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Foreword

Although the title of this book indicates that it’s about fighting crime,
in reality the book is about much more. This book represents the cul-
mination of a remarkable project, in which the authors talked with and
surveyed residents and observed life in three Chicago housing projects
over a period of four years. The results provide a portrait of life in some
of the worst neighborhoods in the United States; they give a feel for what
life is like when lived amid bullets, graffiti, and broken plumbing. The
stories are outrageous; they evoke deep anger that such conditions exist
and even deeper despair as repeated efforts to improve these projects
prove inadequate. The stories depict an environment in which no one
should live, but where some of America’s poorest citizens have become
mired and from which there is no easy escape.

The book sends a humbling message to policymakers and prognos-
ticators who claim to know the right way to “solve poverty.” Here is the
story of how policies undertaken with largely good intentions—urban
renewal of slum housing and the provision of modern high-rises for poor
families—can end up failing miserably. The public housing projects de-
scribed here have become synonyms for lost lives. They display the re-
sult of a series of disastrous policy decisions, from high-rise construction,
to the racial politics that determined their siting, to the decades of poor
management and underfunding that led to today’s crumbling and crime-
ridden projects. The efforts to improve the maintenance and the safety
of these buildings fail again and again, as the stories here indicate. But
these efforts are typically short-term, poorly funded, and often ill-suited
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to the nature of the problem they are facing. No one believes that there
are easy ways to “fix” America’s high-rise public housing projects. But
this book is a testimony to how ill-designed efforts can often make things
worse.

This is also a book about the complexity of the lives that women
live in these projects. The book does not flinch from recognizing that at
least some of the blame for this environment must fall to its residents.
The women and their children are victims of the violence around them,
but they are also closely connected to its perpetrators. The racial segre-
gation and social isolation of these projects’ residents creates a bind from
which too few can escape: Suspicious of the outside world of seemingly
inaccessible (if not actively hostile) authority, people cling to the com-
munity they know, however inadequate and dangerous it may be.

Finally, as the title promises, this is also a book about crime and
crime fighting. More specifically, this book chronicles a series of efforts
to control crime in these public housing projects and describes why these
efforts ultimately failed.

The welfare reform discussion of the past decade has focused
heavily on the need to help single mothers move into employment and
toward greater economic self-sufficiency. We should rightfully celebrate
the progress we have made toward that goal for many public assistance
recipients. But this book indicates the complexity that such programs
face among at least that portion of the population living in these areas
of intense poverty and crime. Finding and holding a stable job for these
women requires much more than job training. It requires organizing a
stable work life in the midst of a chaotic and dangerous environment, a
challenge that would tax persons with far greater skills and support. This
book underscores the necessity to think in much more complex terms
about how welfare-to-work programs should operate in highly disadvan-
taged communities.

As the story this book records ends in the late 1990s, a number of
these high-rise projects are undergoing demolition and renovation. Low-
rise and scattered-site housing units are replacing the crumbling tow-
ers. Whether this policy change alleviates any of the multiple problems
faced by these neighborhoods and their inhabitants remains to be seen.
Unfortunately, the evidence in this book leaves one skeptical.

Rebecca M. Blank
Dean of the School of Public Policy, University of Michigan
and former member of the President’s Council of Economic Advisors

September 1999
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Introduction

It seems like I've kind of given up hope. . .. Its like
there’s no hope, like I'm fighting for myself a lot of
times. ... When you call [the police] and make them
[the drug dealers in her hallway] leave, and then it’s
like they come right back. So what can you really
do? What else can you do? . . . They [the gangs]
watch you. . .. That’s why | was—kind of giving up—
just working on getting out, moving.

LaKeisha, Henry Horner Homes

I really don’t want them [my kids] to grow up in
here. ... Children like to play on the ground. It’s
okay to be on the ramp porch sometime, but you
wanna be downstairs, you know, where they can rip
and run and play in the dirt and in the grass and
stuff like that. And right now it’s really not safe for
them to be there. They have to play on the porch,
and a lot of time, when the shooting start, the big
boys run upstairs, and so you just snatching your
kids in the house and closing the door. 'Cause you
don't know which way the bullets gonna go.

Regina, Henry Horner Homes

LaKeisha and Regina are residents of the Chicago
Housing Authority’s (CHA) Henry Horner Homes.
Chicago’s public housing is among the worst in the nation—poorly con-
structed, poorly maintained, and extremely dangerous. A complex lay-
ering of problems has left the people who live in these developments
mired in the most destructive kind of poverty. These problems include
extreme racial and economic segregation and inadequate public services,
particularly police, schools, and sanitation. The national economic boom
has left these residents behind. The neighborhoods that surround CHA’s
developments have few services or stores and even fewer jobs. Most resi-
dents are unemployed; they depend on public assistance or the under-
ground economy. Only a few older, stable individuals are capable of
enforcing standards of acceptable behavior. Without this underlying so-
cial structure, there is little mutual trust and cohesion that can encour-
age or even allow residents to unite to fight their common problems.
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Starting in the late 1970s, Chicago’s notorious street gangs—among
the most lethal in the United States—have filled this social void by gradu-
ally coming to dominate the CHA’s eleven enormous high-rise develop-
ments. The gangs have created a social order and economy in which most
of the residents—voluntarily or involuntarily—have become enmeshed.
CHA'’s developments have proven to be ideal drug markets. The residents
provide a base of customers and a vulnerable pool of young recruits for
the drug business. The location of the developments near major express-
ways and the open and unsecured buildings and grounds provide easy
access for customers and ready hiding places from police. The gangs,
having fought many battles to control this lucrative turf, have turned
these developments into urban war zones.

Hidden inside these forbidding developments lies a humanitarian
disaster. Thousands of vulnerable families live in these troubled com-
munities, many because they have no other alternatives. These families
include tens of thousands of children: the CHA has long been one of
the only places to find affordable housing for large families, and the ma-
jority of the residents of its high-rise developments are eighteen or
younger. Many young residents have been permanently damaged as a
result of the poorly maintained housing: poisoned by lead paint that was
never removed, killed falling out of windows of high-rise buildings that
had no screens or window guards, plagued with asthma after living in
cockroach-infested buildings, burned by unprotected radiators or injured
on broken elevators or darkened stairwells. Still more are victims of the
overwhelming social disorganization, abused or neglected by drug-
addicted parents, killed or injured in the gang wars, arrested or incarcer-
ated for their involvement in the drug trade, or permanently traumatized
by the stress of coping with the constant violence and disorder.

By now, the problems in the CHA’s developments are so layered and
deep, and the residents so troubled, that no obvious answers and no
simple solutions exist. Many other well-designed, well-intended efforts
to revive communities in less distressed inner-city neighborhoods have
failed. The only types of programs that seem to have even a modest
impact on the lives of poor families who live in these types of ghetto
neighborhoods require costly long-term supportive services (Blank 1997;
Halpern 1995).

This book tells the story of the CHA's efforts to contend with the
overwhelming problems in its developments over the past decade. By
the late 1980s, the disaster in CHA housing had reached tragic propor-
tions. Years of managerial incompetence and neglect had left the build-
ings in an advanced state of decay. Most working families had abandoned
CHA housing years before, and had been replaced with younger, more
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dysfunctional households. The crime and violence were overwhelming,
and the gang dominance nearly absolute.

Faced with such circumstances, the CHA administrators who inher-
ited these problems believed the only way to reclaim the developments
was to declare war on the gangs and drug dealers. Without reducing the
danger, they reasoned, they could not expect residents to help maintain
order or janitorial crews to perform adequate work. Thus, in 1988, the
CHA began its first all-out battle against the gangs, pouring millions of
dollars into police, security guards, and metal detectors. By the early
1990s, this effort had become a state-of-the-art community crime-
prevention program called the Anti-Drug Initiative. However, as the sto-
ries in this book show, by the mid-1990s, it was evident that the problems
in CHA'’s developments were so severe that even this very expensive ef-
fort had little impact. At the same time, the U.S. Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development (HUD), attempting to deal with troubled
public housing on a national level, began providing funding to the CHA
to demolish and “revitalize” its worst developments. Even as this rede-
velopment initiative got underway, the level of crime remained extreme.
Thus, whether this dramatic policy change will benefit the people whose
stories we tell in this book—especially the thousands of children who
still live in CHA housing—remains unclear.

We tell the story of the CHA's struggle against crime in its develop-
ments presented through the eyes of the residents who suffered through
life in these communities. The stories in this book poignantly document
the tremendous toll that violence has taken on these individuals and
the ways in which the gang-dominated social order has undermined any
efforts to improve conditions.

This project began in 1992 as a small evaluation of the CHA’s anti-
crime programs. Other research had convinced us of the key role that
crime played in preventing CHA residents from being able to take basic
steps to improve their lives. A survey of CHA residents who had moved
to the suburbs through a housing desegregation program found that par-
ticipants consistently mentioned safety as the major benefit of their move;
feeling safer helped them feel less depressed and more secure about leav-
ing their children to go to school or work (Popkin, Rosenbaum, and
Meaden 1993). Likewise, research on Project Match—a nationally rec-
ognized welfare-to-work demonstration program that worked with CHA
residents—documented the many ways that crime and fear hampered
participants’ efforts to become self-sufficient (e.g., Olson and Herr 1989).
Because of these findings, we became increasingly interested in the prob-
lem of how to control crime in public housing.

We quickly discovered that evaluating the CHA’s programs was
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considerably more complicated than originally anticipatéd. The agency
was in a nearly continuous state of management turmoil during the 1990s
and its anticrime programs were constantly changing. We intended to
compare the effects of the CHA’s anticrime programs across three dif-
ferent developments hoping to identify the factors that led specific ele-
ments of the program to succeed or fail. However, the more time we spent
in these developments, the more we came to appreciate the complexity
of life in CHA housing and the subtle nuances that made the circum-
stances of each development unique.

Furthermore, we came to understand why traditional assumptions
about community crime prevention did not hold in these settings. Com-
munity crime-prevention initiatives like the ones that the CHA tried to
implement start with the idea that the goal is to get residents to work
together to confront a common, cutside enemy, for example, drug deal-
ers who have chosen to open up shop in a house on a block. These models
also assume that residents have sufficient resources and confidence to
successfully cooperate in an organized crime-prevention effort. Finally,
these models assume that residents will be able to work together to en-
force an agreed-upon set of social norms.

But these assumptions do not apply in the dire circumstances of CHA
housing. Here, as in other extremely troubled neighborhoods, an entirely
different set of social rules apply (Bourgois 1995). Most of these crimi-
nals are not outsiders; instead, they are residents—or their friends and
relatives. Drug dealers and gang members are nearly the only people in
the community with power and resources; therefore, even law-abiding
residents tolerate their presence (Patillo 1998). Because the criminals are
such a powerful part of the community, confronting them brings great
dangers, and, without adequate protection from the police, most resi-
dents are unlikely to willingly take such risks. As the stories in this book
show, rather than working together to confront their common problems,
the realities of their social world force CHA residents to focus prima-
rily on survival, “minding their own business,” and protecting themselves
and their children from the war around them.

Because each CHA development is really its own closed social
world—each with its own set of resident leaders and dominant gangs
and each affected by different types of CHA interventions—we have cho-
sen to tell this story as a series of three comprehensive case studies. Using
the voices of the residents, this book paints a picture of daily life in three
of the CHA'’s high-rise developments and describes the extent to which
the pervasive drug trafficking and gang violence control the social world.
Looking in-depth at three different developments allows us to explore
the range of CHA’s attempts to grapple with these challenges, from tra-
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ditional law enforcement actions to drive out crime to community crime-
prevention efforts intended to “empower” residents to extensive com-
munity revitalization initiatives. We use the case studies to highlight the
factors that kept even some of the agency’s most comprehensive and best-
intended efforts from having much significant long-term impact on the
lives of individual residents. Finally, we explore how variations in the
level of social organization—some developments or individual buildings
are less violent and more organized than others—affected the impact of
the CHA'’s efforts.

The first case study presents the story of Rockwell Gardens, the
development where the CHA first tested its aggressive law enforcement
strategies against the gangs. Rockwell Gardens was extremely violent,
dominated by three different gangs. At the same time, Rockwell had a
core of older, activist residents who struggled to maintain order and man-
aged to turn one building into an oasis from the violence. The second
case study tells the story of the Henry Horner Homes, a development
literally split by the gang war and so devoid of resources that residents
were forced to rely on the gangs to provide protection for their build-
ings. Horner eventually became the site of the CHA's first effort to revi-
talize one of its high-rise developments. Finally, the third case study tells
the story of the Harold Ickes Homes, a development where a combination
of a core of older, stable tenants willing to participate in crime-prevention
activities and effective CHA security services maintained a relative peace
for several years. However, when budget cuts and changes in HUD policy
forced the CHA to cut back its security services, Ickes residents were
left vulnerable, and tenant activists could no longer hold back the gangs
and violence.

To tell these stories, we draw on a variety of different sources. These
include:

Six waves of surveys of Rockwell, Horner, and Ickes residents
conducted in May 1994, January 1995, May 1995, Decem-
ber 1995, December 1996, and December 1997;

Six rounds of in-depth, qualitative interviews conducted at three-
to-six month intervals with “key informants” from each de-
velopment—residents who were community leaders and/or
viewed as being well informed about conditions in their
developments.! We conducted life history interviews with
seven of these residents in May 1996. In addition, we con-
ducted interviews with small numbers of these residents
from the three sites in 1998 as part of follow-up research.

Interviews with CHA site management staff and senior CHA
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- administrative staff involved in- anticrime and redevelop-
ment efforts in 1994 and 1996; we interviewed a smaller
group in 1998 as part of follow-up research.

Observations from a professional ethnographer who observed
daily life in Rockwell, Ickes, and Horner over a period from
May 1995 to August 1996.

A review of CHA-related newspaper articles in the Chicago Tri-
bune and Sun-Times from 1988 through mid-1999.

The Hidden War in CHA Housing

To make sense of the case studies, it is important to
understand the larger context, both the incredible level of problems that
occur in CHA’s developments and the policy changes that are currently
reshaping the public housing environment. The kind of violence that
occurs in CHA’s high-rise developments is incomprehensible to most
Americans. Most horrors are hidden from outsiders, but some of the worst
make the newspapers or television news. These were a few of the sto-
ries that made the news during an especially violent four-month period
between January 1 and April 30 of 1997:

A nine-year-old girl (labeled “Girl X” by the media), was kid-
naped, sexually assaulted, poisoned, and left for dead in
Cabrini-Green (Chicago Tribune, January 10, 1997);

CHA police and drug dealers in Cabrini-Green engaged in a
shoot-out, ending with the police firing into an occupied
building (Chicago Tribune, March 5, 1997);

The head of the Chicago public schools announced a plan to
transport children from an elementary school in Cabrini-
Green to another location to escape constant gunfire (Chi-
cago Tribune, April 12, 1997);

A thirty-one-year old man was killed in the Henry Horner Homes
in a gang-related shooting (Chicago Tribune, April 14, 1997);
and

A five-year-old boy was sexually assaulted by six ten-year-olds
in a community center in the Robert Taylor Homes (Chicago
Tribune, April 21, and April 23, 1997).

These were only the crimes that made major headlines. Many other se-
rious crimes never make the newspapers, and even more are never re-
ported to the police. Ironically, in April 1997, the Bureau of Justice
Statistics announced a dramatic decrease in violent crime in Chicago
(Chicago Tribune, April 14, 1997).
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But incomplete as it likely is, this list demonstrates that in CHA de-
velopments extraordinary violence is routine. Gang conflicts and peace
treaties have more impact on residents’ quality of life than anything the
police or the CHA tries to do to improve conditions. Residents are often
caught in the gang crossfire, with bullets even shot into their apartments.

Children are frequent victims, sometimes hit by a wayward bullet,
but even children who are not themselves direct victims witness count-
less beatings, fights, and shootings. They are continually exposed to the
rampant drug dealing and substance abuse. It is not surprising that chil-
dren growing up in CHA housing may become victimizers as well; some
are involved in gang shootings and assaults, and a few in even more hor-
rifying incidents of preying on other children, such as the two young
boys who murdered five-year-old Eric Morse in the Ida B. Wells Homes
in 1994 or the six ten-year-olds who sexually assaulted another child
in the Robert Taylor Homes in 1997. Unlike the mostly white, middle-
class victims of mass shootings in towns such as Littleton, Colorado, or
Jonesboro, Arkansas, children who live in CHA housing, constantly ex-
posed to violent crime, are not regarded as “brave survivors”; these ur-
ban children receive no trauma counseling or support to help them cope
with their continual pain and fear.

In CHA housing, victims generally know the criminals, there is little
privacy, and reporting crime to the police or even trying to keep the crimi-
nals away from your building brings great risks. One of the worst as-
pects of this situation is that, unlike urban guerrilla wars in other
countries, the war in CHA’s developments is not being fought for any-
thing (Garbarino, Kostelny, and Dubrow, 1991). There is neither a greater
cause that residents can use to justify their suffering nor any hope that
the violence might lead to a greater good.

CHA residents have developed their own vocabulary to describe the
war around them. A gang “truce” or “a peace” represents a period of
relative calm. “Territory” refers to gang turf, as in “that building is in
Disciples territory”; “challenges” are attempts to get new residents to
show how well they fight. Residents describe their individual apartment
units as their “refuge.” Survival is foremost on residents’ minds: the main
survival strategy is to “mind your own business” and refuse to acknowl-
edge or report the surrounding violence. , _

This war is largely hidden from the rest of the city. Most Chicago
area residents never venture into—or even near—CHA developments;
the closest most people come is driving by them on the expressway. Oc-
casionally, a particularly shocking incident, especially one involving a
small child, makes headlines. Two successful books were published
during the 1990s focusing attention on the terrible plight of children
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growing up in CHA housing. In Our-America (1997), LeAlan Jones and
Lloyd Newman, both teenagers growing up in the Ida B. Wells Homes,
created a poignant account of their attempt to come to terms with the
killing of Eric Morse. Several years earlier, There Are No Children Here,
Alex Kotlowitz’s (1991) moving account of two boys growing up in the
Henry Horner Homes, was a best-selling book and made into a televi-
sion movie starring Oprah Winfrey. However, these brief flurries of me-
dia attention had little effect on day-to-day life for residents. Most days,
the war continued, unnoticed by anyone but those most directly af-
fected—the residents, the gangs, CHA staff, and the police.

The Transformation of CHA Housing
Even as the war continues, public housing in Chi-
cago—as in many cities across the nation—is currently in the midst of
an incredible transformation. Recent changes in federal policy have made
it easier for housing authorities to demolish and redevelop their worst
properties. Indeed, since 1997, federal law has required that housing
authorities demolish all developments where the cost of replacement
exceeds the cost of providing all current residents with Section 8 vouchers
to use in the private rental market. The CHA, with its large numbers of
developments in terrible condition, has been more affected by these
changes in federal housing policy than any other housing authority in
the nation. Nearly nineteen thousand of its units, including almost all
of its high-rise developments, have failed the “viability assessment” and
must be demolished during the next ten years. Some sites are being re-
developed, replaced with a combination of new townhomes and reha-
bilitated mid- and high-rise buildings that will become mixed-income
housing for higher-income tenants and the working poor. Many current
tenants will receive Section 8 vouchers and relocation assistance.
However, the problems in CHA housing are so profound and so dam-
aging to the current tenants that it is likely that most people represented
in this book will never benefit from these dramatic changes. The stories
in this book show that traditional community revitalization initiatives
and counseling programs are as unlikely to succeed for this population
as were community crime prevention initiatives. Thus, the people who
live in CHA housing face an uncertain future, one that may even increase
the dimensions of the humanitarian disaster in CHA housing today.

This book tells the story of the CHA’s struggles against the crime and
disorder in its developments. Chapter 2, describing CHA housing and

its history, explains how the situation grew so bad that the only alter- -- -

native seemed to be demolition. Chapter 3 discusses the CHA’s anticrime
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efforts in the context of what is known about effective crime-prevention
strategies in poor communities. Chapters 4, 5, and 6 are the case stud-
ies of the Rockwell Gardens, Henry Horner, and Harold Ickes develop-
ments. In each, we describe conditions in the developments: the level
of crime and community organization; the CHA'’s efforts to control crime;
and residents’ perceptions of how the situation changed over time.
Finally, Chapter 7 draws lessons from the three case studies and sug-
gests a framework for ways to think about helping these very vulner-
able families.
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The Chicago
Housing
Authority

The Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) is the third
largest public housing agency in the country with
more than forty thousand housing units in seventeen family develop-
ments; only Puerto Rico and New York City have more public housing,
Eleven of the CHA’s developments consist of enormous, prisonlike high-
rises, with some buildings housing more than 150 families. Three de-
velopments—Robert Taylor, Cabrini-Green, and ABLA Homes—have more
than three thousand units each, larger than some small towns. Other cities
have had serious problems with what policymakers call “severely dis-
tressed” public housing, generally large, isolated developments located
in inner-city neighborhoods (National Commission on Severely Distressed
Public Housing 1992a), but few other developments approach the level
of crime and social decay found in nearly all of CHA’s family housing.
The resident population in CHA’s family developments is virtually
all African-American and consists almost entirely of single-parent, female-
headed households, many with several small children or teenagers. In
1997, almost one-fifth of the households had five or more people living
in the same apartment, more than half the residents were children, and
only 6 percent of the households were headed by a married couple. Only
15 percent of the households had an employed member, and the aver-
age income in CHA's developments was $6,936 per year (CHA 1997);
by comparison, the federal poverty line for a family of four was more -
than twice as high at $16,400.
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Unmanageable Developments

A number of factors make the CHA’s developments
almost impossible to manage. The buildings in its enormous family de-
velopments are literally crumbling. They are relatively old; most con-
struction occurred during the 1950s and early 1960s. The original
materials were cheap and have not held up well over time. Further, build-
ings are poorly designed, with exterior hallways and elevators that have
proven extremely difficult to maintain.

Because the exterior hallways of the high-rises are covered with metal
grates, the buildings look like prisons. Many apartments (and some en-
tire buildings) are boarded up because their major systems—plumbing,
heating, electrical—have failed. The grounds and hallways are often filled
with refuse and reek of human waste. The buildings are infested with
vermin, including rats, mice, roaches, and even feral cats. Lights in in-
terior hallways, elevators, and stairwells are vandalized regularly, leav-
ing these areas dark twenty-four hours a day. The buildings’ exteriors,
halls, and stairwells are often covered with graffiti or, in the better-main-
tained developments, the evidence of the janitors’ attempts to paint over
the mess.

The apartments themselves are grim and institutional. They gener-
ally have cinderblock walls, bare light bulbs, and black linoleum floors.
In most buildings, they lack basic amenities such as closet doors and
showers. Without constant vigilance, it is nearly impossible to keep the
units clean. In addition to the dirt that blows in from outdoors, it is not
uncommon to see apartment walls literally crawling with roaches. Most
apartments also have serious maintenance problems, owing to years of
neglect and failed structural systems. For example, in some units, it is
impossible to turn off the hot water in the bathrooms, so the walls now
have severe moisture damage.

The fact that most CHA developments are concentrated in areas iso-
lated from the more prosperous parts of the city compounds the agency’s
problems. On the South Side, a four-mile strip of public housing high-
rises (the State Street corridor) runs along an expressway, interrupted
only by the campus of the Illinois Institute of Technology. This strip be-
gins with the Ickes Homes and includes the 4,400-unit Robert Taylor
Homes, the largest public housing development in the world, and three
other high-rise developments.

The History of Public Housing in Chicago
To understand how CHA housing ended up in such
miserable condition, it is important to know something about the his-
tory of the agency. Chicago did not always have bad public housing;

11
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indeed, during its first three decades—until the 1960s—the CHA was
regarded as a model of efficiency and good management (Meyerson and
Banfield 1955). The agency was founded in the 1930s to provide decent
homes for the poor. Elizabeth Wood, the executive director of the CHA
during the 1940s and early 1950s, and Robert Taylor, the first African-
American chairman of the board who served with her, were both New
Deal social reformers who saw it as their mission to replace slum hous-
ing, for both poor whites and poor blacks, with better apartments in good
neighborhoods.

Wood and Taylor fought a losing battle to prevent Chicago’s city coun-
cil from locating public housing exclusively in poor, black communi-
ties (Hirsch 1998). Taylor particularly opposed building large, high-rise
developments on “superblocks,” that is, huge plots of land cut off from
the regular street grid (Meyerson and Banfield 1955). But, like much of
the country, Chicago was caught up in a “high-rise fad” (Bowly 1978).
This emphasis on creating a “bold new environment” disregarded the
fact that housing types appropriate for single people or childless couples
might not be appropriate for families with children.

After a protracted struggle, the city council ultimately overruled the
housing authority and voted to build the vast majority of new public
housing in poor, black communities. This decision had far-reaching rami-
fications for both Chicago and the CHA. The new construction resulted
in widespread slum clearance in some expanding black neighborhoods
in Chicago. These changes effectively blocked the growth of working-
class black communities. Families displaced by these urban renewal ef-
forts were often relocated to the newly constructed public housing, thus
reinforcing existing patterns of segregation and creating a “second ghetto”
(Hirsch 1998). To save money and provide as much housing as possible
for poor blacks, the local government chose to make these new devel-
opments extremely large. Most were eventually cut off from the neigh-
borhoods around them by new expressways or expanding subway lines.
In essence, these developments became “reservations for poor blacks”
and created previously unimaginable geographic concentrations of pov-
erty (Massey and Denton 1993).

Where CHA administrators had envisioned modern, attractive neigh-
borhoods, the city constructed enormous blocks of grim concrete tow-
ers. Instead of providing pleasant places for children to play, the public
areas were unattractive and alienating (Halpern 1995). Although they
initially met city codes and were thus better than the housing they re-
placed, the CHA’s developments were harder to maintain and deterio-
rated rapidly. Further, because these artificially constructed communities
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were isolated and lacked any formal social structure or leadership, they
were extremely vulnerable to crime (Halpern 1995).

The CHAs eleven high-rise developments were constructed between
1950 and 1969. The cost was tremendous—about $20,000 per unit in
1960 dollars. The politically connected developers, who used cheap slab
construction, shoddy materials, and poor workmanship, allegedly si-
phoned off huge sums of cash to line their own pockets (Baron 1969).
Both Taylor and Wood, forced out by the city council by the mid-1950s,
were replaced by leaders with strong connections to city hall and
Chicago’s notorious Democratic machine (Meyerson and Banfield 1955;
Baron 1969; Hirsch 1998). Ironically, despite Chairman Robert Taylor’s
strong opposition to constructing large developments in poor black neigh-
borhoods, the CHA named its biggest and most isolated high-rise devel-
opment after him.

The Swibel Era

In the early 1960s, Charles Swibel, a crony of Mayor
Richard J. Daley, became the chairman of the CHA board. Widely known
as a slumlord and real estate promoter, he had connections to some of
the most powerful politicians and union officials in the city. Despite
ample evidence of malfeasance during his tenure, he retained his posi-
tion for more than nineteen years, until HUD finally forced him out in
1982.! Under his stewardship, conditions in CHA housing rapidly de-
teriorated. By the 1970s, many observers regarded the high-rise devel-
opments as worse than the slum housing they had replaced (Metropolitan
Planning Council 1990).

Crime in CHA housing began to increase catastrophically in the late
1970s and early 1980s. By 1981, the violence was so bad that Mayor Jane
Byrne moved into the Cabrini-Green development for three weeks to show
her determination to reduce gang crime. Well-received at the time, this
dramatic gesture had no long-term effect, and crime continued to escalate.

' CHA management had become abysmal; repairs went undone, and
the agency’s finances were in a shambles. By 1982, the CHA claimed a
$33.5-million deficit even though $50 million intended for repairs sat
untouched in low-interest bank accounts. HUD tried to salvage the situ-
ation by forcing the ouster of Swibel and the rest of the CHA board. Af-
ter a lengthy struggle, Swibel finally resigned in 1982 (Gittelson 1982).

The Gautreaux Case
One legacy of the Chicago city council’s control over
public housing was the nearly complete segregation of CHA’s developments.

13
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. Blacks lived in the huge high-rise. developments concentrated on the
south and west sides of the city, and the few whites lived in four small
developments. The Gautreaux case,? a civil rights lawsuit filed against
the CHA and HUD in 1966, had a profound impact on the history of the
CHA. Dorothy Gautreaux, a CHA resident who was active in the civil
rights movement, led a group of other residents in alleging discrimina-
tion in site selection and tenant assignment (Rubinowitz 1992; Rubino-
witz et al. forthcoming). The case against the CHA was first settled in
1969, with the federal court ruling for the plaintiffs. The court ordered
the CHA to provide a substantial amount of small-scale, scattered-site
housing, primarily in white areas of the city. This ruling immediately
stopped the construction of large-scale public housing in black neigh-
borhoods. Further, because the CHA made little progress in building such
scattered-site units, this ruling essentially stopped the construction of
any new public housing in Chicago until the late 1980s, when the court
finally appointed a receiver to oversee construction.?

The case against HUD eventually moved to the Supreme Court and
was not settled until 1976. Instead of ordering the CHA to desegregate
its housing, the court ordered relief in the form of 7,100 Section 8 cer-
tificates—subsidies that could be used to rent private-market housing.*
These Section 8 certificates were to be used for current and former CHA
residents to move to neighborhoods that were less than 30 percent black
(Rubinowitz 1992). The Leadership Council for Metropolitan Commu-
nities, a fair housing organization, was awarded a contract to provide
counseling to families who received the special Section 8 certificates.
The Gautreaux program, as it came to be known, lasted for more than
twenty years and became the model for other public housing desegre-
gation cases.’

The Role of Federal Housing Policy

The situation in CHA housing was exacerbated by
federal policies during the 1970s and 1980s, which helped to concen-
trate the neediest families in public housing. That is, legislation aimed
at preventing homelessness required public housing authorities to adopt
federal preferences in admission requirements to serve the poorest house-
holds. For example, the Brooke Amendments limited tenant payments
for rents to 25 percent of income in order to make public housing af-
fordable to very low-income families;® housing authorities were required
to give priority to extremely needy households;” and ceiling rents were
eliminated, which increased the rents that working families had to pay
to live in public housing.® In Chicago, as in other cities, with no finan--. .
cial incentives to stay, working families quickly abandoned public hous-
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ing. By 1991, nearly one-fifth of public housing tenants nationwide had
incomes that were less than 10 percent of the local median (Fosburg,
Popkin, and Locke 1996); in CHA housing, the median income was only
about $6,000 (CHA 1991a).

Other federal policies inhibited the CHA from demolishing and re-
placing its developments. To maintain the supply of public housing units,
the “one-for-one replacement rule” required housing authorities to build
a new unit for every unit they demolished, regardless of occupancy. This
policy made demolition prohibitively expensive. Without sufficient fund-
ing for demolishing and replacing units, the CHA either continued to
place tenants in these deteriorating buildings or let them remain vacant.
In Chicago, any decisions about demolition were further complicated
by the Gautrequx decision because the CHA would have been able to
construct replacement housing only in nonminority areas.

The Mid-1980s: The Downward Spiral

Continues

The election of Harold Washington as Chicago’s first
African-American mayor in 1983 in a three-way race seemed to herald
a new era of hope for the CHA.® But the white aldermen on the city
council blocked him from appointing his allies to the CHA board. Dur-
ing this power struggle, the agency endured a series of short-term ex-
ecutive directors; meanwhile, conditions in CHA developments continued
to worsen. Mayor Washington died suddenly in 1987, just months after
having been reelected; he had had little impact on what was already rec-
ognized as a disastrous situation.

With the city government in flux as a result of the mayor’s untimely
death, and HUD threatening to take control of the CHA, the Metropoli-
tan Planning Council, a civic group long concerned with public hous-
ing in Chicago, put forth a plan to rescue the troubled agency. Because
demolishing the CHA’s developments was both politically and financially
unfeasible as a result of the Gautreaux case and the federal one-for-one
replacement rule, the Council sought ways to bring about short-term im-
provements in management and security. As part of this plan, the group
proposed that Vincent Lane, an African-American developer of low-
income housing who chaired the group’s CHA Management Committee,
become both the executive director and chairman of the CHA board in
1988 (Metropolitan Planning Council 1990).179 Although Lane resigned
his position as executive director in 1991, he retained his position of
chairman and dominated the agency until he was forced out by a HUD
takeover in May 1995.
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Vincent Lane’s War on Crime

After his appointment in 1988, Lane and the new
CHA board were given a mandate to address serious problems at the CHA
and turn the agency around (National Commission on Severely Distressed
Public Housing 1992b). Lane faced tremendous challenges; he had no
public housing management experience, and, by the late 1980s, the CHA’s
problems were overwhelming.

