality
influenced tenants' preferences for leisure time activities. To be
sure, some planned events such as bingo, refreshment time, and Tenants
Association parties were enthusiastically embraced by members of all
ethnic groups.

For example, eight months after the building opened, the Tenants
Association organized an elaborate party for all residents. This occa-
sion was the first of several where tenants worked together, bonded by
a common goal. The first party was held by tenants to celebrate their
good fortune in being able to live in this beautiful building. The
Tenants Association president and the Center staff also regarded this
occasion as a significant step in their efforts to build a cohesive
community within the building. The party was hailed as a great success
by tenants of different national groups. Yet it is interesting to note
that several respondents likened this affair to festive occasions that
were meaningful to them in terms of their individual ethnic experience.
One woman exclaimed, "What a party! They did everything so nice, I

thought I was at a Bar Mitzva. And Sadie got up and sang, 'My Yiddishe
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Mama.'" Another reported, "Oh, it was wonderful! We had a dance, you
know, and the food! Just 1ike an Irish wedding."

A great deal of careful planning had gone into this party. The
Center staff and the Tenants Association president had been successful
in enlisting broad-based active participation of the tenants in various
aspects of the event. They had made a conscious effort to involve as
many tenants as possible, and to capitalize on an individual's unique
talents. The goal of the party was clearly stated and understood, and
all residents, by virtue of their "tenant role" were tacitly recognized
as equal participants. Those tenants who worked on various committees
had their jobs clearly defined. Thus, the social organization of the
party was highly structured. I did not attend the party, and therefore
have no direct observations of the event. Yet from tenants' comments it
appears that a spirit of good will prevailed and that for the most part
tenants worked together in harmony.

However, the comments expressed by some respondents after having
lived in the building for over three years, suggest that providing
recreational activities on a routine basis that are pleasing to all
participants may be problematic in ethnically heterogeneous housing.
What is familiar and enjoyable to some people may be alien and distate-
ful to others. In speaking of the other tenants, Mrs. Greene observed:

Their outlook on life is different than ours. Being foreign bred
there's many a time we have little arguments at the table. How
they look at things. They look at them differently than I would
because being American-born and all--we talk about politics and

things, you know, family life, for instance, and recreation
things, you know. Things that they l1ike. Now they'l1l go down to

the center . . . and dance a polka, folk dancing and that I cannot
take. Now those people like it because they're foreign bred.
They're used to that. . . . I would like a waltz and a nice fox

trot, or the hustle or something. Being in the building we would
like to be friendly with one another and be able to enjoy the same
activities. It would be marvelous.
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Language. Language was one of the most fundamental ways that
nationality influenced social relationships within the building. Most
of the Hispanic tenants and a minority of the European tmmigrants were
either unable to carry on a conversation in English, or they had only a
1imited command of English. For these groups, language barriers obvi-
ously precluded meaningful communication with status dissimilars, and
consequently viable primary relationships were confined to others of
the same or similar nationality. Tenants who spoke only English, and
those who were multi-lingual, expressed alike their frustrated efforts
to make themselves understood if the other person's primary language
was different, especially if he or she had a pronounced accent.

Despite the fact that most of the European immigrants spoke English
rather well, many still preferred to speak their nattve language. Those
tenants who spoke only English frequently mentioned their dismay and
resentment when they encountered groups of tenants speaking a "foreign“_
language. They interpreted this, not as the desire of persons of common
background to be together--to share a common heritage and experience--
but rather as a means of exclusion.

A Scots woman described her contacts with the people whom she had
met at the Senior Center and Tenants Association events.

With them of course, you just meet them and that's it. But you
can get friendly with them, but not close. . . . They all have
their own friends, you see. A lot of them don't speak English
at all, you see. They're all Czechs, Hungarians, Polish, and
whatever have you, and you see all the time that they're down-
stairs they're talkin' their own language. . . . And no matter,
even if they're sitting at a table where two or three people
speak English, they don't consider you at all. They just keep
on talkin' their own language. . . . I don't like it. I think
if there's a group of English-speaking people, and they can
speak English as well as you or I, then I think that they should

speak English. But I can't tell them that. Of course, I
wouldn't tell them anyway.



206

Language was clearly a primary vehicle through which national
identity was expressed. Indeed, it did serve as a mechénism of exclu-
sion, defining the boundaries between different national groups.
Opportunities to speak one's native language also contributed to ease
of self-expression, feelings of comfort and belonging, and fostered a
sense of personal and cultural continuity.

The tenants of Belmar Drive were certainly not unique in this
respect. The overwhelming majority of the older Central, Eastern and
Southern European immigrants studied by Guttmann (1979) and Mostwin
(1979) were proud of their national origin. They attached great impor-
tance to ethnic associations and to preserving their respective native
languages. Mostwin (1979) interpreted the preference of the immigrants
to speak their native language "as a major aspect of personal and group
survival" (Mostwin, 1979, p. 270).

Myerhoff (1978) also observed that Yiddish seemed to bind together
the diverse groups of Jews whom she studied. It was the mother tongue
of the Eastern European immigrants, whatever their country of origin.
Among these multi-lingual people, Yiddish was "used for the most emotion-
al discussions" (Myerhoff, 1978, p. 5). Myerhoff's perspicacious
principal informant explained that the Jews of the Diaspora used Yiddish
to separate "the inside sweet world" of the shtetl from "the hard world
outside" (Myerhoff, 1978, p. 61).

Similarly, it is suggested that many of the immigrants of Belmar
Drive chose to speak their own language, not always out of necessity or
convenience, but in part because this was a mechanism that most effec-
tively separated the insiders from the outsiders, and thus enhanced

feelings of belonging. This was also an effective mechanism for
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safequarding private conversations, particularly in the community spaces
such as the bench area, which many respondents decried as a hotbed of
gossip. On numerous occasions I observed duos or trios speaking in
their native language, even though each individual was perfectly fluent
in English.

A sense of continuity, an affirmation of self-identity and the
maintenance of boundaries is powerfully reinforced by the opportunity
to speak one's native tongue. This was perhaps most eloquently expressed
by one woman who participated in the pilot interviews.

At the Fanwood Senior Center all you see is Czech and I under-
stand every word because it's similar to my language--so I feel
like I'm home, you get it? . . . Sometimes they speak English
too, but actually . . . everybody try to sit with your own. If
they are Germans, they sit by Germans, Hungarians by Hungarians.
They find, I don't know, more entertaining or what, with your
own nationality or group. They speak English too, but when
Czech together alone they speak Czech and I feel comfortable and
happy. I'm not alone here--a foreigner.

The desire to associate with countrymen was not limited to the
immigrant groups. American-born-and-raised whites indicated that they
felt most at ease, and shared a greater understanding with “other
Americans." Even though they formed the largest single national group
(36 percent of the total tenant population) this was not their percep-
tion. Although the Americans often specified the variety of national
groups represented at Belmar Drive, when they described the social
context of the building they commonly thought in terms of a dichotomous
population--"Americans" and "foreigners." Mr. Podell's perceptions and
experiences were typical of many of the American-raised respondénts.

. . We were born in the neighborhood here, and we knew most of

the people in the area 'cause being in business there. But
somehow or other, this building filled up with a lotta foreign

people. Very few born Americans are in this building. . . That's
a very important thing with us. . . . There was supposed to be
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a set-up when this building was built--the way I understand it--
it was for people in the area--in the neighborhood. Now I know
people that were very poor and very much needed this house--
never got it. American born. People born like we are in the
area. . . . I would like to see a few Americans . . . you see,
the majority is all foreign. . . . The Czechs go together, the
Germans go together--they talk. They're very nice. They talk
to us, too, but it's "Good evening," or, "How do you do?" but
when they get their own together, they talk. . . . 'Course,
there's a language barrier, too . . .

Mr. and Mrs. Podell proceeded to count up the number of "Americans"
in the building and concluded that there were only "maybe about four
couples.”" (In fact, there were 65 white American-raised tenants in the
building.) It was typical for respondents of different groups to under-
estimate the number of other tenants who were status similar with respect

to race and nationality.

A minority of the respondents spontaneously mentioned that they
enjoyed the international atmosphere at Belmar Drive, and that they
found the diversity of nationalities stimulating. Several of these
respondents described the building as "a little United Nations." In
some cases participation in formal groups provided the forum for learning
about another's cultural background. One man, an American, had esta-
blished several "friendly" ties with some immigrant tenants through his
participation in the Center's oral history class.

. . And it's surprising how interesting people really are,

when they talk about their youth and their childhood. Different

people coming from different lands. It's all very interesting--
to me anyway.

A German woman, whose only "good friend" in the building was "a
French lady on my floor" commented,

I like people of different backgrounds. There is nothing that--
ah--your mentality can be the same. I think it makes it more
interesting. I don't always get along with Germans. I drop them
then. But, ah--with this French lady, we get along very well . . .
I Tike people of different backgrounds.
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The relationship between levels of social contacts and the

concentration of status similar tenants. It was hypothesized that

tenants with relatively greater numbers of status similars in the
building would report significantly more tenants with whom they had
contact, and also significantly more social relationships of a more
intimate nature than tenants with relatively few status similars.
Nationality was the only status similarity characteristic that was
consistent with this hypothesis. The significant differences were
observed for only those respondents with fewer than five percent status
similars in the building.

This finding raises once again the question of whether there is
some critical number of status similar tenants below which older people
may be disadvantaged in terms of establishing on-site social bonds. For
each of the respondents who comprised the "low density" nationality
group (i.e., those with less than five percent status similars), there
were only three or fewer other tenants who had been raised in the same
country. Since all but two of these respondents spoke English fluently
their relative isolation cannot be attributed solely to language bar-
riers. It is noteworthy that respondents with eight or more status
similar tenants in the building did not appear to be socially disadvan-
taged.

In future studies of social relationships among tenants in age-
segregated housing, it seems important to pursue the issue of critical
numbers of status similars in tenant popu]ations.i If consistent results
emerge to suggest that a minimum number of status similars may be neces-
sary to assure that individuals of a given status have a sufficient pool

of similar people to choose from in establishing social relationships,
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this information would be valuable in planning the social context of
age-segregated housing. Considering the great ethnic diversity among
the present cohort of older Americans it is unrealistic to expect that
"sufficient" numbers of stafus similars could necessarily be achieved
in a given setting. The findings of the present study suggest that
tenants with fewer than five status similar tenants with respect to
race and nationality may be socially isolated within their buildings,
and may require special outreach techniques.

Thus, nationality was the only personal characteristic that
showed the expected relationship between the relative numbers of status
similar tenants and levels of on-site social contacts. In view of the
profound impact that nationality had on respondents' styles of 1ife and
self-concepts, and the saliency of this personal characteristic in
influencing patterns of on-site social relationships, this finding is

hardly surprising.

Religion
Religion, the third indicator of ethnicity, was also associated

with the patterns of social relationships that had developed among
tenants at Belmar Drive. Statistical analyses of the sociometric data
revealed that for each of the three major religious groups, the propor-
tion of all reported social contacts that involved tenants of the same
religion was far greater than that expected by chance, given the pro-
portion of status similar persons in the entire tenant population. As
with race and nationality, there was also a highly significant relation-
ship between level of intimacy and status similarity with regard to

religion. Persons of the same religion were significantly more likely
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to be regarded as good friends, and conversely, tenants of a different
religion were apt to be considered acquaintances. Further, Protestants
and Jews, who each comprised approximately 14 percent of the tenant
population, were significantly more likely to have primary targets of
the same religion when the proportion of status similars was taken into
account. This pattern was especially pronounced for Protestants. Al-
though 70 percent of the Catholic respondents' primary targets were also
Catholic, this proportion was not significantly greater than the 63
percent expected by chance. Nevertheless, this finding may be regarded
as substantively consistent with respondents' general tendency to esta-
blish their most intensive relationships with other tenants of the same
religion.

The interviews contained a wealth of qualitative data that
provided insights into why more intimate relationships with other
tenants involved persons of the same race and nationality. In contrast,
there were very few references to the relationship between religious
background and social bonds within the building. While respondents
rarely mentioned the influence of religion on the formation of social
ties within the building, one cannot infer from this that religion was
not a salient issue. Perhaps respondents adhered to the adage--"I never
discuss politics and religion," or this predominantly Christian group
of respondents may have been reticent to discuss religious issues with
a Jewish investigator. Both status homophily and prejudice were evident
when respondents explained why they felt a particular affinity towards
others of the same race or the same nationality, and why at times they
avoided persons who were different on these dimensions. There was a

definite affective quality--positive or negative--associated with the
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discussions of racial or national influences on social relationships.

In contrast, only two‘women--both Jewish--expressed emotion in reference
to the influence of religion on social relationships within the building.
It is suggested that some of the observed findings regarding

religion may be attributed to status similarity based on nationality.
The sociometric data offer some support for this notion. A majority

(62 percent) of all tenant nominees who were regarded as good friends or
persons with whom respondents were friendly, and who were status similar
with respect to religion, were also status similar with respect to
nationality. Thus, a substantial proportion of the more intimate dyadic
relationships involving persons of the same religion may simply be a
correlate of social ties that were formed primarily on the basis of
common national background. Immigrant groups from Continental European
countries tended to be rather homogeneous in terms of religion. As the
previous section has documented, status similarity based on nationality
was a major contributing factor to the formation of more intimate bonds
among tenants.

There is cogent evidence that during the initial stages of
acquaintanceship tenants were attracted to other residents with similar,
readily perceived personal characteristics. Status similarity for race
and sex were obviously immediately apparent, and one needed only to
exchaﬁge a few words with another person in order to gain some idea
about her or his nationality. On the other hand, knowledge of another's
religion was not necessarily immediately available. Although one may
rely on names, nationality, and the display of religious symbols in
jewelry and household objects for clues, one may not be certain of

another's religion unless the person chooses to reveal this information.



213

Still, the available information does suggest that there is a
tendency to regard persons of the same religion as more intimate than
persons of a different religion. A substantial proportion (38 percent)
of the more intimate socfal relationships that were reported between
tenants of the same religion did involve persons of a different nation-
ality, and in a minority of cases, persons of a different race. Further,
it is interesting to note that among certain national groups (such as
Hungarians and American whites), where persons of different religions
are represented, there was a tendency to identify relationships with
countrymen of*the same religion as more intimate than those with
countrymen of a different religion. However, since the number of cases
available for such comparisons was limited, this observation must be
regarded as tenuous. Nevertheless, this trend s consistent with the
notion that the greater the number of status characteristics that persons
share, the more intensive their relationship is 1ikely to be (Rosow,
1974).

Among Catholics and Protestants, it appears that membership in the
same parish church in some cases contributed to social bonds, particu-
larly between tenants of different nationalities and different races.
There were, however, no comments to indicate that respondents felt an
affective tie to a given person of the same religion simply because of
this dimension of similarity, as there were for race and nationality.
Perhaps membership in the same church increased opportunities for con-
tact with some other tenants; and provided another shared role, in
addition to tenancy at Belmar Drive. A few respondents reported that
their clergymen had encouraged them to become friendly with a church

member since, "'After all, you're both living in the same place.'" It
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was also pragmatic for some individuals--particularly women who lived
alone--to develop ties with feiiuw church members. A few women welcomed
having someone to accompany them to services and to church-based social
activities. These excursions offered an opportunity for individuals to
become better acquainted. Some of these contacts in time developed into
friendships.

It has been posited that tenants, particularly during the
early stages of occupancy, sought out residents of the same race and
similar nationality as an adaptive strategy to achieve a sense of con-
tinuity that was essential to maintaining their self-identity in this
culturally diverse setting. It appears that race and nationality
exerted a greater influence on sociocultural dimensions of life style
than did religion. This is not to say that religion was not a major
component of self-identity for some respondents. Indeed, among the
Catholic women 17 percent attended Mass daily. However, in maintaining
one's religious practices and identity, the person could rely on the
formal structure of the church. Furthermore, some deeply religious
respondents spoke of a very personal relationship with God, independent
of community support.

From the available data it appears that the tenants of Belmar
Drive were more dependent on primary relationships with people like
themselves in terms of race and nationality, rather than religion, in
order to support their feeling of self-identity. Opportunities for
social interactions with persons who shared one's language, history,
customs and values helped to maintain racial and national identities
whereas religious identity seemed to be a more private affair.

The hypothesis that tenants who comprised a religious majority in
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the building would have more social contacts in general, and more
relationships of a more intimate nature than those with few status
similars was not supported by the data. The numbers of social relation-
ships reported by Catholics, who were clearly the predominant religious
group, were not significantly greater than those reported by Protestants
and Jewﬁ.

However, a minority of the Jewish respondents confided that they
were guarded about revealing their religious background to their neigh-
bors. They correctly perceived the social context of the building as
predominantly Christian. These individuals either implicitly or ex-
plicitly indicated their concern that they might be the targets of
religious prejudice. For example, when a small but vocal group of
tenants questioned the expenditures of a party fund to which each par-
ticipating tenant had contributed 50 cents, one U.S.-born Jewish woman
feared that the inquiry had anti-Semitic overtones, since the tenant
who had administered the fund was Jewish. Another Jewish respondent
related an incident where one tenant cast vulgar, anti-Semitic epithets
at her during a Senior Center function. Although this was the only
incident of that nature, she never returned to the center again.