Lane quickly made clear that improving security was his first pri-
ority; he declared war on the gangs within the first months of his ad-
ministration. This effort, the first serious attempt by a CHA director to
address the problems with crime and violence that plagued the CHA’s
developments, became the theme of Lane’s administration. By the mid-
1990s, Lane had diverted such a large proportion of CHA’s management
funds to his war on crime that the agency lacked sufficient funds for
major repairs in its developments.

In 1988, Lane launched Operation Clean Sweep, his first major at-
tack on the gangs, in Rockwell Gardens. All of the CHA’s family high-
rises—as well as some high-crime, low-rise developments—were “swept”
for drugs, weapons, and illegal tenants at least once between 1988 and
1994. Lane described his rationale for “the sweeps” in 1994: “When
they’re [gangs] taking over apartments from legitimate leaseholders, it
calls for drastic measures. Gangs are telling women. . . . ‘We’re going to
use your apartment for drug dealing. Either you can take some money
for it or you can just leave.’”!! Lane’s original strategy was to take con-
trol of the high-rise developments, one building at a time.12 Operation
Clean Sweep initially consisted of a joint inspection by police and CHA
staff to search for illegal weapons and drugs, to determine that all resi-
dents were legal tenants, and to determine the maintenance needs of in-
dividual units. CHA resident programs staff participated in the sweeps,
conducted needs assessments, and attempted to link residents with so-
cial services. The program also involved installing new building secu-
rity systems and implementing a restrictive visitation policy.

Operation Clean Sweep was immediately controversial and brought
Lane national attention. The CHA was widely accused of violating resi-
dents’ civil rights in the name of better security. In 1988, the American
Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) filed a class-action lawsuit against the hous-
ing authority on behalf of the tenants, seeking to stop the sweeps.1® De-
spite the controversy, Lane viewed the early phases of the program as a
success: “As a result of the curfew policy, a lot of guys who are living
in apartments [illegally] had to leave.. .. Ninety-three percent of our
households are female-headed. We're not naive; we know the men are
there somewhere. So this whole group of guys who were living with their
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girlfriends had to leave when we had the sweeps. . . .1 think that stan-
dards and controls will lead to changes in behavior. I believe we should
maintain high standards, and people will live up to them—not all, but
most.”14

The Anti-Drug Initiative

In late 1989, the CHA began expanding Operation
Clean Sweep into a state-of-the-art community crime-prevention program
called “the Anti-Drug Initiative.” Lane intended the Anti-Drug Initiative
to serve as a national model for crime prevention in public housing. The
program encompassed many elements researchers and practitioners be-
lieved were necessary for success. Buildings targeted under the CHA’s
Anti-Drug Initiative received a range of programs and services, includ-
ing law-enforcement interventions (sweeps, in-house police and secu-
rity forces, security guards), community crime-prevention interventions
(tenant patrols), and drug prevention and treatment centers. In addition,
the CHA installed metal detectors, secured doors, and guard booths in
each building (CHA 1991b).

However, the expansion of Lane’s war on crime placed increasing
pressure on the agency’s resources. Operation Clean Sweep alone was
extremely expensive; the cost of a single sweep was estimated at $175,000
per high-rise building, excluding the costs of the Chicago police (Na-
tional Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing 1992b). In
addition to the sweeps, the CHA created its own police and security forces
in 1990 and hired private security guards for many high-rise develop-
ments. The agency’s relatively small “drug elimination” grants from HUD
(less than $10 million per year) covered only a fraction of these expenses;
these funds were also being used to cover the entire cost of the drug
treatment and prevention centers that the agency began opening in
1989.15

Costs for the Anti-Drug Initiative escalated as the CHA used sweeps
to respond to many serious gang-related incidents. For example, in 1992,
snipers in Cabrini-Green shot seven-year-old Dantrell Davis. He was the
third student from his elementary school to be killed that year, and the
crime received substantial media attention. The CHA responded by
sweeping the entire development at once, one building at a time, vio-
lating its own policy of conducting random sweeps, and drastically in-
creasing its security costs.16

By 1994, Lane’s war on crime was costing the CHA more than $78
million each year. Because of these enormous costs, the CHA had no
alternative but to divert a substantial portion of its HUD funds for oper-
ating costs and repairing and refurbishing buildings toward its security
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programs. This strategy meant the agency had little ability to address
its other pressing problems, such as city code violations or failing heat-
ing and plumbing systems in its developments.

Sweeps Controversy

In addition to draining the agency’s resources, Lane’s
war on crime became an increasing source of controversy by the mid-
1990s. In the summer of 1993, several children fell to their deaths from
unprotected windows in the Robert Taylor Homes. After a public out-
cry, the CHA launched an emergency program to install window guards
in all of its high-rises.” In August, gang members fired on the crews
installing the window guards in Taylor. In response, the CHA and Chi-
cago police conducted what they called an “emergency sweep,” which
included searches of apartments for weapons. During this sweep, offic-
ers drilled open some doors and searched residents’ personal belong-
ings. Vincent Lane described the CHA's rationale for this extreme reaction:

We reallocated some funds and carried out the emergency in-
stallation of child guards at Robert Taylor. Then I heard we had
to pull the contractors out because the gangs had run them off.
The reason the gangs ran them off is because the police often
used TAC [tactical] teams dressed as workmen. So the gangs said,
“To hell with the kids, you can’t come in here.” The staff was
going to try again in a few weeks and see if they couldn’t sneak
the crews in. I said that was unacceptable. So, .. .I decided to
look for weapons because there were a lot of guns in Taylor.
It was a very hot summer, and they were shooting all the
time. The police had to shut down State Street because of all
the gunfire.®

Following the CHA’s actions in Taylor, the ACLU once again filed a
class-action suit against the agency,'® and a federal judge issued an in-
junction preventing the CHA from conducting warrantless searches (Chi-
cago Sun-Times, February 15, 1994). At the end of March, a major gang
war erupted in Robert Taylor; more than three hundred shooting inci-
dents were reported during a five-day period (Chicago Sun-Times, March
29, 1994). Faced with this situation, the CHA asked the judge to lift the
restraining order, but the request was denied.

In April, President Clinton intervened, asking the judge to reconsider
permitting the sweeps. Despite the high-profile support, the events in
Taylor—coupled with concerns about costs—gradually stopped the-CHA’s -
sweeps. The CHA continued to sweep some buildings using a modified
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approach during 1994 and 1995, but these actions became much less
frequent. Instead, the agency dramatically expanded its police patrols
in the high-rises, with teams of CHA and Chicago police walking through
the hallways and stairwells of specific buildings for weeks at a time,

Financial Scandals

During the following year, Lane gradually lost con-
trol over the agency. The CHA experienced a series of financial scan-
dals during the summer of 1994, many involving the CHA’s contract
security guard program, one component of the Anti-Drug Initiative.20
As the problems mounted, Mayor Richard M. Daley, the son of the first
Mayor Daley, appointed one of his aides as executive director with a
mandate to deal with the financial mess. Lane reportedly “ousted” him
within six months, and concerns increased about the chairman’s man-
agement ability (Chicago Tribune, April 29, 1995).

Worry about Lane's possibly inappropriate linkages to the Nation
of Islam heightened his problems. In May 1994, the CHA announced that
it had contracted with Moorehead and Associates, a property manage-
ment company, and New Life Self-Development Company, a private firm
affiliated with the Nation of Islam, to manage and provide security for
two developments (Maplewood Courts and Rockwell Gardens).?!

In May 1995, HUD announced an investigation of a possible con-
flict of interest involving Lane and New Life. The Chicago Tribune (May
17, 1995) alleged that Lane had struck a deal with the Nation of Islam
to lease a store for one of its enterprises in a shopping mall Lane had
developed, saving him from major financial problems. Lane reportedly
offered to give New Life the security contracts for the Maplewood Courts
and Rockwell Gardens developments as a quid pro quo for helping him
out with his personal financial problems. Although Lane admitted dis-
cussing the two transactions at the same meeting, he denied that they
were linked. Despite his denial, many observers believed that something
unethical had occurred.

HUD Takeover

As a result of both these controversies and the evi-
dence of on-going, serious management problems, HUD officially took
control of the CHA at the end of May 1995. HUD officials demanded
the immediate resignation of Lane and all other CHA board commission-
ers, and a management team comprised of senior HUD officials from
Washington, D.C., assumed responsibility for the agency. With Mayor
Daley’s agreement, Joseph Shuldiner, the head of the interim manage-
ment team and the former HUD assistant secretary for Public and Indian
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-Housing, was.officially appointed executive director in September 1995,

HUD’s takeover ushered in a four-year period that brought the biggest
change for the CHA since the construction of the high-rises in the 1950s.
The Shuldiner administration initially focused much of its efforts
on cleaning up the CHA’s management, particularly the agency’s perpetu-
ally mismanaged finances. Because of the enormous costs, the new ad-
ministration gradually dismantled Lane’s Anti-Drug Initiative. Some major
changes included implementing a community policing initiative in the
high-rises, reducing reliance on security guards, and reorganizing the
tenant patrols. Claiming it was increasing police patrols, the CHA nearly
stopped using contract security guards and laid off much of its own in-
house security force (Chicago Tribune, May 20, 1998) as part of a dras-
tic cost-cutting effort. In mid-1998, the agency began laying off some of
its upper-level police officers as well, in an attempt to cut an additional
$12 million from its security budget (Chicago Tribune, July 30, 1998).

The High-Rises Begin to Come Down

Instead of focusing on fighting crime directly, the
Shuldiner administration sought to bring about much more fundamen-
tal change: it wanted to replace the CHA’s unmanageable developments
with a combination of new and revitalized public housing and Section
8 vouchers. In theory, these revitalized developments would be much
safer than the housing they replaced. They would follow current think-
ing on the best ways to design public housing for families while mini-
mizing crime, including designs intended to maximize “defensible space”
that would be easier for tenants to control (Newman 1972, 1996) and
constructing smaller developments of townhouses and mid-rise build-
ings. However, given the enormous expenditures—one proposed plan
for a revitalized Cabrini-Green was estimated to cost over $1 billion—
and the logistical difficulties of rehousing thousands of residents, the
CHA had only made modest progress on its revitalization plans by the
end of the decade. »

The fact that Shuldiner was even able to attempt to reshape CHA
housing was the result of a series of changes in federal housing policy
during the mid-1990s, all intended to address the crisis situation in public
housing (Popkin, Buron, and Levy 1999). Congress repealed the one-for-
one replacement rule in 1995. This meant that the CHA was only re-
quired to replace any occupied units; further, the agency had the option
of replacing them with either new housing or Section 8 vouchers that
could be used in the private market. In 1993, the federal government
created the HOPE VI program, providing an extraordinary-infusion of -
resources to revitalize distressed public housing around the nation.22
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The CHA, one of the biggest beneficiaries of the HOPE VI program, by
1998 had received nearly $160 million dollars in HOPE VI grants to initiate
revitalization efforts in six developments: Cabrini-Green, Henry Horner
Homes, Robert Taylor Homes, Ida B. Wells, Washington Park, and the
ABLA Homes. However, the CHA’s developments are so large that the
HOPE VI funding will finance only a modest proportion of their revi-
talization.23

Shuldiner, pushing ahead with demolition almost immediately af-
ter taking control of the CHA, began with two buildings in Horner in
August 1995. The Horner effort is one of the most ambitious public hous-
ing redevelopment initiatives in the country. Unlike CHA’s other HOPE
VI sites, Horner was the subject of a class-action lawsuit filed by a group
of Henry Horner residents in 1991.24 Shortly before the HUD takeover,
the CHA signed a consent decree to resolve the lawsuit. The consent
decree called for a comprehensive $200-million redevelopment of the
Horner site, with new mixed-income town homes to be constructed on-
site and in the surrounding community.?s

By the end of 1998, the CHA had demolished small numbers of build-
ings in each of the first four HOPE VI sites, as well as buildings in sev-
eral other developments. A number of high-rise buildings were closed,
awaiting demolition. But a new federal law meant that the agency faced
increasing pressures to close its worst properties. Starting in 1997, all
housing authorities were required to conduct a “viability” assessment
of any of their properties with more than three hundred units and a va-
cancy rate greater than 10 percent to determine whether the cost of re-
habilitation exceeded the cost of demolition and replacement with
Section 8 vouchers.26 Under the law, developments that fail the viabil-
ity assessment are supposed to be demolished and their occupied units
“vouchered out” within a five-year period. The CHA, with its many large
developments in terrible condition, was hit particularly hard by this new
law. Nearly nineteen thousand of its units failed the viability assessment,
and the agency scrambled to develop a plan to deal with replacing this
housing in relatively short order.

By the end of the decade, it was unclear what the future would hold
for the CHA. In particular, it was uncertain whether it would be feasible
to house such large numbers of severely troubled low-income residents
in private-market housing. Conditions in the high-rises remained terrible,
worsening as they aged and as the CHA stopped investing in any major
repairs. Finally, in mid-1999, the CHA faced yet another management
takeover, as Mayor Richard M. Daley was poised to retake control of the
still-troubled agency.
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No Easy Answers

This review of the agency’s history shows that there
is no simple explanation for how CHA'’s public housing ended up in such
disastrous condition. Certainly local politics have played an integral role
in the CHA’s demise, but local politicians can bear only partial blame
for the disaster. A combination of federal policies and poor management
drove out residents who had the means to live elsewhere; they left be-
hind a younger, more dysfunctional population.

The failure of the Chicago police to provide sufficient service to resi-
dents compounded the problems. Some, including Lane, accused the
police of not responding to calls for service from CHA developments
because of the dangers from the gangs. Without adequate police protec-
tion, residents were forced to depend on local gang members for pro-
tection. Other city services failed CHA residents as well; fearful for their
own safety, fire and ambulance crews sometimes refused to enter CHA
developments. Many public schools in and around the developments
were abysmal, and the public parks near the developments were usu-
ally crime-ridden as well. Even the U.S. Postal Service sometimes re-
fused to deliver mail because of the dangers; more often, letter carriers,
faced with rows of broken mailboxes, left the mail piled on the lobby
floor. The indifference of government officials and other Chicago resi-
dents allowed the terrible problems to go unchecked.

Finally, CHA residents themselves were clearly responsible for many
problems in their developments. As we show in the case studies of
Rockwell Gardens, Henry Horner, and Ickes, the relationship between
victims and perpetrators was complex; many criminals were the broth-
ers, sons, or partners of other residents. Many of the worst criminals,
who grew up in CHA housing, were well known to other residents. Some
young gang members vandalized buildings, shattering light bulbs and
defacing walls with graffiti. Residents who were not directly involved
in the violence allowed gangs to use their developments as safe havens
for their business, because of either their relationships with gang mem-
bers or their fear of retaliation. A substantial number of CHA residents
were addicts and depended on the gangs for their own supplies of ille-
gal drugs. Because the drug dealers were among the only people in the
developments with extra money, even those who were not addicts of-
ten depended on them for economic support.

Just as there is no simple answer to the question of how CHA hous-
ing ended up in such miserable condition by the 1990s, there are also
no simple solutions. Lane, taking an aggressive stance against the gangs
and crime, spent hundreds of millions of dollars on police and secu-
rity. Shuldiner tried to revamp these programs to make them more effi-
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cient and at the same time began a massive reshaping of CHA develop-
ments. The three case studies describe the limited effects of very costly
efforts to control the crime in CHA’s high-rise developments. These case
studies show that in this environment, even the best designed commu-
nity crime-prevention programs were doomed to failure, overwhelmed
by the powerful gangs, the social disorganization, and the internal poli-
tics that undermined virtually all of the agency’s efforts.
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Fighting Crime
in Public Housing

By the late 1980s, the CHA'’s high-rise developments
had become national symbols of what many policy-
makers were coming to view as a crisis situation: the concentration of
extremely poor and troubled families in neglected, high-crime public
housing developments in cities across the country. These troubled com-
munities seemed to be particularly vulnerable to a range of social ills,
including extremely high rates of unemployment and welfare dependence
(National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing 1992a).!
As in Chicago, many urban areas experienced severe problems with drug
trafficking, violent crime, and gang activity, in part because of the large
pool of vulnerable youths who were easy for the gangs to recruit (Bursik
and Grasmick 1993). Exacerbating the situation, the crack epidemic and
the increasingly violent drug market of the late 1980s and early 1990s
overwhelmed public housing developments in many cities.

Despite the escalating crime, HUD and the Congress focused rela-
tively little attention on the growing crisis in public housing. During the
1980s, HUD was an agency beset by problems, including the Reagan
administration’s lack of support for housing assistance, poor internal man-
agement, and corruption. Under these circumstances, it was difficult for
HUD to take effective action.

Congress finally authorized a new program in 1988 called the Pub-
lic Housing Drug Elimination Program, which was designed to provide -
grants to housing authorities to create crime- and drug-prevention pro-
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grams.2 Because of the extreme nature of its problems and because of
CHA Chairman Vincent Lane’s increasing prominence on the national
scene—he was appointed cochair of the National Commission on Severely
Distressed and Troubled Public Housing in 1989—the CHA's struggle to
contain the crime in its developments received widespread attention.’
At least on paper, the CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative programs reflected the
latest thinking about crime prevention in public housing: creating a com-
prehensive range of programs, encouraging collaboration between resi-
dents, management, and police, and target hardening (that is, making
the buildings less accessible to criminals). Using their Drug Elimination
grants, many other housing authorities followed the CHA'’s lead by in-
stituting sweeps, hiring security guards, organizing tenant patrols, and,
in a handful of cases, creating their own police forces.

Several years later, in 1993, Congress increased funding for public
housing modernization and, based on the recommendations of the Na-
tional Commission, created the HOPE VI program to provide large grants
(up to $50 million) for housing authorities to revitalize their severely
distressed developments (Fosburg, Popkin, and Locke 1996). The CHA'’s
battle against crime occurred in the context of these larger shifts in hous-
ing policy. The national war on drugs added urgency to the CHA’s ef-
forts, and the increase in funding allowed the agency to create what it
hoped would be state-of-the-art anticrime programs. However, even the
best-designed community crime-prevention efforts were unlikely to suc-
ceed in the violent, chaotic context of CHA’s high-rise developments.

Crime and Disorder in Public Housing

Policymakers and researchers have offered various
explanations for the prevalence of drug trafficking and violent crime in
public housing. Yet, most agree that the physical and social isolation of
many large developments contributed greatly to the problems. As in Chi-
cago, during the high-rise craze of the 1950s and 1960s, housing authori-
ties across the country constructed huge developments on superblocks,
intentionally separated from the surrounding neighborhood. These de-
velopments were often physically barricaded by expressways or rail tracks
(Fosburg, Popkin, and Locke 1996).

In addition to the physical isolation, in Chicago as elsewhere, housing
authority policies often determined that these developments would be
completely racially segregated (Massey and Denton 1993). By 1977, more
than half of the family developments across the nation were predomi-
nantly African-American; in cities like Chicago, the segregation was even
more extreme (Coulibaly, Green, and James 1998). Public housing was
economically segregated as well, likely to be located disproportionately
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-in poor neighberhoods where unemployment was high and income was
low (Newman and Harkness 1999). Predominantly African-American
developments, like those in Chicago, were particularly likely to be lo-
cated in very low-income, minority neighborhoods (Goering, Kamely, and
Richardson 1997).

Compounding the problems of isolation and racial segregation, these
developments were artificially created communities; they lacked any
existing social structure that might have reinforced social norms of ac-
ceptable behavior. As in CHA housing, gangs often filled the void, and
the lack of other economic activity allowed the drug trade to flourish

(Halpern 1995; Hagedorn 1998). The physical design and poor construc- -

tion of many developments exacerbated the problems with crime and
drugs.

Federal housing policies also contributed to the concentrated prob-
lems in public housing. Although public housing was initially intended
as short-term housing for the working poor, federal preferences that fa-
vored the poorest tenants rapidly pushed out most working families dur-
ing the 1970s and 1980s. Inadequate funds for maintenance, as well as
managerial neglect, accelerated the decline of many developments across
the country (Meehan 1985; National Commission on Severely Distressed
and Troubled Public Housing 1992a).

Evidence began to appear early on that these huge developments were
potentially disastrous environments for families. As early as the 1960s,
residents of the Pruitt-Igoe development in St. Louis were experiencing
high rates of drug use and sales and teen pregnancy. These problems
led to high levels of anxiety and helplessness, especially among adult
women, and pervasive distrust and fear (Rainwater 1966, 1970).4

After thirty years of failed policy and management neglect, the prob-
lems first noted in Pruitt-Igoe have become epidemic in troubled pub-
lic housing communities across the nation. Chicago’s public housing is
among the worst, but many housing authorities face increasingly seri-
ous problems with violent crime in their developments. Disputes are
much more likely than in the past to end in a shooting or killing and to
involve innocent bystanders (Keyes 1992). These developments are also
plagued by high levels of drug trafficking and other types of crime
(Dunworth and Saiger 1993; Webster and Conners 1992). In addition,
residents must cope every day with darkened hallways, abandoned apart-
ments, graffiti, trash, and street prostitution. Visible disorder—especially
among groups of youths hanging out—and antisocial street activity breeds
fear, undermines social cohesion, and seems to promote even more se-
rious crime (Skogan 1990). - - -

For residents of the worst public housing, the costs of the violence
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and community disintegration are profound. Even preschool children
in the worst developments learn to hit the ground at the sound of gun-
fire and to avoid open areas where shootings are common. Children are
often victims of or witnesses to the violence. All children who live in
these dangerous environments are at risk for psychological trauma and
intellectual deficits that result from the chronic fear—much like chil-
dren living in guerrilla war zones like Cambodia or Mozambique (Gar-
barino, Kostelny, and Dubrow 1991).

Constant violence also affects adults; it contributes to widespread
depression, lack of motivation, and hopelessness. An inherently destruc-
tive street culture has developed, which discourages young people, par-
ticularly young men, from seeking mainstream employment and actively
encourages violent behavior (Bourgois 1995). For all these reasons, the
problems faced by residents in the most distressed developments are
overwhelming, and the social world is both complex and dangerous.

Crime Prevention in Public Housing

Policymakers agree that controlling crime is a nec-
essary first step to improving conditions (National Commission on Se-
verely Distressed Public Housing 1992a). However, it is not clear how
best to address the seemingly intractable problems in troubled public
housing developments. The major crime-prevention strategies that have
been tried—by the CHA and other housing authorities—include envi-
ronmental design, situational crime prevention, intensive law enforce-
ment, and community crime-prevention programs.

Environmental Design

In the 1970s, Oscar Newman (1973) developed a pre-
vention strategy primarily to deal with crime in public housing. His ap-
proach, Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design, assumes that
characteristics of physical environments can either prevent or facilitate
criminal activity.® Developments offering many places for criminals to
hide, easy escape routes, and large public areas that are difficult for in-
dividual residents to observe promote crime. According to the Environ-
mental Design model, a major reason that the huge public housing
developments of the 1950s and 1960s had such serious problems with
crime was the lack of defensible space, defined as public areas clearly
associated with a specific apartment (Newman 1972, 1996). Such space
might be either a fenced yard or an entryway leading to only one or two
apartments or a public area such as a small courtyard shared by only a
few households. In a defensible development, tenants who could easily
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view all public areas from inside their apartments would be more-likely

to do so. Without clearly defined space, residents had no sense of terri-
toriality to motivate them to keep public areas free of crime and disor-
der. As a result, public areas, such as the large open spaces around
high-rises, were easily taken over by gangs and drug dealers. The pub-
lic character of public housing was also a fundamental problem: in poorly
designed developments such as those in Chicago, buildings lacked the
secured lobbies or guarded entryways that could prevent outsiders from
entering (Skogan and Annan 1994).

Strategies such as improving the architectural layout of housing de-
velopments and controlling physical deterioration have succeeded some-
what in reducing crime in a few public housing properties, although it
is not clear how much improvement is owing solely to changes in physi-
cal design (Taylor and Harrell 1996). There are also some indications
that the overall size of a development has a greater role in determining
the level of criminal activity than whether the buildings are high-rise
or low-rise (Holzman, Kudrick, and Voytek 1996).

Given the complexity of the problems involved, it is unlikely that
design-based crime-prevention strategies can have more than a modest
impact on levels of crime. Reducing crime in public housing requires
adequate social services, regular activities for youths, and effective man-
agement, as well as better architectural designs (Feins, Epstein, and
Widom 1997; Rouse and Rubenstein 1978). Further, a safe design may
not be enough to overcome the effects of anonymity, distrust, and fear
among residents (Merry 1981). Finally, design-based strategies are in-
tended to prevent crime by intruders, but a significant proportion of
crimes in public housing are committed by residents or their guests
(Keyes 1992; Merry 1981).

Situational Crime Prevention

The CHA’s anticrime efforts relied heavily on situ-
ational crime-prevention measures. Situational crime prevention encom-
passes a range of strategies to reduce criminal activity by manipulating
the physical environment (Clarke and Mayhew 1980).5 In the context
of public housing, these interventions generally involve attempts to re-
duce the opportunities for committing crimes in particular locations such
as lobbies or hallways. Strategies include screening people as they en-
ter and exit buildings, controlling access to buildings by closing entrances
and requiring residents to use keys or security cards, using security guards
or video cameras for surveillance, and setting formal visitation policies.
These measures appear to be relatively effective in reducing crime (see
Clarke 1992, 1995). However, it is possible that target hardening may
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simply displace criminal activity to other locations; for example, drug
dealers forced out of lobbies move into vacant apartments, or drug mar-
kets shift from one development to another.”

Law Enforcement Strategies

As the war on drugs got underway during the mid-
1980s, the focus of crime-prevention efforts in public housing shifted
from changes in physical design to aggressive law-enforcement tactics.
These strategies included placing mini—police stations in large devel-
opments, intensifying police patrols, and conducting undercover inves-
tigations (Annan and Skogan 1992; Cuyahoga Metropolitan Housing
Authority 1993; Greensboro Housing Authority 1993; Wilkins 1989).
However, many of these law-enforcement tactics appear ineffective
{Sherman et al. 1997).8 Likewise, there is little evidence that cracking
down on drug offenders reduces crime in public housing or other poor
neighborhoods (Kleiman 1988; Kleiman et al. 1988; Pate 1984; Uchida,
Forst, and Annan 1992; Annan and Skogan 1993).° However, very targeted
efforts aimed at preventing crime in specific high-crime hot spots—that
is, drug markets and problem buildings—appear to be more successful
(Sherman et al. 1997).

Focusing on public nuisances, such as loitering youths, seems to re-
duce crime (Boydstun 1975; Reiss 1985). For example, much of the huge
decline in crime in New York City in the late 1990s is often attributed
to the mayor’s emphasis on arresting people for offenses like aggressive
panhandling or urinating in public. There are serious questions, however,
about whether these popular “round-em-up” tactics violate offenders’
civil rights or produce long-term effects (Rosenbaum 1993; Rosenbaum,
Lurigio, and Davis 1998).

Along the same lines, another strategy that seems to reduce crime
in many urban neighborhoods is to focus on maintaining order by mak-
ing arrests for minor offenses—a strategy based on the broken windows
theory (Kelling and Coles 1996; Skogan 1990; Wilson and Kelling 1982),
which holds that if visible disorder is left unchecked, more serious prob-
lems will follow. For example, one broken window that is not repaired
immediately leads to many more broken windows. A massive commu-
nity policing program in five neighborhoods in Chicago,® involving the
coordination of other city services to clean up physical blight, appeared
to reduce crime and fear, as well as lower the levels of physical and so-
cial disorder (Skogan and Hartnett 1997). Although this approach worked
in some high-crime communities, the research did not address the ques-
tion of whether it would be effective in the war zones of Chicago’s high-
rise public housing developments.1!
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- . Community. Involvement - .

By the late 1980s, there was consensus that success-
ful anticrime efforts in public housing should involve collaboration
among the police, housing authority management, and residents (Weisel
1990). Because residents have the largest stake in keeping developments
safe, their active participation in crime prevention through organized
programs or other initiatives came to be considered essential.

The community involvement approach (Heinzelman 1981; Lavrakas
1985; Rosenbaum 1988) is based, in part, on the concept of social con-
trol. Social disorganization theory suggests that criminal activity is en-
couraged when a neighborhood is unable to exercise informal social
control over its residents or to achieve common goals such as reducing
the threat of crime (Bursik and Grasmick 1993; Sampson and Groves 1989;
Shaw and McKay 1942). In an organized neighborhood, residents rein-
force social norms of acceptable behavior (that is, not vandalizing build-
ings or cars). These behaviors play a critical role in reducing crime and
fear of crime (Greenberg, Rohe, and Williams 1982; Jacobs 1961; Rosen-
baum 1988; Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls 1997). A sense of com-
munity, greater social interaction, and clearly delineated neighborhood
boundaries and identities also help to control crime (Suttles 1972; Conklin
1975; DuBow and Emmons 1981). For this reason, many community
crime-prevention programs seek to strengthen informal social control and
encourage residents to closely supervise children and adolescents.

Despite their popular appeal, it is not clear how well these com-
munity crime-prevention efforts actually work in poor communities, par-
ticularly inner-city neighborhoods like the CHA’s developments.’> Many
housing authorities, including the CHA, created tenant patrols and other
resident-based initiatives, but, for multiple reasons, such initiatives of-
ten fail in public housing (Skogan and Annan 1994). In high-crime de-
velopments, residents often fear and resent the police, the police are
suspicious of the residents, and the housing authority management is
uncooperative.13 )

The failure of community crime-prevention programs to substantially
reduce crime and disorder is often attributed to residents’ inability or
unwillingness to participate. Yet, because many of these communities
lack the economic or social resources to mount organized anticrime ef-
forts, this attitude amounts to blaming the victim (Buerger 1994; Halpern
1995). Further, in many low-income and even some higher-income com-
munities, relationships between the criminals and other residents are
complex. Drug dealers and gang members are often long-time residents,
friends, and relatives of residents who themselves are not involved in -
criminal activity (Furstenberg 1993). Because of these connections, resi-
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dents may be willing to tolerate a local gang, comprised of their friends
and relatives, in exchange for protection from rival gangs whose mem-
bers they may not know (Patillo 1998). This complex social world means
that few residents will be able, or possibly even willing, to organize ef-
fectively to combat crime.

Comprehensive Programs

Less troubled housing authorities have had some suc-
cess with anticrime programs. The types of programs that seem to work—
at least in less extreme circumstances—typically contain elements of all
the strategies discussed above, including aggressive law enforcement,
security enhancements, tenants’ participation, and social services. Most
also include improvements in housing authority management. Some
housing authorities have experimented with restrictive management poli-
cies as a way to promote security and safety among residents. These tac-
tics include screening potential residents through criminal history,4
requiring credit checks, and limiting access to buildings through the use
of resident identification cards {(New York City Housing Authority 1993;
Webster and Connors 1992; Keyes 1992; Hammett et al. 1994).

Since the mid-1990s, HUD has placed increasing emphasis on com-
prehensive efforts to address the problems in troubled public housing
developments that combine improved architectural design with strate-
gies to reduce crime, increase social cohesion, and promote self-suffi-
ciency. As chairman of the National Commission on Severely Distressed
and Troubled Public Housing, Lane had advocated for a long-term strat-
egy of replacing deteriorated housing with either new or rehabilitated
developments that mixed higher-income, working tenants with very poor
tenants. In response to the recommendations of the National Commis-
sion, Congress authorized the HOPE VI/Urban Revitalization Demonstra-
tion program in 1993, which allows HUD to provide large grants (up to
$50 million per development) to housing authorities to revitalize severely
distressed developments (Fosburg, Popkin, and Locke 1996).1 Under
HOPE VI, many housing authorities, including that in Chicago, are re-
placing their worst developments with newly constructed mixed-income
communities that incorporate the latest thinking about designs that will
prevent crime as well as provide supportive services for residents.

The CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative

The CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative grew out of former
Chairman Lane’s efforts to wrest control of CHA'’s high-rise developments
from the gangs. As originally conceived, the Anti-Drug Initiative was a
model crime-prevention program that appeared to offer great potential
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for reducing crime, violence, and disorder. The Anti-Drug Initiative, one
of the country’s most extensive anticrime programs in public housing,
incorporated many elements that researchers felt were essential for a suc-
cessful program. The initiative involved collaboration among residents,
management, and police and included a comprehensive array of services,
including law enforcement, tenant patrols, drug prevention and treat-
ment, and situational crime prevention.