While the proportion of Protestants was virtually the same as the
proportion of Jews in the building, Protestant respondents did not refer
to their minority status. Perhaps Protestants did not perceive them-
selves as a minority religious group, or they did not feel excluded
because of théir religion. Protestants are, and historically have been,
the predominant religious group in American society. Further, the relig-
ious beliefs and practices of Protestants are obviously closer to those

of Catholics, the predominant religious tenant group, than the beliefs
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and practices of Jews. It is also possible that Jewish respondents
felt more comfortable than Protestants in expressing their concern about
or experience with religtious prejudice, given the fact that the investi-
gator was Jewish.

Sensitivity to one's minority status appears to be particularly
pronounced among members of ethnic groups who historically have been
the targets of prejudice, harsh discrimination, and persecution. Thus,
the discomfort expressed by some of the Jews about their minority ethnic
status at Belmar Drive, while less intense, is consistent with similar
feelings revealed by black and Hispanic study participants. However,
unlike the Hispanic and black tenants, Jewish residents did not form a
cohesive social group. Further, almost all of the Jewish respondents
who reported having established more intimate social relationships with
other tenants named at least one non-Jew among their closest friends.

The saliency of any given personal characteristic as a basis for
perceived status similarity will obviously vary according to the social
context of a given setting. Belmar Orive was more heterogeneous with
respect to nationality than any other personal characteristic. There-
fore, nationality, and concommitantly race, were the principal dimensions
by which tenants classified their neighbors. In settings that are
homogeneous in terms of race and nationality, but heterogeneous in terms
of religion, the latter may emerge as a salient éharacteristic in the

development of social relationships.

Sex and Marital Status

Sex and marital status were closely related demographic variables;

significantly more men than women were living with their spouses.
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Respondents also linked these dimensions when they described personal
characteristics that influenced their daily social interactions at
Belmar Drive. Therefore, these two variables are discussed together.

The findings that indicate a relationship between same-sex status
and patterns of social relationships among the tenants at Belmar Drive
are, in general, consistent with those obtained by other researchers.
For example, studies that have focused on respondents' "closest friends"
or "best friends" reveal that both men and women are more likely to have
same-sex than cross-sex friendships (Hess, 1978; Lawton and Nahemow,
1975; Lowenthal et al., 1975; Rosow, 1967). Similarly, in the present
study there was a highly significant tendency for both men and women to
establish their most intensive relationship with other tenants of the
same sex. In addition, the majority of social contacts, independent of
level of intimacy, reported by both men and women, involved persons of
the same sex at rates well beyond chance expectations, given the pro-
portion of status similars in the building. Men, however, were more
1ikely than women to report cross-sex relationships, a pattern also
reported by Lawton and Simon.(1968). Given the facts that the tenant
population was predominantly female, most men were living with their
wives, and that a spouse's friend often becomes one's own, this pattern
is hardly surprising.

However, of all the personal characteristics that were examined in
terms of status similarity and each of the three levels of intimacy, sex
was the only variable that failed to reach statistical significance,
although the findings were in the expected direction. Given the un-
expected absence of a statistically significant relationship between

sex and reported levels of intimacy, additional analyses examined status
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similarity based on sex for all three levels of intimacy for men and
women respondents separately. This was further refined in terms of
whether a respondent was living with a person of the opposite sex. This
examination revealed that women who were living alone or with another
woman were significantly less likely to identify a man as a good friend
than women who were 1iving with men.

No consistent pattern emerged between status similarity based on
marital status and the nature of social relationships among tenants.
To recapitulate, when all reported sociometric choices were examined
without regard to level of intimacy, married persons named tenants who
were also married, beyond chance expectations, given the proportion of
status similars in the building. However, the proportion of same status
nominees reported by maritally unattached persons was no greater than
that expected by chance. When one considers the primary target analyses
(the data that reflect the one person with whom each respondent had
developed her or his most intimate relationship), it is only the not-
married who reported status similar primary targets at statistically
significant levels. No such tendency was found for married respondents.
The picture is further blurred by the finding that status similarity
based on marital status was related to reported level of intimacy. These
analyses involved all tenants with whom respondents reported social con-
tacts, in terms of all three levels of intimacy. As anticipated,
respondents were significantly more likely to regard their relationships
with other tenants who were status similar with respect to marital status
as more intimate than tenants who were status dissimilar, although the
levels of significance obtained for these analyses were less impressive

than those obtained for the ethnicity variables and index of social
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position.

As the qualitative data reveal, a variety of factors contributed
to the ways in which sex and marital status influenced the nature and
intensity of social ties among tenants.

Sex and shared interests. It has been noted that more intensive

dyadic social bonds typically develop between individuals with the same
or similar ascribed characteristics because such persons are likely to
share common interests and activities (Lawton and Nahemow, 1975; Lowen-
thal et al., 1975; Rosow, 1967). The men and women at Belmar Drive
clearly differed in many of their interests and preferred leisure time
activities. In this respect they resembled their counterparts in other
settings for older people (e.g., Carp, 1966; Myerhoff, 1978).

Men were more apt than women to express desire for same-sex
companionship. This was usually associated with their wish to talk with
someone who shared their interests, particularly in sports, world
affairs, and gambling. Several men spoke of their boredom, impatience
or ire with the mundane issues that seemed to preoccupy the women, and
what they saw as the women's insatiable appetite for gossip. The fol-
lowing remarks were typical.

. I enjoy a group of men to speak to. Women are fine. I
like women as much as men--but the conversation--oh, is differ-
ent . . .. I still like to talk about baseball and the old
days, and ah--I've listened to some of the women here--and all
they seem to be talkin' about is ailments--doctors, hospitals

. . Men complain too but--ah, men of my age were brought

up--when they were younger--they were told that it's unmanly
to complain. "Keep your troubles to yourself--don't complain
too much." But girls never were taught that and they like to
complain--and they probably have good reason for complaining.
But listening to steady complaints--it's more than annoying.

Another man remarked,
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. « . We have a Tot of old women . . . . These women I have
nothing to do with, because their mentality. I don't like this
small gossip here. Like, "This is a bad woman," and what this
one does and that one dresses . . . . Or perhaps hairdressers,
where is the cheapest hairdresser, and this kind of thing. It's
kitchen gossip. This is not forme . . . . I have interest in
many, many things . . . political and economic situations . . . .
And the gentlemen I like--very polite, and very nice people.
Sometimes we meeting downstairs [on the benches].

To be sure, a number of the women also complained about gossips
and tenants who were preoccupied with health matters. However, the
targets of their complaints were always other women.

Sex and physical settings for social contact. The men and women

of Belmar Drive also differed somewhat in where they visited with other
tenants. Men were significantly more likely than women to use the out-
door benches as a place where they regularly socialized with friends in
the building. Related to this, married respondents of both sexes were
significantly more 1ikely than the not-married to use the benches as a
social arena for interacting with friends. Most married persons engaged
in social visits as a couple. Since married men typically expressed a
more favorable attitude toward the benches than the women, one may infer
that wives apparently acquiesced to their husbands' preferences in this
matter.

Although men were no more likely than women to engage in off-site
social or recreational activities with other tenants, the men went to a
greater number of places together, and their all male groups were larger
than the women's groups. Sports events, occasional trips to the race
track, and frequent visits to a local betting parlor were the favorite
activities for men; women favored bingo games and church-based social
functions. Actually, a number of the men shared an avid interest in

gambling. On numerous occasions, I observed a group of men huddled
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around one of the outdoor benches, studying a racing form. The betting
parlor, only two blocks from Belmar Drive, was a very important social
space that apparently provided a common ground for men of different
sociocultural backgrounds to come together.

Sex and social norms. The propensity of people to develop their

closest friendships with persons of the same sex, and to have friendship
networks that predominently, although by no means exclusively, involve
same sex individuals has been observed by a number of investigators,
among people in different cultures and different cohort groups (Hess,
1978; Lowenthal, 1975). Indeed, in American society this pattern is
typically observed throughout the life span (Hess, 1978). This has been
interpreted as negative societal sahctions against potential sexual
relationships. It has been suggested that in old age such sanctions
diminish and that there is a greater tolerance for cross-sex friendship
(Hess, 1978).

Respondents' comments do not indicate that the tenants of Belmar
Drive enjoyed greater social freedom in this area. To the contrary,
several interviewees indicated that strong prohibitions and social
control against cross-sex friendships existed when one member of the
dyad was not married.

Mrs. Colby, a frail, lonely 86 year old widow, needed assistance
with the tasks of daily living. She was most grateful for the help pro-
vided by a couple on her floor. However, because of tenants' comments
she felt compelled to curtail her contact with the couple, since it was
the husband who usually came to her aid. As she explained,

. . .There's a family here, the Days. They're Irish, and ['ve

called them as early as 6:30 in the morning. And she came and
made me some hot tea . . . very nice. In the spring I was kinda
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sick and he used to take me to the doctor three times a week.

. Well, people began to talk, "How's your boyfriend? "
. . . And then he'd come in the morning, in the very beginning,
make out a 1ittle 1ist, ask what I wanted, and 1'd give him a
list of groceries. Although he didn't really have to, but he
did--until, I don't know, they got sort of--you know, they
began to talk. It's not pleasant. After all, I'm not after
somebody else's husband at this age. ([Laughs.] I got my own
problems.

Similar accounts were provided by other women, and they were not
limited to cross-sex contacts within the building. Ann Cunningham's
closest friends were a couple who 1ived in the neighborhood and whom she
had known for more than 20 years. ". . . The association between Alice
and Bob and I . . . is a lasting friendship. If one is i11, we're all
sick . . . It's very close." The only thing that detracted from this
relationship was the disapproval of Ann's neighbors when Bob visited her
alone,

. . I don't 1ike people to say, "There she is. There's her

best friend's husband--he has two wives. He takes care of both
of them."” That irritates me, when they talk out loud 1ike that.
That bothers me a great deal . . . . Because they don't know
what they're talking about so why don't they keep quiet? Don't
invent something and make mischief.

Given such experiences, it is not surprising that single women
were significantly less likely than women who were living with their
spouses or brothers to identify men in the building as "good friends."

A few of the single men also indicated that social norms inhibited
the development of close ties with single women. For example, Mr. Solti
was a Hungarian immigrant. He would have welcomed more contact with
other tenants, but as he frequently explained, conversations with non-
Hungarians were frustrating to both parties because of language
differences. Mr. Solti would have liked a closer relationship with

Mrs. Karpov, a widow and "a Hungarian woman" who, 1ike himself, was
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"very intelligent.”

. . . She speaks perfect Hungarian. I am very polite. We help
each other, and we have [one another's] telephone number and so
on. But she never invited me for coffee. And she is a lady--I
cannot invite her. She has a friend, Mrs. Henrici, Hungarian,
is a very nice woman too. They are always together.

Similarly, Mr. Garlow, a most affable and popular man, reported
that he was particularly friendly with four of the other men in the
building. Nevertheless, ever since his wife's death, 15 months before
our interview, he had felt "very lonely." He said that there were many
lonely widows in the building, but that "the women are out for compan-
jonship."

.« . 0Onmy floor there's a 1ot of ladies here. They're all
Tonely. I can't go to them. They can't come to me. [Why is
that?] Well . . . they more bashful like. They greet me,

. . . but none of them was in my house yet. I wasn't in their
house either. But we be friendly together. [By friendly you
mean?] When I need help they helpme . . . . When the gas
leaks, you know, they come to me. And anything they got to do,
curtains, I help them with curtains, you know. (So they are
bashful to come in just for a social visit?] That's right,
that's right!

Cross-sex social relatfonships. Many social bonds did, however,

develop between men and women at Belmar Drive, and between persons of
different marital status. The majority of more intimate cross-sex
relationships involved married couples. The commonly observed conven-
tion of married couples engaging in social activities with other married
couples was the norm. This pattern is consistent with that reported by
a number of investigators (Hess, 1978; Lowenthal et al., 1975). In many
cases either the husband or wife also developed a friendship with a
single person of the same sex, and in time this person was also regarded
by the spouse as a good friend. It appears that such triads were

socially acceptable as long as a husband and wife (or even a brother and
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sister) together visited with a single man or woman.

Some cross-sex relationships developed precisely because of sex
role differences, although such dyads were not commonplace. These ties
typically began as helping relationships, with women offering assistance
with cooking or home decorating to single men, and men helping single
women with household repairs and business matters. Despite what was
sometimes a rather sustained, mutually supportive bond, respondents
rarely identified such relationships as more intimate than acquaintance-
ships or "friendly" associations. Further, as the following quote
illustrates, these relationships were characterized by a high degree of
almost immediate reciprocity, a mechanism that Wentowski (1979) suggests
is employed when the participants wish to maintain their independence
and 1imit the degree of intimacy or commitment in the relationship.

Alice Small, a widow, had developed such a relationship with Henry
Black, a widower who Tived next door.

. Last week Henry pulled the stove out to show me how to
clean it. . . . He's a nice neighbor, friendly, and he . . .
did that. Another time, about a month or two ago, there was
something wrong with my lock. And so he seen me at the door
with the keys, messin' around, and he worked in the building
line. And he said, "Do you mind if I take a look at it?"

. . . So he looked at it and said I need a new lock, which I
bought and he put in. . . .So I went to thank him . . . I
knocked on his door and wanted to give him five dollars. He
said I insult him. "Don't you dare insult me." And he made
me take the money back. But the next day I came up, I knew he
was a beer drinker, and I bought him a six-pack beer, the ex-
pensive beer, and I just knocked on his door and slid it in,
you know. And that was it. Now when he came in the other day
to pull out the stove, he said, "Oh, your place is so beauti-
ful. . . . You can tell the difference between a man and a
woman. Your place is neat and so warm and cozy. . . . And the
gorgeous curtains." He said, "I got terrible curtains, white
with purple panels on the side." They were awful . . . . So
I got him (new] curtains . . . and I gave 'em to him. He paid
me for 'em, but this is how I am, my gratitude. Henry always
says, "I€ anything goes wrong, here I am,"
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Finally, some cross-sex ties developed between tenants who
performed formal social roles within the on-site organizations. These
roles provided clear prescriptions for behavior and socially approved
opportunities for interaction. There is some evidence that with the
help of Center staff some tenants came to relax their preconceptions
about traditional sex roles, and appeared to gain a greater tolerance
for men and women to work together as equals to achfeve community goals.
For example, at one Tenants Association meeting it was difficult to find
anyone who was willing to serve as secretary. Howard Shor, a well-
educated man, volunteered for the job. His offer was strongly opposed
by a few members on the grounds that, "The secretary has to be a woman."
The Center's associate director intervened, explaining that, "We do not
discriminate on the basis of sex here," and Howard was duly elected.
Similarly, women were finally accepted on the tenant patrol--a role that
was initially perceived as "a man's job." As noted earlier, tenants who
performed formal roles were significantly more likely to report cross-
sex ties than tenants with no formal roles.

The relationship between levels of social contacts and the concen-

tration of status similar tenants. Since men and married persons of

both sexes were in the minority at Belmar Drive, it was anticipated that
they would report fewer social contacts, independent of level of intimacy,
and further, fewer contacts of a more intimate nature than their counter-
parts who were in the majority. Contrary to expections, in comparison

to women, men named significantly more tenants with whom they had contact
when the total number of sociometric nominees was considered without
regard to the level of intimacy. No significant differences were obtain-

ed when men and women were compared with respect to the number of more
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intimate on-site social relationships. Married respondents reported
significantly more social contacts than the not-married on both of these
dependent measures. Again, these differences were contrary to the
hypothesis.

The following factors may account for these findings. Most of the
men (71 percent) were living with their spouses or sisters. Thus, the
higher levels of social contacts reported by men and married persons of
both sexes typically reflect the pooled social contacts of the house-
hold. Further, it is suggested that precisely because they were in a
minority, men more actively sought to establish soctal ties with other
men who shared similar interests and enjoyed the same activities. Vir-
tually all of the male interviewees who were asked directly said that
they wished that there were more men in the building. As one man
remarked, "I tell ya, I'm always surrounded by women. We men have to
stick together.:" Finally, once again, it must be pointed out that it
is not very meaningful to discuss "minority" status without taking into
account the actual numbers of status similars to whom a given individual
has access. At Belmar Drive the men made up almost one-third of the
tenant population, and 43 percent of the tenants were married. Thus,
members of these "minority" groups had a relatively large pool of status
similars among whom they could choose, and still find other areas of

commonality and compatability.

Index of Social Position

Significant relationships were also found between status similar-
ity based on index of social position (ISP) and patterns of social

contacts among the tenants of Belmar Drive. Respondents at all class
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levels were significantly more likely to regard other tenants of the
same class as good friends than tenants who were status dissimilar on
this dimension. Conversely, tenants who were status dissimilar with
respect to ISP were more 1ikely to be regarded as acquaintances. Fur-
ther, with the exception of those persons rated as Classes I and II

(the two highest levels of social position) respondents tended to
associate with a higher proportion of persons of the same ISP, indepen-
dent of level of intimacy, than would be expected by chance. Class III
and Class IV respondents demonstrated a significant tendency to establish
their most intensive relationships with status similars, although this
pattern was not found for respondents rated as Classes I and II and
Class V. It is not surprising that respondents categorized as Classes

I and Il had relatively low proportions of same status nominees in terms
of all reported social contacts and primary targets, since there was
only a small pool of tenants who shared this characteristic.

Obviously social class was related to other personal characteris-
tics--such as race, nationality and religion--that may have been more
salient in influencing social relationships among tenants. Unfortunately,
because of the variability of social class scores within each of these
other status characteristics, it was not possible to examine systemati-
cally the contribution of social class, given the relatively small
subsample sizes. The following discussion focuses only on the social
class indicators of education and occupation, as they influenced social
bonds among the tenants.

While tenants were relatively haomogeneous in terms of current
income and assets, they surely were aware of their heterogeneity in

terms of past educational achievements and occupational status.
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Education and past occupation provided additional dimensions for
tenants to classify their neighbors, particularly during the early
stages of occupancy (Lewin, 1978). Members of Classes I, II, and III,
who were clearly in the minority, were more 1ikely than Class IV and V
tenants to comment on social class differences when they described how
they were different from other people in the buildfng. Still, refer-
ences to social class differences were far less frequent than references
to racial or national differences. As with race and nationality, tenants
relied on readily perceived superficial characteristics to class-type
other residents. The newness, stylishness and quality of one's clothes,
as well as one's manner of speaking were the major clues used to form
an opinion about another person’'s soctal class,

Expressions of compatability or incompatability based on education,
interests and "class" typically occurred among respondents with more
formal education and those who had achieved greater occupational success.
These individuals said that they felt "more comfortable" and "more
relaxed" with other tenants of the same social class. "“You enjoy them
more. You have more interests in common, and they understand what you're
talking about."

Mrs. Greene had completed business school and had taken some
college courses. All of the tenants with whom she had contact were
"just acquaintances" and she stated quite emphatically that "there is no
possibility” that she would develop closer bonds with her neighbors be-
cause of differences in social class and nationality. Still, she wished
that she could have “"at least one good friend" at Belmar Drive. "I'd
like to have something in common . . . and someone with the same inter-

ests and education. They don't have to be a college graduate--no--but
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someone you could talk to intelligently." Mrs. Greene attempted to

relieve her sense of 1sd1ation within the building by providing assis-
tance to other tenants where she could utilize her education and her
business skills. "They know that I've had a 1ittle education, so
whenever they need help they always come to me and ask if I would help
them."

Helping others with tasks that required some education, knowledge
of the business world and good communication skills apparently became
a common adaptive mechanism for many of those tenants who were rated
among the three highest class levels. These indtvtduals helped less
educated tenants and those with limited command of English with bills,
bank statements, income tax returns and other correspondence.

The social context of Belmar Drive was predominantly working
class. Several respondents within the three highest class categories
said that they were resented by some working class residents because
they were perceived as economically advantaged, and therefore undeserv-
ing of an apartment there.

Again, Ann Cunningham is a case in point. She had some college
education, had been married to a professional man, and had herself held
a middle-management position in a large firm. After widowhood and a
long, disabling illness her savings were totally depleted and she was
forced to go on welfare. She was always impeccably groomed and attrac-
tively dressed, although her clothes were many years old. Her appearance
(which was outstanding) made her the object of suspicion and scrutiny,
she said.

My reputation here is not the best. My reputation is that I

don't belong here--that I have too much money to be living here.
. . [Tenants] say, "There she goes, she's too well dressed to
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be in this house. . . . But I don't bother very much with the
[other tenants].

Other middle class respondents recounted similar experiences, and
some working class interviewees expressed to me their resentment that
there were some "rich people 1iving here" when there was such a desper-
ate need for quality housing among the neighborhood's poor.

Several of these respondents who had experfehced downward economic
mobility were distressed that, because of their financial situations,
they had no housing options other than public housing. These individuals
werg_de1ighted with their apartments, the high quality of the building,
and its location. When one considers only the physical environment,
their housing satisfaction was very high indeed. However, 1iving among
people who were predominantly working class heightened their sense of
loss of status, and detracted from their overall housing satisfaction.

For example, Mrs. Raskin had two years of college, and after her
husband's death she held a highly responsible middle-management position
in a prestigious firm. After catastrophic family illnesses, and years
of widowhood and retirement, her savings were exhausted; social security
was her only source of income. Mrs. Raskin thought that Beimar Drive
was "a beautiful house--it's a beautiful environment," and that "We have
some very lovely people.” But she liked least, "The very fact that this
is for ah--actually disadvantaged--financially . . . and disadvantaged
in general.” She characterized her contacts with other tenants as only
acquaintanceships or at best a few "friendly" ties. Because of social
class differences she had no "good friends" in the building.

Well, I suppose it's a horrible thing to say--but very few people
are--1 would put on the same level as myself, insofar as so many

aspects are concerned--education, expertise, and ah--all kinds of
things--the type of life I've lived--lifestyle. So they're
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entirely different. There's really no place we can really meet
--no meeting ground. . . .

Some respondents who had been better off financially in years past
felt self-conscious about inviting their more affiuent friends to their
homes. As Mrs. Raskin explained, the move to Belmar Drive had changed
both the image her friends held of her, and her self-image. She hesi-
tated to tell new acquaintances where she lived.

Because I guess it affects my image. . . . You can just see the
expression on the face. . . . [It affects my imagel in their
eyes. But by the same token it affects my image to me, because
[ feel as though somebody's chipping at it, as though I'm an
alabaster statue and someone is chipping at that thing. 'Cause
[ myself have a high opinion of myself. Let's face it, other-
wise I wouldn't have such pride--right? And if I feel that in
any way that someone looks at me with a difference, you know,
seeing a different image, it affects my own self--my own feeling.
. It really shouldn't bother me, but by the same token,
there s where the ambivalence is. . . . It does affect me.

The sentiment expressed here provides support for Marris' (1975)
interpretation that living in close proximity to other people who are
predominantly from different sociocultural backgrounds may produce
anxiety and threaten an individual's self-image, particularly in settings
where people are expected to treat one another as equals. Friendships
with persons who come from the same or similar sociocultural backgrounds
provide a buffer that helps to protect the individual's self-concept and
reduces anxiety.

This discussion of social class differences should not obscure the
high degree of social contact and the many close friendships that occur-
red among tenants of different socioeconomic groups.

The major mechanisms that fostered more intimate relationships
between persons who differed by two or more class levels were: provid-

ing assistance with the tasks of daily living, and working together in
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the performance of formal roles toward a common goal. Both of these
activities provided opportunities for continued contact, and thus allow-
ed persons of different socioeconomic backgrounds to discover other
areas of commonality and compatability.

In addition, it must be noted that many of the tenants of Belmar
 Drive who were rated as Hollingshead Classes IV and V may have been
atypical of their counterparts in other public housing sites. Many of
these individuals had worked as domestics. Of these, a number had spent
their working years employed by wealthy households. A few, in fact,
had worked for families of great wealth and prestige. Two women, for
example, spent their later years "in service" as ladies' maids. One
recalled the times that she accompanied her employers on European vaca-
tions, and spoke nostalgically about the "crossings on the Queens every
summer." Several of the men had worked as elevator men and doormen in
the neighborhood's luxury buildings, and a few had been private chauf-
feurs.

Thus, while some tenants were categorized as either Class IV or
Class V, these individuals were accustomed to styles of 1ife well above
their "formal" social position. It is not uncommon for people "in ser-
vice" to identify with the values of their employers. Further, these
individuals typically possessed excellent social skills. They were
well spoken, well read, and very much at ease in most social situations.
There is some evidence, albeit limited, to suggest that this subgroup
was perceived by other tenants as belonging to a higher social class
than their formal scores indicated. For example, when a retired
chauffeur finished with his copy of a nationally respected newspaper,

he usually passed it on to his "Class II" neighbor, who told me, "You
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know, I think he used to work for that paper. He gets it delivered. I
think that's part of his pension." Review of those dyads that involved
more intimate relationships between persons who were status dissimilar
by two class intervals often involved such persons. Thus, formal class
status perhaps was not as important as perceived class status.

The relationship between levels of social contacts and the concen-

tration of status similars. As with race, religion, sex and marital

status, minority status with respect to ISP was not associated with
fewer social contacts in general, nor with fewer social relationships of
a more intimate nature. In fact, respondents rated at the three highest
ISP categories, who together comprised approximately 30 percent of the
tenant population, reported slightly higher levels of on-site social
contacts than did persons rated as Classes IV and V, although these
differences failed to reach statistical significance. This observed
pattern is generally consistent with the findings that the middle class
reports higher levels of socfal contacts than the working class (Rosow,
1967).

Thus, the statistical analyses of the sociometric data do not
indicate that tenants from the three highest ISP levels were socially
disadvantaged because they were in a minority at Belmar Drive. However,
analyses of the qualitative material do suggest that these tenants per-
ceived their neighbors as less compatibie--because of social class
differences--than did tenants of Classes IV and V who were the majority
group. There was also evidence that residents who were better educated,
and had achieved higher occupational positions were sometimes envied
and resented by some tenants who had not achieved such successes.

As previously discussed in connection with other status variables,
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the actual numbers of status similars to whom tenants have access may

be more important than the proportion of status similars. Further,
performance of formal roles and providing or receiving assistance in

the tasks of daily living facilitated contacts between tenants from
different socioeconomic backgrounds, just as these behaviors facilitated
relationships between persons who were status dissimilar on other vari-
ables.

In summary, status similarity had a profound impact on the patterns
of social relationships that emerged among the tenants of Beimar Drive.
In general, respondents reported higher levels of contact with status
similars than with status dissimilars, compared to chance expectations.
Further, relationships with tenants who were status similar were signif-
icantly more likely to.be regarded as more intimate than those with
tenants who were dissimilar.

The most pronounced relationships between status similarity and
level of intimacy were noted for ethnic characteristics and for social
class. It has been suggested that the general tendency to form rela-
tionships with others who were similar with respect to these dimensions
arose from a need to establish structure and meaning out of an amorphous
social situation. Individuals are likely to assume that others from
the same sociocultural backgrounds will share common behavioral norms,
interests and values (Marris, 1975; Nahemow and Lawton, 1975; Rosow,
1967). The qualitative data also provide cogent support for Marris'
(1975) position that associations with persons of similar sociocultural
backgrounds will reduce the anxiety that often follows a residential
move, and will enhance feelings of personal continuity, self-identity,

and control for individuals in socially heterogeneous residential



235

settings.

Commonality of interests and preferred leisure-time activities, as
well as societal conventions and sanctions were {mportant in understand-
ing how similarity with respect to sex and marital status contributed
to the formation of dyadic bonds.

Although not commonplace, some associations--particularly helping
relationships--appeared to develop precisely because tenants were status
dissimilar. For example, women sometimes offered helpful hints on
cooking or home decorating to bachelors or widowers; men helped women
with household repairs. Tenants with relatively more education and
excellent command of English sometimes helped residents who had 1limited
education or language problems with their correspondence. Most social
bonds that were characterized primarily by helping relationships were
regarded as acquaintanceships. In some cases, however, in time these
types of contacts developed into good friendships.

Contrary to expectations, those respondents with relatively few
status similars in the building did not report lower levels of on-site
social relationships, nor fewer more intimate bonds with their neighbors.
Only respondents of national groups with very low concentrations of
status similars (i.e., less than five percent) appeared to be socially
disadvantaged. It has been suggested that the skillful efforts of
dedicated staff to: promote social interaction within the building,
stimulate the development of informal support networks, and provide
opportunities to participate actively in on-site organizations served
as buffers against the potentially negative social consequences of

having access to only a relatively small pool of status similar tenants

within one's building.
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Status similarity can explain only in part the nature and intensity
of the social bonds that developed among the residents of Belmar Drive.

Other salient factors are discussed in the following secttons.

Formal Roles and Social Relationships

Previous research had indicated thaf status similarity and proxim-
ity contribute significantly to friendship formation among tenants in

age-segregated housing. Yet, as the present investigation and previous

studies have found, friendships develop between tenants who live on
different floors, and tenants who are status dissimilar with respect to
a variety of personal characteristics. Therefore, a major goal of this
investigation was to identify additional conditions under which on-site
relationships develop, particularly between persons who are status dis-
similar. Rather than limiting this inquiry to "best friends" or "good
friends” the present study took into account all tenants with whom
respondents reported social contacts. The pilot work suggested that the
performance of formal roles within on-site organizations would facili-
tate social contacts among tenants.

As the results indicate, respondents who had performed formal
roles named more tenants with whom they had social contacts, and a
larger number of more intimate relationships than respondents with no
formal roles. Formal roles remained a significant predictor of these
measures of social relationships even after statistically controlling
for a variety of other factors that might have influenced whether or not
a person held a formal role.

Further, the data revealed that formal roles played a major part

in facilitating social contacts among persons who were status dissimilar.
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When all tenants named on sociometric questions were considered without
regard to reported level of intimacy, respondents with formal roles
reported significantly more cross-status choices than respondents with
no formal roles for each of the six status similarity characteristics
examined in these analyses. When only the number of more intimate cross-
status nominations were considered, compared to respondents with no
formal roles, those with one or more roles were significantly more
likely to regard tenants who were status dissimilar in terms of nation-
ality, religion, sex and index of social position as good friends or
persons with whom they were friendly. Although formal roles were related
to higher levels of contact with tenants of a different race and marital
status, these associations did not necessarily involve more intimate
bonds.

One may argue that those tenants who held formal roles were more
sociable to begin with, and that even in the absence of the on-site
organizations they would have developed relatively high levels of in-
volvement with their neighbors. While it does appear that some tenants
who held formal roles were active and outgoing before they moved, there
is also evidence that for others residence at Belmar Drive provided
opportunities for new roles, which as Rosow (1974) suggests, facilitated
social integration. Given the research design and the available data,
there is no rigorous way to test this notion. However, the extensive
information that is available for the 15 households who participated in
the in-depth exploratory case study (Lewin, 1978) sheds some light on
this question. Detailed data about pre-move contacts with kin, friends,
neighbors, and formal organizations were gathered for each case study

participant. Expectations about social involvement at Belmar Drive,
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and attitudes toward social relationships with neighbors were also
obtained prior to the move. Review of this material, together with log
notes and the data obtained from the interviews conducted for the pre-
sent study offers no support for the notion that those people who
eventually came to hold formal roles were particularly incltned to
become friendly with their new neighbors. To the contrary, it was
surprising to find that in several cases, persons who were shy and
retiring, and who in fact had planned not to become closely involved
with their neighbors were among those who held formal roles and who
reported high levels of on-site socfal contacts.
Mr. Day's experiences epitomize those of many other tenants.

Prior to their move, although they maintained close ties with their
family and a few long-time friends, the Days "never visited" with. their
neighbors. They repeatedly explained that they preferred to "keep to
ourselves" and "lead a quiet life." They anticipated that this pattern
would continue after they moved to Belmar Drive. During their first
few months in the building, the Days reported only minimal contact with
some tenants on their floor, explaining, "We don't bother with anybody."
After about six months, the pattern began to change. Mr. Day noted,

You sit outside and you meet different people, talk to them.

You make new acquaintances, you know, very nice people. .

And down at these meetings, you know, you meet people (Lewin,

1978).

After having l1ived in the building for three and a half years,

Mr. Day was so involved with his neighbors that his wife commented, "And
I'm his secretary.” Altogether Mr. Day had held four different formal
roles. I was at the tenants meeting when he agreed to accept his first

formal organizational post. Like so many others, he was a reluctant
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draftee, rather than an eager volunteer. Mr. Day's official jobs
brought him into contact with many residents, and Mrs. Day served as
his "assistant.” 1In this way the couple gained visibtlfty and came to
know their neighbors. In time they developed informal bonds as well.
They frequently entertained neighbors who in turn invited the Days to
their apartments, "just for a social visit."

It is suggested that formal roles enhanced tenants' informal
social networks by providing clearly defined norms for initiating con-
tact with other residents. Such norms are particularly critical during
transition periods such as change of residence (Rosow, 1974). Prescrip-
tions for behavior, inherent in the roles, help individuals to achieve
social structure and meaning from situations that are initially ambigu-
ous.

Many respondents revealed that they found conversations "just to
be sociable," could be awkward. Ed Bart explained,

First of all, it isn't that I don't 1ike people. It's that I
don’'t know what to talk about, you know. Some people, they
could sit and talk for hours. I can't. I could only say like,
"How you ya?" or "How's everything?" "Nice day" or “The
weather's nice,” "I like that coat on ya." Outsida that, then
I'm finished. I don't know how to continue a conversation. So
that makes me . . . feel embarrassed. I can't talk, so I usual-
1y cut it short and say, "I have to go someplace," you know,
like that. See, I'm not a mixer--a good talker.