The CHA poured resources into the Anti-Drug Initiative to create
in-house police and security forces, pay for private security, conduct
sweeps, and construct guard booths in lobbies. As described in detail
below, four groups were responsible for providing security in CHA hous-
ing: the Chicago police, the CHA police, the CHA Security Force, and
contract security guards. Police from both agencies participated in sweeps
and patrolled buildings; Security Force officers and contract guards moni-
tored building entrances. HUD granted the CHA special dispensation to
use its modernization funds (money intended for repairing and refur-
bishing buildings) to pay for its police and security programs. By 1994,
the agency was spending more than $78 million per year on Anti-Drug
Initiative programs. Figure 3.1 provides an overview of the Anti-Drug
Initiative programs as they existed from 1994 to 1997.16

Operation Clean Sweep

Operation Clean Sweep, known locally as the sweeps,
began in 1988 and was the first of the CHA’s major law-enforcement in-
terventions. CHA and Chicago police both participated in the sweeps,
along with staff from CHA’s Office of Resident Programs. The first sweeps
involved door-to-door inspection of apartment units, undertaking main-
tenance and repair of common areas (lobbies, halls, elevators, etc.), imple-
menting twenty-four-hour security and strict visitation policies, removing
unauthorized residents, and rehabilitating vacant units. Because CHA
buildings were not built with exterior doors, crews installed heavy steel
security doors on all entrances as well as guard booths and metal de-
tectors. After the initial inspection, residents were sent to a central lo-
cation to acquire photo identification cards, which they were supposed
to present to the guards to gain access to the building. Finally, CHA Resi-
dent Programs’ staff interviewed residents about maintenance and so-
cial service needs, provided service referrals, and generated maintenance
work orders.

For various reasons, including an increased demand for service from
residents, mounting costs, and the effects of the two class-action law-
suits filed by the ACLU,'” the sweeps gradually became. more limited
in scope. When the service and maintenance components were curtailed,
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Anti-Drug Initiative Programs

Law Enforcement

Sweeps

CHA Police Force

Police Building Walkdowns (BITE patrols and swarms)
Community policing

CHA Security Force

Private security guards

Drug Prevention and Treatment
8 CADRE centers

Community Crime Prevention Interventions
B Tenant patrols
8@ Target hardening

Other Interventions

B Victim services

B Private management
® Resident management
8 Redevelopment

Figure 3.1

the sweeps became almost exclusively law-enforcement interventions.
Following the decision in Pratt et al. v. The Chicago Housing Authority
(the second ACLU lawsuit), the agency limited the sweeps to focusing
strictly on lease violations (unauthorized tenants, etc.) and eliminated
them altogether by the end of 1994.

BITE Patrols and Swarms

The CHA gradually replaced the sweeps with inten-
sive police patrols in individual buildings. The CHA and Chicago po-
lice jointly created the Building Interdiction Team Effort (BITE} patrols,
or vertical foot patrols, after the sweeps were declared unconstitutional
and extreme violence broke out in the Robert Taylor Homes in 1994 (see
chapter 2). These patrols involved teams of CHA and Chicago police of-
ficers walking through the halls and stairwells of individual buildings
looking for evidence of drug trafficking and other criminal activity.

The BITE patrols were an emergency intervention instituted in only

a few CHA developments; in early 1995, patrols were assigned to Rob-
ert Taylor, Stateway Gardens, Henry Horner, and Rockwell Gardens.18
But in late 1994, the CHA police began patrolling some buildings on their
own, calling these actions swarms. Swarms involved CHA police officers
simultaneously walking down (that is, patrolling the halls and stairwells)
all the buildings in a development.1®
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In-house Police Force-

In 1990 the CHA created its own police force to
supplement the activities of the Chicago police, whom Lane felt were
failing to provide adequate service for CHA residents. The CHA police,
trained at the Chicago Police Academy, could make arrests and respond
to calls on CHA property. Some CHA police officers were current or
former residents. In 1996 the CHA police force consisted of 450 officers
and 50 civilian support persons.2’

At least in theory, the CHA police worked closely with the Chicago
police. Many efforts, including sweeps and building patrols, were con-
ducted jointly; both departments patrolled CHA’s developments and re-
sponded independently to residents’ calls for police service; and both
departments participated in their own community policing efforts. CHA
police reported incidents to the same computer database as the Chicago
police. Although the two police departments were supposed to coordi-
nate their activities, there was often tension between the leadership of
the two agencies, which undermined cooperation.?!

A senior CHA police administrator commented that the agency’s of-
ficers had probably the most difficult police patrol job in America.

First of all, the level of ongoing, daily, consistent danger faced
by the police officers here is greater than any force in the coun-
try, in my opinion. Here, our officers work in environments in
certain developments where gunfire is just a routine, regular,
all-day occurrence, where gang takeovers of lobbies and build-
ings is routine, to where you have to battle the gangs hand-to-
hand constantly to take back buildings. ... To where you're
seeing people shot, robbed, raped, murdered, I mean, it happens
on an ongoing basis. .. Then certain physical issues, such as
when you’re responding to shots fired . .. the fact that you're
running into oftentimes dark buildings, up sixteen-floor build-
ings where you can't really see, where-you're liable to run into
anything. .. 22

In-house Secuvrity Force

In 1990, in response to concerns about the perfor-
mance of its contract security guards (described below), the CHA cre-
ated its own security force to supplement the police. CHA Security Force
officers and private guards served essentially the same function: They
were stationed in booths or in the doorways of the high-rise buildings
to verify residents’ identification and to ensure that all guests were signed
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in by legitimate tenants. They also prevented people from loitering in
the lobbies or entryways and called the CHA police when they saw prob-
lems occurring.

CHA Security Force officers did not undergo police academy train-
ing, but they received six weeks of training at a local state university.
Unlike the contract security guards, CHA Security Force officers were
required to have a high school diploma and to pass a drug test.2? Be-
cause of these criteria, the CHA had trouble filling positions, even though
the security jobs paid about $15 per hour plus full benefits.

Contract Security Guards

Because of funding constraints and the difficulties
in recruiting qualified applicants, the CHA did not have enough Secu-
rity Force officers to provide security for all of its high-crime develop-
ments. Therefore, even after 1990, the agency relied heavily on contract
security guards, hiring between eight and nine hundred guards through
private companies at a cost of approximately $25 million per year.24
These guards were paid $5 or $6 per hour, had only twenty hours of
training, and were not screened for drug use. One company the CHA
hired to provide security during the study period was New Life Self-
Development Company, a security company affiliated with the Nation
of Islam. The major difference between New Life guards—most of whom
were not themselves members of the Nation of Islam—and other con-
tract guards was that they neither carried weapons nor wore uniforms.

In general, all the contract guards were poorly paid, and their jobs

were extremely dangerous, often more dangerous than those of police
officers. In the context of CHA’s high-rise developments, staff recognized
that it was nearly impossible for these guards to be effective.

Obviously, they have a fear factor. . . . I mean, they’re getting paid
minimum wage to go out there and just deal with armed people
all the time, people who are better armed than they are, there’s
not very much back up for them, residents might give them a
hard time about certain things, but there are some real horror
stories. . . . Those security officers, contract and CHA, go through
an awful lot. I mean, they've been ordered out of buildings,
they’ve had their weapons confiscated by gang members, and
several of them have been killed.?®

Despite recognizing the nearly impossible task the private security guards
faced, the CHA continued to use them in its family developments through
1996.
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Drug Prevention and Treatment

As part of the Anti-Drug Initiative, the CHA offered
drug prevention and treatment referral services in each of its high-rise
developments through its CADRE (Combating Alcohol and Drugs through
Rehabilitation and Education) centers. The first CADRE centers opened
in spring 1991; centers were operating in all three study sites by 1992.

One distinctive feature of the CADRE centers was the personnel: pri-

marily residents staffed them. Each center was supposed to be linked
to other agencies that could both provide beds in treatment centers for
CHA residents and guide staff members in developing prevention ini-
tiatives. The CADRE centers also established partnerships with nearby
public schools to conduct prevention workshops and sponsored a vari-
ety of other activities, including Project Red Ribbon, which focused on
drunk driving prevention. In response to resident need, the centers ex-
panded their services to provide assistance with food, emergency shel-
ter, or other essential needs. Finally, although they were not officially
part of CADRE’s service package, a number of other programs, such as
Alcoholics Anonymous, the Girl and Boy Scouts, and Mama Said (the
CHA'’s parenting program), met in the CADRE offices.26

Community Crime Prevention

The CHA’s tenant patrols began in 1989, growing out
of the volunteer efforts of a group of women in Cabrini-Green who or-
ganized a school-escort program. CHA Resident Programs staff worked
to coordinate tenant patrols in all swept buildings. Patrol members re-
ceived six months of training and worked in teams, conducting regular
walk-downs through the building and noting any suspicious activity,
vandalism, or maintenance needs (CHA 1991). Tenant patrol members
received a modest financial incentive (a $50-rent credit) for participat-
ing in the program.

A national evaluation of the Public Housing Drug Elimination Pro-
gram found that the CHA had been remarkably successful in organizing
and sustaining tenant patrols, despite very difficult conditions (Hammett
et al. 1994). CHA staff noted that residents felt great pride in being part
of the patrols.?” However, despite these initial successes, the CHA en-
countered difficulty in sustaining patrols in some of its most dangerous
developments. Even where patrols were sustained, they often focused
on combating vandalism rather than more serious crime.28

Related Programs
During the early years of the Anti-Drug Initiative, the
CHA installed a number of situational crime-prevention measures: they
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installed security booths, metal detectors, and steel security doors on
lobby entrances and closed off secondary building entrances; the agency
also experimented with turnstiles, vandal-proof lighting, and intercom
systems in some buildings. By 1996, the emphasis on target hardening
had waned, and, in some cases, the metal detectors and security doors
had been damaged, left unrepaired, or even simply removed. The CHA
also began offering a victim services program in some developments in
1995. This program provided counseling and support to victims of crime
as well as encouragement to file charges against the assailants.

Two other significant interventions, ostensibly unrelated to the Anti-
Drug Initiative, likely affected crime and disorder in CHA developments
between 1994 and 1996. First, the agency began placing some develop-
ments into private management or resident management during the early
1990s. In theory, private-property management companies should be able
to manage the developments better than the long-troubled housing au-
thority. Two of the developments profiled in the case studies were af-
fected: Rockwell Gardens was put into private management in 1994 and
the Henry Horner Homes in 1996. In addition, a Resident Management
Corporation took over management of one building in Rockwell Gardens
and started a number of social service programs for residents.

Second, the CHA began revitalization efforts in some of its high-rise
developments in 1995. The first comprehensive initiative targeted the
Henry Horner Homes. Starting in late 1995, the CHA began demolish-
ing buildings in Horner, cleaning up the grounds, and constructing new
town homes on site.?? '

In sum, the CHA designed its Anti-Drug Initiative as a two-pronged
model crime-prevention effort in public housing. First, the collaborative
program involved Chicago police, CHA police and security, CHA man-
agement, social service providers, and residents, despite the frequent ten-
sion between all these actors. Second, this comprehensive effort included
aggressive law enforcement, management improvements, increased se-
curity, tenant patrols, drug-prevention services, and target-hardening
measures. Early assessments of the program suggested that there had been
some positive effects, but there was no systematic information about the
long-term impact of the CHA’s efforts.3?

The Anti-Drug Initiative in Rockwell,

Horner, and Ickes

The following chapters tell the story of the CHA’s
battle against crime in selected buildings in three of its high-rise devel-
opments: Rockwell Gardens, Henry Horner Homes, and Harold Ickes
Homes. CHA attempted to implement its anticrime programs in each of
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‘these-developments; although-eachreceived a somewhat different package

of services. All three sites had sweeps and were patrolled by both CHA
and Chicago police. However, Rockwell and Horner were swept more
often than Ickes and generally had a greater police presence. Ickes pri-
marily had CHA Security Force officers guarding its buildings, while
Rockwell and Horner primarily had contract security guards. From 1994
to 1996, Rockwell’s guards were from the New Life Self-Development
Company. All three sites had CADRE centers, but only Rockwell and Ickes
had tenant patrols. The CHA installed metal detectors, security doors,
and guard booths in all three developments. Finally, Rockwell and Horner
each experienced some unique interventions: Rockwell, put into private
management in 1994, featured a resident-managed building, while Horner
began undergoing a massive redevelopment in 1995 and experienced the
effects of the areawide clean-up for the Democratic National Convention.

Still, all three developments faced similar challenges with crime.
Like the rest of CHA'’s high-rise developments, their residents were ex-
tremely poor, the majority of the households were headed by single
women, and very few of the adults worked. All were dominated by pow-
erful street gangs, and in all drug trafficking and substance abuse were
epidemic. As the case studies show, despite the CHA’s costly efforts, none
of the agency’s interventions had much long-term impact on the lives
of individual residents. Indeed, even the massive revitalization effort in
Horner seemed unlikely to benefit many original tenants. Together, these
three case studies provide an important set of lessons about the chal-
lenges of trying to implement community crime-prevention initiatives
in such extremely troubled communities.



Rockwell
Gardens

The Residents of Rockwell Gardens
Dawn’s Story

Dawn is a long-time resident of Rockwell Gardens'—
the development widely considered the most dangerous of the Chicago
Housing Authority’s (CHA) high-rise projects.? She is a thoughtful, ar-
ticulate woman in her early thirties and has lived in Rockwell since she
was fourteen. Dawn became pregnant as the result of a rape when she was
sixteen; after the birth of her second child two years later, she dropped
out of school to care for her children. Dawn’s mother could not help
her with child care because she had young children of her own, and
Dawn could not find another sitter she felt she could trust.

Her children are now teenagers, and she spends most of her time
and energy protecting them from what she calls “the pressure” of the
surrounding environment: young men pressure her daughter for sex, and
gang members try to recruit her son. For years, she has monitored her
children closely by taking them to parks outside the development to play
and keeping them indoors as much as possible. “They mostly sit on the
porch in the building. . .. [They go out] with me. ... Sometime they go
to the store and back, but I don’t really let them hang in front of the
buildings and stuff. If they go to a playground, they go in the Maplewood
Courts playground [an adjacent, low-rise development] because they don’t
shoot over there. Or across the [freeway] bridge to the big park.” Although
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her son sometimes goes to the store or participates in after-school programs,
Dawn says her daughter no longer goes outside alone.

Dawn has been on welfare since the birth of her first child. She says
she always wanted to be a nurse when she was growing up, but “her
children held her back.” Although she did eventually get her GED, her
only work experience has been an “off-the-books” job as a housekeeper
for a few years. She desperately wants a better life for herself and her
children, but she lacks practical ideas about how to improve her situation.

Living in CHA housing has taken a toll on Dawn and her family.
Everyone she knows lives in public housing: her entire extended fam-
ily lives in CHA developments all around the city. She says that no one
in her family has “made it,” that all the developments are “just the same.”
Three members of her extended family have died because of gang vio-
lence, one as a result of a domestic dispute. Several, addicted to drugs,
have lost custody of their children. In April 1996, she told us that, since
January, she had already been to three funerals for people from Rockwell,
which she said was “typical.” Dawn is often depressed, but says she has
no one to talk to about her feelings because “people in the projects, they
don’t want to hear your problems. They tell you ‘I have problems of my
own.’”

Throughout the two years we interviewed her, Dawn offered many
insights into the challenges of life in Rockwell. Although her greatest
concerns were drug trafficking and violence, the daily problems that she
found most frustrating were poor maintenance and unresponsive hous-
ing authority management. For example, in 1994, Dawn said she had
been coping with severe plumbing problems for two years:

My tub water don’t shut off—the hot water . . . and the kitchen
won'’t shut off. . . . Well, they just fixed my sink not too long ago
because they had to take the whole pipe out of the wall because
it was full of that greasy, gunky stuff and the water wouldn't
flow through and it kept running out, running out. That took
them two years to get up and fix that. I had to wash my dishes
in my tub every day. ... [In the bathroom] my walls were white,
[now] they yellowish-brownish from the hot water. I have to close
the door at night to keep from going crazy hearing that water!. . ..
I been waiting six months for them to fix that.

Vandalism compounded the maintenance problems and, Dawn felt,
made her building an even more frightening place to live.

Some people may set their garbage . . . in front of the incinera-
tor, which they not supposed to do that, they supposed to take
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it downstairs to the main floor [because the incinerators don’t
work], but they don’t. Either the kids will set it on fire, or the
big boys will come and just throw it down the steps, and it’s
really dark, we can’t see! You know . .. I bust my head, bumped
into the light room door, it being dark. . .. And then when they
do put bulbs in every day, the guys will like take sticks and break
the bulbs or take 'em out and make it dark. Seem like they like
it dark.

In Dawn’s view, drugs, particularly cocaine, have completely dev-
astated the Rockwell community. She spoke poignantly of seeing friends
who were once “strong women” wasting away because of their crack ad-
dictions. She said she could no longer let some people she knows into
her apartment because they would try to steal whatever they could to
support their habit.

Man, the rock’s [crack] been here seem like forever. Because
when I used to come from the grocery store and I be bringing
my groceries in, the elevators be broke, and we used to have to
carry our stuff up the stairs . .. and there’s people in the hall-
way smoking crack with ... they was actually using t.v. anten-
nas. . . . People come to your door and—they say, “Can I use your
bathroom,” I always tell them no, and I know them, but I tell
them no because they wanna go in there and break off a piece
of your t.v. antenna.

Dawn said she had never used drugs herself, and she stayed away from
“project men,” whom she described as pressuring their girlfriends to be-
come users so they could use their welfare money to buy drugs.

Dawn was particularly concerned about how the disintegration of
the community affected the children of Rockwell. She agonized over the
children she saw being abused or neglected by mothers addicted to co-
caine, crack, and heroin. She told the following story to illustrate the
extremes to which addicts went to feed their addiction: “Them women
just go crazy for that stuff, they do anything. ... Anything. They don't
care. One lady sold her baby for some rock. . . . To the man, it was a guy
who sold cocaine over there, she. .. gave him her baby, she told him to
hold my baby until I come back, I'm gonna go get the money, give me
the rocks.”

Dawn used to try to intervene when she saw hungry or abandoned
children in her building. When she could afford to, she fed them her-
self. But when she found children who were unsupervised—for example,
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a five-year-old taking care of a four-month-old—she would sometimes
call the Department of Children and Family Services to report the situ-
ation. When the social workers came, she would help getting the chil-
dren dressed and ready to be taken away. She also used to call the police
to report shootings or other crimes. Eventually, her family convinced her
that it was too dangerous to get involved, a position that causes her much
pain. She spoke of her torment over having kept silent after she witnessed
a young neighbor using a gun:

When you in the projects, you do a lot of things, you see a lot
of things, but you know you don’t wanna say nothing because
it can get you hurt . .. but it be on your conscience, and it drives
me crazy when I can’t say nothing. . . . I see this little boy, he’s
about twelve years old. He’s shooting, I see him shooting at the
others [kids]. And I'm looking at this, and I know his mother
and everything. Everybody telling me, “No, don’t say nothing,
don't tell his mother.” And now he’s dead, the little boy is dead
now, and it made me feel if I had a told his mother, maybe he’d
still be here.

Dawn said she had high hopes when the CHA first started the sweeps
in Rockwell in 1988; she believed they would help to control the gangs
and drug trafficking. For a time, she felt that conditions did improve a
little, but, by the time we met her in 1994, she told us that all the good
effects had disappeared. However, she was hopeful that the CHA’s lat-
est effort—hiring a company owned by the Nation of Islam to provide
security and manage the development—would help. Also, she reported
that things were getting calmer following a gang truce in Rockwell.

But from 1994 to 1996, Dawn became increasingly disillusioned and
unhappy. In her view, the “Muslims” proved no better than any other
security guards who had patrolled Rockwell over the years. The new
management cleaned up the buildings, but she still had serious mainte-
nance problems in her apartment. Drug abuse was still rampant, and the
gangs still dominated the development. Sometimes she felt that things
had improved for a little while because of a gang truce or the arrest of a
particularly powerful gang leader, but the gang war between the Disciples
and the Vice Lords always “flared up” again after a month or two.

In spring 1996, Dawn finally moved out of Rockwell Gardens to an-
other, smaller CHA development. A friend of hers had moved there and
told her that it was “nice.” Dawn was dismayed to find that, although
the complex was cleaner than Rockwell and the apartments were bet-
ter, she still faced many of the same problems: “I only been there not
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long at all and they been shooting, I been hearing gun shots, one boy
done got killed, right out by the building in the back.”

Wardell’s Story

While most of Rockwell was a place of extreme hard-
ship and social decay, one building in the development was set apart
from the rest of the community. In the early 1990s, a group of residents,
led by a charismatic man in his early fifties named Wardell Yotaghan,3
started a resident management corporation in their building.

Wardell’s version of life in Rockwell is very different from Dawn’s.
Unlike many Rockwell residents, he had not spent his whole life in CHA
housing; he had moved into the development a decade ago when he mar-
ried the mother of his three youngest children. He had, however, spent
his entire life living on the west side of Chicago and witnessed the dev-
astation that drugs have wrought on his community.

Wardell viewed himself as having been saved from the streets by
athletic programs; he said he was inspired by Muhammad Ali’s example.
He said that most members of his family have made it—his mother and
sisters worked, and one sister went to college and has her own busi-
ness. Wardell finished high school and attended college off and on over
the years. He worked most of his life as a security guard, but he gave
that up when he became a resident activist and president of his build-
ing in the early 1990s.

Despite these successes, Wardell had been affected by the same prob-
lems that Dawn describes. Over the past two decades, he had lost sev-
eral friends and relatives to drugs:

Well, the truth is, most of the people I grew up with, in the area
I grew up...most of them are dead....It [heroin] took a big
toll in the area where I lived. Me and a guy I was talking to a
few days ago, he was younger than me, but we come from the
same area, we were talking about all the people that were dead
that we used to play ball with. When we were young, there were
things for us to do. . . . There was basketball, softball, swimming,
and those were things that we done. And the guys that we used
to do that with, they’re all gone.

This destruction had driven Wardell to action; he said his mission in
life was to “clean up the mess” that drugs and drug trafficking have cre-
ated in his community. He had become a full-time community activist:
advocating for Rockwell residents, bringing programs and services to his
building, and, more recently, fighting to preserve low-income housing
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- in Chicago while the CHA plans to demolish many of-its family devel--

opments.

Like Dawn, Wardell was particularly concerned about the children
of Rockwell. He saw children suffering because their mothers, addicted
to drugs, were exposing them to violence: “it ain’t no secret that a lot of
the people in the building. . . are addicted to drugs. So they go out and
these people [the dealers] give them this credit and they don’t pay, and
here they [the dealers] come up to the apartment and I'm not as much
concerned about what they do to that individual as I am about the ter-
ror that they bring on the children that she have in the apartment.”

Wardell was also concerned about the gangs in Rockwell, but un-
like many residents, he was not intimidated by them. In his view, the
gangs mostly shot at each other, not at other residents. Wardell said that
usually the “gangbangers” warn other residents to get out of the way.
He was only upset by the shooting when it put school children in danger:

They [kids in his building] usually play down in the playground.
And, usually if there’s gonna be some shooting, the guys that
either gonna get shot at or do the shooting tell the kids to go
upstairs. . . . So, even when they were shooting on a regular ba-
sis ... we knew what time to go down. The only part that we
really was concerned about is that they shoot right at the time
the school is taking in and right at the time the school is letting
out. I never could understand that.

Wardell had worked with other residents to make his building an
oasis from the drugs and violence that pervade Rockwell. The tenants
in his building had organized a resident management corporation in 1991
and tried to create a healthy community. According to Wardell, they were
helped by the fact that their building sits on the northeast edge of the
development, cut off from the other buildings in Rockwell by a major
street. Further, the building was being remodeled; because half the units
were empty for more than five years, it was easier to form a cohesive
group. Despite these advantages, Wardell said the building had had fre-
quent problems with drug dealers; attempts to reduce the problems with
crime and drug trafficking bring with them potential risks. “Certainly it
takes the tenants’ participation to get rid of crime. But if I'm the police,
and you call the police, and I come and I say, ‘Where’s Miss So and So?’
Well, that turns people off from calling the police and giving them
information. . . . Some tenants will [still] do that. But to me they risk their
lives and the hves of their famlly because these people [drug dealers]

are making large sums of money.” R

Yet, despite his very real concerns about retaliation, Wardell had
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called the police for help with specific problems, complained to the CHA,
and worked with other tenants to push the dealers out of his building.
Gradually, he felt this had had an effect, although it remained a con-
stant struggle. “We went to the people that were selling it in our build-
ing and said, ‘Look, we’re trying to do something here. We want you to
don’t sell drugs here.” And they sort of didn’t pay us much attention,
but they started looking to see were we really doing something, and when
they saw we were really trying to do something, they moved it out.”

Wardell’s and Dawn’s stories offer pictures of the challenges of life
in Rockwell Gardens during the mid-1990s—a turbulent era that began
with a concerted effort to address crime in the development and ended
with the CHA declaring the development “nonviable” and requiring its
demolition or redevelopment within a five-year period.# Dawn’s expe-
rience of being overwhelmed by the constant struggle with crime, drugs,
and physical decay was typical of many—if not most—adult women in
Rockwell. In contrast, Wardell still saw hope for the development; work-
ing with his fellow residents he sought to prove that it was possible to
build a stronger community—albeit, in a single building—in the midst
of one of the CHA’s worst developments.

Life in Rockwell

The CHA made many attempts to try to improve con-
ditions in Rockwell during the 1990s before finally declaring the devel-
opment “nonviable” in 1998. This chapter, focusing on the CHA'’s battle
against crime in the development, tells the story of life in Rockwell during
this period. To present this story, we conducted six rounds of surveys
with approximately 150 to 200 residents and in-depth interviews with
10 to 12 residents in three of the eight buildings in Rockwell, interviewed
CHA staff, and directed ethnographic observations in the development
(for a detailed description of research methods, see Appendix).

Vincent Lane, former executive director and chairman of the CHA,
used these words to describe Rockwell in 1994: “Rockwell, per capita,
is the worst, most dangerous place in the country.”® He made this com-
ment six years after he initiated Operation Clean Sweep in Rockwell,
in the first round of his battle with the gangs over control of the build-
ings. CHA's own figures had long indicated that Rockwell was its highest-
crime development (CHA 1994). Even CHA officials agreed that none
of their attempts to control the gangs or the drug trade in Rockwell had
any lasting impact.®

When it was built in 1961, the CHA intended Rockwell Gardens
to be an experiment, a change from the agency’s practice of building
high-rise developments on “superblocks” cut off from the surrounding
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community. Some original housing on the Rockwell site was left intact,
interspersed with the eight thirteen-story buildings that make up the de-
velopment (Bowly 1978). However, the original community consisted of
two- and three-story flats; by constructing high-rises, the CHA doomed
to failure the attempt to integrate the development into the neighbor-
hood. Because the buildings were simply too large and too different to
be easily absorbed, Rockwell ended up looking like any other high-rise
development.

As with its other high-rise developments, Rockwell suffered from
serious management problems almost from the start; the poorly main-
tained buildings deteriorated rapidly. As an indication of the severity
of the problems, by 1991 a judge ordered CHA to vacate the develop-
ment because of city fire code violations (Chicago Tribune, July 25, 1991).
The CHA corrected some of the worst violations and kept the develop-
ment open, but the agency had still not fully complied with the judge’s
orders by 1995 (Popkin et al. 1995). In 1991 a consultant reported it would
cost nearly $50 million to repair the development’s basic systems—
plumbing, heating, electricity, and elevators;” these costs have only in-
creased in the ensuing years. Rockwell’s extraordinarily high vacancy
rates also indicated serious management problems; by July 1995, the av-
erage vacancy rate had climbed to nearly 45 percent.®

Rockwell’s population is predominantly female and very young: more
than 60 percent of the residents are nineteen or younger. Officially, less
than 10 percent of the residents are adult males; unofficially, many adult
men live in the development with their mothers or girlfriends. Most resi-
dents live in dire poverty; CHA figures indicate that less than 10 per-
cent are employed and that the average income is only about $6,000 per
year.?

Located on the west side of Chicago, about four miles from down-
town, Rockwell is extremely isolated. It is bordered by the Congress Ex-
pressway on the south, major thoroughfares on the north and east, and
railroad tracks on the west. The food and liquor stores that serve the
development are located within these borders, and the development has
little foot or automobile traffic. Nearly everyone who enters Rockwell
either lives or works there or in one of the remaining three-flat apart-
ment buildings within the developments’ boundaries. However, residents
do have good access to public transportation; an elevated line stops a
few blocks away, and a major bus route runs through the development.

May 1994: Bleak Conditions in Rockwell
In May 1994, Rockwell Gardens was a bleak and for-
bidding place. The eight high-rises all had exterior, gallery-type hallways
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Photo 2. “Playground” at Rockweli Gardens. Photo by Jean Amendolia.

that the residents referred to as “ramps” or “porches.” The grim ramps
were covered with metal grates—to prevent residents from either fall-
ing or throwing things over the edge. Because of safety concerns, par-
ents preferred their children to play on these porches rather than risk
being caught in shootouts on the playgrounds below.

Despite its name, there was nothing remotely gardenlike about
Rockwell; the grounds were barren, with only a few trees and patchy
grass. There was a playground with some intact equipment and a bas-
ketball court. However, because the basketball court was located between
two buildings occupied by rival gangs, it was often too dangerous to use.
A senior building—that is, a building exclusively for elderly and dis-
abled residents—located in the middle of the development, had a small
lawn and green benches in front of it, which constituted the only real
green space in the development.

In May 1994, the development was littered with trash, and the build-
ings were covered with graffiti. Not surprisingly, residents were concerned
about maintenance and vandalism. The outside hallways allowed some
light during the day; but gang members frequently stole or broke the hall-
way light bulbs, which left them completely dark at night. As Dawn de-
scribed, in general the dimly lit stairwells were dark and forbidding.
Because of this problem, 74 percent of the residents cited broken light
bulbs as a “big problem.”
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Photo 3. Graffiti—Rockwell Gardens. Photo by Nina Taluc.

Gang members frequently “tagged” both the exterior and interior
walls. The elevator doors were usually covered with layers and layers
of graffiti. More than 80 percent of the residents in May 1994 consid-
ered graffiti to be a big problem in their building.

The incinerators in Rockwell’s buildings stopped functioning in the
early 1990s. Rather than dispose of their trash in dumpsters, some resi-
dents simply tossed it into the halls or stairwells. In addition, the dump-
sters were not always emptied promptly; overflows allowed trash to blow
around the ramps and public areas. In May 1994, 70 percent of Rockwell
residents saw trash and junk inside their buildings as a big problem;
more than 60 percent said that it was a major problem outside as well.
Adding to the squalor, the hallways reeked of human waste and garbage,
and the buildings were infested with rats, mice, and roaches. Cora, a
woman in her thirties who had lived in Rockwell for most of her life,
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described the -miserable conditions in her building in May 1994: “It seems
like someone just takes them {light bulbs] out or bust the bulbs. So the
hallways are dark. . . . Dirty. Because they go in the hallway, and there’s
urine in there. . .. They know someone, and they can go and use their
washroom. They’d rather use it in the hallway. That’s not right. Have
the whole hallway stinking and . . . make the whole building nasty.”

Years of management neglect had caused many basic building sys-
tems at Rockwell to fail. By 1994, there were continuous problems with
broken elevators—a result of both vandalism and poor maintenance—
and, as Dawn described, heating and plumbing problems were common.
As in all CHA high-rise developments, the apartment interiors were bleak:
black linoleum floors, rusty metal kitchen cabinets, unpainted cinder
block walls, exposed light fixtures, baths without showers, toilets with-
out lids, and closets without doors. Interior infestations of cockroaches,
mice, and rats were epidemic.

The extraordinary number of vacant units invited management prob-
lems: people threw trash in them; squatters took them over; children
played in them, exposing themselves to dangers from the debris and broken
windows; and vandals stripped them of pipes, sometimes flooding the
apartments below. Gangs occasionally used the vacant units as meeting
places, and drug users turned them into shooting galleries and crack houses.

The Monroe Street Building Resident

Management Corporation

Of the three buildings we tracked, one followed a dif-
ferent trajectory than the other buildings in Rockwell. Wardell Yotaghan
and his fellow tenants in the Monroe Street building tock steps to cre-
ate their Resident Management Corporation in 1991, after the building
was slated for major renovation.!® This renovation included “modern-
izing” all apartment units—that is, installing new kitchen cabinets, closet
doors, updating bathrooms, and adding new tile—and upgrading the
building systems, including boilers, plumbing, and elevators. Accord-
ing to Wardell, Monroe Street residents were afraid they would have to
move and initially organized the Resident Management Corporation to
resist relocation.

We wouldn’t move, so that’s what sort of brought us together
as a group. We felt as long as we was paying our rent, we should
be able to enjoy the rehab of our building. And. .. how we re-
ally got into resident management is we saw an article in the. . .
paper [about a building in Cabrini-Green], who was in full resi-
dent management. . .. We sat down and read it as a group, and
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we come to the conclusion that they wasn’t no geniuses over at
Cabrini. They wasn’t no smarter than the residents at Rockwell,
and that we should give it a try, so we did. And we’ve been
steadily moving ahead.