Mr. Bart was a rather lonely man. Unlike the great majority of
respondents he had no one--either within the building or outside--whom
he considered a good friend. Serving on the tenant patrol, Tenants
Association committees, and eventually as an officer in one Tenants
Association administration gave Mr. Bart something to talk about. He

had become "friendly with" three other tenants, something that he at-

tributed to their joint participation in the Association’s activities.
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By working together, "You could get to know each other better," Mr.
Bart observed. Although Mr. Bart's contacts with these people did not
extend beyond organized activities, they were still enjoyable and mean-
ingful to him. In the beginning he only worked with these tenants.
Later he began to eat lunch and visit with them at the Senior Center.
Of all the people in the building, Mr. Bart felt closest to one of the
men he sat with on the tenant patrol. "Now we're friendly. In the
beginning it was more like an acquaintance. . . . But we don't get too
familiar. . . . Just that the way we talk, I could see that he is glad
to talk to me and I'm glad to talk to him, 1ike that." After spending
many hours on patrol together, Mr. Bart discovered that "He has almost
the same 1ikes and dislikes I have. We have more things in common."

For some tenants like Ed Bart, formal roles promoted friendly
interactions and gave individuals the feeling that they "belong--that
you're a part of something.” In some cases close friendships developed
among tenants with similar roles. The sociometric data and qualitative
material from the interviews documents that performance of formal roles
resulted in secondary social bonds that in many cases eventually devel-
oped into viable primary social relationships.

A number of these dyads involved persons who were status dissimilar.
It is suggested that the association between formal roles and the devel-
opment of cross-status bonds is conceptually consistent with the
interpretation of why status similarity facilitated social relationships.
Individuals tended to expect that other tenants with the same ethnic
and social class backgrounds shared social norms and customs, and found

persons of similar backgrounds more compatible. Commonality implied a

set of shared norms that offered mutually understood prescriptions for
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behavior. As previously discussed, by forming associations with people
1ike oneself, and at times avoiding persons with conflicting values and
customs, a tenant could map out a social field within which behavior
was more predictable and one's feelings of control and self-identity
were enhanced.

Formal roles provided similar prescriptions for behavior, as well
as defined circumstances for individuals to initiate contact. For
example, in their official capacities, floor captains could knock on a
neighbor's door if she or he were i11, and offer assistance. Converse-
1y, tenants knew that they could call on their floor captains if help
was needed. As a member of the hospitality committee, one could visit
a tenant in the hospital. Working together on the party committee, in
the Senior Center, or on the tenant patrol, brought people of different
backgrounds together. These activities provided a structure for tenants
with different personal characteristics to "get to know each other
better" and in many cases to discover other areas of commonality and
compatability.

Opportunities to hold formal roles were inextricably related to
the physical environment of Belmar Drive and to the efforts of Housing
Authority and Senior Center staff to promote social interaction among
the tenants. Obviously, formal organizations must exist before tenants
can have formal roles within them. Suitable physical space to support
organized activities is the sine qua non for formal organizations.
Tenants had easy access to a vital community Senior Center program.
Some tenants found formal roles within the Center, either as part-time
paid employees or as volunteers. These roles provided structured

occasions for these tenants to interact not only with Center members
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who lived in the community, but also with other residents in their
building. The Center also made their facilities available for Tenants
Association meetings, parties and special recreational events that were
exclusively for residents in the building. The Center's community room
was the only space large enough to accommodate the entire tenant popula-
tion. Had this space not been available, such activities could not have
taken place.

The study of Belmar Drive indicates that while a functional and
hospitable physical setting may be a necessary condition for on-site
organizations, it is by no means a sufficient condition to support such
activities. Without the on-going efforts of skillful and dedicated
staff members i1t is doubtful that viable organizations and a variety of
formal roles would have emerged. On numerous occasions staff stepped
in as mediators when disputes threatened to dissolve the organizations.
While Tenants Association officers might come and go, with staff support,
the organizational structure endured. As discussed in Chapter V, the
longest and most serious crisis of the Tenants Association occurred
during the summer of 1978 when the officers barred Center staff from
their meetings. Soon after, the Association disbanded. Folliowing a
four-month hiatus, there was an effort to form a new Association, and
this time tenants enlisted the help of Center staff. As Mr. Bart
explained, "[The Association] is gonna be started again. There's a
meeting tomorrow. This time [the Center's director] is backin' us up.
Now there, she's got the know-how, right? We don't have the know-how.

I think it will really go."
Accounts of divisiveness among organization members have been

reported by participant observers of other settings for older people
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(Hochschild, 1973; Myerhoff, 1978). Thus, the problems encountered by
the Belmar Orive Tenants Association cannot be considered unique. The
accumulated information does indicate that staff members with community
organization skills may be crucial to the success of structured social
activities in similar settings.

In her analyses of Merrill Court, Hochschild (1973) identified
two essential elements that she believed accounted for the vital, cohe-
sive coomunity that developed among the residents: (1) the social
homogeneity of the tenant populatton; and (2) the fact that most tenants
had, at one time or another, held a formal role within the building.
The present study provides additional support for the notion that formal
roles can, as Rosow (1974) posits, facilitate soctal relationships among
tenants of age-segregated housing. There is also evidence that in
socially heterogeneous settings, formal roles are efficacious mechanisms
for promoting social relationships among tenants of different ethnic and
social class backgrounds.

The Relationship Between Levels of Extra-Building
and Intra-Building Social Contacts

On the basis of the pilot work it was anticipated that tenants
with extensive extra-building social networks would be less likely to
establish more intimate social bonds with their neighbors than tenants
who had limited off-site ties. Systematic inquiry failed to reveal any
consistent relationship between levels of participation in off-sitg
social activities and the number of tenants whom respondents identified
as good friends or persons with whom they were friendly. This finding

is in general agreement with the results obtained by other investigators
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(Rosenberg, 1967; Rosow, 1967) who reported no consistent patterns
between frequency of contact with relatives and the number of neighbors
who were regarded as good friends.

Characteristics of the Physical Environment
and Social Relationships

Community Spaces

With the goal of promoting social interaction among tenants,
design guidelines for age-segregated residential settings typically
include recommendations for community spaces where tenants can congre-
gate. The location of entrances and elevators, as well as configurations
of pathways that will maximize the probability that residents will meet
as they go about their daily activities are also regarded as ways of
facilitating casual encounters (Carp, 1966; Lawton, 1975, 1980; Rosen,
1971). The community spaces at Belmar Drive included the Inlet Terrace
Senior Center, the bench area in front of the building, and a laundry
room on the second floor (see Figures 2 and 3, pp. 63 and65. Since
preliminary observations showed that the laundry room was rarely occu-
pied, the interviews explored only respondents' use of the Senior Center
and the outdoor benches in front of the building.

The Senior Center. The great majority of respondents endorsed the

idea of a Senior Center within their building. To some, participation
in Center activities had become a central part of their lives. Close
proximity and easy access to the Center were especially valued by those
tenants who had formal roles there, and those who derived great satis-
faction and enjoyment from the programs that were offered. The rich

variety of available activities provided numerous options for the Center's
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diverse membership. Many respondents noted, "Why they've got just about
every [activity] that a person could want,” or "There's something for
everybody:" Even the majority of those respondents who did not engage
in the programs thought that it was important to have the Center within
the building for those tenants who wanted to participate. Several of
the non-users also spontaneously commented that if their circumstances
were to change--either because of widowhood or declining health--they
anticipated that they would become more active in Center life, and they
were grateful that it was "right downstairs." Non-users also expressed
comfort from knowing that they could depend on Center staff for assis-
tance should they require it.

The Senior Center appeared to be more valued as a place where one
could engage in planned group activities, rather than as a place for
informal visits. Informal social contacts with other tenants, for the
purpose of companionship, more often took place in respondents' homes
than in public spaces. While 68 percent of the respondents named tenants
who came to their apartments for "social visits" only 35 percent named
tenants whom they regularly spent time with at the Senior Center.

Still, the Center clearly facilitated social contacts and was
perceived by some interviewees as a place where one could make new
acquaintances. Over a fourth of the respondents mentioned the Center
when asked if there were any things about 1iving at Belmar Orive that
made it easier for them to meet people.

As previously discussed, the Inlet Terrace Senior Center played
a major role in the social organization of the tenants of Belmar Drive.
By personal example staff fostered an atmosphere of caring, friendli-

ness and warmth. Center and housing staff encouraged informal mutual
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support networks among tenants on residential floors; provided
initiative for the establishment of the group of floor representatives,
the Tenants Association, and tenant patrol; and gave on-going guidance
and support for these organizations. The impact of supportive staff is
rarely discussed in research of age-segregated housing. The present
study suggests that staff may have a significant influence on social
relationships among tenants, and should receive more attention in future
studies.

The outdoor benches. Sixteen wooden benches span the entire front

of 125 Belmar Drive. In many respects the design of this space is
consistent with recommendations for outdoor seating in residential set-
tings for older people. For example, a number of the benches are placed
at right angles to one another to promote casual conversations. Several
benches are placed back-to-back, and a few are located off to either
side of the building and are oriented toward the sidewalk. The latter
seating arrangement is typically suggested to accommodate persons who
may wish to sit outdoors and perhaps spectate, but who may prefer not

to sit near others (Lawton, 1975). As there is only one entrance to the
apartment building, tenants must traverse this area to enter or leave
the building. Attractive landscaping surrounds the building, and trees
provide shade for many of the benches during the spring, summer, and
early fall.

Systematic observations revealed that in good weather the benches
were heavily utilized. During peak hours, particularly 11:30 a.m. to
2:00 p.m. there was rarely a vacant spot, and a few tenants brought
their own beach chairs to assure that they would be able to sit down.

The mid-day crowd included tenants, as well as Center members who
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attended the popular luncheon program.

There were lively conversations among the bench sitters, and a
number of tenants who entered or left the building sometimes paused a
few moments and exchanged greetings with those who sat outdoors. Some
people just sat and watched the comings and goings of tenants, Center
members, and the flow of traffic on the street and sidewalks. If one
had relied only on observations of behaviors to evaluate the benches,
one would likely have concluded that this space was a great architectural
and social success. However, the interviews revealed that this bench
area was the single most controversial space at Belmar Drive.

Comments about the benches emerged spontaneously within the context
of a variety of open-ended questions such as what respondents liked best
and least about living at Belmar Drive, and what things made it easier
for them to meet and become friendly with people. After having conducted
several interviews, the question, "What do you think of the benches in
front of the building?" was added to the interview schedule, given the
saliency of the benches, and the diverse opinions that were expressed.

Of those tenants whose attitudes toward the benches were tapped directly,
almost half were consistently positive in their assessment, approximate-
1y one-third were strongly opposed, and the remainder expressed
ambivalence.

Some respondents who liked the benches cited this area as a place
to visit with other tenants, non-resident Center members, and on occa-
sion, other people from the neighborhood. For these people the benches
did provide opportunities for tenants to engage in casual conversations,
and to learn more about one another. A few respondents traced the devel-

opment of on-site friendships to such occasions. As one woman said,
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You meet lovely people in the summertime, sitting on those
benches. . . . I made lovely friends out there on those benches
--sitting there--talking to different people. . . . You really
meet them to talk to--very nice.

As in other age-segregated settings (e.g., Carp, 1966; Howell and
Epp, 1978), this public space attracted a group of "regulars." These
people were nearly unanimous in their unequivocal endorsement of the
outdoor seating. As one person enthusiastically reported,
I think they're wonderful! I try to get out there everyday.
. In the summertime we had a wonderful time. There's a
bunch of us, and we'd meet and sit on the benches.
A few of the regulars, however, objected to the fact that the

benches were also used by non-tenants. It was almost as if they had

read Newman's Defensible Space (1972) as they freely suggested design

solutions and territorial markers such as low fences and shrubs, so as
to discourage non-residents from sitting there. In most cases, the
regulars didn't perceive the non-tenants as offensive, but rather re-
sented the fact that sometimes, "there's not even enough room for the
tenants. Now that's not right."

Some respondents viewed the benches as a pleasant alternative to
their apartments. As one woman noted, "You could talk to people, or
just sit by yourself." Those with impaired mobility particularly valued
the opportunity to sit outdoors in attractive surroundings. On a cold
winter afternoon, one frail woman said longingly, "I can't wait for
spring to come. The trees will be in bloom--1'11 be able to sit out
there. It's like a vacation bein' able to get out."

The range of positive comments about the benches was relatively
1imited--opportunities for social interaction, a pleasant alternative

to one's apartment, and a place just to watch the action. Negative
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comments were more varied, and the intensity of respondents' feelings is
best conveyed in their own words. By far, the most frequently mentioned
objection to the benches was the gossip that seemed to flourish there.

A close second was the related issue of unavoidable scrutiny of the
bench sitters as one entered or left the building. One man stated his

views, and his design solution.

I don't sit by the benches, and they should cut the benches and
chop them up for fire wood. That creates a lot of trouble.

. . . See, [in another building] they got the benches about half
a block away from the building. This is too near the building.
When you come in or outa the building, the people that live here
--sitting there--they stare at ya, as though ya owe them some-
thing. There's a lotta people there. . . . I don't even wanta
talk to, and they stare at ya. Now I don't like that. . . . And
it's the same old crowd, it's a clan, and that's no good:

Even the most sociable respondents expressed similar opinions.
The feelings of one particularly affable woman were typical.

I don't 1ike the benches around the door. . . . Because there
are a lot of busy bodies and you come in and you go out and they
look you from bottom to top and if you come home with groceries,
which you have to do . . . and they as much as say, "Oh boy,
you're out spending your money," or "You got something good?"
And, "Can we come up for dinner," or "What did you buy?" And
this I am very much against. And I feel . . . they should have
the benches on the side, not in the doorway.

When asked, "Are there any tenants in the building whom you
reqularly talk with and spend time with on the benches?" a number of
respondents offered spontaneous comments similar to the following:

I avoid [the benches]. . . . Because they're always talkin'
about this one and that one. And they're wanting to know your
own personal things, you know. And they don't tell you anything.
Or they want to know all about you. . . . I don't like gossip.
That's why I avoid those benches.

Few respondents actually gossiped about other tenants during our
discussions, but the interviews were replete with what Hochschild has

called "'meta-gossip' (talk about gossip)" (Hochschild, 1973, p. 55).
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More often that not, the "meta-gossip"” focused on the outdoor benches.
This was clearly the prime spot for monitoring the activities of others
--what they did; what they wore; who, if anyone, they were with, This
was also an ideal setting to exchange information, misinformation, and
on occasion, I suspect, disinformation. Indeed, in preparation for data
collection, I had used the benches to learn the latest goings-on in the
building. This area also provided the best opportunity to meet casually
with tenants.

While it was actually impossible for tenants to avoid the benches
if they wanted to enter or lTeave the building, several respondents
shared the strategies they had adopted to avoid "getting involved" with
the bench sitters. Typically, they would quicken their pace as they
walked in or out of the building, and through posture and avoidance of
eye contact, they would, as one person put it--"Just zip right through'"
A few respondents confided that they tried to maintain a friendly facade
and that they had well thought-out plans. For example, when one woman
was asked where she was going, she replied that she was off to what was
regarded as an unsafe area of the city, and she would ask her inquisitors
if they would 1ike to join her. "'Oh, no' they say," she noted, with a
laugh. Most interviewees who said they avoided the benches were quick
to point out that they were not unfriendly, but that they simply didn't
have the time to stop and chat; or that they didn't want to become
identified as a member of a clique or a gossip. Some respondents were
good natured about greeting tenants on the benches, although these con-
tacts had little affective meaning for them. One man explained
sympathetically,

Well, . . . the elderly people--they want friends. Most of these
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people are alone. . . . And they want someone to greet them--

which we do. And I'm 1ike an alderman sometimes when I go out
--"Hi, Hi" 1ike I'm runnin' for office, you know.

Gossip and the scrutiny of other tenants were not the only
objections to the benches and their design. Some respondents complained
that "undesirables"--a term that included "bums," "winos," neighborhood
dog walkers, and uninhibited young lovers--used the benches, especially
after dark. When asked what she thought of the benches, one woman
replied,

I hate them. . . . They create problems for the house because
after 9 - 10 o'clock, when the folks are in, there are other
people who'll come sit there and you hear them talking right
from up here on the fourth floor. And rowdy-dowdies who get
there and drink. They've even had sex relations down on those

benches. Would you believe it? And we have seen it. It's
disqusting.

Finally, a minority of the respondents objected to the image that
they felt the benches presented to the neighborhood residents and tenants
alike. A few people perceived the benches as undignified. As one woman
explained, "It looks like a Coney Island down there. They all come with
their beach chairs. Now that's not right. It looks terrible." There
were also a few interviewees who complained that the heavily utilized
area gave the appearance of "an old age home," or a nursing home.
Another woman remarked, "It looks like a nursing home. [ understand
that there are sick people here--they can't go very far. But they all
sit out there--come in wheelchairs and sit there. They should have a
place in the back where those peoplie could sit."