Although much of the actual repair work was delayed for several
years, the renovation had a profound impact on the quality of life in
the building. Because of residents’ protests against relocation, the CHA
agreed to complete the renovation in stages by working on half of the
units at a time. These units had to be vacated for work to begin, and,
according to Wardell and other building residents, many problem ten-
ants moved out. By 1994, the residents were mostly older people com-
mitted to the goals of the Resident Management Corporation.

In May 1994, the Resident Management Corporation was “in train-
ing”; that is, they had only minimal control over building management,
and conditions in the Monroe Street building were not yet much differ-
ent from those in the other two sample buildings. After the Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) took control of the CHA in
May 1995, the building was placed in “dual management”; the Resident
Management Corporation received much more day-to-day responsibil-
ity and acquired the ability to screen new tenants. In August 1995, resi-
dents moved into the newly renovated units, and the CHA began work
on the second half of the building.

The Resident Management Corporation’s board consisted of eleven
residents. Other residents volunteered for the group’s programs for chil-
dren and youth. In 1995, the Resident Management Corporation secured
enough outside funding from foundations to hire an executive director
and to support several programs designed to promote economic self-
sufficiency, including resident-owned businesses, activities for children
and teens, and a computer lab with internet access.

Crime in Rockwell

Gangs and gang violence were part of ordinary life
in Rockwell Gardens in May 1994. According to residents, few families
in Rockwell were not affiliated with the gangs in some way. Three gangs
vied for control of the development, including some of the most violent
gangs in Chicago. The Gangster Disciples (GDs) controlled two build-
ings; the Traveling Vice Lords controlled three, and the 4 Corner Hus-
tlers controlled one and shared turf with the GDs in another. Complicating
the situation, different factions of the same gang often fought with each
other over turf or drug sales. The Monroe Street building was neutral, a
highly unusual phenomenon in such a heavily gang-dominated area. This
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unique status-was probably owing-to both the-work of the Resident Man-
agement Corporation and the building’s relative isolation from the rest
of the development.

In May 1994, Rockwell residents indicated a high degree of concern
about the gang presence in their buildings. Overall, about 65 percent said
they felt that “groups of people hanging out in the lobby and stairwells”
and “young people controlling the building”—that is, blocking doors,
challenging any nonresidents who came in and out, and intimidating
other residents—were big problems inside their buildings; 74 percent
reported that “groups of people hanging out” were a big problem out-
side as well.1? The situation in the Monroe Street building was some-
what better, but even there, a majority of residents (57 percent) reported
major problems with people hanging out near their building.?

As Dawn and Wardell described, drug use and drug trafficking had
devastated the Rockwell community. The heroin epidemic that began
to sweep through the west side of Chicago in the late 1960s marked the
beginning of a trend that grew steadily worse over the next three de-
cades. The cocaine and crack epidemics of the late 1980s and early 1990s
had particularly disastrous consequences for the community.’® Dawn
described a typical scenario: “God, everybody was on that stuff. All the
women. One lady used to live in our building, she had a real pretty house,
she had everything, she sold everything for cocaine. Sold her kids’ beds
and everything. Kids were crying, they came home. . . . she had sold ev-
erything to the dope man.”

Like Dawn and Wardell, most Rockwell residents were very con-
cerned about the effect of the drug epidemic. In May 1994, 75 percent
of Rockwell residents said that drug sales were a big problem inside their
building; even more (82 percent) said drug sales were a big problem out-
side. Nearly 80 percent reported that drug use was a big problem both
inside and outside. Again, the situation was somewhat better in the Mon-
roe Street building, but more than half of the residents there still per-
ceived drug sales and use as major problems.

The War Zone :

Having three powerful gangs battling for power in
such a small community—Rockwell was only eight high-rise buildings—
created a highly volatile situation; residents were living in the midst of
what was essentially an urban guerilla war zone. In May 1994, more than
two-thirds of the residents reported that “shootings and violence” were
big problems both inside and outside their buildings. About 35 percent
reported “big problems” with people being attacked or robbed inside,
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and 44 percent reported this was a serious problem outside; 19 percent
said that rape or other sexual attacks were big problems inside their build-
ings, and 26 percent said rape was a big problem outside; and 40 per-
cent reported that burglary was a big problem.

Residents reported numerous incidents of extreme violence. Cora’s
sister, Thelma, said that she had heard gunshots every-night for the past
twelve months. Ivy, another long-time resident, told of her son’s friend
being fatally shot in the head while getting off the elevator. “[My son’s]
friend came back because he had a phone call on the pay phone. Then
he went back in the building and he was on the elevator with some guys.
When he got off the elevator, they shot him in the back, and they shot
him in the head. He died right there by the elevator.”

It seemed nearly impossible to live in Rockwell and not be person-
ally touched by violence. Almost every Rockwell resident seemed to have
been affected: some had relatives or friends who had been killed or in-
jured; and many more had been caught in or witnessed gang shootouts.
In May 1994, nearly 30 percent of the residents reported that a bullet
had been shot into their home in the past twelve months. Other violent
crimes reported by significant proportions of residents (15 percent or
more) included being beaten or assaulted, being caught in a shootout,
and being stabbed or shot. Just less than 20 percent said they had expe-
rienced a burglary.

High as these figures were, they most likely underestimated the ac-
tual level of victimization that occurred in Rockwell. Obtaining an ac-
curate measure of victimization is always difficult. In Rockwell, the
problem was exacerbated by the fact that residents had become accus-
tomed to the violence. Some residents discussed their own victimiza-
tion experiences in a seemingly casual and off-hand way. For example,
Jackie, a lively woman with a flippant attitude, said casually in the middle
of an interview that her brother had been killed just a few months ear-
lier and added that the gangs “don’t bother me. I'm just ready to leave.”

One possible reason for this apparent casualness may have been that,
as a survival tool, residents were coping by denying the impact of vio-
lence. Dawn and several other residents indicated that talking about their
own experiences was generally frowned on; they felt that no one else
wanted to listen because everyone was overwhelmed by individual prob-
lems. Finally, most crimes residents experienced were not committed
by unknown assailants, but rather by other Rockwell residents—even
family members or friends. For this reason, residents rarely reported
crimes to police, both because they faced a legitimate threat of retalia-
tion and because they were reluctant to report people they knew. This
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situation may also have reduced their willingness to discuss their ex-
periences with “outsiders,” in this case, researchers whom they did not
know well enough to trust entirely.

Still, residents’ descriptions of the many incidents that they or their
families had experienced made the horror of the violence very clear. For
example, in May 1994 Cora told of being brutally beaten within the pre-
vious twelve months by a group of young men from another building.

[My son and I] had to go to . . . see his grandmother [in another
building] . . . and some gang members hollered out—he’s [my son]
staying in 2514 [Van Buren St.], so it’s like there’s this group
between one building and the other. They jumped on my son.
And I was there, and I wasn’t going to let them jump my son,
so they jumped on both of us....Both of us had to go to the
hospital because they had two-by-fours. They kept him overnight
for observation, and I wound up going in later for my leg.

Cora said that she and her son received no help from the security guards
(or other residents) who witnessed the event. The principal of the el-
ementary school located in the development eventually called the po-
lice for her, but Cora said that the police did little because the boys were
juveniles. The boys who attacked her were from Rockwell; Cora contin-
ued to see them around the development. As far as she could tell, the
only consequence her assailants suffered was that they were suspended
from school and reprimanded.

This apparent lack of consequences for the attackers likely contrib-
uted to the victims’ fear and reluctance to report crimes to the police.
In May 1994, only 30 percent of the residents said they had reported a
crime. As another long-time resident said, they were clearly very con-
cerned about the possibility of retaliation: “You can’t just tell on them
boys like that. You go out there and bring the police to one of them boys.
If they take him to jail, the rest of them boys is going to get you. That’s
just the way it is.”

Many residents described getting caught in gang shootouts and bullets
being shot into their apartments. One resident described her terror dur-
ing a three-day period of shooting. After one bullet entered her apart-
ment, she and her children moved their beds away from the windows
and crawled on the floor, under the windows, when they had to go to
the bathroom. Even so, a second bullet narrowly missed her head the
next day.

Property crimes might not be as dangerous as the shootings and as-
saults, but they, too, clearly contributed to residents’ level of fear, par-
ticularly when the CHA seemed unresponsive to their plight. Dawn told
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of her experience after her apartment was broken into and her lock bro-
ken: “I had a break-in. . . . They had tore the whole lock completely out
and messed up the door with a crowbar. . . . They broke in on a Friday,
[CHA] didn’t come repair my lock until Tuesday. My door couldn’t lock,
I had to put a chair underneath it, and then tie a string around the knob
and stay in my house.”

Not surprisingly, Rockwell residents had high levels of fear of crime.
In May 1994, 63 percent said they felt unsafe “being out alone in the
area right outside (their) building at night.” Residents felt much safer
inside their apartments than outside, but still approximately one-third
said they felt unsafe “alone inside (their) apartments at night.”

In addition to the intense gang violence, domestic abuse was a con-
stant factor in Rockwell; many women were not safe even in their own
apartments. Rhonda described a routine she and her neighbor had worked
out for “check day,” that is, the day welfare checks are delivered: “Well,
I have a next door neighbor, and we have cedes in case she get into it
with her old man in her apartment, and he won’t let her out the door.
We have a knock on the wall, our walls being so close, she’ll knock on
the wall and I'll know the code and I'll know what to do and I can call
the police.”

Coping with the Violence

Rockwell residents experienced extraordinarily high

levels of violence, and many had developed strategies to help them cope
with the constant anxiety and fear. One strategy was to downplay the
impact of victimization experiences: residents either did not discuss them,
or, if they did, they discussed them offhandedly as Jackie had done.
Clearly, many residents also assuaged their pain and anxiety with alco-
hol or illegal drugs. But the most common strategy seemed to be for resi-
dents to “mind their own business.” They mostly did not report crimes
when they saw them (or they did so anonymously), and they generally
did not report their own victimization except to CHA management or
other residents. Indeed, even the tenant patrols were instructed to re-
port only vandalism or maintenance problems, for fear of gang retalia-
tion if they reported any drug-related activity. As Jackie said, “Because
somebody is always some kin to somebody around here, so you gotta
watch what you say. So it’s best that you don’t say anything.” Residents
also coped by keeping to themselves, avoiding making many close friends
and associating with only a small, trusted circle. They avoided going
out of the building after dark or even in the late afternoon when gang
activity escalated. When they did have to go out, they stayed in groups.
Residents’ biggest concern was protecting their children; like Dawn,
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many residents spoke of restricting their children to their apartments
or porches and monitoring their activities very closely. Residents also
described keeping their children indoors during major gang wars and
feared even to risk taking them to school during these periods of heavy
shooting. Although these strategies kept children safe, they paid a high
price by missing school and other activities and lacking freedom to run
and play outside.

Social Ties

In Rockwell’s dangerous social world, everybody
knew everybody else, yet trusted only an inner circle of friends and rela-
tives. In May 1994, about half the residents said they felt that “people
in their building generally go their own way,” while just 27 percent
thought that they generally helped each other out (25 percent said both}.

Residents generally indicated that they knew most of their neigh-
bors and sometimes relied on them for help with things such as
babysitting, carrying in groceries, and helping to keep the porches in
front of their apartments clean. Even the gang members sometimes car-
ried residents’ groceries upstairs, when they were not fighting. Thelma
cited “helping with funerals” as an example of how neighbors help each
other: “Well, maybe a death might come, and we might go around, take
up a collection. . . . Some people don't have all the insurance money to
bury people. Might cook some food, and stuff like that, try and help them
out.”

However, while they might know each other, most residents, par-
ticularly in the two buildings on the west side of Rockwell, had only a
small circle of people that they trusted. Even Cora, who had lived in
Rockwell most of her life, said she had only a few real friends in the
development: “I know quite a few, but I only have a good five, six people
that I would call my friends around here.”

Residents’ tendency to “keep to themselves” undermined any attempt
to organize community crime-prevention activities. The CHA hoped to
encourage Rockwell residents to work together to make a safer commu-
nity. Many of its interventions, particularly the tenant patrols and CADRE
centers, were intended to organize residents to help themselves; in theory,
if the policing efforts increased safety, then residents would feel safer
and be more willing to get involved.

Indeed, the majority of residents also saw themselves as at least par-
tially responsible for the goal of improving conditions in Rockwell. Most
(57 percent) believed that both the CHA management and tenants should
be responsible for stopping crime and drugs in their development. Sur-
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prisingly, despite their fears, the majority of Rockwell residents were
optimistic about their ability to improve conditions: 76 percent said that
they thought that if tenants worked together, they could do “a lot” to
solve the problems of crime and drugs in their development. However,
while residents thought it was possible to improve conditions, they did
not think it was likely because of residents’ fears. As Jackie said, “If we
stick together—but everybody is not going to stick together. . .. If we be
together, we can get a lot of things done like clean up together. ... But
we can’t get everybody. We can only get maybe about two people.”

Residents of the Monroe Street building were the only tenants who
seemed to feel that they could realistically work together to bring about
change. Indeed, they felt that through the Resident Management Corpo-
ration, they were already working together successfully to reduce crime
and other problems in their building. Samuel, a Resident Management
Corporation board member, described the building: “Well, it’s safer now
simply because . . . the people who are in the building are concerned
about the welfare of the building. We have a very serious building
president. . . . So what we are striving for is people who want to live a
productive life. Live in a better environment. So like I said, 2450’s [West
Monroe] a little different from other buildings because we are under reno-
vation, and we are in the process of tenant management.” Wardell found
that the residents in his building regarded themselves as a “family” and
tried to help each other out. “We, we’re one big family. And we look
out for each other, whatever needs to be done, somebody in that build-
ing will do it. Somebody need to go grocery shopping, everybody might
be busy, but somebody will end up taking them. If they need to go to
the hospital . . . whatever need to be done, if they got legal problems or
whatever, we try to get it done. As a family.”

In sum, in the mid-1990s, Rockwell Gardens was an extremely
troubled community. The CHA had invested millions of dollars in sweep-
ing the development of crime in the late 1980s, but by 1994 any effects
of that expense had long since disappeared. The filthy development re-
flected years of vandalism and managerial neglect. The social world was
dominated by three powerful street gangs, who had turned Rockwell into
an urban war zone. Drug trafficking was pervasive; dealers occupied com-
mon areas in every building. Heroin and cocaine use had devastated the
development and many of its single mothers; an epidemic of abused and
neglected children raged. Many residents had lived in Rockwell for years
and knew each other well, but they generally distrusted each other and
felt that mere survival required them to keep to themselves.
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The CHA’s Battle against Crime in

Rockwell

Because Rockwell was historically so troubled,
Vincent Lane chose the development as the place to launch his widely
publicized war on crime. Three months after taking control of the CHA,
Lane ordered the first sweeps in Rockwell in response to several
shootings, two murders, and a bombing in the development within a
three-week period (Chicago Tribune, September 21, 1988). The sweeps
received intense media scrutiny, and, despite the first ACLU lawsuit,
most outside observers initially viewed the sweeps as a success. A year
later, all buildings in the development had been swept twice, and the
Chicago Tribune described the sweeps in Rockwell as Lane’s first step
in turning around Chicago’s public housing (Chicago Tribune, Septem-
ber 17, 1989).

However, after the initial enthusiasm, it was clear that the first sweeps
did not bring about lasting changes; by the mid-1990s, Rockwell was
as violent as ever, and Lane still considered it to be the most dangerous
place in the country. The CHA continued to try various law-enforcement
strategies to control the crime, including periodic sweeps of individual
buildings, as well as another sweep of the entire development in 1992.
In May 1994, residents still felt that Rockwell was extremely dangerous.
In the early 1990s, Lane expanded his war on crime from Opera-

tion Clean Sweep to create the more comprehensive Anti-Drug Initia-
tive. Rockwell was among the first sites to receive Anti-Drug Initiative
services, but none of these efforts was ever very successful. Rockwell
had one of the first CADRE (CHA drug-prevention) centers; 14 it opened
in 1989, but it never developed the range of services and level of com-
munity involvement achieved by centers in other developments. CHA
staff began recruiting residents for tenant patrols in 1990; however, ac-
cording to the program director, the patrols in Rockwel]l were at their
peak in 1991 and functioned only sporadically thereafter.?> Both the
Chicago and CHA police forces patrolled Rockwell and participated in
sweeps and other law enforcement initiatives, but the CHA Police De-
partment had a smaller presence in Rockwell than in other CHA high-
rise developments; for example, the CHA police never opened a
substation in Rockwell.

Moorehead/New Life in Rockwell

Entering into a contract with Moorehead/New Life
Self-Development Company was one of the CHA’s more radical steps to
address the problems of crime and poor management in Rockwell. Pro--
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viding security in public housing was one of the Nation of Islam’s ma-
jor enterprises; the group owned four security companies nationwide and
had reportedly achieved some widely publicized successes in other cities
(Washington Post, September 2, 1996). New Life’s main role in Rockwell
Gardens was to provide security, but Lane said he also hoped that resi-
dents would benefit from the Nation’s philosophy of self-reliance.?¢ For
this reason, New Life was also involved in helping Moorehead develop
initiatives to hire residents—many of them gang members—to paint hall-
ways and stairwells and renovate apartments.t”

Moorehead/New Life took over management of Rockwell in May
1994, First, the new management company cleaned up the grounds and
painted the hallways bright red, covering up the layers of graffiti. Resi-
dents, cautiously optimistic about the new management team, hoped they
might finally improve conditions in the development. The Resident Man-
agement Corporation in the Monroe Street building maintained primary
responsibility for their building but received security and basic mainte-
nance services from Moorehead/New Life.

To improve conditions in Rockwell, Moorehead/New Life hired more
janitors and required that on a daily basis they remove trash, clean all
halls and stairwells, and check for broken light bulbs. They improved
grounds maintenance by keeping the lawns mowed and removing trash
and other debris. As part of a “Unity Day” in 1995, the company also
hired residents to pick up trash, paint hallways, and perform repairs in
individual units.

Residents clearly perceived an improvement in maintenance after
Moorehead/New Life began managing the development. Residents re-
ported that the new management was more responsive and kept the build-
ings cleaner, although vandalism remained a serious problem. In May
1995 Dawn reported: “Well, it got a little better. 'Cause they keep the
building, they mops every day. They put bulbs in every day. But then
when they leave, the guys break the bulbs out, and urinate all in the
hallways, and throw garbage cans, they just turn ‘em over. So, they do-
ing that now.”

Conditions in the Monroe Street building improved even more than
in the other two buildings. Its Resident Management Corporation used
its clout with the CHA management to obtain better services for the
building, which was undergoing renovation and objectively improving. Fi-
nally, because the Resident Management Corporation had strengthened
community ties, residents felt empowered to stop the vandalism in their
building. Evelyn, a board member, explained why conditions improved
in February 1996: “Well, like I said, they renovating, you know, that
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building so there used-to be a lot of trash and light bulbs broken and-
graffiti . . . on the walls. We don’t have that anymore, 'cause we talk to
the kids and tell ’em that’s not right.”

However, while physical conditions improved superficially, Moore-
head managers themselves acknowledged that their ability to make more
substantial improvements was limited. First, their budget did not allow
them to hire enough skilled tradesmen (for example, plumbers, electri-
cians, and so on); thus, apartment maintenance never improved as much
as building maintenance. Second, the CHA failed to allocate the funds
for major system repairs (for example, replacing incinerators or eleva-
tors) because the agency had been allocating its modernization funding
for security. Finally, the property had been mismanaged for so long and
was so deteriorated that they could make only cosmetic improvements.
One site management staff person commented on the situation: “There’s
a lot of waste that’s been cut out by us being here to watch the
stuff. . . . The bottom line is that if they don’t put the resources in, you
can only do what you can do with the resources at hand.”8

New Life Security

New Life Self-Development Company, Moorehead’s
partner in managing Rockwell, was put in charge of security for the de-
velopment. Before the CHA contracted with Moorehead/New Life,
Rockwell had security guards from a variety of private companies who
sat in booths in the lobbies of the buildings. Residents regarded these
guards as ineffective: in May 1994, the majority said that the guards were
doing a “poor” job of preventing crime (60 percent) and reducing fear
of crime (59 percent). Residents complained that most contract security
guards failed to enforce entrance procedures, harassed female residents,
and did nothing to protect residents from violence.

At the beginning of June 1994, the New Life guards moved into
Rockwell with much fanfare. These men, presumably members of the
Nation of Islam, did not live in the development. However, as with the
maintenance plan, part of Moorehead/New Life’s program for Rockwell
was to hire young men from the community as a way of providing them
with a positive alternative to the drug trade.'® The first guards were ex-
tremely polite and wore the unofficial uniform of bowties and white shirts
associated with the Nation of Islam. Most significant, from the residents’
perspective, was the fact that they did not carry weapons.

Residents called the new guards “the Muslims.” Initially residents
reacted very positively. Several, including Cora, who had been a guard

- herself, spoke well about the New Life guards’ apparent rapport with -

the gangs and their plan to hire gang members for “real” jobs. “It’s dif-
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ferent because the gangbangers give them more respect. Because I guess
them being out there and communicating and everything. They talks to
them. Besides, they’ll hire some of the boys off the street to work. . ..
That’s lifting them up more. Taking them off the street. Making them
do something good for themselves.” Many residents were struck by how
polite and helpful the new guards had been in their first week. New Life
guards were carrying residents’ groceries from their cars, stopping visi-
tors to ask for identification, holding doors open, and generally inter-
acting politely with residents. However, a few residents were more
skeptical, concerned that, however good their intentions, the New Life
guards would be unable to control the gangs without using weapons.

Although the New Life guards got off to a good start, like so many
other of CHA'’s anticrime efforts, the experiment quickly turned into a
failure. During the company’s first six months of providing security in
Rockwell, several shootings involved the New Life guards and the gangs.
Despite these problems, CHA officials remained relatively sanguine about
the success of their experiment. They were optimistic that, given enough
time, the New Life guards would be able to have a positive influence
on the young men in the development. Lane was hopeful:

It has been up and down. . .. The big difference is that the gangs
have never shot at or injured a Nation of Islam guard. ... The
main types of complaints we get from tenants about the [other
contract security] guards is that they disrespect the women. . . .
They disrespect the kids. But I've had no complaints like that
about the Muslim guards. They talk to the kids, try to get them
into positive programs. I've had to go in with guns several times
to support them. This is not a short-term process. I have been
impressed with what I've seen the Muslims do with those guys
in prison—they get them out there in the street selling newspa-
pers when it’s 100 degrees. I know that takes time, so I didn't
expect the changes to come fast. Gangs are about drugs and
money. They respect Farrakhan and all that, but this is about
money. . .. I'm satisfied with detente in the interim.?°

Results of the follow-up surveys in January, May, and December 1995
show that, while some fluctuated in their views over time, Rockwell resi-
dents did not share Lane’s optimism. Ultimately, they evaluated the New
Life guards as harshly as they had rated their previous security guards.??

Residents became disillusioned with the New Life guards for sev-
eral reasons. First, the original New Life guards were too quickly replaced
with untrained young men who lived in the development; many were
reputed to be gang members, and whether they were legal residents was
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a subject of some dispute.??- As Samuel put it, he knew that New Life’s
intent was to help the community, but residents felt the company had
been naive in thinking that they could get gang members to function ef-
fectively as security guards: “When they first came in, they had older
guys. They also consider themselves helping the community, so they hire
the guys who live around here. Well, they have good intentions, but
a lot of the guys they hired were or are gang members. So, now if you
want to be realistic, if you hire a gang member—he’s still in a gang—his
buddies come in, you think he’s gonna stop it? Make them sign in and
stuff like that?”

Second, although the New Life guards treated tenants very politely,
they were just as ineffective as their predecessors in preventing drug traf-
ficking. These resident concerns, already evident in the second round
of interviews in the winter of 1995, became more serious over time. Many
residents expressed disappointment and a sense of betrayal. They had
hoped that the “Muslims” would finally be the answer to Rockwell’s prob-
lems. Instead, the New Life guards had turned out to be polite, well-
meaning, and ineffective.

Finally, given their lack of training and supervision and the fact that
most were reputed to be gang-affiliated themselves, the New Life guards
had some serious conflicts with the local gangs. In July 1994, shortly
after New Life took over security for Rockwell, local newspapers reported
that the gangs ran some guards out of the development and held them
at gunpoint (Chicago Tribune, July 22, 1994). Because of this incident,
the CHA conducted a swarm (the intensive police patrol that replaced
the sweeps) and temporarily put CHA Security Force officers into
Rockwell.23 The tension between the New Life guards and gangs appar-
ently escalated; by January 1995, residents were clearly distressed about
an incident in which one of the supposedly unarmed New Life guards
had allegedly shot and killed a gang member (Chicago Tribune, October
20, 1994).

After this episode, the problems between the guards and gangs
seemed to abate for a time, and residents reported no further violent con-
flicts. However, while the gangs may have stopped trying to use violence
to intimidate the guards, it became clear that the gangs gradually regained
control of the buildings. Residents began to complain that the guards
were “too friendly” with the gangs and that gang members were hang-
ing out with them in the guard booths. In describing the relationship
between the guards and the gangs in Rockwell, Samue) explained that
the gangs simply never respected the New Life guards.

The gangs’ theory was this, they looked at the Muslims just like
they did some of the contract security: “Stay out of our way,
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we got no problems with you.” And they virtually told the Mus-
lims when they came here, “We understand you all Muslims and,
to be blunt with you, you may be black, but that don’t mean
nothing. What we’re saying is we’re going to run our own busi-
ness. You stay out of our way.” So by them [the Nation of Islam
guards] being unarmed, what could they do?

By February 1996, residents reported that the guards had completely
ceded control of the buildings to the gangs. Our own observations sup-
ported residents’ comments: when we arrived in the development to con-
duct the interviews, gang members carrying large sticks were walking
up and down in front of the buildings, periodically swinging their sticks
around and slapping them against their hands. They had locked the front
doors, and other young men were standing in front and behind the doors,
asking everyone who came in or out to explain why they were visiting
or leaving the building. We had to tell them that we wanted to go to the
CADRE center and then wait while they decided whether to let us in;
the guards had disappeared. When we visited the development during
the summer of 1996, New Life security had all but given up monitoring
the entryways. On one visit, we found a building where gang members
had taken over the guard booth and were using it to hold a meeting; five
other young men were guarding the building entrance.

Residents, who had been promised great improvements, felt disap-
pointed and betrayed by the failure of the New Life guards. Tina, a long-
time resident, summed up the tenant feelings: People were excited about
the New Life guards when they first arrived, “’cause they thought it was
gonna be different. . . . The boys wasn’t gonna be downstairs on the first
floor no more. Probably hanging out and then less gangs and stuff. ...
Because they said it was gonna be a big difference.” When, in February
1996, we asked why residents were so disappointed with the New Life
guards just nine months after their arrival, Tina replied bluntly, “’Cause
they lied. They told us things that they supposed to did and it didn’t
happen.”

Ultimately, the CHA decided that the New Life experiment had been
a failure. In addition to residents’ complaints about the guards’ poor per-
formance—which even made the press because of the connection to the
Nation of Islam?*—the company had become very controversial. New
Life was already under federal investigation because of its relationship
to the Nation of Islam; then Senator Robert Dole of Kansas, the Senate
majority leader, had questioned the appropriateness of awarding gov-
ernment contracts to the Nation because of Minister Louis Farrakhan’s
controversial statements about Jews and whites (Washington Post, January
21, 1995). Further, HUD was investigating whether Lane had offered New

63



64

THE HIDDEN WAR

Life the Rockwell security contract as a quid pro quo for the Nation of
Islam’s agreement to lease space in a shopping center that he had de-
veloped. After the HUD takeover in the spring of 1995, Wardell and the
other leaders of the Resident Management Corporation in the Monroe
Street building convinced the new CHA administration to provide them
with CHA Security Force officers to prevent vandalism in the newly reno-
vated units. In February 1996 the CHA decided not to renew Moorehead/
New Life’s contract for the rest of the development (Chicago Tribune, Feb-
ruary 17, 1996).25 When the CHA hired a different private firm to manage
Rockwell, CHA left only the CHA Security Force officers in the Monroe
Street building and CHA police patrols to secure the development.

Police in Rockwell
The sweeps were by far the most controversial ele-
ment of the CHA’s anticrime programs, and residents held strong opin-
ions about them years after the initial actions had taken place. Residents’
attitudes about the sweeps were contradictory. In May 1994, just after
the CHA lost its legal fight to continue emergency sweeps (see chapter
2), only 33 percent of Rockwell residents thought the CHA should be
able to search apartments without residents’ permission. Despite this
concern about illegal searches, the majority (75 percent) wanted their
buildings swept again.?®
Residents’ comments helped to illuminate their apparently contra-
dictory attitudes about the sweeps. Some raised concerns about the
sweeps’ violating their civil liberties, and a number objected to the way
the police treated them or their families during the sweep. However, most
thought that the sweeps had been at least somewhat effective in reduc-
ing crime, which suggested that they felt that it had been worth endur-
ing the searches to improve conditions in the development. Kim, a
resident of the Monroe Street building, expressed both concern about
residents being mistreated and the desperate need for relief from crime:

I think CHA should do the sweeps. .. but the only thing about
the sweep is that they treat everybody like criminals. Not all of
us are criminals, you know. . . . I'm sure they know which apart-
ments sell the drugs and which one are the bad tenants. . . . Some-
times my sister may come to visit and they doin’ a sweep. They
put them out with no shoes on. They treat them like criminals
and that’s something—I think that’s wrong for them to do. . .. But
the sweeps—we need the sweep.

Over time, the sweeps became a less salient issue; however, in later in-
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terviews, some residents periodically mentioned that they would like
the CHA to bring back the sweeps to help control the crime and disorder.

In addition to the sweeps and other major police actions, both the
CHA and Chicago police regularly served Rockwell by responding to
emergency calls and patrolling the development. Further, both depart-
ments initiated community policing programs in Rockwell in the sum-
mer and fall of 1995.27 One senior CHA official acknowledged that
because of the extreme problems with gangs in Rockwell, none of these
law enforcement efforts had been very effective.

I'd say at this point, the police have probably been most effec-
tive [in] reference to controlling the situation in Ickes. Within
Rockwell and Horner, you have a hard core, large-scale gang el-
ement there. And, like I said ... though I feel that we’ve stabi-
lized it, the statistics would seem to indicate that, and there’s
far less shooting that goes on over there in those developments
than there used to be, but there’s still a large amount of crime.
And that’s because it’s like a stronghold of some of the major
gangs.?8

In general, Rockwell residents held very negative views of the CHA
police and infrequently relied on their assistance. Each year only about
30 percent said they had reported a problem to the police in spite of
the high levels of violence.?® Some residents did say that they had re-
ported crimes, particularly property crimes, to police during the two years
that we interviewed them, despite their well-founded fear of retaliation.
However, even those who said they did report crime were fearful of the
consequences and tried to remain anonymous.

These negative views were more serious than simply regarding the
police as ineffective; Rockwell residents also complained that the CHA
police mistreated tenants and were less effective than the Chicago po-
lice. Given that the CHA police force was one of the most expensive el-
ements of the Anti-Drug Initiative, these concerns indicated a serious
problem. April, an elderly resident who was active in her building, gave
an example where the CHA police “disrespected” her and other tenants:
“I’'m on the tenant patrol. And they came in, they was supposed to have
been doing a small sweep one night. And when they came in, they tore
all the locks off of the laundry room and off of the meter rooms and things.
So I was sitting in the tenant patrol room. One CHA police come in there
and just totally disrespect me....I don’t deal with calling them, I al-
ways call the Chicago police.”
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Tenant Patrols-

CHA initiated its tenant patrol program in 1990 to
supplement its own police and security forces. CHA staff began trying
to recruit Rockwell residents during the early days of the program. In
spite of this early start, the staff felt that Rockwell had one of the least
effective tenant patrol programs. Initially, the patrols were quite active,
particularly during the period when Rockwell was in danger of being
shut down for code violations in 1991. However, because of the prob-
lems with gangs, the CHA had a great deal of difficulty sustaining these
patrols.?® One program manager summarized the problem:

Rockwell is a strain, the gangs are just real special at Rockwell.
At one point, we had every building but one in Rockwell that
was definitely under gang control, and [the gang leaders] advised
us and anybody who came down to the [tenant patrol] meet-
ings not to bother to come down anymore. We tried it though,
we went three years straight. We went back to back and every
year we go back and make an attempt, but it wasn’t happening. . .
right now, it’s a war, it’s an out-and-out war for survival. And
‘who's going to just control the turf.3?

She added that the resident programs staff had relocated a number
of tenant patrol participants because they had been threatened with
retaliation.

Despite the potential dangers, tenant patrols continued to function
sporadically in Rockwell, although the Monroe Street group was by far
the most active. They generally limited their activities to monitoring van-
dalism and problems in vacant apartments, and walking down the hall-
ways of their buildings twice a day. The dangers from the gangs in
Rockwell were too serious for the tenant patrols to engage in much ac-
tive crime prevention; if they took action, they risked retaliation.

The Monroe Street group was stronger: the Resident Management
Corporation provided a higher level of social cohesion, and the gangs
were less active there. Tenant patrol members at Monroe Street spoke
about their work as a type of mission; they clearly felt empowered by
the experience. They took their work seriously, seeking to make their
community stronger and advocating personal responsibility. But, as
Wardell reported in May 1995, even the Monroe Street building patrol
became less active over time because of likely retaliation and poor
security. .

They do-tenant patrol less now than they were a year ago. . . As —

more and more strange people came in the building, the tenant
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patrol became less and less effective. You know, they don’t have
arrest power, they don’t have police power, they don’t have a
weapon. . . . So, they were very effective before the change, be-
cause they interacted with the CHA security. . . . And they felt
proud at ... what they were doing, and they felt like they were
really helping. But when the security changed. .. if you went
and told them something, didn’t nothing happen, so the tenant
patrol, they still do tenant patrol, but they mainly just write
things down and bring it back, give it to . . . whoever they’re sup-
posed to send it to . . . but they’re more afraid now.

Residents generally thought highly of the tenant patrols; about half
of Rockwell residents consistently said that the tenant patrols were do-
ing a “very good” or “good” job of reporting crime (49 percent) and pre-
venting fear of crime (42 percent).?2 Given the patrols did not attempt
to engage directly in crime prevention, these relatively favorable ratings
may suggest support for fellow residents willing to try to take action to
improve conditions, rather than a true assessment of their impact. In the
dangerous world of Rockwell where the gangs had more power than the
police, it was simply unrealistic to think that a community crime-pre-
vention effort like this one could have much effect on this level of crime
and violence.

CADRE Center
In addition to its security and policing efforts, the
CHA had a drug-prevention program, primarily aimed at children.
Rockwell was one of the first developments to have a CADRE center,
which opened in late 1989. The CADRE center in Rockwell was never
very successful, in part because of the extreme problems with gang vio-
lence and, according to staff, the large number of young leaseholders
in the development who were not interested in the services the center
offered.33
The Rockwell CADRE center offered the basic set of services and
programs described in chapter 3, including the help of resident staff who
had received substance-abuse prevention training; they, in turn, trained
other residents. Hiring and training residents was one main goal of the
CADRE programs. In addition, the center had a Student Assistance Pro-
gram at two elementary schools, with components such as in-school
workshops on substance abuse. Finally, the Rockwell CADRE had a “Just
Say Know” program, a CHA initiative to provide positive after-school
activities, such as field trips, sports, and recreation.
Generally, the residents were familiar with only a few of the CADRE
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center’s programs; most knew of-it-as a place that provided programs
for children. Relatively few had actually used any CADRE center ser-
vices, except for the after-school activities. Yet, the majority of the resi-
dents who had used CADRE services gave positive reports about them.
Those residents seemed to value having a place to go—or a place their
friends could go to in a time of need—and their children having a con-
structive alternative to drugs. Residents appreciated the staff’s willing-
ness to help. As Dawn said (May 1994), “If it wasn’t for these people
here . .. it wouldn’t be none, no type of activities for the kids, but, see,
they take the kids on trips here, and I sign my kids up for everything.”

Impact on Conditions

Early 1994 marked the beginning of the CHA’s sec-
ond major attempt to reduce crime and violence in Rockwell Gardens.
In May 1994, Rockwell was an urban war zone, with filthy, decaying
buildings dominated by violent gangs, overrun with drug trafficking, and
cut off from the surrounding community. Between May 1994 and De-
cember 1997, the CHA spent millions of dollars trying to improve the
situation in Rockwell. But the crime was overwhelming, and the agency’s
programs were plagued with problems, undermining their effectiveness.

According to the residents, despite the shortcomings of the CHA’s
efforts, conditions in Rockwell improved dramatically between the spring
of 1994 and the winter of 1995. The changes were most striking in the
Monroe Street building, where residents reported that serious problems
with drugs and crime had all but disappeared. However, even with the
improvement, residents continued to report substantial problems with
vandalism and drug-related crime in 1996 and 1997. Exacerbating the
situation, tensions among the gangs in Rockwell grew after the collapse
of a CHA-wide gang truce in early 1996, which led to a vicious gang
war. Finally, problems in the Monroe Street building began to increase
again in late 1997 as a wave of tenants from other buildings moved into
the rehabilitated units.

The previous section described the programs the CHA implemented
to try to control crime in Rockwell during this period; here we describe
the impact of these efforts, using scales to summarize the patterns of
change over time in residents’ perceptions of major problems in
Rockwell.34 In addition, we discuss the reasons for these changes and
the ongoing problems that culminated in the CHA beginning to plan for
demolishing much of the development in 1998.
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The Effect of Private Management: Physical

Conditions Improve

Private management was one reason that physical
conditions in Rockwell got better between May 1994 and the end of 1995.
One of the CHA’s goals in hiring Moorehead/New Life to manage
Rockwell was to combat Rockwell’s serious problems with vandalism,
that is, to ensure that broken light bulbs were promptly replaced, graf-
fiti painted over, and trash not allowed to accumulate in hallways and
stairwells. As described earlier, when Moorehead/New Life took over
management of Rockwell, staff made improving janitorial service a pri-
ority and to involve gang members in painting hallways and preventing
graffiti “tagging.”

Rockwell residents felt that the new management was generally suc-
cessful in addressing problems with vandalism. As figure 4.1 shows, the
proportion of residents who reported that broken light bulbs, trash and
junk, and graffiti were big problems inside their building declined by
half from 1994 to the end of 1995, falling from 91 percent in May 1994
to 55 percent in December 1995. Likewise, the proportion who said that
trash and graffiti were big problems outside their buildings dropped from
86 percent in May 1994 to 43 percent in December 1995.35 While con-
ditions improved in all three buildings, the Monroe Street building ex-
perienced much more change than the rest of Rockwell. Figure 4.2
presents the Monroe Street building without the other buildings on the
west side of the development (on Jackson and Van Buren streets) and
shows that conditions at Monroe Street were substantially better by De-
cember 1995. Residents, although pleased with the improved conditions,
were not optimistic that the changes would last. As Dawn said (August
1995), “Yeah, it is cleaner. They clean up every day, they mop every day.
You don’t smell urine . . . you don’t smell that all day, too. It's changed.
I wonder how it’s gonna be three more months from now?”

Conditions remained relatively good throughout 1995, but in early
1996 an especially vicious gang war erupted. As gang activity increased
in the development during 1996, residents in the two buildings on the
west side of the development reported some increase in vandalism, es-
pecially graffiti and broken light bulbs. The situation grew worse between
1996 and 1997, with nearly two-thirds of the residents of these build-
ings reporting increasing problems with graffiti and broken light bulbs
and more than half reporting serious problems with trash.3¢ As figure
4.2 shows, after the CHA removed its Security Force officers, even the
Monroe Street building was affected; residents there reported a sharp
increase in problems. For example, in December 1996, just 24 percent
of Monroe Street residents said they had big problems with graffiti in
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“their building; in December 1997, nearly twice as many (43 percent) re-

ported big problems.

The private managers—both Moorehead/New Life and the compa-
nies that succeeded them—seemed to have more success controlling trash
and graffiti outside the buildings on the west side of the development.
From December 1995 to December 1997, just over a third of the resi-
dents of these buildings consistently reported big problems with graf-
fiti and trash.3” In contrast, Monroe Street residents reported almost no
problems in 1996, but an increase in problems with trash and junk out-
side their building in 1997 (see figure 4.2).

Drug Sales and Gang Activity: Modest

Improvement

Virtually all of the CHA’s efforts in Rockwell were
intended to attack the pervasive problems of drug sales and use. Despite
the evident shortcomings of the CHA’s programs—the New Life secu-
rity guards, police actions, tenant patrols, and CADRE center—Rockwell
residents perceived a substantial reduction in drug trafficking, drug use,
and visible gang activity both inside and outside their buildings between
May 1994 and December 1995. However, even with this improvement,
problems with drug-related crime remained severe.

Figure 4.1 shows the drop in the proportion of residents reporting
“big problems” with social disorder—drug sales, drug use, “young
people” (gangs) controlling the building, and groups of people hanging
out both inside and outside their buildings—over time. The percentage
of residents reporting big problems inside their buildings dropped from
about 87 percent in May 1994 to about 62 percent in December 1995;
the figures for social disorder outside were similar.38

. Although problems decreased in all three buildings, most improve-
ment occurred in the Monroe Street building (figure 4.2). After the Resi-
dent Management Corporation took more control of the building and CHA
Security Force officers replaced the New Life guards, the building
apparently improved even more dramatically. For example, the percentage
of residents who reported big problems with “young people controlling
their building” was just 12 percent in December 1995, as compared to
59 percent for the other two buildings; likewise, the percentage who re-
ported big problems with drug sales was just 21 percent, as compared
to 56 percent for the other buildings in our survey.

It is important to be careful in interpreting these results because
Rockwell residents were accustomed to living with an extraordinarily
high level of drug-related crime. A seemingly improved situation to them~
would likely still appear to be an extreme problem to most outside ob-
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servers; substance abuse clearly remained a serious problem. It was not
unusual to see large numbers of young men openly smoking “blunts”
(cigars filled with marijuana and sometimes laced with other drugs). Still,
residents in all three buildings seemed to feel that visible drug dealing
had decreased somewhat over time. As Thelma said (May 1995): “Than
in the past, I've seen less. . . . Not really too many people been standing
around because the police have been over here every day. So it’s less
people, well lesser guys outside.”

There are several possible explanations for the reduction in residents’
perceptions of problems with visible drug trafficking and gang activity.
First, the Monroe Street Resident Management Corporation made con-
certed efforts to reduce drug dealing in their building; by late 1995, the
CHA’s Security Force was helping to keep the gangs and drug dealers
away. The incredible improvement in conditions in Monroe Street cer-
tainly affected the overall results. Second, the CHA’s sweeps and patrols
likely had some impact on the rest of the development, driving the drug
dealers out at least temporarily. Third, the gang truce, effective during
most of 1995, may have affected the general level of gang activity.

Vacant Units

The enormous loss of population in the development
between 1994 and 1997 may have also reduced the amount of active drug
trafficking in the development; according to the CHA, the number of oc-
cupied units in Rockwell dropped from more than 1,000 in 1991 to just
479 in 1997. The official vacancy rate climbed to about 45 percent by
the summer of 1995. This figure actually underestimated the number of
vacant units because units that needed major renovations or were in
buildings slated to be closed were not counted as part of the total. The
Monroe Street building was half empty until 1997 because of the reno-
vation there, but the number of vacancies in other buildings grew be-
cause of evictions and the failure of Moorehead/New Life management
to turn over the units quickly to new tenants.

With so many vacant units and the corresponding decrease in the
number of residents, there were likely to be fewer dealers overall, and
those that stayed in the development could easily move their business
indoors, thereby becoming gradually less visible. Indeed, residents them-
selves seemed to think that the drug dealers had simply moved inside.
Thelma explained this phenomenon (December 1995), “I guess they're
going somewhere where people can knock on their door or something.
I guess they. . . using somebody’s apartment to sell it out of there, but I
don’t see 'em that much.”

While the loss of population may have allowed the drug dealers to
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move indoors, the vacant units created new problems for the remaining
residents. In addition to drug dealers using the units for hideouts, van-
dals removed plumbing to sell to support their drug habits and caused
floods in the apartments below. Drug users made the units into crack
houses and “shooting galleries,” that is, places where people go to use
intravenous drugs.

Wardell spoke of the problems with vacant units in his building in
December 1995, “People just using it [the building], more or less as a
clubhouse. . . . Some of those places [vacant units] are dangerous places.
We find condoms, beer cans, syringes, you name it, and some of them
rooms, we find they have their little cots or whatever.”

By far the vacant units presented the most serious problem to un-
supervised children who wandered into unsecured apartments to play
and encountered hazards such as drug paraphernalia, used needles, ex-
posed pipes, and peeling paint. The greatest danger was unprotected
windows, and at least one small child fell to his death from a vacant
unit during the mid-1990s. Dawn told the story in January 1995,%°

This was last year [1994]. ... He fell from the thirteenth floor.
Little baby. . . . They was playing in a vacant apartment and didn’t
have those guard rails [on the window]. The people had just
moved out. And there was little kids in there playing, and one
little boy fell. ... He died. That was a sad day for everybody.
Everybody was crying. I thought it was a blanket falling from
the window. [Interviewer: “You saw it?”] Coming from the
store. . . . You look up and you see something falling down. You
think somebody’s thrown their covers out the window or some-
thing. When it hit the ground and the guy that was standing up
against the fence, he looked and said, “Oh, my God,” and fell
to his knees. I looked over there, and it was a baby.

Violent Crime

Despite the ongoing and severe problems with gang
intimidation, Rockwell residents’ complaints about most types of vio-
lent crime dropped between mid-1994 and late 1995. The development
remained an extremely dangerous place, but again, primarily because
of the improvements in the Monroe Street building as well as the CHA’s
efforts, the gang truce, and the dramatic loss of population, residents
generally reported fewer problems with assaults and sexual attacks both
inside and outside their buildings (see figures 4.1 and 4.2).

or less steadily from mid-1994 to late 1995, residents’ reports of major
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problems with shootings and violence tended to vary considerably: an
increase during periods when there was more gang conflict, and a de-
cline again afterwards. In general, the majority of Rockwell residents re-
ported severe problems with shootings during the warmer months (about
70 percent in both May 1994 and May 1995), and less in the winter (about
40 percent in January 1995 and December 1995).4¢ However, the Mon-
roe Street building again showed much more substantial improvements;
in fact, the proportion reporting major problems in December 1995 fell
to only about 10 percent (see figure 4.2).

Reflecting the seasonal changes in gang violence, Cora (January 1995)
described a brief period of peace during the colder months, an interval
she attributed to the effect of CHA’s patrols rather than the weather: “They
[the gangs] haven’t been shooting, and the kids can walk around. It’s a
little safer because CHA security be riding around. The CHA police,
they’ve been riding around more.” However, by May 1995, the violence
had escalated again and Cora was very distressed. “’Cause the way they
be shooting from one building to the other building, if the kids be on
the basketball court, they outside, they have to watch they back. 'Cause
they don’t know if they’ll be shooting or whatnot, and it’s sad. It’s sad.
That’s how much shooting they be doing.”

Gang Peace—Summer 1995

After the period of intense violence that Cora de-
scribed in the spring of 1995, Rockwell experienced an unusually peace-
ful summer, something residents had not seen in years. This was the
summer when Dawn really felt the development might turn around, that
things might finally have really improved. Residents were particularly
surprised by the peaceful summer because, as noted above, gang vio-
lence tended to be worse in warmer weather and that year the weather
was unusually hot. One factor that may have helped to reduce the vio-
lence in the summer of 1995 was the fact that the HUD takeover of the
CHA at the end of May had allowed Moorehead/New Life to sponsor a
development clean-up and hire gang members to paint the buildings and
carry out other maintenance activities.

More likely, given that the gangs dominated life in Rockwell, a more
powerful factor was that the major gangs in the development had agreed
to a truce, or “peace,” which essentially constituted a cease-fire. Cora
spoke about how happy she was to be able to sit out on the porch in
the summer and not worry about getting shot. “There’s nothing going
on bad. There’s nothing bad been happening, you can sit on the porch
more now. 'Cause I know I sat on the porch yesterday until. .. about
one o’clock, and just quiet.” Thelma said that the gangs were “partying
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together” and had even put on a rap show for-the other residents: “The
gang members, they like, they trying to unite. It's like . . . well, the only
two gangs over here that I've really known about is the Vice Lords and
Disciples. And they’ve been trying to combine lately, so they’ve been
throwing little community parties together, and they been getting along
just fine.”

Thelma thought the truce might be the result of the efforts by the
New Life staff to keep the gang members busy. However, other residents
pointed out that although the summer truce was unusual, the gangs had
had truces off and on since 1993 because they were “good for business”;
that is, drug dealers could sell their goods more freely if they did not
have to worry about getting shot. Whatever the reason, the gang truce
during the summer of 1995 was apparently different enough for residents
to hope that it might signal a more profound change.

The Gang War Returns—Winter 1996

The “peace” in Rockwell held only for a few months,
quickly undermined by the conflict within one of Rockwell’s major gangs,
the Gangster Disciples. The failure of the gang truce was part of a CHA-
wide phenomenon. In the summer of 1996, the Chicago Tribune (Au-
gust 9, 1996) reported that a long-standing truce in Cabrini-Green had
failed; the subsequent gang war affected many other CHA develop-
ments.#! One factor leading to the collapse of the truce was the turmoil
in the Gangster Disciples. More than thirty top Gangster Disciple “war-
lords” had been convicted of federal conspiracy charges related to drug
sales since 1995; the gang was weak and factionalized (see, for example,
Chicago Tribune, July 3, 1997). Another factor was the CHA’s closure
and demolition of buildings in many developments, which disrupted
long-held gang territories (Chicago Tribune, July 4, 1997). But regard-
less of what caused the collapse of the truce, CHA residents in all de-
velopments were left to cope with the violent aftermath.

In Rockwell, a key leader, likely a Gangster Disciple warlord, was
arrested in late 1995, thereby creating turmoil among the different fac-
tions of the gangs that controlled the development. By December of 1995,
residents indicated that although the viclence was not yet as bad as it
had been the previous spring, there had been some shooting or what sev-
eral referred to as a “brief gang war.” Dawn’s hopes for a real peace were
dashed. As she said, “they still fighting. A boy just got shot a couple of
days ago, about four or five times, so they gangbanging again outside
the building.”
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Drug Trafficking

Although the gang war intensified, residents’ reports
of problems with drug sales and use changed little between 1996 and
1997. Conditions remained better than they were at the outset, but the
majority of residents (just over half) in the Jackson and Van Buren Street
buildings continued to report serious problems. Monroe Street residents
reported fewer problems inside their building, but, in both 1996 and 1997,
just under half reported serious problems outside.

Residents in all three buildings spoke of the hopelessness of trying
to control the problem of illegal drugs. In addition to fear of retaliation,
several pointed out that many Rockwell residents used illegal drugs so
they were not likely to be interested in trying to reduce the problem.
As Ida put it, “Well, a lot of residents buy the drugs, too, so that’s a prob-
lem. I don’t know. I guess we just, we should . . . have meetings and just
try to talk about it to do something, everybody put their heads together
and try to come up with some type of solution.”

Gangs Control the Buildings

When we visited Rockwell in February 1996, we
could see obvious signs of the increased gang tension. As mentioned ear-
lier, young men armed with sticks were patrolling in front of the doors;
they went inside and waited as we approached. Gang members—not
guards—were screening visitors to the buildings. Residents we inter-
viewed confirmed that the gangs had taken over the two buildings on
the west side; they were controlling access and intimidating residents.
Jackie described how the gangs dominated the lobby and security booth
in her building: “Well, they don’t really be outside, they be inside. Like
I said before, they stay inside like in the lobby. That’s where they be.
And sometime it’s in the booth with the security.” Thelma said that the
gangs had even locked the police out of her building: “But in order for
the police to come in, they have to get into the building because they
[the gangs] had locked them out of the building. It’s like they [the gangs]
got they own security. . . . That's what they be doing now, they’ll lock
the door.”

In addition to gang control of access to the buildings, residents also
reported that the level of gang intimidation had increased. Several de-
scribed a problem that they said had not plagued Rockwell since the
second set of sweeps in the early 1990s: gangs and drug dealers took
over apartments from legal tenants and forced the women and their fami-
lies to flee or be held captive. Wardell described how the gangs intimi-
dated female residents: “Some guy that knows that, either two things,
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the girl got on drugs and get in debt to him, and they take over her unit.
Or it may be some girl that moved here from Tennessee or wherever, no
relatives or friends, they take over her unit. ... And there was nothing
basically they [the women] could do. They were kept there during the
daytime while their kids at school, then if they go somewhere, the kids
are there, so it’s a Catch-22, especially if you’re afraid anyway.”

The gangs, intimidating residents in many ways, created an atmo-
sphere of fear.?? Ida told of coming home to find members of the gang
that controlled her building beating up a boy outside her door: “they
was beating up a boy on my porch a month ago. . . . I come up the stairs,
and they had just blocked where I couldn’t even go in my door, they
told me I couldn’t come in until they get through.”

While the residents we interviewed spoke of worsening problems
with gang intimidation in February, the 1996 and 1997 surveys did not
show much change in their perceptions of the severity of problems with
drug-related crime and gang activity. About 60 percent of residents con-
sistently report major problems. Indeed, residents of the two buildings
on the west side of the development actually reported some reduction
in “gang control” and “groups of people” hanging out between Decem-
ber 1995 and December 1996. This finding may reflect the fact that the
gang war that was so intense in February had eased somewhat by the
end of the year. But even with the improvement, about half of the resi-
dents reported serious problems.*3

In the Monroe Street building, which was still insulated from the
worst of the violence in 1996 by the CHA Security Force officers who
were stationed there, residents reported almost no problems with gang
activity (figure 4.2). However, the officers had been removed by Decem-
ber 1997, and conditions began to get worse. For example, in December
1996, just 9 percent of the residents from Monroe Street said that gang
control was a big problem, but in December 1997 this figure had doubled
to 21 percent.

Violent Crime

The 1996 gang war was unusually vicious. In Feb-
ruary 1996, a shooting occurred on the street next to the management
office, and residents were very disturbed. Several reported picking their
children up at school at 1:00 p.m. in order to bring them home before
things got worse later in the day. Dawn said that the shooting was sur-
prisingly brutal:

They shot somebody on the streets yesterday, and they shot at
the policeman and the fireman because they didn’t want them
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to help the boy. They wanted the boy to lay there and die. And
if anybody tried to help him, they said they was gonna shoot.
So, he laid out there a long time. And finally the police came.
They was gangbanging, they say. I don’t know. [Interviewer: “Is
that typical, that they won't let anyone come to help?”] No, that
was the first time something like that happened. [Interviewer:
“How do people here feel about that?”] People didn'’t like it, you
know, people . .. didn’t like that at all. ’Cause they had beat him
up and then shot him in the back, so you know.

The young man who was shot died shortly thereafter; in April, residents
reported that the shooter was still living in Rockwell. Although the shoot-
ing occurred literally on their doorstep, management staff downplayed
the violence; in an interview the next day one actually said that things
were “very safe in Rockwell."”44

In contrast, Dawn described residents’ terror in the face of the esca-
lating gang violence. “Everybody’s scared and the one’s that not scared,
they leave, and they move out. The gangs, they coming from all over
the place now. I mean, there’s some boys over here that I done saw to-
day that I ain't never even saw. They hanging all out. I'm like, every
year it’s more and more of them coming. New faces, and they just com-
ing. And it seem like they come right to here.” Indeed, this incident—
coupled with the increasing gang tensions—drove Dawn to apply for
housing in a different development.

Ten months later, in December 1996, while the gang war may have
eased somewhat, residents’ concerns about violence continued. Although
violence usually decreased during the winter months, about half the resi-
dents overall reported that shootings and violence outside were a big
problem in Rockwell that December (figure 4.1). Again, Monroe Street
residents reported relatively few problems, but 60 percent of the resi-
dents of the Jackson and Van Buren Street buildings reported extreme
violence outside their buildings.*> Further, after dropping in 1995, the
proportion of residents reporting bullets coming into their apartments
rose to more than 20 percent; 12 percent reported being caught in a
shootout. Several residents spoke of being caught in shootouts owing to
the escalating gang war. Rhonda knew two people who had been shot:
“Well, one person got shot five times, but he’s still in the hospital. My
sister got shot in a crossfire on her way back this way. She doing okay.”
Not until the winter of 1997 did the development again experience a
spell of relative peace; the proportion of residents reporting major prob-
lems with shootings and violence dropped again to about 30 percent in
1997.46
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- The Last Days of Rockwell Gardens

Rockwell Gardens underwent an incredible series of
changes between our first visit in May 1994 and our last in December
1997. In May 1994, after years of sweeps and other attempts to reduce
the crime and violence, Rockwell was regarded as the CHA's most dan-
gerous development. Drug trafficking occurred openly, and drug use,
particularly by women, had devastated the community. Rockwell also
had a long history of serious management problems. In the face of over-
whelming odds the buildings’ physical deterioration and poor mainte-
nance rendered the possibility that any major improvements could occur
remote.

Yet, for a time, conditions in Rockwell did improve. Private manage-
ment cleaned up the development, at least superficially. CHA’s Anti-Drug
Initiative efforts appeared to have some effect; drug trafficking became
less visible, and, most significantly, the gangs held to a truce that lasted—
with some exceptions—for more than a year. Although residents still
thought Rockwell was far from a good place to live, it was indisputably
better than it had been in the early 1990s.

Monroe Street Success

The biggest changes occurred in the Monroe Street
building, where the Resident Management Corporation succeeded in cre-
ating a healthy, functioning community that was relatively unaffected
by the surrounding violence. Given that their building was located in
one of the CHA’s worst developments, the accomplishments of the Mon-
roe Street Resident Management Corporation were truly impressive. The
group started after-school programs and obtained foundation funding to
support its efforts. The Resident Management Corporation had even chal-
lenged the drug dealers and asked them ta leave the building on at least
one occasion. When it encountered problems with management or poor
security, the group challenged the CHA to demand better services. Not
surprisingly, when we analyze our survey findings, it is clear that the
Monroe Street building showed more substantial improvements than ei-
ther of the other sample buildings. Monroe Street residents were justifi-
ably proud of their efforts, and in February 1996 Wardell still saw his
building’s future as being very bright.

If we’re not hindered. If they [CHA] don’t hinder us, I think we
can become a model, not only for Rockwell, but probably
throughout the CHA ... because we’re no more intelligent or

educated than, we're probably your average public housing resi- — - -~ -

dents. It’s just a desire for change, a desire to do better, a desire
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for the kids to do better. And to work hard at it. And the un-
derstanding that nobody’s gonna come here and make the change
for you, you've got to change in your heart and your mind first,
and then the other comes about.

As inspiring as the Monroe Street story was, a number of special
circumstances had made it possible. It was not at all clear that this ef-
fort could be duplicated elsewhere, almost certainly not in other parts
of Rockwell Gardens. First, the Monroe Street building was somewhat
isolated from the rest of the development; it was not possible to shoot
from the building into other Rockwell buildings, so it was less valuable
to the gangs. Second, the building was undergoing renovation, which
meant that physical conditions were objectively improving and most
problem tenants had been evicted. Third, because of the Resident Man-
agement Corporation, the building received extra resources from the CHA,
particularly after the HUD takeover in the spring of 1995. Because of
this special attention, the building had better janitors and, after a series
of problems with vandalism, had CHA Security Force officers posted at
the entryways.

What really made the Resident Management Corporation so unusu-
ally effective (more successful, according to staff, than almost any other
Resident Management Corporation in the CHA) was its strong social struc-
ture—the leadership of a core of older, long-time residents. Wardell, the
Resident Management Corporation president, was a charismatic and cre-
ative man whose optimism and sense of purpose were clearly inspiring
to the other residents. Several other residents mentioned how Wardell
had managed to keep them organized and on track in their efforts to build
a stable community. The core group of resident leaders created an at-
mosphere in which other residents set aside their habitual distrust and
came together to work for the collective good.

Subsequent events documented just how fragile—and vulnerable to
gang influence—these changes really were. Despite the impressive suc-
cesses of private management and the Resident Management Corpora-
tion in the Monroe Street building, conditions were still bad at the end
of 1997; majorities of residents reported serious problems with drug deal-
ing, gang activity, and vandalism. The gangs were so powerful in
Rockwell that their behavior had much more impact on life in the de-
velopment than did CHA’s interventions. When they made peace, the
development experienced periods of calm; when tensions increased for
any reason—because a gang leader got out of jail, or two rival gang mem-
bers fought over a woman, or because of a fight over drug turf—Rockwell
again became a war zone. Once the truce was broken, neither the CHA’s
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interventions nor police efforts could prevent the situation from dete-
riorating. Ultimately, despite a brief victory, the CHA lost the battle to
control Rockwell Gardens.

CHA Defeat

The collapse of the fragile peace finally forced Dawn
to give up on Rockwell. When we saw her in February 1996, she an-
nounced her intention to move out of the development that had been
her home for seventeen years. “I've been here too long, I guess, and then
I'm tired of gangs, you know, stuff like that. I'm just tired of it. I'd like
to walk out of my building sometime, and it’s nice and peaceful, it ain’t
no bunch of n——s just standing there, and you constantly saying excuse
me and they don’t hear you, won’t move out of your way. You actually
have to detour and walk the other way to get out. I just, I'm tired now. I
had enough.” When we asked if she thought there was some chance that
things might get better, Dawn said: “Yeah, I used to give it a lot of credit.
And then when it do start turning around and getting a little better, then
somebody just mess it up, they just start shooting or. .. it’s gonna be
terrible over here this summer, watch. They gonna be shooting all the
time over here this summer. They gonna be gangbanging very tough. I'm
not planning on being around.”

Many other residents also gave up on Rockwell, and, by the end of
1997 parts of the development resembled a ghost town. Both CHA and
federal policies had changed. The CHA was no longer spending its re-
sources trying to control crime in unworkable developments.4’ Instead,
following new federal regulations, the CHA was assessing its properties
and determining which were no longer viable, that is, which were more
costly to rehabilitate than to replace with Section 8 vouchers. Because
the CHA expected that Rockwell would fail the viability requirement,
the agency stopped filling vacant units and began closing buildings.

As these changes in policy became clear, the CHA’s relationship with
Wardell Yotaghan and the Monroe Street building Resident Management
Corporation became more adversarial. Wardell became the head of a group
called the Coalition to Protect Public Housing, which challenged the
CHA’s plans for demolishing and rehabilitating its family developments,
particularly Cabrini-Green.*® At the same time, federal policy seemed
to be shifting away from supporting the concept of resident management
corporations. In 1997 and 1998, highly publicized scandals affected
Chicago’s LeClaire Courts and Boston's Bromley-Heath Resident Man-
agement Corporations, two of the oldest and most well-respected resi-

dent management corporations in the nation.*® These scandals further — -
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undermined support for the resident management concept in public
housing.

With these tensions, the Monroe Street Resident Management Cor-
poration seemed to lose its special status. In 1998, when the CHA closed
down two other buildings in Rockwell, the agency simply moved the
tenants into the Monroe Street building without allowing the Resident
Management Corporation to screen them. Whether this move was the
result of increased tensions between the Resident Management Corpo-
ration and the CHA or simply of the agency’s need to quickly rehouse
the other tenants was unclear, but the consequences for the Monroe Street
building were devastating. Wardell described the situation:

[Conditions are] very bad. They [the CHA] moved tenants from
2501 and 117 into 2450 without them being screened. The CHA
closed those buildings down. It has had a pretty bad impact on
the RMC [Resident Management Corporation] . Before they came
people were basically—85 percent of them tried to abide by the
rules here. But the people from those buildings didn’t have any
rules. They came here with a different kind of mentality. The
tenant patrollers and floor captains are having all kinds of prob-
lems with them. It’s not all the people who came; it’s not even
half; I'd say its 15 percent of the people who came are people
who don’t care for rules and regulations and they’re making all
the trouble.

Conditions throughout the rest of the development were no better. The
gang war continued unabated, and, with the uncertainty of the redevel-
opment looming, tensions were high. Wardell commented, “Today is
a perfect day; there’s been no shooting. There has been a lot of shooting
lately, every day for the past ten days to two weeks. It’s been very terrible.”

Joseph Shuldiner, the CHA'’s executive director, acknowledged that
conditions around the Monroe Street building had deteriorated as a re-
sult of the building closings: “Vacating the other buildings hasn’t been
enough. People have been congregating around 2450 [Monroe Street].
They’re clearly using that alley as a thoroughfare.5°

In April 1998, Rockwell, along with eight other CHA high-rise de-
velopments was officially declared “nonviable.”>? The plan for Rockwell
calls for the demolition of 708 units and the rehabilitation of 346 exist-
ing units, including the ones already completed in the Monroe Street
building. The CHA plans to replace 304 of the demolished units with
new housing; the resulting development is less than half the size of the
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-original: The official plan calls for offering a new mixed-income devel-

opment, with only half of the remaining units for current tenants.

Tragically, Wardell Yotaghan, who had struggled so hard to save his
community, died of a heart attack in June 1999. His final days were spent
trying to ensure that the CHA’s plans for its developments would not
displace large numbers of current residents, but without his leadership,
the odds have become even more unfavorable. Because his vision was
so central to the success of the Monroe Street Resident Management Cor-
poration, the group now faces an uncertain future. The planned rede-
velopment and consequent massive relocation and public expenditure
may eventually lead to a better quality of life in Rockwell Gardens. The
question is whether many of the residents who suffered through life
in the development during the 1990s will be there to benefit from its
rehabilitation.