The controversy over the benches illustrates once again that the
experiences of the tenants of Belmar Drive resemble those of their
counterparts in similar residential settings. Other investigators have

found that tenants in age-segregated housing complain about gossip and
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scrutiny from residents who congregate in public spaces that were

designed to promote social interaction (Carp, 1966; Howell and Epp, 1978).
Howell and Epp describe this problem as "Offensive surveillance . . .
where some individuals experience resentment or displeasure at being
watched by others" (Howell and Epp, 1978, p. 9). Carp (1966) reported
that Victoria Plaza residents considered gossip as one of the major
problems in their building. Such complaints were often related to
building design, such as the necessity to pass through the lobby--a
favorite gathering place for gossips--in order to enter or leave the
building, or to mail a letter (Carp, 1966).

That such problems exist, however, attests to the fact that sig-
nificant proportions of tenants like to congregate in heavily-trafficked
areas, to visit with other residents and watch the action.

Planners and architects often have in mind the laudable goal of
promoting social interaction when they design such spaces. Nevertheless,
it is essential to recognize that not all older people are lonely, nor
do they all wish to come in contact with their neighbors. Older people
have the same needs for freedom of choice--to meet or avoid their neigh-
bors--as any other group of people.

The results of the present research provide support for the recom-
mendation of Howell and Epp (1978) that architectural design should
provide freedom of choice and alternative paths for those tenants who
want to sit and talk with others, or just spectate, as well as those who
would rather not meet other tenants. This is a challenging task since
systematic observations reveal that older people tend to gather around
entryways and other heavily trafficked locations, Where seating is

provided in relatively secluded areas such as lounges on residential
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floors and enclosed courts Or patios, these spaces are likely to be
underutilized. If seating is not provided around the hub of activity,
tenants may bring down their own chairs, or rely on improvised seating
arrangements around entryways, to ensure advantageous views of the com-
ings and goings of others (Howell and Epp, 1978; Lawton, 1975; Lewin et
al., 1977; Rosen, 1971). Howell ‘and Epp (1978) offer specific architec-
tural guidelines for seating around entrances that would still provide
tenants with freedom of choice to interact or not to interact.

Some respondents said that they didn't participate in Center
activities because of gossip. Yet it is interesting to note that very
few objected to having the Center within their building. The relative
absence of criticism of this community area may be related to the design
of the space. The Senior Center is what Howell and Epp have called
"semi-public zones," that is, "spaces to accommodate social and recrea-
tional activities” (1978). They suggest that such areas be located near
primary paths so as to provide the option for "dropping in" but also
allow people to enter or leave the setting without feeling obligated to
stop and talk. This was precisely the physical arrangement at Belmar
Drive. Non-tenants entered the Center from the sidewalk. Tenants had
the option of also entering the Center through a door that lead from the
apartment house lobby to the Center's reception area. Thus, tenants
could either leave the building directly from their lobby, free from
offensive surveillance of Center members, or they could pass through the
Center, "just to stop in" or "say 'hello'" on their way outside, as many

did.
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Proximity and the Intensity
of Social Relationships

Lawton and his colleagues have repeatedly found that proximity of
dwelling units is a potent factor in friendship formation among tenants
in age-segregated and age-concentrated housing (e.g., Lawton and Simon,
1968; Nash et al., 1968; Nahemow and Lawton, 1975). "“Friends were over-
whelmingly likely to be next-door or across-the-hall neighbors and were
considerably less 1ikely to live on another floor than one would have
expected by chance" (Lawton, 1980, p. 40). Review of these studies
gives the impression that the majority of on-site friendships involves
proximate neighbors, and that the apartment house floor is the principal
spacial unit where such relationships develop.

The pilot work at Belmar Drive suggested that indeed proximity
was a major factor in determining the frequency of face-to-face inter-
actions with other tenants, but was not usually related to level of
intimacy. From the case study material (Lewin, 1978) and observations
made during visits to Belmar Drive, it appeared that the majority of
tenants’' most intimate bonds involved status similar persons who lived
on different floors and that the associationg with tenants on one's
own floor were typically rather superficial. Thus, in the present study
it was hypothesized that: "The majority of more intimate social rela-
tionships among tenants will involve non-proximate neighbors, that is,
tenants who live on different floors. Conversely, the majority of con-
tacts among proximate neighbors will involve less intimate relationships.”
This hypothesis was confirmed; a highly significant inverse relationship
between level of intimacy and proximity of dwelling units was found when

all three levels of intimacy were considered.
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Contrary to her expectation, Carp (1966) also found that proximity
had surprisingly little influence on friendship formation among Victoria
Plaza residents. ". . . The majority of social contacts were with
people on different floors of the building. This was true not only for
selection of best friends, but also for visiting and eating together"
(Carp, 1966, p. 160). Thus, the association between proximity and
patterns of social relationships among the tenants of Belmar Drive is
similar to that observed by Carp (1966).

The findings of the present study are not, however, in conflict
with those obtained by Lawton and his associates. Propinquity does
seem to contribute to the formation of more intimate relationships,
since the proportion of proximate neighbors who were identified as good
friends and persons with whom respondents were friendly greatly exceeded
chance expectations. Still, it must be noted that of all tenants who
were identified as good friends, 82 percent lived on different floors
than respondents, and the clear majority (78 percent) of all reported
more intimate relationships involved tenants living on different floors
(see pp. 159-160). Clearly, the impact of proximity on social relation-
ships among tenants at Belmar Drive was less pronounced than in the
sites studied by the Philadelphia Geriatric Center.

This difference may be due in large measure to variations in
methodological approaches. In Lawton's studies respondents were asked
to name their "best friends in this house" or "best friends in the pro-
ject." The names of all tenants mentioned were accepted, although
analyses were performed on only the first three nominees. Further, if
less than three names were provided, "the respondent was urged to name

others" (Lawton and Simon, 1968, p. 110). Proximity effects were
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somewhat more marked for first named friends than for subsequent choices
(Nahemow and Lawton, 1975). It is possible that this procedure yielded
data that favored nominees who 1ive on one's floor.

Individuals tend to develop a cognitive set that helps them to
structure their physical environment and significant others in it.
Thus, some respondents may have had cognitive sets to name proximate
neighbors first, beginning with those who live closest to themselves,
and then proceeding to name persons at greater distances. If this were
the case, analyses that involved only the first three nominees would
indicate a marked proximity effect. The viability of this interpreta-
tion could be tested empirically in future research.

In addition, the less marked proximity effect noted at Belmar
Drive 1ikely reflects the different approach taken to obtain sociometric
nominees. In the present study, analyses were performed taking into
account all tenants named on a variety of sociometric items, and effort
was made to reduce the l1ikelihood of false-positive responses to socio-
metric questions. After respondents had named all tenants with whom
they had social contacts, they were asked whether they regarded each
person as "an acquaintance, someone you're friendly with, or as a good
friend, in the way that you have described a good friend." Thus, re-
spondents at Belmar Drive were asked to employ three levels of intimacy
to indicate the intensity of their relationship with each of the
nominees. In contrast to respondents in the other studies, these
respondents may have had more stringent criteria for "good friend"
since they used as a reference their own definition, When intervievees
are asked to name their “Sest friends in this house,"” although the

persons mentioned may be "best friends" within that context, it may be
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problematic to infer that such relationships are subjectively regarded
as qualitatively the same as when one's own definition of good friend
is used. For example, in connection with another study, when asked how
many “good friends" she had, one senior center member said, "I'11 tell
you, here [at the center] we are all 'good friends,' but we are not,
what you would call 'intimate.'"

Those investigators who find that proximity is a critical factor
in friendship formation in high-rise housing suggest that chance meetings
occur more frequently among tenants who live on the same floor than
tenants who live on different floors. It is generally assumed that
these casual encounters invite informal conversations, which in time
may lead to the development of more intensive relationships.

At Belmar Orive, tenants do, indeed, more often meet the people
who 1ive on their floor. However, most of these chance meetings, even
after approximately four years of occupancy, are usually quite super-
ficial, and involve only the casual exchange of pleasantries. The
following comment, describing contact with tenants on one's floor is
typical.

We say "good morning," "hello," and like that. . . . Friendly
1ike, put not friendship. We speqk.to each other.and they are
very nice, but no ?r1en§s or nothin'. Just acquaintances,
that's all.

That such interaction remains suferficial is not surprising. Some
tenants consciously chose to limit their contact with proximate neigh-
bors to a "friendly" but perfunctory, "hello" in an effort to safeguard
their privacy. Virtually all respondents indicated that they were

always ready and willing to help another tenant in need. However, most

were not eager to give the impression that their doors were always open
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for a social visit. Several respondents commented that it was customary
to telephone before visiting neighbors, even those with whom they had
established very close ties. Further, it appears that when casual ex-
changes attempt to go beyond ritualized greetings, they tend to become
somewhat awkward, unless there are some perceived areas of commonality,

a specific topic to discuss, or some formal social structure to prescribe
norms for interacting.

The data generated in this study suggest that mere proximity does
not lead to the development of close friendships. However, proximity
does appear to be related to providing and receiving assistance with the
tasks of daily living. This pattern is related, in part, to sheer con-
venience. A tenant is more likely to ask next-door neighbors to keep
her ice cream in their freezer while she defrosts her refrigerator,
rather than to go to a good friend who lives on another floor.

Staff efforts to encourage informal support networks among tenants
also had a major influence on the relationship between proximity and
patterns of mutual assistance. At Belmar Drive, housing and Senior Center
staff focused on the residential floor as a unit, in an attempt to build
viable mutual assistance networks. At tenant meetings and in the
building's newsletter, tenants were urged to "get to know your neighbors"
and to "offer a helping hand when you see that somebody on your floor
needs help." With staff expertise the group of floor representatives
was established. Tenants knew that they could turn to at least
one person on their floor for emergency or other assistance.

Similarly, this formal support structure provided floor representatives
with the clearly defined role to initiate contact by offering assistance.
Some helping relationships occurred spontaneously, and during the early

stages of occupancy, when most tenants, particularly those who lived
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alone, needed some assistance in setting up their apartments. The
overwhelming majority of all respondents who reported more intimate
bonds with proximate neighbors indicated that such relationships had
grown out of contacts that initially involved assistance in the tasks of
daily 1iving. In social network analyses, providing or receiving assis-
tance has been identified as a critical mechanism that promotes a sense
of commitment to the relationship (Wentowski, 1979). Further, more
intimate cross-racial ties were noted among proximate neighbors than
persons who lived on different floors. This pattern is consistent with
the results obtained by Nahemow and Lawton (1975). Helping neighbors
with the tasks of daily living provides occasions for tenants to learn
more about each other--to look beyond a person's skin color or accent,
and perhaps to find other areas of commonality and compatability.

In summary, the data from the present study indicate that proxim=
ity is associated with frequent face-to-face contact, but that these
casual encounters do not, in the vast majority of cases, progress
directly to friendly interactions. Residence on the same floor was,
however, associated with providing and receiving assistance in the tasks
of daily 1iving. It is suggested that helping relationships are a
critical intermediate factor between proximity per se and the develop-

ment of viable primary relationships.

Summary and Conclusion

This research was generally concerned with gaining a comprehensive
understanding of the salient factors that influenced social relation-
ships among tenants in urban age-segregated public housing. More

specifically, through the intensive analysis of a single site, this
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study has attempted to contribute to existing information by addressing

a number of issues that have received little or no attention in previ-
ous research.

In contrast to other studies in which analyses have been limited
to on-site "friendships," this investigation explored a variety of
qualitatively different types of social relationships that developed
among neighbors, and utilized a technique that provided data which
reflect respondents' perceptions of levels of intimacy.

Analyses of the relationship between levels of intimacy and status
similarity with respect to race, nationality, religion, sex, marital
status and social class, revealed that in general, bonds with tenants
who were status similar were regarded as more intimate than bonds with
tenants who were status dissimilar. Further, it was demonstrated that
nationality is a critical factor to consider in settings where tenant
populations are multi-national and polyglot.

Extensive uée has been made of qualitative material in an effort
to contribute to the theoretical understanding of why status similarity
has such a marked influence on social relationships. The writings of
Peter Marris (1975) served as a most useful conceptual framework for
the interpretation of these data. There was cogent support for the
notion that when faced with an amorphous social situation, tenants in
socially heterogeneous settings will tend to seek out others from similar
sociocultural backgrounds on the assumption that such persons will share
common behavioral norms, customs and interests. In this way, an ambigu-
ous social milieu becomes more intelligible and predictable. Associations
with persons like oneself, it is suggested, help to relieve anxiety that

frequently follows a residential move to a culturally diverse setting.
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These relationships may enhance tenants' feelings of personal continuity,
self-identity and a sense of control.

The performance of formal roles within on-site organizations was
identified as an important mechanism that facilitated social relation-
ships among tenants. Of particular interest is the finding that formal
roles facilitated social contacts among tenants who were status dis-
similar. Clearly defined social norms are inherent in formal roles.
Thus, it was suggested that formal roles operate in a manner analagous
to status similarity by providing mutually understood prescriptions for
behavior, which also help individuals to achieve social structure and
meaning from situations that are initially ambiguous. Further, formal
roles appeared to enhance tenants' self-confidence, which in turn may
have contributed to increased social activity.

There is evidence that the efforts of staff to promote interaction
among tenants also contributed to the development of a social structure,
and to the observed patterns of social relationships. In this setting,
staff provided the impetus and on-going support for a variety of on-site
organizations, and encouraged the development of viable informal mutual
assistance networks among tenants.

It was suggested that community areas, particularly indoor spaces
large enough to accommodate the entire tenant population, are essential
to the development of formal organizations, and provide opportunities
for tenants to become acquainted. It was recommended that such spaces
be located near primary pathways, but that the physical design should
not require that tenants pass through public areas where other residents

tend to congregate.

Proximity of dwelling units was related to social relationships.
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Nevertheless, the proximity effect in the present study was not nearly
as pronounced as that observed by other investigators. Variations in
methodological approaches may account for this difference. It was sug-
gested that proximity per se does not lead to the development of
intensive relationships. Rather, proximity was related to providing
and receiving assistance in the tasks of daily 11ving. Helping rela-
tionships may be a critical intermediate factor between proximity and
the development of primary relationships among neighbors.

Research based on a single setting is open to serious questions
about external validity. In this study, emphasis was placed on genera-
ting data that have a high degree of ecological validity. Whenever
possible, in lieu of comparative sites, reference has been made to the
relevant findings reported by other investigators. Such comparisons
suggest that in many respects the experiences of the participants in
this study resemble their counterparts in similar residential settings.
It is hoped that the results of this study will have heuristic and
practical value for practitioners, researchers and theoreticians. Fur-
ther, it is anticipated that some findings will generalize, at least in
principle, to other groups of older people living in various residential
settings.

Policy and Research Implications

Some findings from this study have policy implications for planning
the social context, physical design and management of urban high-rise
housing for older people in order to facilitate on-site relationships.

If one goal of publicly sponsored housing for the elderly is to

enhance the informal social support networks among tenants, increased
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attention should be devoted to the composition of tenant populations
in such settings. This study supports previous research which indi-
cates that tenants tend to establish more intensive on-site social
ties with persons who are the same or similar to themselves in terms
of a variety of ascribed and achieved status characteristics. The
accumulation of empirical research suggests that where feasible, it
may be socially advantageous to residents to plan for a pre-determined
minimum concentration of same status tenants in order to assure that
individuals will have a sufficient pool of others like themselves
from whom to choose in establishing satisfying social relationships.
However, there appear to be no easy answers or general formulas to
the critical questions: What status characteristics are most rele-
vant to tenant populations in public housing?; and What constitutes
a "sufficient" concentration of status similar individuals?

It is suggested that the basis for perceived status similarity
and the relevance of specific characteristics in establishing more
intimate social ties will depend upon the given personal character-
istics that exist among residents of a specific setting. This will
differ according to regional population characteristics. The primary
theoretical framework within which the present research was inter-
preted (Marris, 1975) posits that the greater the heterogeneity of a
given personal characteristic in a specific setting, the more salient
that dimension will become in influencing social relationships among
residents.

For example, in this study the tenant population was more hetero-

geneous with respect to nationality than any other status character-
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istic, and indeed national background was a major factor that influ-
enced patterns of on-site social ties. However, in other settings
that are homogeneous with respect to nationality and other indicators
of ethnicity, one may hypothesize that status similarity based on
characteristics such as marital status, education, occupational back-
ground and shared interests and values may emerge as the salient di-
mensions that influence social relationships. In areas where high
proportions of tenants are migrants, geographic area of origin may
surface as a critical determinant of friendships. Qualitative mate-
rial suggests that people tend to establish primary social relation-
ships with others who share personal characteristics and experiences
that are central to their self-identities.