Henry Horner
Homes

The Residents of Henry Horner

Clarice’s View

For more than thirty years, Clarice has witnessed
Henry Horner Homes’ harsh transition from temporary housing for the
working poor to a dead-end for some of the nation’s poorest families.!
She fondly remembers when Horner was a decent place to live, a step
up from the crowded basement apartment where she and her family had
lived before. In the early 1960s, she says life in Horner was “beautiful”:

We lived on the eleventh floor. And the elevator was always
working. Once in a blue moon, it might not work . . . but it was
lovely when we first moved there. It was like going from this
small apartment to this beautiful place, and you see flowers, you
see grass and whatnot, and everything was clean, and like on
the eleventh floor where I was living at...the porch always
stayed clean, people always helped everybody out. I mean it was
beautiful.

However, even then, she says the development had serious prob-
lems with crime. The leader of the Vice Lords, one of Chicago’s oldest
and toughest street gangs, lived in Clarice’s building. While his pres-
ence brought crime, she says it also provided residents with a measure
of protection from other gangs. Further, she says that residents tried to
protect each other from the violence.
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If somebody was-trying to get raped and the guys hear it, people
gonna be coming from everywhere and coming and stop it, and
if you was raped, that was because nobody didn’t hear you or
something, you know, people did get raped in the building. But
if somebody heard . .. a woman screaming or something, if some-
one heard a man jumping on a woman, they would come out
there and stop it. . . everybody, even the people that you thought
you didn’t like, they would come out there and help you.

Clarice says that conditions in Horner grew worse during the 1970s
as the CHA stopped screening new residents, and problems with van-
dalism, drugs, and crime increased rapidly. She still remembers the first
time someone she knew was murdered in Horner; more than twenty years
later, she vividly recalls the incident:

I remember when this boy got killed in our building; that was
the first funeral I really went to, he used to live on the thirteenth
floor. .. he was like a year older than me, but we all used to
hang together, and his mother was at work and their next door
neighbor. . . he was going in [the boy’s] house through the win-
dow to rape his sister. .. And he [the boy] was running after
him [the neighbor], and he slipped in the hallway, and the guy
stabbed him and shot him.

While she remembers Horner as having been a comparatively good
place when she was growing up, Clarice’s childhood was far from easy.
She had serious problems with asthma that left her hospitalized for much
of her adolescence, but she still managed to graduate from high school.
She was sexually assaulted by a man she was dating when she was a
teenager. As she grew older, she worked for a few years, had two chil-
dren, and eventually moved into her own apartment in the development.
Since then, Clarice has worked off and on, but, because of her asthma
and more recently multiple sclerosis, she has had to rely periodically
on public assistance to support her family. Her illnesses have been ex-
acerbated by the stress of coping with drug-addicted relatives who live
in the development. These relatives routinely rely on Clarice to care for
their neglected children.

According to Clarice, by the 1990s, the once “beautiful” grounds were
filthy and barren, and gangs and drug trafficking dominated life in the
development. Individual miurders now failed to shock residents, unless
they involved young children or were unusually brutal. Along with the
deteriorating conditions, Clarice feels that the community where resi- -
dents cooperated and helped each other in times of need has disappeared.
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She describes young gang members who have become increasingly preda-
tory: many have reached the point where it brings them pleasure to watch
someone else in pain. They no longer honor the community’s values.

People don’t have no respect . . . as they used to have sometimes
for their own parents. And there used to be a time,.you could
not say anything about nobody’s mama. Sometimes I seen this
same young man I’m talking about, I seen him jump on his
mother. ... And then I see a lot of young guys lately be beating
up these girls and hitting on these girls. I can’t deal with
that. ... And like one of the guys in the gang . . . he had sex with
a thirteen-year-old, and I know he’s twenty or twenty-one. . .. You
used to do that, everybody would be on you. Now he, yeah, he
had sex with her...that’s what I'm saying changed. The mo-
rality of people done had changed.

Clarice has little hope that anything can improve the dynamics of
life in Horner. Although the development is now in the midst of a ma-
jor revitalization effort and many residents are hoping for a brighter fu-
ture, Clarice feels nothing can really undo the years of community decay.
Rather than gamble on the redevelopment, Clarice, believing it is the
only way to ensure her daughters’ safety, has opted to leave her home
of thirty years and start again in a new community.

LaKeisha’s Perspective

LaKeisha lives on the opposite end of the develop-
ment from Clarice, separated by a major thoroughfare and by gang turf
divisions. She, too, has little hope that conditions in Horner will im-
prove but, unlike Clarice, has no plans to move in the near future.
LaKeisha was born in Horner in the early 1970s and has never lived any-
where else. She is a troubled young woman, who dropped out of school,
became pregnant, and moved into her own apartment with her gang-
affiliated boyfriend when she was only eighteen years old. Her boyfriend
was a drug addict, and their relationship became increasingly abusive.
After three years of escalating violence, she finally forced him to move
out. Since then, LaKeisha, working at a series of low-wage jobs and
dreaming of moving to a better neighborhood, has struggled to maintain
a decent life for herself and her daughter.

LaKeisha grew up in an unhappy, violent family. Her father, who
deserted the family when she was twelve, had serious problems with
drugs and alcohol. At age fifteen, LaKeisha was brutally raped by an older
acquaintance; she believes that this experience damaged her profoundly.
Although the rest of her family still lives in Horner, she says they are
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not close. She also.says she keeps to herself and has few peeple she con-
siders friends.

Difficult as her life has been, LaKeisha believes that life in Horner
is even worse now than when she was growing up. She complains about
the pervasive drug dealing, the constant noise and disruption in the hall-
ways, and people knocking on doors and shouting at all hours of the
night. She is very worried about the impact of this environment on her
young daughter and does not allow her to play outside within the de-
velopment. Her goal is to move away so her daughter can attend school
in a safer neighborhood: “I managed not to get into all the drugs and
violence and everything. My whole family never got into it, but I don’t
want her to take up with it also because it’s getting worser now than it
was when I was growing up. It’s much worse. So I don’t want her to go
[to the school] where I went.”

Although LaKeisha hopes that the redevelopment effort that began
in 1995 might finally improve conditions in Horner, she also fears that
it will not really benefit her or other current Horner residents.

Because it’s always a lot of false promises made especially over
here with Chicago Housing Authority, it’s like you get what
you're getting and it’s like you either accept it or you don't, you
have no choice in the matter. We're gonna say this to make it
sound good, so you won't give us all this back talking and com-
plaining, and once they tear ’em down, what can we say then,
we have to accept it then, because the buildings are down. But
it's like we're gonna tell you this now to make you happy so
you can agree with us until it happens, we’re gonna let only cer-
tain people move over here, and it’s not fair.

Barbara’s Vision
Barbara’s vision of the future of Horner is very dif-
ferent than either Clarice’s or LaKeisha's. She lives in the same build-
ing as Clarice and still believes their community has a great deal of
potential. Barbara did not grow up in public housing, but she moved to
Horner in the early 1980s after the building she was living in was sud-
denly closed for code violations. She was born in the South, and her
family moved to the West Side of Chicago when she was just a small
child. She describes her large family as close-knit and supportive. Many
of them still live nearby, both inside and outside Horner.
Barbara graduated from high school in the late 1970s and had her

first child when she was just eighteen. She has worked off-and on-at - -

various jobs since she was a teenager, using public aid only for short
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periods of time. She has five children by three different fathers. She says
she has essentially raised her children alone and views herself as hav-
ing succeeded at being “both mother and father.”

Despite the fact that the father of her youngest child is a drug ad-
dict, Barbara feels that she and her family have been relatively unscathed
by the drugs and gang violence that surround them. Although she says
that she and her children have not been directly affected, she acknowl-
edges that they have been hurt by the violence. She described (in May
1994) how the death of a family friend affected her children:

My kids were very close to a young man that was murdered. . . .
He died on Christmas. He was really, really close to my family
and it affected all of us a lot. ... The young man, he was in a
gang, but we knew him and knew what type of person he was
and it affected my son so bad that I had to sign him into a men-
tal health center. . . . When something like this happens, they just
don’t know how bad they’re affecting people. . ..My little girl
cried forever, seemed like. Still today—this is four months later—
and she’s still asking questions about where is he, will he ever
come back. Things I can’t answer.

Barbara went on to say that this incident upset her teenage son so much
that he became suicidal, literally paralyzed with fear that he, too, would
die violently. As she said, “He don’t want someone to just snuff his life
out like he never existed.”

Barbara believes that her fellow tenants contribute to the problems
in their community. Many are drug addicts or alcoholics and do not ad-
equately supervise their children. Others allow gang members to live in
their apartments illegally.

Some of ’em [the people causing trouble] are long-time former
residents, some of 'em are friends of former residents, gang af-
filiates, associates, from out of prison or another area that their
affiliates are in, you know. They come here, they stay with
people. Then, too, I guess you could say half of it .. . in a sense
is the people of Horner because you have a lot of these females
who allow these guys to stay in their apartments. Even though
{these residents] are not out there physically doing the violence,
you're promoting it when you let them stay in your house. . . you
give them a place to hide.

While Barbara is concerned about the violence in the development—
and the impact on her children’s lives—she views the problems within
her own building as manageable. She even says that the gangs, by
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protecting their drug business, provide a measure of security for the-build-
ing. As she says, “I know it sounds so ironic, but you think about these
young mens that people fear, they’re so notorious, and you know them
when they were kids, and they respect you, they look out for you, they
look out for everyone in the building.” Indeed, she claims that the CHA’s
attempt to control the drug trafficking and gang activity has actually made
conditions in her building worse, that the police harass the residents
and fail to keep rival gangs out.

Barbara says she has prevented her own children from getting into
serious trouble by keeping them under tight supervision; she has allowed
them only to play on the porch outside her door or where she can see
them. Even her twenty-one-year-old son is required to be home by 10:30
p-m. and to let her know where he is going to be. As she says, “there’s
so much going on out there in the streets, it’s not that I wanna know
every little thing you do, but I do need to know where you are.”

In addition to closely monitoring her own children, Barbara is very
active in the Horner community. She is a long-time volunteer at the lo-
cal elementary school and is very involved in the Local Advisory Council
(LAC) that represents Horner tenants.? Indeed, Barbara believes she has
a mission to try to save her community:

I started getting the feeling [when I took care of children in the
neighborhood] that I could be of some assistance, so I made it
in my mind that I didn’t want to go. That nothing would ever
change . . . everybody that moves in the projects, if they ever got
a chance to get out, they would get out and wouldn’t look back,
you know what I'm saying? They’re running from the problems.
But if they had stayed and worked to find a solution to the prob-
lems, then nobody would have to run away from the problems.
So...they moved to a neighborhood where you know it’s in-
fested with the same [gang and drug] problems instead of stay-
ing there and letting the kids know it’s somebody that they could
talk to or somebody that care about them, it’s somebody that really
is willing to go the extra mile with them, so I decided to stay.

Barbara, who has been very involved in the redevelopment effort
in Horner, is cautiously optimistic about the future of the development.
She hopes that the redevelopment will lead to a healthy, mixed-income
community with enough housing for most former Horner residents. How-
ever, she sees clear threats to this dream: the CHA’s failure to provide
adequate security and rumors about possible changes in federal hous-
ing policy, which might increase tenant rents or limit the number of units
for very low-income tenants.?
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These women’s stories provide three perspectives on life in Horner
during a period of rapid transition. In 1994, Horner was even more de-
teriorated and just as dangerous as neighboring Rockwell Gardens, and
residents had little hope that conditions would ever improve. Only two
years later, the development was in the early stages of a massive revi-
talization effort; buildings were being demolished, new townhouses con-
structed, and there was tremendous uncertainty about what would
happen to the tenants. Like many other residents, Clarice chose to leave
in search of a better life elsewhere. LaKeisha, overwhelmed by the prob-
lems and fearful about the coming changes, saw no good options for her
and her fellow residents. In contrast, Barbara chose to join a small group
of activist tenants and gamble on the possibility of working with the CHA
to create a new, healthy community that would include the original
Horner tenants.

Life in Horner

In this chapter, from the perspective of the residents
of three of the development’s high-rise buildings, we tell the story of
life in the Henry Horner Homes from 1994 through the beginning of 1999.
The mid-1990s brought tremendous change to Horner and the surround-
ing community. As in Rockwell, we conducted six rounds of surveys
with approximately 150 to 200 residents,* and we held in-depth inter-
views with 10 to 12 residents in three of the nineteen buildings in Horner;
we also interviewed CHA staff and conducted ethnographic observations
in the development (for a detailed description of research methods, see
the Appendix). By describing the development as it was when we first
visited it in 1994, we can comment on the CHA’s various attempts to
combat crime in Horner and their impact on conditions. The revitalization
effort that began in Horner in late 1995 ultimately had a much greater
effect on life in the development than any CHA anticrime efforts; we
discuss the early phases of this effort and the potential impact on
residents.

Like Rockwell Gardens, Horner, a notorious CHA high-rise devel-
opment, was, in 1994, clearly in the worst physical condition of the three
case study sites. It was also extremely violent; as in Rockwell, several
gangs vied for control of the development, and major gang wars and fre-
quent gunfire rendered a constant atmosphere of fear and intimidation.

The Horner development lies just west of Chicago’s booming down-
town and sits incongruously next to the United Center, home of the Chicago
Bulls and an entertainment mecca for the city’s wealthy and influential.
Although the entire development is often referred to as the “Henry Horner
Homes,” the development is actually divided into three sections: the
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Horner Homes, the Horner Extension, and the Horner Annex. The de-
velopment is long and narrow; the main section—the Homes and
Extension—is only two blocks wide, running from Lake Street to Wash-
ington Street, but approximately one mile long, extending west from
Ashland Avenue to Western Avenue. The Annex is located several blocks
south of the Homes on Warren Street. When originally constructed, the
three sections had a total of 1,777 units.

Horner Homes, the oldest section of the development which opened
in 1954, mixed fifteen-story high-rise and seven-story mid-rise buildings.
The buildings used interior hallways and thus lacked the “porches” and
metal grates that characterize the buildings in Rockwell Gardens, but
their bleak, concrete exteriors and small windows nonetheless gave the
buildings the same grim, prisonlike appearance. The Horner Extension
consisted of four large high-rise (thirteen-story) and three mid-rise (eight-
story) buildings. The Extension, opened in 1961, featured a unique apart-
ment layout: the buildings contained duplex apartments. The Extension
buildings had exterior hallways and porches that were covered with metal
grates, as in Rockwell Gardens. By 1994, some Extension buildings had
already been closed for a number of years, and so many windows in the
occupied buildings were boarded up that it looked like the entire area
had been abandoned. The Annex consisted of three relatively small build-
ings—one seven-story mid-rise and two low-rise buildings—adjacent to
the United Center.> We specifically focused on three buildings in the
development: two buildings in the Homes section, and one building in
the Extension, which we refer to as the Lake Street building.

According to CHA figures, Horner had a population of 3,057 in 1991.
By 1997, the official population had fallen to 2,158 residents living in
682 occupied units. The actual population was undoubtedly higher as
many adult males (boyfriends, adult children, and other relatives of lease-
holders) lived in the development illegally. Resident characteristics
changed little from 1991 to 1997. In both years, the households were
almost exclusively African-American, female-headed households. Only
about two of ten heads of household were employed. The population
was relatively young; nearly six of ten residents were under age twenty-
one.5

In 1991, the Henry Horner development gained notoriety as the set-
ting for Alex Kotlowitz’s best-selling book, There Are No Children Here.
The nonfiction book, focusing on the lives of two boys growing up in
Horner, documented their painful struggles to cope with the overwhelm-
ing decay, crime, drug sales, drug use, and personal trauma that pervaded
their everyday lives. It is somewhat surprising that, despite the public -
attention generated by Kotlowitz’s book and the subsequent television
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movie, the CHA was slow to devote resources to Horner; by 1993 little
had changed from the deplorable conditions Kotlowitz found when he
finished his work in 1989. Indeed, the situation in Horner did not begin
to improve until the CHA and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) agreed to a lawsuit settlement in 1995 requiring the
CHA to undertake a major, $200-million revitalization of the development.”

Horner had a long history of management problems, as Kotlowitz
vividly documented. He described the CHA inspection in the spring of
1989 when the staff discovered basements in Horner filled with pools
of fetid water, “scurrying rats and dead cats and dogs,” human and ani-
mal excrement, and drug paraphernalia. In the middle of this horrible
mess—so bad that the CHA inspectors became instantly sick and quickly
abandoned their job—thousands of new kitchen appliances and cabinets
sat rotting away in these basements, while many Horner residents were
waiting for new appliances (Kotlowitz 1991: 240-241). Although these
basements were eventually cleaned, overall conditions improved little
by the early 1990s. In fact, by 1994 some buildings had become so dete-
riorated that the CHA declared them uninhabitable and closed them com-
pletely.

In the late 1980s, there were two hospitals nearby, and a supermar-
ket was located an easy ten-minute bus ride away, near the University
of Illinois-Chicago campus. Because all these neighborhood amenities
closed by the early 1990s, residents had to travel outside the area for
medical care or groceries. The only major institution in the area in 1994
was the new United Center, set apart from the surrounding area with
wide swaths of parking lots. Besides liquor stores, there were almost no
businesses nearby, despite the close proximity to the Chicago Loop. A
number of churches and schools existed in the community, but few so-
cial services or other cultural institutions were available. A notable ex-
ception was the Major Adams Boys and Girls Club located in the middle
of the Horner Homes. A second club, the James Jordan Boys and Girls
Club, named in honor of Chicago Bulls star Michael Jordan’s late father,
was built just outside Horner in 1996. The economic isolation in Horner
in May 1994 was extreme. One CHA official described the environment:
“I mean, you can’t have this great program in place at Horner. .. and
expect anything to work at Horner . . . if you're surrounded by an eco-
nomic wasteland. And that’s what Horner is, there’s nothing there.”8

Plans for Revitalization

The revitalization of Henry Horner, announced in the
summer of 1995, changed substantially the eventual fate of the housing
development and the surrounding community. The plan includes five
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incremental phases of redevelopment, which continue in late 1999. Other
events also brought new attention and resources to the area. In 1995,
the city of Chicago designated the Near West Side, which includes both
Horner and Rockwell, as one of its three Empowerment Zones, a HUD
initiative to promote economic development in distressed neighborhoods.
The area also benefited from the investments the city made to host the
1996 Democratic National Convention at the United Center. In prepara-
tion for the convention, the city launched a massive effort to clean up
Horner and the surrounding neighborhood. In the wake of all this at-
tention, the area even received a new name, Westhaven, in an attempt
to distance association from the stigma that shadowed Horner.

Unlike CHA's other redevelopment efforts, the Horner Revitalization
Initiative was prompted by not only changes in federal regulations but
also resident initiative: the Henry Horner Mothers Guild, a small group
of Horner residents, in 1991 filed a lawsuit against the CHA and HUD.®
The suit alleged that the CHA’s failure to maintain the development con-
stituted “de facto demolition.” Under federal regulations then in place,
housing authorities were required to replace every unit of public hous-
ing that they demolished, a policy called “one-for-one replacement.”?
The Mothers Guild case argued that the CHA's neglect had rendered their
units uninhabitable; thus, the units needed to be either rehabilitated or
replaced. The case was settled in March 1995 by a consent decree de-
tailing extremely ambitious goals:

This Horner Revitalization Program shall convert the Horner de-
velopment from a densely-populated, dilapidated and exclu-
sively very low-income project characterized by high vacancies
and dangerous and hazardous conditions to a mixed-income
neighborhood consisting of new and renovated mid-rise and low-
rise, low-density homes that are fully occupied and maintained
in a decent, safe, and sanitary manner.!?

To meet these goals, HUD committed $200 million to a five-year plan
of demolition, rehabilitation, and new construction.?? The Horner Re-
vitalization Initiative, officially begun in August 1995, became the first
and most ambitious of the CHA’s efforts to redevelop its properties.

Deplorable Conditions

By 1993, the effects of years of poverty and neglect
were visibly etched on the physical space in Horner.?® Bleak high-rises
stood among patches of dirt and battered concrete; the few pieces of play-

ground equipment sat rusting, broken, and unused. Only scattered for-- -

lorn trees and aged or abandoned cars marked the landscape. Boarded
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Photo 4. Graffiti in First Floor Hallway, Hermitage Street Building, Henry
Horner Homes. Photo by Elise Martel.

up and broken windows and graffiti scarred the exterior faces of the build-
ings, while the streets and parking lots were pockmarked with potholes.
In 1994, most residents felt that the physical state of their build-
ings was dreadful: 80 percent said that graffiti was a big problem both
inside and outside, 67 percent said that trash and junk in the outside
areas was a big problem, and 62 percent complained of trash and junk
littering the building interiors as a major problem. It was not unusual
for the incinerators to back up—on at least one occasion, all the way to
the seventh floor—creating an almost unbearable stench. As in Rockwell,
the hallways often reeked of human waste as well as garbage. Further,
the buildings—particularly those in the Homes section—were infested
with rats, mice, roaches, and even feral cats who roamed the hallways.
Perhaps the most terrifying problem was the nearly total darkness
of windowless interior hallways and stairways. Without working light
bulbs, simply getting home meant long and harrowing hallway walks.
Nearly everyone living in these buildings (82 percent) reported that bro-
ken light bulbs constituted a big problem. Residents were disheartened
by the awful conditions. Regina, a CHA resident of nearly twenty years
and a community activist, complained the CHA too often made only half-
hearted attempts at providing service: “I observed the maintenance people
mopping, and they use dirty water.. .. You just can’t wipe dirty water
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Photo 5. Rear Entrance, Washington Boulevard Building, Henry Horner Homes.
Photo by Elise Martel.

on the floor and leave it there and wipe it up and think you've done
your job. It's half done. They’re half doing their job.”

In May 1995 we witnessed a stunning example of poor maintenance
in these buildings: A janitor was pushing a dumpster with a huge hole
in the bottom out of a building in the Homes. As the janitor pushed it,
he scattered trash over the grounds, but, during the time we watched,
he made no effort to clean up the mess he was creating.

Residents complained about the janitors’ failings, but they also
blamed their fellow residents for breaking light bulbs, tampering with
light fixtures, dumping trash in the stairways, and immobilizing the el-
evators. Tina described the problem: “They [CHA janitors], you know,
try to replace [the lights] during the day. You'll see ’em walking around
with two crates full of nothin’ but light bulbs, and I. .. see ’em screw-
ing ’em in, but before the day is over with, either they been busted, or
taken out, and like . . . some of the apartments in the long hallway, you
know, it’s . .. pitch black.”

Although litter and graffiti were unsightly and compounded the sense
of an environment out of control, malfunctioning elevators had traumatic
consequences for health and safety. LaKeisha lived on the tenth floor of
her building, and both she and her daughter suffered from acute asthma.
She described carrying her daughter up the ten flights of stairs.on.many
occasions, a dangerous situation for both of them. In addition, several
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women, like Janelle, noted that broken elevators compounded the main-
tenance problems on the uppermost floors:

Sometimes peoples on this first floor lobby stops the elevator. I
don’t know how they do it, but they can fix it so where it can
only go where they want it to go, or you can only catch it on
some floors. And they know how to work their—I call them their
elevators. . .. So that’s why the janitors can’t use the elevators
to come up, and . . . [since there] ain’t no light [in the stairways]
we hardly ever see a maintenance man. We do see him down-
stairs in the lobby, but we never see him upstairs.

At Horner, low-quality building maintenance was matched by low-quality
apartment repairs. Residents we spoke to reported a wide range of prob-
lems, many long-standing. Leaking pipes and faucets, broken windows,
and exposed light sockets with faulty wiring were just some of the chronic
and dangerous problems that had been left unrepaired in Horner for some
time.

The hazards created by years of neglected maintenance to the build-
ings’ infrastructure were especially troubling, given that many small chil-
dren lived in the development. For example, as in Rockwell Gardens,
some Horner residents reported that their faucets could not be turned
off, resulting in a constant stream of scalding hot water. After years of
complaining, Regina said she had little expectation of ever getting her
requested repairs completed properly: “So I just gave up on it. So then
when the ceiling falls in, then I'll see them in court because I told them
about it [the leaking] and they didn’t do anything about it. Didn’t ever
say anything about it. I'm not going to say anything else about it.”

Residents described trying to cope with the miserable conditions in
Horner by keeping their own apartments as clean as possible and mop-
ping the areas in front of their doors. However, there was little they could
do to overcome the terrible smells, the dirt and dust that blew in win-
dows, and the infestations of rats and roaches.

Living on the Front Line

As in neighboring Rockwell Gardens, it was unlikely
that you could live in Henry Horner and not be touched by the constant
violence. Residents reported a world that at times turned into a literal
war zone, where their lives were caught on the front lines as gangs fought
for control. Clarice described her terror the day her daughter was caught
in a shoot-out and a boy walking just behind her was killed: “She was
coming home from school. They [gang members] told her to go in. They’d
wait till she go in, and the boy behind her—they shot him. He died. But
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she was right there, and she was real scared.” Laverne, a mother of two
who lived in the Lake Street building, described her thankfulness for a
brief period of relative calm when we spoke with her in May 1994: “(The
gunfire] might have been about a month ago or so—since they quieted
down there. But before then it was like every day, all day long. But they
go through their little periods of time. It might last for two or three weeks,
and then they’ll quiet down. . ... They just calmed down last month. . ..
They really just calming down when one of our boys had been shot. . ..
And now that they’ve calmed down, I don’t know how long the shoot-
ing going to stop.”

As in Rockwell, gangs permeated nearly every aspect of Horner life—
economic, physical, and social. In 1994, three of Chicago’s most power-
ful gangs were fighting for control of drug sales and the development.
The Gangster Stones, a faction of the Black Peace Stone Nation, con-
trolled most buildings in the Horner Homes section and the most lucra-
tive drug market. The Gangster Disciples, Chicago’s largest and most lethal
street gang, controlled the buildings in the Extension.!¢ Finally, the Con-
servative Vice Lords controlled the mid-rise buildings along Damen Av-
enue, which divides the Homes from the Extension.

In May 1994, Horner residents were very worried about the pres-
ence of gangs and drug trafficking. About 76 percent reported “big prob-
lems” with groups of people “hanging out” both inside and outside their
buildings. Further, 72 percent said that “young people controlling their
building” was a big problem; that is, young gang members monitored,
and sometimes blocked, the doors, screened visitors, and challenged
outsiders, Finally, more than 80 percent of Horner residents reported drug
sales and drug use were major problems, both inside their own apart-
ment building and in the surrounding area.

Many Horner residents were distressed about crime and violence in
their community. About 51 percent of the residents said that “shootings
and violence” were big problems inside; 61 percent reported major prob-
lems outside their buildings. People being attacked or robbed, both in-
side and outside, were “big problems,” according to 43 percent of the
residents and 28 percent said rape or other sexual attacks were big prob-
lems. Finally, about one-third reported that burglary was a big problem
in their building.

Reflecting the high level of crime in Horner, residents reported be-
ing victims of a number of different types of crimes in the past year.
Property crimes, such as burglaries (reported by 17 percent of the resi-
dents in the survey) appeared to be relatively common. However, the
high level of violent crime was most striking. Of Horner residents, 11 -
percent reported that they or a member of their household had been
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Photo 5. Lake Street Building, Henry Horner Homes. Photo by Jean
Amendolia.

stabbed or shot, and 16 percent said they had been caught in a shoot-
out; 15 percent said someone in their household had been beaten or as-
saulted during the preceding year.

In May 1994, clear differences emerged in reports of violent activ-
ity among the three buildings we specifically studied—the Lake Street
building and the two buildings in the Homes section. More than 70 per-
cent of Lake Street residents reported that shootings and violence were
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big problems both inside and outside their building in May 1994. In con-
trast, 44 percent of the residents from the Homes section reported that
shootings and violence were big problems inside their buildings, and
55 percent reported major problems outside. Similarly, a shocking 40
percent of the Lake Street residents reported bullets had been shot into
their apartment in the last year, compared to 11 percent of those from
the Homes. Charles, a life-long Horner resident in his mid-thirties, came
home one day to find a bullet in his apartment in the Lake Street build-
ing: “[I] came home from work, and my wife, she was hollering and said
they had been shooting, and they shot from [the adjacent building], and
1 was living on the front, on the Lake Street side, and they was shooting
from that building down. I was living on the front side, and that bullet
went in my bedroom.”

A gang war between the Black Gangster Disciples and the Conser-
vative Vice Lords over territory in the Extension section of Horner pre-
cipitated the extreme violence in the Lake Street building. The Lake Street
building faced a building controlled by a rival gang, and residents were
living on the front lines of the war. The gangs apparently shot at each
other across the open space between buildings, sometimes standing on
the porches and firing directly across into the upper floors. In May 1994,
Barbara reported that a number of people in her building had recently
been shot, and several had died: “[One resident’s son] got killed. They
walked him in the building. Shot him in front of her, and ... he died.
So it’s gang-on-gang activity. . . . Everybody wants this territory.” Her
neighbor, Inez, also described the intense violence: “One boy got shot
three times. He’s still in the hospital, and that’s been about two months
ago. He's going to be paralyzed. He was just standing there at that par-
ticular time. He just was standing outside, and they decided to open fire.”

Although problems with violence in the Homes section of the de-
velopment were severe, they were not nearly as extreme because the
Gangster Stones controlled most buildings east of Damen Avenue and,
in May 1994, appeared to have no rivals within their territory. This sta-
bility in the Homes section of the development undoubtedly was respon-
sible for the comparatively low level of gunfire during this period.

As in Rockwell, the amount of crime that residents said they had
experienced probably substantially underestimated the actual level of
violence. Residents tended to underreport crime to the police—and prob-
ably to our interviewers and even their friends and family—because they
both feared retaliation and hesitated to report people they knew.

Given the high levels of shootings and violence in Horner, relatively
few residents appeared to have reported incidents to the police or guards. -
As in Rockwell, just 31 percent of the residents in May 1994 said that
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they had reported a crime to the police or guards in the past year. Sev-
eral residents said they had called the police on occasion, but they felt
the police had either not done enough or failed to respond at all. Sev-
eral echoed the sentiment that “the police only come out when there’s
a tragedy” (that is, a shooting or a killing). However, the primary cause
of residents’ reluctance to report may well be the complexity of the
relationships between victims and perpetrators: people they knew or rec-
ognized, not unknown assailants, committed many crimes. Understand-
ably, many feared retaliation if they reported a crime to police. Brenda,
who had lived in the Homes section for only a few years, was convinced
people would find out if she reported crime to the police: “Because if
you report something to them [CHA or police], then you have to worry
about it getting back over here. Someone over here will find out.”

Janelle described the terror her fiancé experienced when some “boys”
who lived in his sister’s building attacked him. Despite their fears, nei-
ther of them reported the crime to police.

I guess I can say this, to me it was a crime, but it wasn’t re-
ported. My fiancé, he was going to visit his sister, and going to
pick up his income tax check, and it was in [another building].
He went up in there to his sister’s house, and he stayed there
for a while, and he never made it upstairs. I think he said when
he got to the third floor, some boys jumped him and robbed him,
the money out of his coat pocket. They came out and took his
coat, injured his arms. He had to go to the doctor and every-
thing, and now he’s been afraid to come outside. Been afraid to
go to work, and he work nights. But he do go to work, but I have
to watch him in and out, like he say if it take him more than
ten minutes to get to his car, call the police. And I have to do
that every night.

Tina’s story illustrates some dilemmas of a world where violence is
an everyday occurrence. Just twenty-seven years old, she already had
five children, including two sons aged twelve and thirteen. Over the past
year, other boys in the development—some of whom were now their
friends—had repeatedly assaulted them: “They [my kids] heads have been
busted, that’s my oldest two kids, they heads have been busted, my sec-
ond son have been stabbed in his back, they just been actually jumped
on!...When they got their heads busted they was on their way home
from school . . . and the kids attacked them. And one, the one boy that
actually lives in the building, now knocks on my door and wants to play
with them!” Tina described a particular incident in which one of her
sons was stabbed. She confronted the assailant’s mother directly rather
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than involve the police: “And I go in the bathroom, sink full of blood, a
towel full of blood. I'm like time to check bodies. So I go cut on the
lights and everything, and he was like, ‘Mom, they stabbed me in my
back’...and he told me who did it. I took him over there to the boy’s
mother and everything and showed her what he did. ‘Well, I'll help pay
his hospital bill,’ [she said]. I'm still waiting on payment.”

Given these common experiences with violence, it was not surpris-
ing that a majority of residents (63 percent) we surveyed said they felt
unsafe if they were outside alone at night, and some (33 percent) felt
unsafe even inside their own apartment. However, as bad as the violence
seemed in May 1994, some residents felt things might be starting to im-
prove. They believed a recent gang truce was beginning to bring down
the level of crime. The truce apparently was even affecting the besieged
Lake Street building, where Barbara lived. She noted the change: “Now
they have a peace treaty so I can just walk out and go. . .. Back when
the peace treaty wasn’t on . ..sometimes you can’t go out in the morn-
ing because they’re shooting when the kids going to school. Just terrible.”

The public crimes committed by gangs and drugs dealers were not
the only sources of violence in the community. Private, domestic vio-
lence was also rampant, and, as in Rockwell, many women did not feel
safe even in their own homes. For example, LaKeisha spoke at length
about her violent relationships with her siblings and her former boy-
friend. Janelle, another young mother, said that she was forced to move
from one end of the development to the other to avoid a former boy-
friend: “I moved in this building because I was forced to move here. .. .1
was stalked and being battered by my kids’ father. . . . I don’'t know how
he used to get in there so much. Because, every night, when I'm getting
off work or whatever, this man would walk in my house or stand in my
hallways or something.”

Coping with the Stress of Constant Violence

The threat of violence took a painful toll on the fami-
lies living in Horner. Residents often adopted a fatalistic attitude about
the constant violence. Barbara described the realities of living in the war
zone:

I'm going to be perfectly honest with you—and this may help
the survey a little bit. By me living in it so long, I've become
conditioned to the situation which it stands. It’s an everyday
thing for me. I don’t fear it because it’s reality to me. It’s every-
day reality to me. But I would imagine someone who hadn’t lived
in it—which we do have new residents coming into the CHA



HENRY HORNER HOMES

all the time . . . it would be considered fearful for them, but I'm
speaking for myself. I'm conditioned for it. It's everyday. It’s like,
if they’re going to shoot, they’re going to shoot. If they're not,
they’re not. That’s just the way that stands.

Most residents we met were parents or grandparents. Their greatest
worry about living in Horner was raising children in an environment
where violence was commonplace and crime readily visible. It was nearly
impossible to always protect their children in such a place, and the neigh-
borhood offered little positive distraction. As LaKeisha explained,
“There’s nothing out there anyway, there’s no type of slide. . .. It’s dan-
gerous to play in the playground. No swings, nothing out there.” Janelle
described her efforts to keep her three young children off the streets and
in their home: “I don’t let my kids out to play around. .. only because
I stay fifteen stories high, and if something happened I just can’t get to
’em in time. . ..I never let them play. No. I never, I'm here three years,
I can’t even count the time I let them come down here and play. They
don’t come down to the lobby, the playground. I just don’t do it. I don’t
know nobody down here, and my kids don’t know nobody.” Others coped
by taking their children out of the neighborhood as much as possible.
Inez, a mother in her thirties and a relatively new resident, was particu-
larly committed to exposing her children to enriching activities in the
city. “The majority of the time my kids aren’t even at home. I take them
to the museums or—my kids are always gone because I want them to
know that there are other things to do with yourselves besides sit out
there and play and hang out and do whatever. So I figure if | give them
a chance, by taking them places, maybe that’ll keep them occupied. And
they won’t even think about stuff like that.”

No one said Horner was the kind of environment they would select
for their children if they had a choice. But, as one resident said, “It’s all
I can afford.” In the meantime, they coped as best they could and hoped
that their children would avoid being swept into the world of gang vio-
lence and the drug economy. As Inez explained, “I don't think I really
have a problem. But you never know until your child is at that age. But
the same thing can happen somewhere else. So the only thing I can do
is try to teach them the best that I know and hope.”

Strained Social Connections

In Horner, most residents had lived there for years
and knew many other tenants well; often they had long-term friends and
family who also lived in the development. Because privacy was lacking
in Horner, residents could easily observe each other’s activities from their
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‘windows and wére famiiliar with most people who lived in the devel-
opment. But often these social links were not sufficiently protective
against the dangers in the community. Residents we interviewed spoke
of an ever-present wariness in an envircnment that could become dan-
gerous at any time: “You don’t know who you can trust,” or “You have
to look out for yourself,” or “People are scared.” As Inez explained, so-
cial ties were usually closely circumscribed; residents took care of their
“own” and regarded those outside their inner circle with great suspi-
cion: “I don’t know. I know the few people that I talk to, you know. If
you need something or they need a favor, we look out for each other.
But the rest of the people, I don’t know how they go about helping each
other.” Wanda echoed this sentiment: “They basically go their own way.
They communicate, but, it’s like everybody mind his own garbage. Ev-
erybody fighting and drugs and guns. And you know, nobody cares if
the kids don’t have a place to play.”

The majority of Horner residents (58 percent) in May 1994 felt that
both the CHA management and residents were responsible for stopping
crime and drugs in the development. Only 24 percent of the residents
said tenants alone were most responsible. Some residents stressed their
inability to handle the dangers presented by gangs and the power of the
drug market. According to Inez, “Well, I don’t think the tenants could
do it. So I think the CHA management should do whatever they have to
do to try and get those people out of here.” Some, such as LaKeisha,
felt that residents should shoulder more of the responsibility for crime
and drugs: “I think the tenants. We have to stay here. I think a lot of the
tenants are the ones who'’s out there doing the loitering and stuff. And
their kids, you know, are in the hallways doing something. It’s a lot of
parenting control, I think, plays a big part in it. Not enforcing curfew,
being in the house—that can make a big difference.”

Despite their concerns, most residents were relatively optimistic
about their ability to improve conditions: 66 percent said they thought
that if residents worked together, they could do “a lot” to solve the prob-
lems of crime and drugs in their development. Very few (10 percent)
said they thought they could do nothing at all. However, as in Rockwell,
these results may have been more of a measure of “hopefulness” than
what residents thought would actually happen. Given the opportunity
to discuss the issue in the interviews, many residents expréssed resig-
nation that collective action was unlikely, given residential wariness
about their neighbors. As one man explained: “If they stick together and
keep the police on them, it would help a lot. But a lot of these people
are scared, you know. Scared of anything.” N

The biggest obstacle noted was that the perpetrators were also the
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sons, brothers, daughters, nephews, boyfriends, and long-time friends
of those who were complaining. Laverne explained how difficult, given
these social and economic complexities, it was for residents to take ac-
tion: “Well, most of tenants in the building, it’s their children. ... We
have the meetings. But like I was saying, the problem is not going to go
away because half the parents who come to the meeting that are com-
plaining, it’s about their child. So how can you stop something when
it’s your child.”

Differences were apparent among the three buildings we studied.
The Lake Street building on the west side of the development, which
had experienced such high levels of violence, appeared to be more co-
hesive; those residents were more likely to report they worked together
on problems. This building had a number of older, long-term tenants
who seemed to have formed a strong community. Residents in that build-
ing, like Barbara, were more likely to describe neighbors helping one
another, particularly with child care:

A lot of us do try and help one another out. I try to work with
the kids myself. They always know that my house has an
open-door policy. . . . I believe in the way I was brought up, that
it takes more than the mother and father to raise children. It takes
other people, and sometimes maybe I can’t see things the way
my children want to see, but they can go to my neighbor and
talk to her. And maybe they will understand her more than they
do me. So yeah, we work things out for the most part—a lot of
us.

Although Horner in some ways was a tightly-knit community, with resi-
dents who knew each other well, the overwhelming violence meant that
residents treated each other warily and were reluctant to work together
to improve conditions.

The CHA’s Battle against Crime in Horner

Rockwell Gardens was where the CHA began its battle
against crime in its developments in the late 1980s. The CHA did not
turn its attention to Horner until 1991. As in most of its high-rise de-
velopments, the CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative—the sweeps, security guards,
in-house police, tenant patrols, and CADRE (CHA drug-prevention)
center'>—faced daunting challenges: years of neglect, intense violence,
powerful gangs, and beleaguered residents skeptical of the CHA’s abil-
ity to effect change. Even a well-designed, expertly implemented pro-
gram would have faced difficult odds. For various reasons, the CHA was
never able to fully implement its Anti-Drug Initiative interventions in
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Horner. However, in 1995, the CHA began implementing the court-or-
dered Horner Revitalization Initiative, which holds the promise of bring-
ing bigger, more substantial change to the community.

CHA staff cited the extreme level of gang violence and physical iso-
lation as factors that undermined the agency’s efforts in Horner during
the mid-1990s.1® They also believed that resident leadership in Horner
was generally weaker than in many other CHA developments. Compara-
tively few effective resident organizations and vocal activists rallied to
protest CHA’s decisions. One senior CHA manager commented, “The [Lo-
cal Advisory Council] president at Horner is a strong leader, but there’s
nobody there to really back her up. She’s really operated on her own
out there.”!? In 1994, Vincent Lane, then the chairman of the CHA board,
admitted that the agency regarded Horner as being in such poor physi-
cal condition that it was simply not worth any significant investment:
“Horner is a unique case. It was the worst development CHA had when
I got here. I'll be honest, I want to put the money where it will have the
most benefit. I saw no point in investing in buildings that had already
become so deteriorated. They should be vacated, and people consoli-
dated in other buildings.”8

A more cynical view—one widely held among residents—was that
CHA had allowed the buildings to deteriorate. Tearing them down would
then be justified, and the land underneath, which had growing market
value with its proximity to the United Center, could be sold or redevel-
oped for more affluent households. More likely, Lane, who was also the
chairman of the National Commission on Severely Distressed and
Troubled Public Housing during the early 1990s, anticipated changes in
federal laws that would ease the demolition of public housing and per-
mit the creation of mixed-income developments. However, the Mothers
Guild decision, which mandated the revitalization of Horner, meant that
the CHA and HUD had to invest hundreds of millions of dollars in re-
developing the site by replacing any units they demolished with new
construction.?® In the meantime the Anti-Drug Initiative was underway,
fighting against years of neglect and decay.

Sweeps in Horner

The CHA conducted the first Operation Clean Sweep
action in Horner in June 1991. The entire development was swept again
in November 1992 and for the last time in November 1993 in response
to an increase in gang violence (Chicago Tribune, November 17, 1993).
In addition, as in Rockwell Gardens, a number of large-scale police ac-
tions responded to specific violent incidents. Operation Clean Sweep,
however, involved a much larger range of services, including issuing resi-
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dents’ identification cards and surveying tenants about their social ser-
vice and maintenance needs; the CHA also installed “target-hardening”
measures such as metal detectors, steel exterior doors, and guard booths
at the main entries. During the 1993 sweep, the agency installed turn-
stiles at Horner, which were meant to prevent drug dealers from run-
ning through the buildings.

Our first visit to Horner—part of a preliminary assessment of the
CHA's anticrime efforts—occurred shortly after the second set of sweeps
in November 1992. At that time, the residents we interviewed felt the
sweeps had improved conditions, albeit only temporarily (Popkin et al.
1993, 1995). The sweeps became more controversial in the spring of 1994,
following a judge’s ruling that the CHA'’s actions violated residents’ civil
rights.2® As in Rockwell, Horner residents’ attitudes about the sweeps
were contradictory and remained so throughout. In May 1994, only 37
percent of the residents said that they thought the CHA should be able
to search apartments without tenants’ permission; yet, the large major-
ity (78 percent) of residents also said they wanted their buildings swept
again.

As Shanita’s comments exemplify, some residents objected to the
sweeps as an invasion of privacy. “[Sweeps should not be done again] . ..
because that’s invading your privacy. When they come in you house they
want to look around. ... When I was here they just came in, checked
the stove and refrigerator—made sure that it was the one they gave me
when I first moved in. They went in my bedrooms and came right back
out.” However, others, like LaKeisha, viewed the sweeps as one of the
only ways to control the crime and violence in their community: “So,
you know, I don't think anyone likes them to look through their stuff,
but where I live I think it’s necessary.” Indeed, given continuing prob-
lems with crime and drugs in their buildings, some residents we inter-
viewed said that they actually wanted more frequent sweeps. Anita
explained, “Well, like I said, our building’s not too good, but I know
they still have guns and drugs in that building. They need to sweep more
often than they do.”

Although most residents we interviewed felt the sweeps helped re-
duce crime and disorder, they also complained that these improvements
were short-lived. Some, like Regina, questioned whether it was worth
enduring the indignities of the sweeps. “We know that when they done
the sweep it’ll be quiet and peaceful for a while, and normally they’ll
be real strict on security that be downstairs. But after a day or so you
know, it's pretty near right back to the same thing, and you go through
all of this—for what?”

After the legal controversy in the spring of 1994, the CHA gradually
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phased out the sweeps and replaced them with swarms, increased po-
lice patrols and building walkdowns, which involved the CHA and Chi-
cago police patrolling the halls and stairwells of high-rise buildings.?
In time, the sweeps became a less salient issue, although the propor-
tion of Horner residents who wanted their buildings swept again re-
mained unchanged.?? The fact that such a large proportion of residents
still wanted their buildings swept, despite the controversy, spoke to their
level of desperation about the problems with crime and violence in their
buildings.

Security Guards

Following the sweeps, guard booths were constructed
at the main entry, behind the newly installed metal detectors. Guards
were to be there twenty-four hours a day to screen people entering the
building and allow only leaseholders and their invited guests to enter.
The implementation of the security guards clearly failed at Horner; resi-
dents consistently perceived the guards as useless at preventing crime
in their buildings. The program, which, except for brief periods after the
first sweeps and during the revitalization effort, was staffed entirely by
low-paid private contractors, started poorly and disintegrated swiftly.

Tina’s response to a question about what the guards did to provide
security was scathing: “Besides sleep? And get high? That’s it! ... One
guard slept from when I walked . . . my youngest three kids to school . . . at
about 8:30 [until] I came home. He was still laying on the desk, and then
I came back downstairs around 12, and he was still in the same posi-
tion!” Clarice was equally frustrated: “They [the guards] don’t care who
comes in the building. . .. If the police be around, they might try to pre-
tend like they doing something, but if the police not there, they don’t
care who come in. It’s up to the, well, the gangbangers is the ones who
let people in the building. . . instead of the guards. The guards be in their
booth just sitting down.”

Even when we first interviewed Horner residents in the winter of
1993, they complained that the guards were inconsistent about enforc-
ing entrance procedures (for example, screening visitors or checking iden-
tification) and were ineffective in keeping people from hanging out in
the entryways (Popkin et al. 1993, 1995). When we returned to the de-
velopment in May 1994, the majority of residents complained that the
guards did a poor job of preventing crime (69 percent) and reducing fear
(71 percent). These dismal ratings only grew worse over time; nine
months later in January 1995, nearly 100 percent of the residents we

- surveyed rated the guards’ performance as “poor.”23 T

Although residents always thought the guards were ineffective, in
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1993 and 1994, Horner guards were generally at their posts. But by Janu-
ary 1995, residents reported that the guards were only showing up spo-
radically, and by May 1995, the situation had deteriorated so completely
that those hired to “guard the building” did so by sitting in their cars
on the street. Barbara described the situation in the spring of 1995: “I
guess [they show up] when they feel like it. You may have one set of
guys that can come on, they’ll stay for their entire eight hours, but then
again . . . the next set may not show up, or if they do come, they’ll stay
a while and leave.”

Following the HUD takeover of the CHA in May 1995, the new ad-
ministration attempted to remove the guards from Horner altogether.
Acknowledging the guards’ ineffectiveness, the CHA argued that in-
creased police patrols, particularly bicycle patrols, would provide ad-
equate security. As conditions deteriorated, lawyers representing Horner
tenants in the Mothers Guild case filed a complaint about the guards’
removal and alleged that the CHA was violating the terms of the con-
sent decree that required the CHA to maintain safe conditions during
the renovation.?* After a few weeks, the CHA agreed to reassign private
guards to Horner on a limited basis, although most continued to guard
the building from cars or vans on the street (Chicago Tribune, Septem-
ber 19, 1995). However, considering the guards’ performance, residents
seemed to think their return made little difference. Inez described the
guards sitting in cars or around fires they had built in garbage cans to
keep warm: “But the only reason we have security right now is because
of a court order. But they sit in their cars or they sit across the street
where the [store] is, and build their fires and do whatever it is they wanna
do, but they’re not in the building at all.”

In addition to the problems with guards failing to appear at their
posts, residents consistently complained that the security guards often
treated them disrespectfully. As in the other developments, many, such
as Laverne, complained that the guards were flirting with and harass-
ing female residents: “Some of [them] are respectful. But the other ones,
they just seem like they just try to talk to you. What I mean by that—
they flirt . . . they let young girls go in and use the telephone. . . . It's like,
well you can’t use the phone if you don’t want to talk to me, if you don't
let me touch you. . . . You have security guards, they get off work or during
their lunch hour, they go upstairs to the [woman’s] apartment.” How-
ever, the most troubling complaints from residents were allegations that
security guards not only failed to protect people from crime but also in
some cases endangered them. Barbara said that the guards in her build-
ing locked residents out during shoot-outs, leaving them exposed to the
gunfire: “We don’t really have a problem with security except when
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they’re [the gangs] shooting: Then they {the guards] try to keep the doors
locked. . . . They're looking out more so for their safety than ours. The
security is rotten.”

Considering the forces at work, it is not difficult to understand why
the security guards failed so miserably in Horner. The guards, all em-
ployees of contract security firms, were armed, but they were paid only
$5 or $6 per hour and received only twenty hours of training. CHA staff
acknowledged that in the dangerous Horner situation it was virtually
impossible for these poorly trained guards to do their job effectively.?
For near poverty-level wages, inexperienced guards were not likely to
stand up to the gangs. They received training and wages that might have
been appropriate to patrolling suburban parking lots but not manning
the front lines of an inner-city war zone. Residents like Laverne under-
stood the dynamics of the situation: “The security guards are scared. . ..
They don’t want to stop and ask, ‘Do you live in this building?"”

In February 1996, LaKeisha summarized how the security guards had
lost control of the buildings in the Homes section:

A lot of things are out of control. The buildings themselves, like
it’s gone, no guards, nothing. It's back the way it used to be. They
[the CHA] did that with the guards, put them over here to change
it, maybe this will help them out, and for a while it did, but
the guards slackened up some. ... They [the gangs] started dis-
respecting the guards. When they first came over here, people
were scared of that; “Oh, they gonna have guards over here. Now
you can’t even go in this side,” and this and that, and they
couldn’t. But once they [the gangs] start . . . breaking those guards
down, you know, “Well, you gonna let us in,” or this and that.
A lot of the guards were on drugs themselves—they buy drugs
from the drug dealers—so they let them stand out there, so they
[the gangs] took advantage of that. That’s how they pushed them
[the guards] out of the building.

The dangers in Horner undermined the guards’ effectiveness, but poor
fiscal management also clearly contributed to the failure of the security
program. As discussed in chapter 2, in 1994, the CHA determined that
all six of the private security firms it contracted with to provide secu-
rity in its high-rises had billed for services not rendered (Chicago Tri-
bune, June 24, 1994). One firm, which provided security for most of CHA’s
high-rise developments, was accused of failing to adequately staff guard
stations, shuffling staff from one station to the next to try to cover up
the shortage.?® Thus, in part, the guards seemed to disappear from Horner
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because the contract security firms simply stopped sending them there
but continued to bill the CHA for their services.

Problems with security in Horner continued as the revitalization ini-
tiative got underway in 1996 and 1997. In December 1996, only a small
proportion of Horner residents reported having guards in their build-
ing; these were primarily residents from the Lake Street building that
received extra security under court order. A year later, no guards were
stationed in any buildings. HUD required the CHA to spend its funds
on major improvements to its developments and reduce significantly the
amount of money the agency had available to spend on security services.
In 1996, the agency stopped hiring contract guards, and in May 1998,
the CHA’s Security Force laid off 152 security officers due to budgetary
constraints.?’” What remained of the CHA’s Security Force patrolled the
development on a regular basis by foot and car, but inadequate security
remained a major concern.

Police

As in Rockwell, police from both the CHA and the
city of Chicago were assigned to patrol Horner on a regular basis. The
two departments participated in joint activities such as the sweeps,
swarms, building walkdowns, and emergency inspections, and both de-
partments initiated community policing programs in 1995.2% As discussed
in chapter 2, the Chicago police expanded their citywide community po-
licing program (called the Chicago Alternative Policing Strategy, or CAPS)
to include CHA housing in the fall of 1995, and some residents, par-
ticularly those from the Lake Street building, reported attending CAPS
meetings.?? The CHA also began implementing its own community po-
licing program, although it was less well defined. As part of this effort,
CHA police officers patrolled Horner on mountain bikes for several
months and increased foot patrols (Chicago Tribune, September 1, 1995).
Residents seemed to feel that the main effect of these increased patrols
was to shift drug dealing from one building to another. Tonisha com-
mented, “If the police come, they’ll try to chase them [the drug dealers]
back out. But when they leave, they start all over again.”

And Janelle added, “I think those bikes, the police on the bikes,
chased them [the drug dealers] away. . . . And so they—they call it shop—
open shop and closing shop. So what they did was they closed shop in
one area and opened it up in another.”

In addition to the patrols, the CHA police had a small office at Horner,
which they used as a holding cell. Senior CHA administrators felt that
the agency’s efforts in Horner had been somewhat more successful than
those in Rockwell, although they were well aware that serious problems
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with crime remained- In both Rockwell and Horner; CHA personnel felt
that the police were doing the best they could, but were fighting an up-
hill battle against the entrenched gangs.

We’re doing an effective job, quite frankly. A very effective job.
But in reference to doing an even better job, the problem is not
enough people combined with a huge gang problem. . .. There
are no street gangs like Chicago street gangs. This is gang cen-
tral right here. This [CHA housing] is whereit’s all focused in
on, where all the major gangs conduct a good amount of their
activity, where the soldiers live, where the generals come and
go, it’s just such a huge problem. And when you take into ac-
count that we’re operating in an environment where 98, 99 per-
cent of the people are unemployed, wherein about 80 percent
or more of the families are single-family household situations,
wherein 80 percent, probably more, of the people are under
twenty-five, this is like a hunting ground for the gangs. So what
it basically boils down to are huge numbers of gangs coupled with
unbelievable armament and relatively few CHAPD [police de-
partment] and Chicago police officers to deal with the situation.3?

Despite efforts of the CHA and Chicago police to cope with crime
in Horner, residents remained reluctant to report crime to police; in fact,
the proportion that admitted reporting a crime to police or guards de-
clined significantly over time.?! As Barbara said in December 19895, this
reluctance stemmed from the very real threat of retaliation: “They [resi-
dents] too afraid [to report crime). . .. I try to tell [the police] like I tell
the lawyers . . . they don't have to raise their kids here. They don’t have
to worry about, ‘Well, can I go out to the store, and will I come back in
safe?’ you know. Because you can get killed any time, and nobody may
never find out who doneit. . .. Why would they even think to ask some-
body to testify about what they have seen?”

Conflicts with Residents

As in Rockwell, many Horner residents we inter-
viewed had negative attitudes toward the CHA police and viewed them
as less effective than the Chicago police and disrespectful to tenants.
However, in Horner, perhaps because of the greater police presence, the
complaints were more serious, with many residents—particularly those
from the Lake Street building—reporting that the CHA police were vio-
lent and abusive. In January 1995, Clarice complained the police were—
harassing the residents in her building: “Oh, I did call on one of the.. ..
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CHA policeman, because . . . my daughter was bending down, and he put
the stick between her legs and whatnot. . . . Like the nightstick. And she
was bending down, and he put it like that and stuff. She said he act

like it was an accident, but she didn’t think it was. Because it was an- -

other young man there, and he arrested him, and he’s not a gangbanger,
and he wasn’t doing anything, so they were just harassing people that
day.” :

Six months later in May 1995, Regina complained that the officers
were being abusive to residents and searching apartments without cause:
“Basically they. . . knock on people’s doors, [and will] break doors down
if don’t nobody answer the door, they kicks it in. . . . They goes into the
apartments, ransack the apartments . . . the vacant apartments [that CHA
had secured]. They take hatchets with them and chop those doors
open. ... Then you ask them, ‘Why was you tearing that door up, you
gonna leave it like that?’ They [reply], ‘B—— this and m——f—— that,
you can’t tell me what to do!’. .. They don’t care what they say to you
and how they say it.” The situation continued to deteriorate: when we
returned to the development in August 1995, almost all the residents
we interviewed from the Lake Street building reported incidents of CHA
police officers forcibly entering apartments, opening previously secured
vacant apartments, and verbally abusing residents.

In February 1996, Barbara reported that the CHA police were beat-
ing up gang members regularly:

They're [the police] beating the gang members. They are really
beating the gang members, but even though those guys are gang
members, they still have rights. And . .. to me, that’s unneces-
sary force. If they catch them with something, they ought to take
‘em to jail. Unless they’re physically trying to harm them, they
shouldn’t beat them, those are somebody’s kids, you know. All
of ’em aren’t bad kids, they’re just starving for attention, some
of 'em for love, some of ’em for all the things that they were
never able to have, and that selling drugs afford them to have
these things. And . .. they're still human beings, and they still
should be treated as such. If we sit back and let them take their
civil rights from them, then they’re going to do the same thing
to us.

Continuing Police Presence
The police apparently continued their heavy presence
in Horner through 1996. In October, CHA and Chicago police conducted
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a sting dubbed “Operation Blue Tornado.” The operation resulted in the
drug-related indictments of ninety-five people, including fifty-two resi-
dents, for drug activities at Horner. Police claimed that this sting shut
down a $100,000-per-week drug-selling business (Chicago Tribune,
October 8, 1996) in one high-rise in the Homes section, but residents
said the raid resulted in the arrests of many innocent tenants. Moreover,
these heavy-handed tactics did not significantly improve safety in the
development.

Tenant Patrols

Despite repeated attempts, the CHA was unable to
organize effective tenant patrols in Horner. Occasionally a group of resi-
dents took the training offered by the CHA'’s Office of Resident Programs,
but these groups apparently collapsed quickly. As one administrator put
it, “Horner is the one development, every time we think we’ve got ’em,
they’re gone.”32 The CHA’s resident programs staff believed the lack of
participation at Horner was due, in part, to the high proportion of young
leaseholders—also a factor in Rockwell Gardens. CHA staff felt that the
strong gang presence in Horner had effectively intimidated residents, who
were highly skeptical that tenant patrols really could improve condi-
tions in their buildings. “So we’ve got some [Horner residents] in train-
ing, and we’ve got to do some special things with them. I think that the
pessimism is so strong there, that if things don’t happen immediately,

they give up. It’s such a sense of hopelessness.”33
Our interviews with residents confirmed CHA staff’s analysis.3* Most
residents said they would not be willing to participate in the tenant pa-
trols. Their main objection was fear for their personal safety. Like Bar-
bara, they were concerned that the police would not protect their
anonymity, and they would be vulnerable to gang retaliation. “I saw some-
thing once. I called the police—I figure I'm being protected. Police come
right back to my door and let it be known that I was the one who seen
it. So therefore people will not do this tenant patrol because the police
do not have respect for their privacy. This is why they don’t get any in-
formation.” Residents also said they were not willing to participate in
tenant patrols because they did not have child care or because it was
safer to “mind their own business.” Others explained that they were fo-
cused on leaving Horner altogether, rather than trying to improve con-
ditions there. Finally, a few residents, like Clarice, said that some resident
volunteers for the tenant patrols were themselves connected to the gangs
in their buildings: “We had a tenant patrol [meeting] to help us combat
the gang and everything, and the people that wanted to be in it; their
kids was in it [the gang] or they was helping the gang out in the first
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place, so why you gonna have the devil taking care of the devil? It’s stu-
pid, you know. So we said we wasn’t gonna have one.”

Janelle, who lived in the Homes section, said that the tenant patrol
in her building quickly failed because the gangs intimidated the partici-
pants, spying on their meetings and threatening retaliation.

They [the gang] run everything. That’s why, you know, every-
body act like they scared. Everybody scared to call the police.
We had a tenant patrol. We used to have meetings and every-
thing, . . . but people scared to come out. Then we had people
that was coming to the meetings, then going back telling the guys
what we were saying at the meetings. We had a couple of people
that threatened our lives. . .. It was like everybody just started
dropping off, you know, one by one. And we had got down to
where it was just me and one other lady. . . . Because everybody
else, you know, chickened out.

Thus, the tenant patrol program failed in Horner because of resi-
dents’ very real fears that becoming involved would expose them to re-
taliation from the gangs and drug dealers. With gang members attending
meetings and threatening those who were brave enough to attend the
meetings, it is no wonder that residents quickly “chickened out” and
decided it was safer to keep to themselves.35

CADRE Center
The Combating Alcohol and Drugs through Rehabili-
tation and Education (CADRE) center opened in Horner in June 1992 in
a first-floor apartment of one high-rise building in the Homes section of
the development. CHA staff viewed the Horner CADRE center as more
successful than the one in Rockwell, 38
The Horner center offered the standard set of services and programs,
including drug-prevention programs and help in getting access to drug
treatment. However, the Horner CADRE initiated a much wider and more
creative range of prevention programs for youth than the center in
Rockwell Gardens. Staff established relationships with the three schools
adjacent to the development. The CADRE center had a Student Assis-
tance Program and periodically presented workshops and all day retreats
{called “Snowflakes”) on substance abuse, conflict resolution, and gang
avoidance. Staff also ran a “Just Say Know” program. The center invited
Chicago police and state’s attorney’s office representatives to participate
in school visits, in an attempt to build better rapport between young
Horner residents and law enforcement officials.
In addition, CADRE staff developed a relationship with the Chicago
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Academy of Sciences, where they took twenty-five young people every
other Saturday for tutoring. The staff took middle school children on
college tours and camping trips to expose them to life outside of CHA
housing. CADRE staff attempted to involve parents in these activities,
to help to strengthen families and thus decrease the likelihood of ado-
lescent involvement with drugs and gangs.3” According to one CADRE
staffer, “The whole concept is, we're trying to promote family unity and
assist in every way we can to build family structure. Make it more sound,
more strong.”3® CADRE staff believed that the fact that most staff and
volunteers were Horner residents helped the programs’ effectiveness: “So
we’re hiring right directly from the community. They’re always in touch
with people after 4:30. The people now know what they’re doing, what
CADRE provides. . . so when they’re going home people are coming and
needing services and needing questions answered, and they would take
care of them even then. But there’s a trust factor, by them being resi-
dents. So they’re very effective.”

CADRE center staff were less successful in getting residents into drug
treatment. In part, this failure reflected a shortage of beds in local drug
treatment centers. However, CADRE staff felt they had not been able to
reach most substance abusers to convince them to give up their drug
habits. They conducted regular door-to-door outreach efforts, yet were
disappointed with the turnout for drug treatment referrals.

The drug problem is the same too. It hasn’t changed because
people have drug habits. The demand outweighs the supply. As
long as the demand outweighs the supply, we will have a drug
problem. This is a people problem, not just a drug dealer prob-
lem. Residents can go to CADRE, but they are not. Only two
or three people a month are placed in detox. I don’t know if
you can call that successful. It is good for them, but as a per-
centage of the population being served, the program has not been
successful.3?

Another factor that limited the success of the Horner CADRE was the
center’s location on the east side of the Homes and the ongoing fight for
turf among the gangs. Because Damen Avenue divided territory between
the Gangster Disciples in the Extension and the Conservative Vice Lords
and Gangster Stones in the Homes, residents, even adult women, were
reluctant to cross that line.

Residents that we interviewed generally had very positive views of
the CADRE center. Although most had not used the services, they trusted
that the CADRE staff would help them if they needed it. Those, such as
Tina, who had used the services, were very pleased with their experi-



HENRY HORNER HOMES

ences. “They went around knocking on everyone’s door, ‘Hey we’re down
here, we’ll help you with this, and you know, we got this program and
that program,” and then I got to know the workers that work here, and
everything, and when I got stuck up they was more than willing to help
me.” In addition, several residents with children were particularly pleased
with the youth programs and viewing them as one of the few positive
things in the development.

The Horner Revitalization Initiative

The biggest force for change at Henry Horner in the
1990s would become not the Anti-Drug Initiative, but the Horner Revi-
talization Initiative.?® The Mothers Guild suit was first settled by con-
sent decree in the spring of 1995; however, HUD took over the CHA in
May 1995, and the terms of the seitlement were then renegotiated. A
new consent decree with a full redevelopment plan was issued in Au-
gust 1995. The settlement of the Mothers Guild case coincided with the
implementation of the federal HOPE VI program (see chapters 2 and 3),
which provided funds for public housing demolition and revitalization.
The Horner Revitalization Initiative thus became the first of the CHA’s
efforts to revitalize its worst public housing properties.4?