The notion of planning for a predetermined minimum concentra-
tion of like status tenants within housing sites raises some complex
ethical and political issues since current policy prohibits the con-
sideration of race, religion, nationality and sex as criteria for
admission to public housing. Nevertheless, if research consistently
demonstrates that minority status with respect to such characteristics
contributes to social isolation, such policies must be re-examined.
It must be stressed, however, that in planning social contexts, total
homogeneity is not advocated. Rather the goal is to populate build-
ings with minimum proportions of tenants of a given status in an
effort to reduce the risk of social isolation and feelings of alien-
ation.

Previous studies of friendship patterns among older people in

various residential settings indicate that those with "low" concentra-



265

tions of status similars report significantly fewer friends than

those with relatively higher concentrations of status similars.
This general relationship has been reported for a variety of per-
sonal characteristics including: age (e.g. Bultena and Wood, 1969;
Rosenberg, 1968; Rosow, 1967), marital status (e.g. Blau, 1961),
socioeconomic status (Rosenberg, 1968), and race (Nahemow et al,
1976).

Based on these findings, in the present study it had been
anticipated that tenants with relatively higher proportions of
status similars within their building would report significantly
more residents with whom they had contact, and significantly more
social relationships of a more intimate nature than those tenants
with relatively low proportions of like status residents. This
hypothesis was tested for six variables: race, religion, nationality,
sex, marital status and social class. Nationality was the only char-
acteristic for which the expected association was found, and even
this relationship was observed only for those tenants of nationality
groups that comprised less than five percent of the building's
population.

The general absence of the expected relationship between levels
of on-site social ties and the residential concentration of status
similar tenants indicates directions for future research. It was
suggested that in high-rise housing, the actual number, rather than
the proportion of like-status tenants in a building may be the crucial
issue in determining whether or not individuals of a given status

characteristic will be socially disadvantaged if they are in a minority.
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The studies upon which the hypothesis was based typically focused on
the relative proportions of status similars within comparison settings.
Further, these investigations involved residental settings of markedly
different scales including single apartment buildings, multi-building
complexes, residential city blocks, and entire communities, which
obviously makes abstract generalizations to other settings most problem-
atic.

It was pointed out that in high-rise housing, while the propor-
tion of same status tenants may be identical in different buildings,
the actual numbers of status similars is a function of the size of the
tenant population. Thus, if the proportion of residents sharing a
given status characteristic is ten percent, in a building with 200
tenants there would be 19 other status similar tenants for each person
with that characteristic; in a building with 50 residents there would
be only four status similar tenants.

It is noteworthy that in the present study site black and Hispanic
tenants, who each comprised only approximately seven percent of the
building's population, reported virtually the same levels of on-site
social contacts and more intimate bonds as their white counterparts.
Each tenant of these two minority groups had access to 13 other same-
race people within their building. This number may constitute a suffi-
cient pool of same race tenants to choose from in establishing viable
primary ties. Respondents' comments also indicate that minority status
with respect to race, nationality and sex appeared to enhance the pro-

pensity for individuals to seek out other residents who shared a given
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characteristic--precisely because they were in a minority. In socially
heterogeneous settings such individuals may experience heightened needs
for affiliation.

In this particular setting, with the exception of a few nation-
ality groups with only four or fewer tenants, the number of available
1ike status tenants may have provided an adequate potential pool of
contacts. In addition, the social structure within the building and
opportunities to hold formal roles contributed in part to the general
finding that tenants with relatively fewer like-status neighbors were
not socially disadvantaged in comparison to those with relatively
higher proportions of status similars. It should also be noted that
for some characteristics such as marital status and sex, "minority"
proportions were rather substantial.

The notion should be pursued that there may be some critical
number of status similar residents below which older people may be
deprived in terms of opportunities to develop on-site friendships.
Additional research is also required to determine whether the elderly
who have few status similars within their building are adversely affected
on other dimensions of physical and psychological well-being. This in-
quiry could include analyses of rates of morbidity, mortality, institu-
tionalization and voluntary moves to other community housing. It may
be possible to answer some of these questions through secondary analyses
of existing data. If consistent results emerge, then informed policy
decisions may be made regarding the planning of social contexts in urban

age-segregated public housing.
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Sensitive and informed design decisions and management practices
can facilitate on-site social contacts and increase the probability
that tenants will interact. But in the words of one study participant,
"You can't make nobody love you." It is essential that planners, archi-
tects and housing management recognize that there is great variability
among tenants in terms of their desire to establish on-site social
bonds, and that there are limitations to any intervention efforts.

The physical design of pathways and community spaces should allow
tenants freedom of choice to meet or to avoid popular gathering places
as they go about their daily activities.

The presence of functional and hospitable community spaces in
housing for the elderly is generally recognized as an important element
in meeting the social needs of tenants, and in most public housing such
spaces are now provided. However, funding for social service staff is
not mandated (Lawton, 1980). As this study indicates, professional
staff can play a crucial role in fostering informal support networks
and in establishing and maintaining viable formal organizations. It
is therefore recommended that government funding be provided for such
staff.

The findings that the performance of formal roles within on-site
organizations had such a significant influence on enhancing informal
social relationships among tenants has major implications for the
management of age-segregated public housing. Staff and tenant leaders
alike should be apprised of the potential social benefits of on-site
organizations and opportunities to hold formal roles within them.

Conscious efforts should be made to achieve broad-based tenant partic-



269

ipation in meaningful, clearly defined roles, while at the same time
recognizing and respecting those residents who may choose not to
become involved in such activities.

In the present study site some tenants who eventually held formal
roles within on-site organizations were initially reluctant draftees,
rather than enthusiastic volunteers. It appeared that in most cases
hesitation to accept a position of responsibility did not reflect an
unwillingness to perform the tasks at hand. Rather, some individuals
doubted their capabilities to meet the challenge. Others appeared to
be waiting to be asked to assume a position, and their initial mild
protestations seemed to represent adherence to a shared norm that to
volunteer oneself for a leadership role was a sign of immodesty and
self-aggrandizement. Such individuals may require practical assist-
ance and encouragement from staff.

The degree to which staff may need to become involved in the
day-to-day operation of such organizations will depend upon the char-
acteristics of the tenant population and the natural leadership that
exists in a given setting, While staff initiative and expertise may
be particularly important in establishing organizational structures
and a variety of activities and roles, tenant groups should be encour-
aged to function as independently as possible. Staff should however,
be prepared to strengthen leadership if necessary, and to mediate
disputes that may threaten to dissolve the organizations. Although
periodic devisiveness among organization members may not be uncommon,
formal roles can be efficacious mechanisms for promoting meaningful

relationships among tenants in socially heterogeneous settings.
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APPENDIX A: INITIAL LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

The Graduate School and University Center
of the City University of New York
Graduate Center: 33 West 42 Street, New York, N.Y 10036

Dear [Tenant's Name],

The need for housing is a major problem for many older people
1iving in this and other large cities. The Graduate School of the City
University of New York is currently conducting research about housing
and building design. Your building is one of the places we have been
studying. In fact, we began our study of 125 Belmar Drive when the
building first opened. Many of you provided us with valuable informa-
tion at that time. Unfortunately we were not able to interview all of
the tenants then.

Mow that the building has been open for over three years we want to
learn how well the housing meets the daily needs of the people who live
there, and what people think of their building and neighborhood. The
purpose of this project is to provide information to architects and
planners with the hope that this information will help to improve hous-
ing in other settings. But it is only through the opinions and
experiences of people such as yourself that we can gain the information
so necessary for future planninag.

We are not connected with the Metro Housing Authority, although
they have given us permission to conduct our work at 125 Belmar Drive.

Within the next week I will telephone or stop by to ask if you
would like to take part in this project. Your participation is com-
pletely voluntary. If you decide to be interviewed we will pay you for
the time you volunteer. Any information that you give us will be
confidential and anonymous. Your name will never be used for any
purpose.

It has been my pleasure to have met many of you over the last
three years. I look forward to seeing you again and to meeting those
of you whom [ don't know. While our work is completely separate from
the Housing Authority and the Inlet Terrace Center, Mrs.
in the management office, and the staff in the Senior Center know me,
and that I will be contacting the tenants. If you want to find out
more about our study please feel free to call me collect at the City
University of Hew York, (212) 790-4553 between 9:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.

Sincerely,

Linda Lewin
Housing Studies Project
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APPENDIX A (Continued):

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY AND THE INTERVIEW

Hello, Ms./Mr. . I'm Linda Lewin from City

University. I wrote to you a few days ago about a housing study that we
are doing. Did you get my letter? As the letter said, we are studying
housing in different parts of the City and we're especially interested
in housing for older people. Your building is one of the places where
we have been working. Actually we began our work when the house first
opened. Now that the building has been open for over three years, I'm
asking all tenants if they would like to take part in a follow-up
interview.

I'd Tike to tell you more about our project and then ask if you'd

like to become a part of the study. VYour participation is completely

voluntary and if you decide you would 1ike to be interviewed, we will
pay you $5.00 for the time you volunteer.

First of all, we have the permission of the Housing Authority to
carry out our work at Belmar Drive, but we don't work for that agency
or any other agency. The purpose of this project is to provide infor-
mation to architects, planners and other professionals, with the hope
that this information will be helpful in planning housing in other
settings. While we cannot make any changes at Belmar Drive, nor can we
provide any services, we hope that the things we will learn from you
will help to improve housing for other people in the future. We need

the opinions and experiences of people like you to gain this information.
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Now I'd Tike to tell you exactly what's involved for you. There
will be an interview, to be held at your convenience. We'll be talking
about your general housing satisfaction--what you think of your apart-
ment, building and neighborhood; and how well your housing meets your
daily needs. We've found that we can't just look at housing without
knowing something about the people who live there. So we'd also like to
know some things about you--your age, health, and things 1ike that--and
also the way you spend your time, the people you see, relatives, friends
and neighbors, and how well your housing fits into all of this.

The interview takes about an hour to an hour and a half, and I use
a tape recorder. (IF PERSON ASKS WHY, OR APPEARS TO BE UNCOMFORTABLE
ABOUT TAPE RECORDER EXPLAIN--"That way I don't have to spend so much
time writing things down, and can concentrate better on what you have
to say." IF PERSON OBJECTS TO TAPE RECORDER SAY: "If you prefer we
won't use it, and I'11 take notes.") The things you tell me are strictly
confidential and anonymous. Your name will never be used for any pur-
pose. If there are any questions you would rather not answer, you just
tell me, we'll skip it and go on to something else. Also, you are free
to stop the interview at any time.

Do you have any questions about the project?

Could I make an appointment for you to be interviewed?

IF PERSON AGREES TO AN INTERVIEW:

I have some forms here 1'd 1ike to go over with you. By law we're
required to have you read this--or I can read it to you.

(PRESENT CONSENT FORM AND READ IT TO TENANT UNLESS THEY PREFER TO
READ IT ALONE.)

1 also have a second form that I sign and give to you.
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(READ INTERVIEWER'S STATEMENT, SIGN AND PRESENT TO RESPONDENT.)

Do you have any questions?

Introduction to Interview

Now we can begin the interview, There are no right or wrong

answers. I'm interested in your opinions and your experiences.

At the Close of the Interview

Well, those are all of the questions that I have. Are there any
other things that you would 1ike to discuss about 1living in the building
that we haven't talked about? Do you have any questions? What did you
think of the interview? When we do interviews like this we usually ask
people not to discuss what is in the interview with the other tenants
because we'd like to get their thoughts and opinions, without the person

thinking about these things in advance--just as you have.
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APPENDIX A (Continued):

The Graduate School and University Center
of the City University of New York
Graduate Center: 33 West 42 Street. New York, N Y. 10036

RESPONDENT'S CONSENT STATEMENT

of the Graduate School and University
Center of the City University of New York has informed me of their
project dealing with tenants' opinions of and experiences with their
housing environments. [ was told about the purpose of the project, the
expected benefits, that my participation involves an interview, and the
general content of the interview. I understand that my participation is
completely voluntary. I am fully aware of the nature and extent of my
participation in this project. 1 have been informed that the interview
will be anonymous and confidential, and that I may withdraw from the
study at any time.

I agree to participate in this project and acknowledge that I have
received a complete copy of this consent statement,

(respondent's signature)

1 have informed about the nature and
extent of her/his particination in this project. [ have made clear the
general purpose and methods of this study and that her/his participation
is completely voluntary. All information provided by this respondent
will be kept strictly confidential. Anonymity of the respondent will be
safeguarded in every feasible way. The respondent will receive $5.00 in
cash for participating in the interview. [ certify that one copy of
this statement has been given to the respondent above.

Linca Lewin

‘date
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APPENDIX A (Continued): FOLLOW-UP LETTER

The Graduste School and University Center
of the City University of New York
Graduate Center: 33 West 42 Street, New York, N Y. 10036

Dear [Tenant's Name},

I wrote to you some time ago about a housing study that is currently
being done in your building by the Graduate School of the City Univer-
sity of New York. Unfortunately [ was unable to contact you personaily
to tell you more about the project and ask if you would like to be a
part of it.

The purpose of this work is to learn how well housing meets the daily
needs of the tenants and what people think about their apartment, build-
ing and neighborhood. This information will be useful to architects,
planners and other professional people in helping to plan housing in
other settings. But it is only through the opinions and experiences of
people such as yourself that we can gain the information so necessary
for future planning. \lle would like to give every tenant a chance to be
interviewed. Much of the success of this study depends on the number of
people we interview. Each person has his or her own needs and opinions.
The more people we talk to the more we can learn and the more likely it
is that your particular point of view will be represented.

ile are not connected with the Metro Housing Authority, although they

" have given us permission to conduct our work at 125 Belmar Drive. UYhile
our work is completely separate from the Housing Authority and the Inlet
Terrace Senior Center, Mrs. in the manacement office,
and Miss and Mrs. in the Senior Center
know me and that T have been interviewing in the building.

Within the next week I will stop by your apartment to tell you more
about this project and ask if you would like to take part in it. Your
participation is completely voluntary. If you decide to be interviewved
we will pay you for the time you volunteer. Any information you give
us will be confidential and anonymous. Your name will never be used
for any purpose. If you would rather contact me to find out more about
our study you can call me collect at the City University, (212) 790-
4550 on llednesday and Friday between 9:30 a.m. and 12:30 p.m. If that
is not convenient you can leave your name and telephone number at that
number any weekday between 9:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. and I will call you
back as soon as nossible.

I look forward to meeting with you and 1 hope that you will want to be
included in this important work.

Sincerely,

Linda Lewin
Housing Studies Project
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4~6.
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12.

APPENDIX B: THE INTERVIEW

INTERVIEV
Code ¢
Uait I.D. ____
When did you move in?
oth

Year moved: 1.

2.
3.
4.

Do you live alone? OR Who alse lives here with you!?

01 1lives alone

02 wich spouse

03 with epouse and dependent child
04 single parent with child

05 with spouse and dependent parent
06 bdrother, sister .

07
os
09
10
1
12
”»”

two sistars
two brothars
wvith other relative

1973
1976
1977
1978

wvith non-relative

with aide, homamaker

other
N.A.

Vhere wers you living defors you moved hare?

Bov long did you live there? (If less than 10 years go to Q. 11;
4f more than 10 years go to Q. 12)

IF #10 LESS THAN 10 YRARS:

Bov many places have you lived in during the last 10 years?

Address

Leagth of residence

How long have you lived in cthis neighborhood?

1l esince move

2 2 yrs or less (prior to move)
3 35 yrs

4 6~10 yre

S
6
7
9

11-19 yre
20~-30 yrs

31 yrs or more

W.A.
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14.

18.

16.

17.

278

Bov long have you lived in New York Cicy?

1 2 yrs or lass S 20-30 yre

2 33 yrs 6 31 yrs or more
3 610 yre 9 N.A.

4 11-19 yrs

Bov much do you like your aspartment - very much, somswhat, not such, or
sot at all?

1 wvery such 3 wot much
2 oeomevhat 4 oot at all 9 N.A.

And hov much do you like this neighborhood - very much, sosevhat, not
much, or not at all?

1 wery such 3 not msuch
2 somswvhat 4 not at all 9 N.A.

What do you )ike most about living here?
(I7 WOTHIMNG/IVERYTHING: Well, are there particular things that you especially
11ke?)

What do you 1%:_[_.;;5 about living here?
(17 EVEXYTHING/NOTHING: What are some of the things that you don't 1liks, or
1like least?)



18.

19.

20.

-3

If you could live anywhere you wvanted, vhers would you like to live?
1 Rere (Go to Q. 20)
2 Somswhere else (Specity)

(Go o Q. 19)
1rF "SOMEVNERR ELSE" ON #18: Why 1is that?

Considering everything, would you say you like living hare fairly well,
very such, or oot very such?

1 wvery such 2 fairly well 3 pot very such 9 N.aA.
What do you think of living i{s a building that has only older pecple?

IF UNCLEAR ASK: Do you prefer a building that has:

only older peocple

younger adults, but no children or teenagsrs
all age groups

the age of the tenants doesn't mattar

e h e e A - —
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-d-

Nowv 1'd like to esk you some questions sbout yourself. Rare again, if there
sre any particular things that you'd rather mot talk about, just tall ms, we'll
skip 1t, and go on to somathing else.

As 1 mentionsd, to understand pecple’s bousing, it's important to know some-
thing about the people theamselves.

22. Pirst of all, hov old are you?

~ (axact age)

23. Vhere vere you born? RECORD RESPONSE AS CIVEN:

00 Austrias 12 1lrsland
01 Bricish Vest Indies 13 1Italy
02 Canads 14 Norwsy
03 China 13 Pusreo Rico
04 Csechoslovakia 16 Poland
05 Denmark 17 Russia
06 Rngland 18 Scotland
07 Prance 19 Spain
08 PFrench West Indiess 20 Sweden
09 Germany a u.s.
10 Creeace 22 Yugoslavia
11 HBungary 23 Other

99 N.A.

24. IF FORRIGKN BORN: Now long have you lived in this country?

(exact years)

25. TIF FORZIGN BORN: AGE AT DMIGRATION

(exact age)

26. Vhere vas your mother borm?

Code as 1o #23.

27. VWhere ves your father borm?

Code as 1n #23.

28. Do you speak any language(s) other than REnglish? Which?
Are you sble to carry oo a conversation ip that language?

CODE OMLY IF PERSON CAN CONVERSE IN THAT LANGUAGE

00 Rnglish only 06 Bungarian 12 Yiddish
01 Chinese 07 Italien 13 Other
02 Csech 08 Polish °

03 Presch 09 Russisn

04 German 10 Slovic

05 Greek 11 Spanish



29.

J2.

33.

281

-3-

Which language do you prefer to speak at homs, or with your family and
frienda?

Cods ss in 928,

Which language d© you spesak moet often?

Code as in #28.

EDUCATION - POR PORRIGCE BORM ASK: Did you go to school 4a 1
(place of dirth)

POR ALL: Nowv many years of school ¢&id you finish?

high school grad
soms college/business school

0 oone
1 oeome grade achool

~N AN

2 grade school grad college grad
3 eome high echool post grad
9 D.K./M.A.
What {s your religion?
0 Catholic 2 Jevish 4 pnone 9 N.A.
1 Protestant 3 Greek/Russian S other
Orthodox

IF UNCLEAR: Have you ever been sarried?

0 never msrried 2 widowed 9 MN.A.
1 wmarried oow 3 divorced/separated

17 WIDOWED, DIVORCED OR SEPARATED: How long have you been (W, D, S)?

0 ooe year or lesss S 21~30 years

1 2 yrs 6 1 yrs or more

2 33 yre $ DRA

3 610 yrs 9 N.A.

4 11-20 yrs

Do you work now?

1 yes, employed now 3 oo, wesployed/disabled 9 NK.A.

2 oo, retired 4 0o, never worked

IF7 D{PLOYED YOW: What do you do? Do you work: ____ full time

part tims -~

Hrs/vk

Have you alvays done this kind of work?
Yes Mo

IF WO: What did you do?




37.

3.

4.

42.

43,

-4

IF WOT DMPLOYED: WVhat kind of work did you do?

IV WOMAN, AND EVER MARRIED: What does (did) your husbend do?

B-R INDRX SCORR

Now I'd 1ike to ask vyou a fev questions about your health.

Bov 19 your health nov - would you say it's:

1 wvery good 3 fair 9 N.A.
2 good 4 poor

Hov is your health now, compared to a year ago?

1 better 3 worse 2 same 9 N.A.

Are you under a doctor's care for any reason now?

0 mo 1 yes 9 N.A.

What is the prodlem?

1 arthricis 7 Gl major other specity
2 cateracts s o

3 diadetes 9 beart

4 emphysema 10 hypertession

S glaucoms 11 other skeletomuscular

6 GI minor 12 "hardeaing of the srteries”

Which of these things are you healthy emough to do without any problems?
Can you do:

heavy vork sroumd tha howe, liks washing wvalls

Can you:

valk about 8 ordinsry blocks

g0 out to a movia, to church or a mesting
visit people vho live outside this bduilding
valk w s flight of stairs

nons of thase
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47.

283

-l

VWhich of these statements fits you best!?

1 cannot work (keep bhouse) at all nov becawse of my bhealth.

I bave to limit some of the wvork or other thiangs that 1 do now
because of ay health.

1 a» pot limitad 1a any of my activities sow because of my hesalth.

Have you been in the hospital at any time since you've move. in bere?

Mo Yes

¥heg ves that?

During the time you were in the hospital, did you have anyone vho helped
you out vith things like collecting your meil, watering your plants,
things like that?

¥o Yas

IF YES: Who vas thac? IF NRIGADOR SPECLFY WHO:

(relationship)

(relationship)

D4d you have any sickness since you've moved in here, when you had to stay
in bed, Or stay in your apsrtment?

Mo Yes

Sheg ves that?

During that time did you have anyone vho helped you out with food shopping,
collecting your msil - things like that?

No Yes

IF YES: Who was that? LF NEIGHDOR SPECIFY WHO:

(relationship)

(relaticnship)
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Now I'd 1iks to ask you some genersl questions sbout yourself.

49. What things do you particularly enjoy doing - how do you like to spend
your time?

50. 1In genersl, hov happy would you say you are?

1 wvery happy 3 oot too happy
2 fairly happy 4 pot happy at all

51. What do you see as your msin prodlems now?

52. What are the things you fear or worry sbout s lot?

53. Do you have anyone you can talk these thimgs over with?

1 yes 2 o (GO TO Q. 54)

IF YRS: Who 1s that? (MOTE ALL COMFIDANTS MENTIONED)
(relationship) IF MEIGHBOR: WHO IS THAT?
(relstionship)

(relationship)
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.
S4. IF WO PROKLDMS/WORRIES: Wall, 1f you did have eomsthing that was troubling
you, is thers anyone you could talk it over with?
1 yes 2 oo

IF YES: Who is that!? (I7 NEZIGHDOR, WBO IS THAT?)
(relationship)

(relatiocnship)

(relaticuship)

We've found that vhen we ask people about their satisfaction with their
housing, it's important to know hov housing affects their social lives. We'd
1ike to ask you some questions sbout your relatives, friends, neighbors and
other people you know.

IF NECESSAKY: Before we begin, do you have s telephone?

— TO8 — O

IF XO: Why is that?

CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 55 ON PAGE 10.
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Pirst, 1'd 1ike to talk a little bit about your family.

CHILDREN. IF EVER MARRIXD ASK QUESTIOW 35.
IF NEVER MARRIED GO T0 QURSTION 36.
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a. Do you have any children?
yeoo B0
b. IF YRS: Bow many in all?
c. Plesse give ma the first names of all your children:
1 2 ) & 3 6 1 [} 9 10
NEMBS ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢« o o o ¢ 0 s o o
BEX . . s s e s e s e s s e s e Jfut|w/t |a/t |n/t|w/t]|a/t]a/t]un/t]| o/t |n/Tt
Where does lve?
s) eame building
b) walking distance
¢) neighborhood,
too far too walk
d) cicy
e) Matro area
(50 nile radius)
f) further
Bov often do you usually see
times/veek Y N DI N DEUEEY DUNNNY DU RN DI DN S
tisss/month P N P N DU DU DY DU NN DA D
tu/,‘.f o o 0o o 0o 0 o o o o ¥ || e | aee [ e | e | o | e
Contact score e | e [ | | | e | e | e | e | —
Do you talk with on the
phone? y/a|y/a |ly/a|y/o|y/a]|y/aiy/aly/n]|y/n]|y/n
Hov often do you usually talk with
?
times/veek SR S DN D) Dy e o D D ey D
M/-ﬂt’l o e o o o 0 o o o o] | e e | e | e | e | e | e
times/year e e oo oo oo oot b Pl e e o e e —
1s married? y/n| y/a |y/al y/a{y/a| y/a]|y/a]y/n|y/a]y/n |
Bow often do you usually see your
son/daughter—in-lav?
times/vesk « e o s o a s @ ol e e ] | | —
times/month e s e s e s e e e | e ] e e e ] e —— ] —
timss/year e s e s e s s e e e e e e} | — | — | —
Contact score —_— e ] e | — —] —] — — —
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Do they have any children? y/nly/a|ly/aiy/a|y/a|y/a]| y/a]l y/a| y/n

Bov sany? — e o o )

Bow often do you usually see
their children?

timas/week e e o v s e e s s
tines/month
timse/year

y/a

Do you have any (other) relatives that you are in touch with?
oR

Who are the other relatives that you are i{n touch with? That is, relsatives that
you see or talk with on the phone, st least once a year?

(ASK POR FIRST RAMES - EXPLAIN TEAT IT'S HELPYUL TO HAVE NAMES 30 THAT WE CAN

RALIFIR TO THEM LATER.)
1 2 3 4 3 6

Nemas of kin (other than children)

Relationship c e e s e e e e e

a) brother e) niece
b) sister f) bephew
¢) bdrother-in-lav g3) cousin
d) eister-ip-lsw h) other/
specify

Sex et |/t o/t a/t a/t o/t

o/t

Where does _______ 1live?

s) same building

b) walking distance

¢) neighborhood,
too far too walk

d) cCcicy

é) Mstro area
(50 mile radiue)
£) further

Bow often do you usually see 7

tines/week e e e s e s s e s s
times/month e e e s e s e e e
tinse/year
othars

COntLact BCOT® .+ ¢ +» « o ¢ o o o & ——— | — — — — —




37.

59.

288

12~
1 2 3 & S [ ?
Do ”:;":;“ talk with them on the y/a y/s y/a y/n y/n y/a y/a
Bov often?
times/wesk e e e s e e s e

times/wonth . . .. ... .. — === =

times/year

Would you 1like to see your relatives msore or less oftes, or do you think there's
about the right amount of contact now?

—. wore (genaral) — less (general) __ sbout right (wmqualified)
— wore (selected fev) - less (selected few) — sbout right (resigoed)

FOR QUESTIONS 38 & 59, KEEP IN MIND ANY REFERENCES TRE PERSON NAS MADE REGARDING
BERRAVEMENT, ESPECIALLY ON THE QUESTIONS REGARDING BOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION AND
MARITAL STATUS. IF THE PERSON BAD MENTIONED THE DEATH OF A BOUSEROLD MEMBER §INCE

PROBE POR TER FOLIOWING DETAILS ONLY IF MECESSARY. GO DIRECTLY 10 Q. 59
IF THE PERSON NAS NOT MENTIONED BEREAVEMENT.

Death of household member since moving into the bduilding:
yoo a0

IV YRS: RELATIONSEIP

spouse other relative (epecify)
sidbling other non-relative (specify)

WHEN did desth occur?

Since you've moved in hers have there been any (other) major changes or events
in your family - that is those with vhom you are close - such as: (a child
getting married); amy of your close family moving awsy, becoming very eick, or
passing away? PROBRE POR EVENT: KINSHIP TIE: PLACE OF RESIDENCE OF PERSON IN
QUESTION: AND WHEN XVENT OCCURRED.

RELATIONSHIP EVINT RES IDENCE WVHEN




60.

61.
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Now I'd 1ike to talk about friends. What does mean
. good ¢
How would you describe s good friend? Tend fo you?

PROBE: Are there any other ways that hink
you could describe how
friendship? (NOTE ANY DISTINCTIONS BETWEEN "GOOD FRIEND" m’z‘r’v;m")“

Rov many peopls do you consider good friends, in the way that you've described
s friend? (Also record spontanecus cComments - 6.§. "50 many are gous nov, woved,
passed away," etc.)

‘

oumber pamed

COMMENTS :

IF RESPONUENT HAS MO GOOD FRIENDS AND MO "FRIENDS" ASK:
a. Well, are there some psople, other than relatives, with vhom you do things?

yes 20

b. IP YES: Could you describe the kind of relationship that you have with thes -
how you spend your time together?

e. IF APPLIES: About how many people do you think of in this way?

aumber. IF MORE THAN TEN, ASK: Who are the onas that ars
the sost important to you?

NAME AMD DO CHART (Q. 62) FOR EACH IF IT AFPLIZS.
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Nov, as wa did for relatives, could you give ms the first names of these friends,
at least omce & year!?
WHOM TEEY RAVE MOST FREQUENT COWTACT).

12 you see them or talk with thea on the phone,
TEAN TXN, EAVE THE PERSON IDENTIFY THRE IEN WITR

Names e s 6 6 e s s s o
Sex “ o s e 0 s s s o e

Wheare does live?

a) eame building (GET APT. #)
b) walking distance
¢c) oame neighborhood,
too far to walk
4) cCiey

e) Matro area
(30 mile radius)
£f) furcher

1

3

4

L)

7

(Ir YoRe

10
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o/t

a/t

o/t

n/t

n/t

o/t

w/t

a/f

we

o/t

Bov often do you wually see 1

times/week . e
timss/month o e
times/yesr . e
other

Contact score

Does ever visit you in
your spartment?

y/a

y/n

y/a

y/a

y/a

y/n

y/n

y/s

y/n

y/n |

Do you aver visit with
4o their home?

y/n

y/a

y/n

y/a

y/n

y/a

y/a

y/o

y/n

y/s

Do you talk with them on the phone?
Sov often?

times/week .
times/month .
times/year .

« o o
« o o
o« o e
« o o
“ s e
I
s
* o o
. o e

Bov long have you known 1
Number of years . ¢ ¢ ¢ « ¢ o o o o

IF RESPONDENT 1S FOREIGN BORN AND
SPONTANEOUSLY MENTIONS THAT THX
FRIEND 1S FROM TRE SAME COUNTRY
CHECK HERE
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67.
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Would you like to ses your frisnds more or less often, or do you think there 1s
about the right amount of contact now?

—_ mwore (peneral) lese (general) — sbout rTight
more (selectad fev) less (salected fow) (wnqualified)

about tight

(resigned)

Ave there any things about your spartmsnt or building that interfere with having
friends or relatives visit with you?

20 yeoo

17 YRS: What kinds of things?

Are there any things about your apartmsnt or building that msks it easier for you
to have friends or family visit you?

a0 yeo

17 YRS: What kinds of things?

Do you wish that you had more people that you were friendly wvith, or are you
pretty satisfied with the way things are now?

Do you ever feel lonely? (Open - use nou-directed probdes)
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Do you have any ways of mesting new pecple now?
ao yeos

IF TRS: Bow?

1f you (are/were) interested in meeting people that you could be friendly with,
vhat things would you look for in them? (What would you like them to be like?)

Are there any things about living here that make it sasier for you to wset
people now?

I? YES: What things?

Yes

Are there any things sbout living here that maks it bard for you to meet people,
or becoms friendly with them?

8o Jos

IF YES: What things?

292
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Wov I'd 1ike to talk sbout people who live in this building. What are they like -
how would you descride them? PROBE: Any other ways you could descride them?

Are wost of the people in this duilding the same ordifferent from you!?

— Sam — different — both sams and different __ can't say
In vhat vays? Bow would you say they are the (ssme/different)?
PROBE: Any other vays they are the (same/differemt)?
17 RESPOMDS - "CAN'T SAY" . . .
PRORR: Why is that!?

SAME :
DIFFERENT:

In other places that ve've studied, we've foumd that people have different
sttitudes about having contact with the other people who live in their building.
Yor example, soms like to stick pretty msuch to themselves - not get involved;
others want to be friendly with one or two people; some want to be active with a
lot of people. Bow do you feel about that?

PROBE: Have you alvays felt this way or have your attitudes changed since
you've moved in bhere?

Do you feel that thers are spoygh people in the building with vhom you have things
in common?

— TS —_— DO

IF WO: \Vhy is that?
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77.
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IF PERSON NAMED A TENANT AS COOD FRIEND OM QUESTION 62 SAY:

Ve talked about good frisnde before, and you mentioned (NEIGEBOR) as one
of your good friends. Are there any other people in the duilding that you
think of as & good friend?

oo yeo

I7 YRS: Who 1s that? Anyone else?

or
IF WO TDIANTS VERE RAMED AS FRIERDS ON QUESTION 62 SAY:

We talked about good friends before. Would you consider any of the people
who live ia this building ee s good friend?

— B0 —— OO
IF YES: Who is that! Anyone else?

0f all the people who live in this butlding (other than household mambers) whom
do you feel closest to?

RAME APARDMENT

Why s that?

Bow did you becoms close vith ?




. comm

78.

295

-19-

Do any of the people who live in the duilding vieit with you in your spartment -
that is, to have a social visit, or maybe have coffee, a snack or a mssal, wvatch TV?
Things like that?

—T 08 ——0
IF YES: Who!

1 2 3 4 S (] 7 8 9 10
Kenee R R

Apartment number . . . . . . o o o o

On the averags, hov often does

visit you in
your apartmsnt?
Mov loug have you known 1
CEECK: eince msove ¢ . « . o+ .« &

oR
prior to move . . . . . . .

No. of yrs. kmowm . . . . . e — ——_— —_ e

ASK AS Q. 89
Do you think of as an acq [acq |acq {acq | acq |acq |acq |acq |scq |acq
052MALASARCE, somaone you are frly! fxly|fxly|frlyl frly|frly|trly|trly |friy|trly

fxiandly xith, or as s god
fxignd? g/fr|g/tr|g/tr|g/tx] g/fx}g/fx|g/fx |g/fr |g/tx |g/ tx

And do you visit vith any of the other tenants in their spartments? That is to have
s social visit, coffes, & snack or a meal?

—_—Jes —_——ho
IF YES: Who!

Apartment number . . . ¢ s . o ¢ o o

On the average, hov often do you
visit in their apart-

ssat?
Bow long have you known 1
CHECK: sincemove . . . .. o || |l o e e
oR
prdorcomove . . .. .o |l e e e e
ASK AS Q. 89 acq |acq |ecq |ecq |ecq | acq |acq |scqg |acq |acq

Do you think of ___________ as an frly|frly|frly|frly| £xly! frly |frly|fxly |f2ly| frly

e or 0 & ot s/tx|a/txlestelas e wed witr o/ erf g/ ex [gr e /e
frien? —
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ia the building vhom you regularly talk with and spend time
with on the beaches or ia the seaior cemter!?
a0

Apartment aumber . . . . . . . o o 0.

Oun the average, how often do you
uwsually visit with them there?

Nov loug have you kaown 1
CEECK: since move ev e o o b e e e e e e e
or -
prior tomwve . . . . o o) 1| e e Ve
AJK AS Q. 89
Do you think of .u [ acq |acq jacq |acq | acq |acq |acq |acq {acq |acq
L]
‘.':t-::‘.”“ 'l‘ trly| triy|friy|frly| friy |txiy] fr1y|trly|erly] te1y
Lriend? g/fr|g/tx|g/fx|a/tr| o/fx |8/ x| g/ fx |8/ tx |8/ tx |8/ ET

80-A. What do you think of the benchas in front of the building?

sl.

Are there suy particular tensnts or groupe of tenants that you like to sit with
(as spplies) at tenant msetings:

yeos oo

17 YES: Who?

RAMRS : / / / / / / / / /

APT WOS.: ( / / [ / / / / /
ASK AS Q89
Do you

think of acq seq acq acq acq acq acq acq acq acq

e an fr'ly| fxr'ly | fx'ly | fr'ly | fx'ly |£x'ly | fr'ly |[fr'ly |[fr'ly fr'ly
asqualat-
gpce, some
one you're| gd £fr] gd fr | gd fr | gd £fr | gd fr |gd fr |gd fr |gd fr d fr gd fr

vith, or
as s gpod
fxisnd?




82. Do you discuss persooal or confidential mstters with smy of the pecple who

1ive in the bduilding?

yes

IF TRS: Who!

RAMES :
APT WOS.:

Bov loag have
you known

-2~

acq
fr'ly

gd fr

acq
fr'ly
gd fr

fr'ly

gd fr

acq
fr'ly

gd fr

acq
fr'ly
gd fr

acq
fr'ly
gd fr

acq
fr'ly

gd Ir

acq
fr'ly
gd fr

acq
fr'ly

gd fr

acq
fr'ly

gd £z
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83. Do you ever talk with any of the temsnts about a prodbles or something that
might be bothering you!

— TOO — B0

M}_. acq | acq acq acq acq acq seq acq scq acq
friendly !r'ly‘ fr'ly| f2'1y | fc'ly | f£r'ly] fr'ly | fx'ly fx'ly | fr'ly| fr'ly

geod_friend? gd fJ gd fr|gd fr ] gd £fr| gd fr] gd £fr | sd £ gd fr | ad fr} gd £r
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84. Do asy of the other temsnts discuss confidential mattsrs with you?

—_— T

IF TES: Who!?

RAMES:
APT. WOS.:

Hov long have
you known

since sove

prior to

Tmber of
years known

ASE A3 Q.09

Do you think
of
as an

acquaintance,

s0BEODE YOU Te

with, or as &8

good friend?
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acq
fr'ly

gd £r

acq

fr'ly

gd

acq

fr'ly

gd ttl

acq

fr'l
gd £

acq
fr'ly

gd £1

acq
fr'lyl
gd £1]

acq
fr'l

gd £

acq

fr'l

gd £

acq
fr'l
gd ¢

acq
fr'ly

gd fr
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85. Do tlrny ever talk to you about their problems, or things that sre botbering

— T

IF YES$: Who!

APT. WOS.: / / /

Bov long have
you known

since move

prior to move

Mumber of
years known

Do you think
of

as an
acquaintance, acq lacq acq acq acq scq acq acg acq acq
someons you're

friendly r'ly|fx'ly | £x'ly | £2'ly |fr'ly |fr'ly [fr'ly [fx'ly |fr'ly |fr'ly
with, or as &
good friend? d frigd fr| gd £r | gd fr jgd fr [gd fr [gd fr |gd fr |gd fr |gd fr
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WOTE: DO NOT ASK Q. 86 FIRST IF OBVIOUSLY INAPPROPRIATE: I.E. IF RESPONDENT BAS SEVERZ
DISABILITY. 1IN SUCH CASES ASK Q. 87 FIRST, AND ITEMS FROM Q. 86 AS APPROPRIAIE.

. Now !'J 1like to read you s list of things that meighbors sometimes do for one
stother. %Would you plasse tall ms if you have dons any of these things for
another tenant within the last year?
Yes Apt Bow often® Acq Pr'ly Gd Pr

# grocery shopping — —— t —_— R

dorrands (pick uwp eomathing
for thea like newspepers,
medicine, etc.)

pick wp their mail, wvater
their plants, if they are
anny

-

*help with fixing things
around the house or —_ e —_— —_— —_
cooking

ago with thea to the doctor
or clinie _——— -_— _— -_—

lend thea somsthing —_— — — —_— —_

tmail a letter

keep their keys

#do banking for them or
take care of their check

help out in emergency
(call staff, child, police)

.

o IF SPEAKS FOREIGN LANGUAGE| . — — —
translates for thes

Are thers other
ways that you halp
out your maighbors?
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85. Now could you tall me if any of the other pecple in the building have
dove any of these things for you, withis the last year?

Yoo

No Who

Apt

Bow often® Acq

Pr'ly Gd rr

302

fgrocery shopping

Sqrrands (pick up something
for you 1ike newvspapers,
sedicine, etc.)

pick up your mail, water
your plants, if you are
avay

*help with fixing things
around the house or
cooking

% g0 with you to the
doctor or cliamic

lend you something

* mailg letter

keep your keys

%o banking for Yyou or
taks care of your check

help out in emesrgency
(call staff, child,
police)

®17 SPEAXS FOREIGN
LANGUAGE
translate for you

| — ———

Are there other ways that
your neighbors help you
out




88. Do you ever do any of the following things with snother tensat in the building,

-27-

that is, do these things gogathar?

g shopping

Tes No Who

Apt

Bow Often Acq

x'ly

303

G Ir

—

go to the movies,
4 concerg, or
theatre (OTHER
THAN GROUP TRIPS
ARBANGED BY ITSC)

go to church/synagogue

g0 to the centesr
downstairs

g0 to another Sr. Ctr.
in the sres, or to &
club meeting or

other social meeting
outside the building

taks 8 walk

est out together
(other than lunch at
the Sr. Center)

Are there any (other)
things like this

that you do together
with the other tenants?
What?

89. Now 1'd like to go over the names of the tsnants that you've said that you do
things vith, and ask 1f you think of them ss acquaintance, someone you'rs friendly
with, or as a good friend, in the vay that you have described a good friend.
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0f all the people who live in this duilding (other than household mesmbere)
wvhose company do you enjoy the moet!?

(Name) (Apartasat)
Why $s that do you think?

Bov did you become friendly with them!?

Do you feel that you have enough privacy living here?

yes 0o

IP YES: 1o vhat ways?

IF NO: In what ways?

Do you ever do anything to avoid contact with the other tenants?

yes Do
I7 YES: What do you do?

IPF NECESSARY: Why is that?

IF KECESSAKY: Could you give me sn example?

304
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93. Did you balong to the tsmant's associstion?

— T —

IF W0: Why did you decide not to joim?

—_— duee —— faaily responsibilities
segative feelings about officers e Door health
asgative feelings sbout tenant members 20 interest
too many other outside intereets wvork

— other/specity

IF YES: BHov oftsn did you wusually attend the msetings?

Do you think the temsats' association should be started sgain?

yes why?

a0 why?

9.

]

you ever served as:

a floor representative

a tepant association officer

on a committse of the tenants' association

on the tenants' patrol

did you vork on the newvsletter

or taks part in any other activity of the tenants' association besides

9oing to meetings (specify)

95. Did you sttend any of the parties that the tenants' association hald?

yos no

IF MO: Why is that?

96. Nov I have a fev questions about the Canter dowmstairs:
Do you belong to the Senior Center downstairs?

yes o

IF YES: When did you join?

prior to move after move

IF W: Why did you decide mot to join?



7.

99.

Bow often do you usually go there?

L EEEETEEITEE T 8

oumber of times/week

smber of times/month

do you usally do when you go to the cemter?

lunch
mset and talk to members

talk to staff

for social wvieit

for specific problem/service
activity growse (formal)

art

bingo

ceraxics

dances

emmrcise class
handicrafts
horticulture
language class
literature class
theatre class
writing class
other / specify

Informal activities

cards
other gamas

Other planned group activitiess

Birthdsy party
filee
lectures

you ever worked for the center:

st the front desk
in the office
sold lunch tickats
in the kitchen

or done any other type of work down thers? Specify:

306



307

-3l=

100. Are there any (other) activity groups or classes that are not available now,
that you would like the canter to offer?

— T - ®no

I? YES: What activities?

101. What do you like moset about the senior center?

102. And wvhat do you like least about the senior center?

103. Do you balong to any (other) clube or organizations now?
(Include religious organizstions)

Yoo oo

I¥ YRS:
Bow often do you
Which opes Irpe of organisation usyslly sttend =~ Logation

IF NOT MENTIONED, ASK ABOUT CHURCE/SYNAGOGUE MEMBEZRSHIP AND OTHER SENIOR CENTERS.
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105.

106.
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Do you ever go to: 1] -] how often

the msoviss, & pley or

concert

day tripe cthat the
seaior centar offers

s coffee shop or restaurant

If you had an accident or becass 1ill in your spartment, and nseded help from someone,

vhat would you do?

IF NECESSARY: 1Is there anyonos in the building you could contact!?

—_— Jes -_— o

IF Y2S: Who 1is that? Amyonos else?

Sousehold 8r. Ctr. floor Mrs. §. Mrs. B. another other
sember staff Tep tsomant (specify)

At times we all need help 1f we becoms 111. 1f you wers sick and needed help with
any of the following things, who, if anyoms would you call on?

FIT o0 other friend another | CASS CASS | 8r.Cer.
mem.[{one (child | relative | non—-tenant | tenant {ongoing | nevw staff

other
specify

shopping

preparing
your meals

house-
cleaning

picking wp
your mail

mailing
lettars or
bills

banking

visits to
the doctor !
or clinic
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Are there amy kinds of services that you sesd now that you are mot recsiviag, or
that are sot svailable to you? By services I mesn help with housecleaning,
shopping, information about medical or deatal care, or information about msdicare
or $81 -~ things liks that?

oo yes

IF YRES: What kinds of things?

Ars there any other types of help you need mow, but are mot getting?
0o yes

IF YES: What? Anything else?

(as) Do you kmow about CASS?
yes (3 4 C) - W
Ir 1M8:
(b) Bow did you find out about CASS?
1.T. Senior Canter Staff
CASS Outreach

Other/SPECIFY

(c) Do you have any contact with CASS?

yeas o

IF YES: What kind?

counseling (SPECIFY TYPL)
escort service

friendly visitor

hossmaker

referral to service agency
shopping, errand service
telephone reassurance
other
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2 blasck
3 Hispanic
4 Asien

COMMAND OF ENGLISR
1 excellent
2 wery pood
3 fair

4 poor

RESPONDENT SPOKXE WITH
1 no accent
2 o slight accent

3 & decided accent

LEVEL OF OOMMUNICATION
1 full umderstanding of questions and answvers
2 difficulcy on soms questions

3 major problem on many questions

ATTITUDE TOWARD INTERVIEWVER
very cordial
cooperative
reserved
guarded
antagonistic

@ W N e
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-35-

APPEARANCE OF RESPONDENT
1 meticulously groomed

neat
somevhat unkempt

4 disheveled

APPEARANCE OF APARTMENT
A. 1 wvery neat, nothing "out of place"”
2 neat, but "lived in look"
3 articles in disarray
B. 1 densely furnished
2 wsoderately furnished

3 sparcely furnished

DESCRIBE RESPONDENT:

DATE:

TIME INTERVIEW BEGAN:
TIME INTERVIEW ENDED:
LENGTH OF INTERVIEZW

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
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APPENDIX C.

STATUS SIMILARITY WITH RESPECT TO NATIONALITY

Note: Nationality is defined in terms of the country where the

individual 1ived for two-thirds to 100 percent of her or his

first 15 years. A specific country is defined in terms of the

national boundaries that existed during that period of an

individual's life.

Method I

Method I requires an exact match of nationality for two individ-

uals to be

Method I1I

considered status similar.

For Method II, countries are aggregated as indicated below.

Targets are considered to be similar if their nationality matches the

respondent’

Same
Same

Same

Same
Same
Same

Same

s according to this aggregation.

Austria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary

= Canada, England, Ireland, Scotland

Columbia, Cuba, Puerto Rico; and foreign-raised Hispanic,

D.K. country

British Guiana, Jamaica B.W.I.

Poland, Christian; Russia, Christian

Poland, Yiddish-speaking; Russia, Yiddish-speaking

= Denmark, Sweden

FOR THE FOLLOWING COUNTRIES AN EXACT MATCH IS REQUIRED TO BE
CODED SAME:
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China Germany Martinique, F.W.I,
Cyprus Greece U.S. white
France Italy U.S. black

Method III

For Method III, countries are aggregated as indicated below.
Targets are considered to be similar if their nationality matches the
respondent’'s according to this aggregation.
Same = White foreign-raised, English-speaking countries. Canada,
England, Ireland, Scotland

Same = White foreign-raised, non-English speaking countries.
Austria, Cyprus, Czechsolovakia, Denmark, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Italy, Poland (Christian), Poland (Yiddish
-speaking), Russia (Christian), Russia (Yiddish-speaking),
Sweden, AND foreign-raised white--non-English speaking
country--D.K. country.

Same = Hispanic-raised. Columbia, Cuba, Puerto Rico, AND

foreign-raised Hispanic--D.K. country.

FOR THE FOLLOWING AN EXACT MATCH IS REQUIRED TO BE CODED SAME:

Martinique, F.W.I.

U.S. white

U.S. black



Question 78:

Question 79:

Question 80:

Question 81:

Question 82:

Question 83:

Question 84:

Question 85:

Question 86:

Question 87:
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APPENDIX D.

LIST OF SPECIFIC BEHAVIORS EXPLORED
ON_SOCIOMETRIC QUESTIONS

Tenants who visit the respondent in respondent's home,
for a social visit.

Tenants whom respondent visits in their homes, for a

social visit.

Tenants with whom the respondent reqularly talks with and
spends time with at the benches.

Tenants whom the respondent sits with at (Tenants Associ-
ation meetings, tenant parties, or other special tenant
events/and Senior Center activities) in the Center space.

Tenants with whom the respondent discusses her or his
"personal or confidential matters."

Tenants with whom the respondent discusses "a problem" or
"something that might be bothering" the respondent.

Tenants who discuss their "personal or confidential
matters" with the respondent.

Tenants who talk about their "problems" or "things that
are bothering them" with the respondent.

Tenants for whom the respondent has provided the follow-
ing type of assistance, within the past year:

a. grocery shopping

b. errands (e.g., pick up something such as newspapers,
medication, etc.)

c. collect mail, or water plants if tenant is away

d. help with fixing things around the house or cooking

e. go with tenant to the doctor or clinic

f. lend tenant something

g. mail a letter

h. keep tenants' keys

i. do banking for tenants, or take care of their checks

j. help in an emergency

k. translate for tenants (if applicable)

1. any other type of assistance.

Tenants who have provided the following types of assistance
to the respondent, within the past year:



Question 88:

- T Hd A O (o -
¢ 2 s e ® s e P

Ll .y S
o o e

315

grocery shopping

errands (e.g., pick up something such as newspapers,
medication, etc.)

collect mail, or water plants if respondent is away
help with fixing things around the house or cooking
go with respondent to the doctor or clinic

lend respondent something

mail a letter

keep respondent's keys

do banking for respondent, or take care of her/his
check

help in an emergency

translate for respondent (if applicable)

any other type of assistance,

Tenants with whom the respondent has engaged in the fol-
lowing off-site activities:

a.
b.
c.
d.

shopping

movies, concerts, or theatre (other than group trips
arranged by the Center)

church/synagogue

visits to formal social organizations, such as senior
centers outside of the building, national organiza-
tions, bingo parties, etc.

walks

eat out (other than lunch at the on-site senior
center)

"other" off-site activities (e.g., some of the men
reported that they frequented a local betting parlor
with other men in the building).
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