To meet the ambitious goals of the Mothers Guild decree, the CHA
was required to demolish all high-rise and some mid-rise buildings in
Horner, rehabilitate the remaining mid-rises, and construct new town-
houses in the community. More units were to be built than destroyed,
although half of these new units were to be rented to working-class fami-
lies not currently living in CHA housing.#? Horner tenants were to be
given a choice of a Section 8 voucher, scattered-site housing, or a new
or rehabilitated unit in or around Horner. To ensure a viable, mixed-
income community, the consent decree also mandated that security mea-
sures be put in place, the site be landscaped, and parks and play areas
be constructed; in addition, the development management was to be pri-
vate rather than handled by the CHA. Finally, although the consent de-
cree required that the CHA carry out a needs assessment of current Horner
residents to determine their needs for social services, it did not provide
any funding for these services.

Two days after the final decree was signed, demolition of a long-
vacant building in the Horner Extension began; four more of the seven
buildings in that section of the development were demolished within
the next few months. Before any more buildings could be demolished,
all the Extension units had to be replaced; this requirement stalled the
demolition for several years, even as the CHA moved ahead with
constructing new townhouses on the site.#® The revitalization slowed
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following the Democratic National Convention in the summer of 1996,
and the pace did not increase again until late 1997.

The first phase of the redevelopment called for the construction of
466 units: 200 on the Horner site, and 266 in the surrounding area.**
The remaining high-rises in the Homes section were to be demolished;
residents voted to rehabilitate the three buildings in the Annex and the
mid-rises in the Homes. Half of the new and rehabilitated units were to
be set aside for current Horner residents, and half were to be used for
“low-income” tenants (that is, tenants with incomes between 50 and 80
percent of the local median income). Although a few Horner residents,
who as a whole were considered “very low-income” tenants, qualified
for low-income housing, most low-income tenants were working families
recruited from around Chicago.?® This first phase of the redevelopment
was initially to be completed in April 1997, but it was still incomplete
in early 1999 (Chicago Tribune, February 28, 1999).

The effects of the revitalization initiative could be seen by mid-1996.
The first fifty-six new townhomes were constructed on the Horner site
in time for the Democratic National Convention that was held in the
neighboring United Center in July of that year, and Pinnacle Realty Man-
agement Company took over the day-to-day management of the devel-
opment. The city cleaned up the surrounding neighborhood by spreading
wood chips and planting shrubs in the vacant lots. The Lake Street el-
evated train line was reopened, and all the major roads were resurfaced.
The CHA cleaned up the development grounds and even built a new
playground across from the Homes buildings.

As the revitalization effort began, Horner residents had mixed feel-
ings about the proposed changes. Many residents we interviewed were
unsure what the future would hold for them and whether they would
be allowed back into the revitalized development. Like LaKeisha, many
said they feared losing the only home they had ever known: “I think a
lot of us was born over here or raised over here. We feel comfortable
over here, everyone knows each other. No one wants to like move away
or be put somewhere else where they don’t wanna go. I think everyone
wants something better, but they don’t wanna have to leave their own
neighborhood to get something better.” ‘

Inez, a Lake Street resident, was particularly concerned about the
implications of the proposed screening process, which could prevent any
residents who had poor rental histories—failure to pay back rent, dam-
age reports, or other lease violations—from returning to the revitalized
development.*® Furthermore, under the federal “one-strike” provision,
households with a member having a criminal record would no longer~
be allowed in Horner, or any other CHA development. “If you don’t [make
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it through the screening], then I guess you have to take one of the other
options, like scattered sites, Section 8, or something like that.”

The Extension, where the Lake Street residents lived, was affected
first. By early 1996, these residents had already noticed some reduction
in crime. Several, like Barbara, said that the demolition of buildings had
reduced gang tensions and forced gang members to realize the agency
was serious about moving ahead with the redevelopment.

I think that what happened was once they saw those buildings
torn down, it was a reality. You know, it just hit them, bam they
really gonna do this. And I think that people now realize that
they’re really gonna lose what they know as home. So I think
that it’s making a change in them. .. because not only are we
losing what we call home, they’re fixing to lose what they call
home. So the area that they staked out as their territory is not
fixing to be their territory anymore. So therefore, in order to try
to hold on a little bit, the gangs have been . . . [more or less] get-
ting along.

Some Lake Street residents became actively involved in creating the new
Westhaven community. Two building leaders were appointed to the
Horner Residents Council, which was created by the consent decree to
represent the Horner residents in decree-related issues. Barbara and other
tenants also became involved with a community organizing effort to try
to bring social services and economic development to Horner.

In contrast, residents from the Homes Section were much less posi-
tive about the revitalization. With the exception of the new playground,
the revitalization effort did not have much effect on their section of the
development during the early stages. The development was put into pri-
vate management in 1996, which may have improved janitorial service,
but did little to address the major problems of failing building systems,
including incinerators, plumbing, elevators, and heat. Further, they had
not yet been offered the relocation services that Extension residents re-
ceived and were uncertain about their future. Tonisha’s comments re-
flected this confusion: “I think they was talking about moving. See we
done heard so many stories, they was talking about moving everybody
over there. Then they talk, turn around, talking about they gonna remodel,
rehab them [the buildings]. So you just hearing too many different
stories.”

Janelle, like many Homes residents, was suspicious that the new
housing would be turned over to middle-class people who wanted to
move into the gentrifying neighborhood:
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I think they wanna give it to the, well, the more fortunate
peoples; they say the middle class and some low-income. I think
they wanna give it to all these people that already got a good
life, but complaining about they live too far. And they tired of
catching the Metra [commuter train], so they just want one trans-
portation, they want a place where they don’t have to drive their
own car to park, ‘cause they spend too much money parking,
they wanna be able to save all that money parking and just catch
one ride to their job and that’s what they gonna get.

By the spring of 1998, 160 new townhomes had been constructed
on and around the Horner site. The new townhomes were attractive, with
significantly more “curb appeal” than the high-rises they replaced. In
the surrounding community, off-site units filled in vacant lots and re-
placed abandoned buildings, giving the area a less desolate look. The
mid-rise buildings in the Homes section had been cleaned-up: sand-
blasted, tuckpointed, givén new windows and accessible entrances. In
the Annex—those three buildings across from the United Center—one
building had been completely rehabilitated and renamed “the Village
of Westhaven,” and rehabilitation of the other two was underway. Only
a few families remained in the Lake Street building, all awaiting new
townhomes. However, the two buildings in the Homes section were still
occupied, and conditions remained miserable.

Impact on Conditions

In the early 1990s, conditions in Horner were deplor-
able: filth, vermin, graffiti, trash, and junk were everywhere; drug use
and sales were rampant; three rival gangs vied for control of the devel-
opment. The CHA spent millions of dollars on sweeps and security en-
hancements in the development in 1992 and 1993, with few tangible
results, Residents noted short-term improvements, but no longer-term
effects. Indeed, residents noted that at least one “target-hardening” mea-
sure—turnstiles installed in the building entryways—did little but pro-
tect the drug dealers from the police. Dealers could stand inside the lobby
and sell drugs through the turnstiles to buyers standing outside; to catch
them, police had to go around the building and enter through the front
entrance, by which time the dealers could easily disappear. Several resi-
dents commented that the only advantage for residents was that this sys-
tem kept the customers out of the lobby. Inez described the typical scene:
“They [the dealers] made them [the customers] go out and around through
the turnstile. So they just handing them [the drugs] to them so they’re”
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not necessarily in the lobby. They did change that after they [the CHA]
locked the building down and put the turnstiles in.”

Between May 1994 and December 1997, the CHA continued to spend
millions of dollars on security in Horner for guards, police, tenant pa-
trols, and the CADRE center. In the summer of 1995, the agency began
implementing the Horner Revitalization Initiative, which slowly brought
profound changes to the development: By 1998, demolitions, closings,
decreased population, and townhome construction altered the develop-
ment considerably. However, conditions in the high-rise buildings slated
for demolition remained much the same, and drug trafficking and vio-
lent crime remained serious concerns. Moreover, the extent to which the
original tenants had benefited from the changes in Horner remained un-
clear.

According to residents, some problems in Horner improved gradu-
ally over time, particularly after the revitalization initiative got under-
way in late 1995. However, as shown in figure 5.1, although the situation
seemed to have improved, residents’ concerns about crime and drug traf-
ficking remained high even in 1996, a year after the revitalization be-
gan, and in 1997, with revitalization well underway. Budget shortfalls
forced the CHA to reduce its spending on security; the agency increas-
ingly shifted resources to new and rehabilitated sections of the devel-
opment and away from the high-rise buildings. Horner did, in fact, change
over time; improvements and increased residential concern became ap-
parent as the revitalization effort picked up steam. We use scales to sum-
marize the patterns of change in residents’ perceptions of major problems
with vandalism, drug trafficking, and violent crime in Horner.#” Finally,
using data from a follow-up study conducted in 1998,% we discuss the
early impacts of the revitalization initiative,

Physical Conditions

Horner residents’ reports of physical problems inside
their buildings remained very high throughout the mid-1990s, even as
the revitalization initiative got underway. The three high-rise buildings
that we followed were all targeted for eventual demolition. By the win-
ter of 1996, the Lake Street building was the last building left open in
the Extension, and the overall tenant population had dropped precipi-
tously as many residents elected to leave Horner for scattered-site or Sec-
tion 8 units. However, even as the revitalization was beginning to change
the look of the overall development, conditions in the remaining high-
rise buildings were bleak. In May 1994, the overwhelming majority (more
than 90 percent) of residents had noted major problems with graffiti, trash
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and junk, and broken light bulbs in their buildings. As figure 5.1 shows,
after the revitalization initiative began, this figure dropped to 88 per-
cent in December 1995 and remained at about that level in subsequent
years. Residents did note some changes as private managers took over
maintenance. For example, in December 1997, residents reported a dra-
matic improvement in problems with broken light bulbs.4?

Not surprisingly, residents consistently complained about the ter-
rible conditions in their buildings. Those from the two Homes build-
ings described ongoing problems with trash piling up—probably resulting
from both vandalism and the buildings’ faulty incinerators. And, as in
1994, especially troubling to them were the dark hallways and stairways
resulting from broken light bulbs and fixtures. As Anita commented in
May 1995: “Trash is always in the hallways. No light bulbs, it’s just al-
ways nasty in the hallways now.” Although residents complained about
the janitors, much of their frustration was aimed at their neighbors and
CHA management. Wanda summed up the situation in February 1996:

The same thing—broken lights, trash everywhere outside. The
janitors—they can’t really blame it on the janitors because they
do come in the morning, and they do clean up. But over the
weekends, the janitors don’t do anything on weekends. Then
everything is a mess on Mondays, and it might be Wednesday
by the time they get everything cleaned up and fixed up. They
never got the supplies they need from Housing, no light bulbs,
never. It’s just basically the same.

Residents of the Lake Street building generally had fewer complaints
about the physical conditions in their building. With a smaller tenant
population, particularly as the revitalization effort progressed, resident
leadership asserted some influence to get better janitors and encourage
residents to work together to keep the building relatively clean. As Bar-
bara explained in September 1995, “We don't really have that much [graf-
fiti], just a little bit. In the elevators, a couple of residents and myself,
we usually keep the elevators scrubbed down and cleaned. So we don’t
really have a problem with graffiti.” Barbara went on to say that even
the gang members who lived in the building kept a trash can out front
for their garbage.

Although conditions in the two buildings in the Homes section re-
mained grim and the Lake Street building improved slightly, the situa-
tion outside improved substantially after the revitalization initiative began
at the end of 1995. Residents’ complaints about major problems with
graffiti and trash outside declined from 80 percent in May 1995 to 67
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percent in December 1995 and just over 50 percent in 1996 and 1997
(see figure 5.1).50 The first clean-up occurred in September 1995, coin-
ciding with a formal ceremony marking the demolition of the first build-
ings in the Extension. According to Regina, the mayor and other officials
attended the ceremony: “I think they cleaned it up because Mayor Daley
was coming to the ceremony of knocking down the buildings. So that’s
when they did the cleaning up.”

Lake Street residents had consistently reported less severe problems
with graffiti and trash outside than residents of the two buildings in the
Homes. Furthermore, the improvement in physical conditions was much
greater in the Lake Street building. For example, the proportion of Lake
Street residents reporting “big problems” with trash and junk piling up
on the lawns and parking lots fell from 61 percent in May 1994 to just
24 percent in December 1995; the comparable figures for the Homes build-
ings fell from 70 to 60 percent. These differences reflect the impact of
the redevelopment effort, particularly the drastic loss of population. In
the early phases of revitalization, following demolition and closings, the
Lake Street building was the last occupied building in the Extension.
The population of the Lake Street building itself shrank as residents opted
for relocation rather than remaining in the development. Fewer resi-
dents—and fewer buildings for the gangs and drug dealers to occupy—
undoubtedly led to fewer problems with vandalism.

By 1998, at least on the exterior, Horner was much cleaner than in
May 1994. Indeed, given all the changes, it is surprising that residents’
complaints about trash and graffiti outside did not decline more—even
in December 1997, nearly half the residents (about 45 percent) still re-
ported major problems with graffiti and with trash in the parking lots
and lawns. This finding suggests that despite the reduced disorder, van-
dalism remained a serious problem.

Powerful and Persistent Drug Market

The CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative interventions were
primarily intended to reduce the use and the sale of illegal drugs. The
security guards were supposed to prevent dealers from selling in lob-
bies or in front of buildings, and the CADRE center’s main purpose was
to prevent young people from using drugs. The Anti-Drug Initiative pro-
grams faced formidable challenges in Horner: the drug market, which
pervaded the development, was controlled by powerful, warring gangs.
The security guards were poorly trained, poorly supervised, and had little
ability—or incentive—to challenge the gangs.

In May 1994, Horner residents reported overwhelming problems with

drug trafficking, substance abuse, and gang activity. As figure 5.1 indi-
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cates, residents’ complaints about drugs and gang activity declined over
time, with the proportion of residents reporting major problems declining
from about 90 percent in May 1994 to about 75 percent in December
1995 both inside and outside their buildings.5! Despite the improvements,
concern about drugs and gangs remained high, with about 70 percent
of the residents in 1996 and 1997 reporting serious problems.

Clearly, levels of drug- and gang-related crime in Horner remained
extreme. Even as the revitalization brought marked changes and the popu-
lation declined in 1996 and 1997, more than half the residents contin-
ued to report serious problems with drugs and gangs, indicating that
Horner remained a troubled community. Further, it is important to be
careful in interpreting reports of “improved conditions” when such ex-
traordinarily high levels of crime exist.

Residents’ comments described the pervasive drug dealing. Inez said
that drug dealing was common in her building, like “going in and out
of a gas station.” “They come from everywhere. Taxicabs. You'll see
people coming, getting out of their trucks, and semi-trucks and every-
thing. Just to go get drugs. You’'d be surprised.” These residents seemed
to view drug dealing as a fact of life in Horner. Lake Street residents’
comments often suggested they had reached a practical accommodation
with the dealers: residents like Barbara would tolerate dealers as long
as they left other residents alone: “We do have drug dealing going on in
the building, but we don’t have a problem with the gang members who'’s
dealing in drugs, and we don't have a problem with the people who are
buying it. You know, the guys, they show respect for the people that’s
in the building. They do what they do for whatever reasons they do it,
but they don’t involve the people that’s in the building.”

Moreover, it was clear that at least some Lake Street residents were
in some ways grateful for the gang presence—“the bays” who provided
protection from unknown outsiders. These residents had endured a fierce
gang war with a neighboring building; recall that in May 1994, 40 per-
cent had experienced bullets shot into their apartment. Because the se-
curity guards were either absent or ineffective, the gang substituted as
the only real security system. Inez explained: “The only security you
have is actually the boys [gang members] themselves. . .. You know,
they’ll make sure that you get in the building safe, or if something’s gonna
happen they'll tell you. . .. They say that they there to protect the build-
ing, along with, I guess, make their money. But they pretty much look
out for us.” Clarice agreed, saying that said she had to rely on gang mem-
bers to protect her and her family: “I got in contact with the CHA po-
lice, and they was supposed to watch my door, and since nobody did I
got in contact with the gangbangers. And I told them what was going
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on, and then they-talked to the guy,-and I didn’t have the problem
anymore.”

Until the Lake Street building was vacated in 1997, and only ten-
ants who had qualified for the new townhomes remained, residents’ views
seemed to fit the old adage, “Better the devil you know than the one
you don’t.” The boys, the gangbangers, the drug dealers—these were not
strangers, but young men known to many residents. Experience might
have suggested to residents that these young men, not the CHA security
or the police, could provide the best day-to-day protection from the fear-
some threat of gunfire and gang war. Thus, drug dealing and other gang
activity was tacitly accepted as a trade-off for peace and respect. Yet it
was, of course, the gang members from Lake Street and their counter-
parts in neighboring buildings who wielded the guns and knives and
could disrupt the peace at any time.

Residents from the Homes section also sometimes described an in-
terdependency between the drug dealers and other residents. For ex-
ample, Janelle was grateful for the presents her children received from
the drug dealers, the only residents in the development with money for
luxuries: “This Christmas the dope dealers made all of us proud. Made
me very proud because they made sure that every kid in the building,
in this building, they bought ’em all a gift, and they bought expensive
gifts. . . . I think every little kid basically got what they needed. So they,
I felt that they finally put the money in the community.”

However, escalating gang tensions in the Homes meant increased
intimidation and harassment, as rival gangs competed for control of build-
ings. Before the revitalization, two gangs—the Gangster Stones and the
Conservative Vice Lords—controlled different sections of the Homes. As
the revitalization began disrupting gang territories and the Gangster Dis-
ciples, who had controlled the Extension, became factionalized, com-
petition for turf in the Homes increased. Wanda described the situation
in her building in late 1995:

It’s like the boys they run everything. Nobody can come in.
People don’t even want to come visit you because they got to
be stopped downstairs. . .. The security guards don’t come out
the booth . .. the boys doing all the searching of people. You
know, “Who you going to see? Where you going?” You know,
pulling guns out, putting them to people’s heads, and all that
type of stuff. ... The kids can’t come outside and play because
everybody fighting and shooting and selling drugs everywhere.

Other residents, like LaKeisha, continued to say that the gang members — -
and drug dealers generally left them alone unless they tried to interfere
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with their business. “They don’t bother you.. .. It’s like their only ob-
ject is making money. Whoever they have to step on to do it, they’ll do
it. They're not just gonna come up and mess with you, or push you out
of their way, or stuff like that. A tenant, no. . . . But if you fool with their
money, then [they’ll do something].”

Violent Crime Continues

As in Rockwell, the level of violent crime in Horner
reflected the larger gang war that dominated CHA’s high-rise develop-
ments. As figure 5.1 shows, residents’ reports of major problems with
violent crime—shootings, beatings, and sexual assaults both inside and
outside their buildings—declined significantly from May 1995 to Decem-
ber 1996, as the revitalization initiative began affecting conditions in the
development. In the Homes buildings, however, by December 1997, as
the Gangster Disciples splintered and CHA's revitalization efforts dis-
rupted long-held gang territories, residents’ reports of serious problems
with shootings increased again.52

There were striking differences between the Lake Street building and
the two buildings in the Homes section. Because of the intense gang war
afflicting the Extension in 1994, Lake Street residents initially reported
much more serious problems with shootings and violence: In May 1994,
more than 70 percent rated shootings both inside and outside as a “big
problem,” while 44 percent of residents from the Homes buildings said
shootings were a big problem inside and 55 percent said they were a
big problem outside.

The proportion of Lake Street residents reporting serious problems
with shootings outside dropped dramatically to 37 percent, by May 1995.
This reported reduction in gunfire in the Lake Street building was ar-
guably the most positive change we documented at Horner, and the
Horner Revitalization Initiative primarily precipitated that change. As
she reflected on the relative peace in 1996, Barbara recalled the terror
of the particularly intense gang war in 1994. “It was gang wars. . . . [Qur
building] was caught in the middle of that other gang. So we was sur-
rounded on one side with the one gang and on the other side it was the
same gang, so we was like caught in the middle. So, therefore, it was
constant shootings.” Our survey data suggested that this situation per-
sisted for at least nine months, from May 1994 to January 1995. For rea-
sons not fully known, the gangs in the Extension agreed on a “peace,”
or truce, and the gang war gradually died down in early spring of 1995.
Some of this change may have been related to the announcement of the
revitalization initiative (that is, the gangs realized that the turf they had
been fighting over was about to disappear). However, a peace in Rockwell
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began in the summer of 1995 involved some of the same gangs, so the
simultaneous truce in Horner may have reflected a higher-level decision
by gang leaders. Whatever the reason, residents like Regina from Lake
Street noted a marked drop in random violence: “They haven't been doing
no shooting between our buildings. I mean—knock on wood—is about
the same. But they haven’t had a shooting, but that’s good. ...I don’t
know what changed.” However, the price for this relative peace was that
residents had accepted protection from the gangs and allowed them to
control the building. Among the Lake Street residents we interviewed,
only Clarice was unambiguous in her view of the gangs: “Because the
gangbangers are getting out of hand. You know they always act like they
own the building. Now they truly do.” Despite her concerns, Clarice,
like the other residents we interviewed, acknowledged that the gang pres-
ence improved general building safety: “Nothing gonna happen inside
the building because the gangbangers got control of the building. They
know not to do anything inside the building.”

Ironically, although the gangs may have made residents feel safer
overall, this situation probably contributed to the problems with the CHA
police (described earlier). The police may have believed many Lake Street
residents were allied with the gangs; tension between residents and po-
lice mounted. Conversely, in January 1995, residents from Lake Street,
like Inez, began to report that much ongoing violence was attributable
to the actions of the CHA police: “That’s the problem. . .. That’s every-
one’s main concern right now is CHA police.”

Further, while conditions had improved somewhat, violent crime
continued to be a serious problem. For example, in December 1995, Bar-
bara said that her son had been threatened at gunpoint twice in the pre-
vious three months. Her account exemplified the complexity of crime
in Horner. In both cases, the assailant was someone her son knew; in
the second instance, it was someone who lived in their building:

My son was, it hasn’'t been three months. .. had a gun pulled
on him twice as a matter of fact. Once he was going to Western
[Avenue] to take the bus, and he had a gun pulled on him by
one of the gang members [who] told him he’d better not, asked
him what gang he was in. So the guy made him open up his
coat, so he could see that he didn’t have any weapons or any-
thing. He told me he said, “Well, you’d better hurry up and go
get on the bus.” And then he had a gun pulled on him another
time, so I took care of that problem. [Interviewer: “What did you
do?”] I talked to the guy that pulled a gun on him....And I -
told him, you don’t play that tough. Well, I was just upset with,
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he didn’t pull it on my son, but he pulled it on my son and a
bunch of younger children. ... It was only two older children,
my son and a young lady, and the rest of them were like ten,
eleven, twelve years old. “This is something you don’t do, I don’t
care,” [I told him], “How upset would you have been if that gun
had went off and taken somebody’s life?”

Although it did not eliminate the violence entirely, the revitaliza-
tion effort clearly brought profound social changes to the Extension that
truly improved the situation by late 1996. Obviously, the biggest ben-
efit for Lake Street residents was the closing of the building that housed
the rival gang. Tenants from the other buildings in the Extension—and
many in the Lake Street building itself—left to take Section 8 vouchers
or apartments in scattered-site developments. By late 1997, fewer than
seven hundred households resided in Horner; most of them hoped to
move into the new townhouses. The reduced population and the depar-
ture of many troublesome tenants meant that the level of violent crime
dropped dramatically.

While conditions improved steadily for Lake Street residents, vio-
lence in the Homes section was more episodic. The Homes had a larger
population at the outset—recall that most buildings in the Extension were
already closed by 1994—and the effect of the revitalization initiative on
this section of the development was much more gradual. According to
residents, violence in the Homes varied considerably over time; the worst
period was in May 1995, when 66 percent of the residents reported ma-
jor problems with shootings in and around their buildings. However, even
as the revitalization initiative moved forward and work began on some
of the mid-rises in the Homes, residents’ concerns about shootings and
violence remained high, with about 40 percent of residents reporting
major problems in both 1996 and 1997.

Wanda described one episode of gang violence in January 1995: “Just
about a couple weeks ago. Yeah, they was at war for about a whole week-
end—maybe a little longer than a weekend. . .. They were shooting back
and forth at each other. Across the field and doing drive-bys and every-
thing. And a little boy got killed, a lady got killed—innocent people that
had nothing to do with what was going on, end up getting hurt.” Later
that year, in May, LaKeisha reported that there was another gang war in
progress: “Well, there’s one [a gang war] now. .. started yesterday af-
ternoon, two o’clock in the afternoon. It’s still continuing now. This hap-
pened like eleven o’clock this morning, they’re out there shooting.”53

In February 1996, several residents, including LaKeisha and Wanda,
said that problems with gang conflicts had escalated after several powerful,
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local gang members were released from jail—the same situation that led
to the outbreaks of extreme violence in Rockwell Gardens. LaKeisha de-
scribed the ongoing conflict: “A lot of people were in jail that used to
be over here, and they get out. . . . They want certain buildings, you know,
they like they claim these buildings. . .. They just don’t gonna give it
up like that, so it cause conflict—shooting, arguments and fights and
stuff.” Wanda felt the violence was the worst she had ever seen: “The
drug selling, the people that they letting move in, everything is
worse . . . than it was two years ago. . . . The crime, the violence, kids get-
ting killed. Little kids, innocent kids getting killed when they caught
out in the gang wars. The people that don’t even live around here, hanging
and selling the drugs and everything, and nobody seems to care. Nobody.”

Horner in Transition

The Henry Horner Homes changed dramatically be-
tween 1993 and 1996. In the early 1990s, Horner was truly a dismal place,
with filthy grounds, miserable buildings, and a tenant population over-
whelmed by drug trafficking and violent crime. By the end of the de-
cade, Horner was a community in transition, in the midst of a massive
revitalization that would eliminate the huge high-rise and some mid-
rise buildings, change the look of the remaining mid-rises, and open many
units to households with incomes between 50 to 80 percent of the local
median.

It is safe to say that most of the CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative programs
had no sustained impact on crime and gang activity in Horner. Residents
reported that the sweeps had improved conditions in the short-run, but
the improvements quickly dissappeared without effective follow-up. The
security guards were a particular source of complaints. Even in 1993,
we found that residents viewed the security guards as ineffective; over
time, their performance deteriorated even further. By late 1996, the gangs
had pushed them out of the buildings almost entirely; if the guards did
report for work, they generally sat in cars in front of the buildings. By
the end of 1997, even the CHA gave up the effort; they stopped trying
to station guards in the buildings and, instead, sent a reduced force to
patrol the development.

Residents also perceived the CHA police as ineffective. Many resi-
dents, particularly those from the Lake Street building, reported prob-
lems with the CHA police harassing and sometimes abusing residents.
Further, many residents said they were afraid to report crime to the po-
lice, for fear that the police would not protect their anonymity.

Because of the high levels of fear and relatively low levels of social
cohesion, the CHA was unable to organize tenant patrols in Horner. The
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CADRE center effectively organized prevention programs and worked
with local schools, but it was less successful in getting residents into
drug treatment. Finally, even as the revitalization initiative got under-
way, problems with graffiti and vandalism remained severe.

Despite the apparent lack of success of the Anti-Drug Initiative in
Horner, residents did note some reductions in the rates of crime and van-
dalism over time, but it was clear that most of these reductions had little
to do with the Anti-Drug Initiative programs. Most changes occurred after
the revitalization initiative began; the biggest changes were limited to
the Lake Street building, the first to be affected by the redevelopment.
With the exception of the substantially reduced violence in the Lake
Street building, most of these changes were modest; even after two years
of revitalization efforts, problems with drug trafficking and gang domi-
nance remained severe.

Barbara expressed sadness that any meaningful changes occurred
only after threats of the impending destruction of the Horner commu-
nity and outside legal intervention:

The part that makes everybody sad is, why should we have some-
body come in from the outside to step in and make changes for
us? We should be able to do that for ourselves. Of course, we
wouldn’t have had that $50 million to do the much needed things
that need to be done. But overall, we should have been able to
straighten out a lot of the problems that we needed to straighten
out. I think in order for any neighborhood to work, it take the
people. You shouldn’t wait for the police to come in or for HUD
to come in. ... You should be able to do those things on your
own,

Westhaven

We returned to Horner in the spring of 1998 to as-
sess the early phases of the Horner Revitalization Initiative. We conducted
a survey of the entire Horner development, including the new town-
homes, and of its surrounding community. We found a community still
in the midst of dramatic transition. By 1998, 160 new townhomes had
been constructed in and around Horner, and 98 of these new units were
occupied, about half with former Horner residents. The physical appear-
ance of the development and the surrounding neighborhood had been
altered dramatically. Most remaining tenants of the Lake Street build-
ing had moved into the townhomes; the old building was scheduled to
be closed, but not yet slated for demolition. A number of the other original
buildings still remained, undermining the impact of the positive changes.
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Photo 7. Redevelopment of Henry Horner Homes: New Townhomes at Cor-
ner of Leavitt and Lake Streets with View of Henry Horner Homes. Photo by
Jean Amendolia.

With the physical improvements had come social changes as well.
In May 1998, only 682 of the units in the original development were
still occupied.5* Fewer than 100 of the 409 original families affected by
the first phase of the redevelopment chose to stay in Horner; most other
families elected either scattered-site or Section 8 housing. Some origi-
nal residents had been declared ineligible for replacement housing be-
cause either they had serious lease violations or someone in the
household held a criminal record; no one knew how many tenants had
been evicted or where they had gone when they left. In addition to the
tenants who took relocation assistance and those who had been evicted,
there were a few reports that some tenants left without waiting to be
relocated, fearing that the Section 8 voucher would last only a year—a
persistent rumor that the CHA was unable to dispel. Finally, new fami-
lies had begun moving into the community, leasing the townhomes that
were set aside for higher-income families.

In mid-1998, physical conditions in Horner had surely changed for
the better, but it was less clear how much these changes had benefited
the original Horner tenants. Relatively few had moved into the new
townhomes, and little was known about the tenants who had left.
Gentrification was moving closer to Horner, with expensive townhomnies
located only blocks away. Qur 1998 survey indicated that residents feared
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that they might find themselves priced out of the development altogether.
A majority of Horner residents (59 percent) said they believed the town-
homes were only for higher-income people.

Further, about one-third (35 percent) believed that the neighborhood
was becoming unaffordable for some residents, and only 39 percent ex-
pected to live in the neighborhood five years from now.

In addition to economic pressures, residents also feared that screening
processes might exclude them from the new townhomes. In 1998, all
residents of the new townhomes—both Horner and higher-income ten-
ants—had to undergo criminal and credit checks, pass a housekeeping
inspection, and undergo a needs assessment before being allowed to move
into their new units. All residents were required to go through an ori-
entation to introduce them to the nuances of townhome living (for ex-
ample, utility payments, how to use and clean their new appliances, and
other housekeeping tips). Concern about screening increased after May
1997, when a resident reportedly “trashed” her new unit, and another
resident’s housekeeping was alleged to be so bad it created a fire haz-
ard.55 Although there was little evidence for either of these claims, these
incidents raised questions about whether Horner residents would be able
to take proper care of their new units. Some community leaders involved
in the redevelopment of the entire near west side argued that this ori-
entation was not sufficient for Horner residents and that the residents
and the redevelopment were being set up to fail.56

Because of concerns about Horner residents possibly damaging the
new townhomes, the owner of the Chicago Bulls, the basketball team
that plays in the nearby United Center, offered to donate $1 mililion to
allow the CHA to provide mandatory housekeeping training for its new
townhome residents. The money was given to a local community orga-
nization, which planned to develop the training. The Horner Resident
Committee, which represented the tenants in matters related to the Moth-
ers Guild, strongly opposed the training and considered it demeaning
to Horner tenants. As late as 1999 the issue of how much support Horner
tenants really need to make the transition to the new townhomes re-
mained unresolved, and community residents continued to protest that
Horner residents were “bringing their problems with them” (Chicago Tri-
bune, February 28, 1999).

Inez was one of the original tenants lucky enough to move into a
new townhome on the Horner site. While she was very happy with her
new apartment, she was less sure about the changes in the community.
She reported that there was little interaction between the original Horner
residents and the new higher-income tenants: “So what it is divided right
now. The people from Horner talk to each other and the market rate
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people still keep to themselves. They don’t say anything to you. They
don’t even come to meetings.”

Obstacles to Creating a Mixed-Income

Community

Even after the revitalization effort had wrought sub-
stantial changes in Horner, problems with drug-related crime persisted—
even outside the high-rises. In 1998,5” we found that nearly three-fourths
of Horner residents reported major problems with people selling drugs
and people using drugs in their neighborhood; nearly 70 percent reported
serious problems with gangs as well.38 Finally, more than 50 percent
said that shootings and violence were still a big problem in the devel-
opment.

Providing adequate security for Horner remained an ongoing prob-
lem, which became more complex as the CHA’s resources diminished.
In 1998, because HUD required the CHA to spend its modernization funds
on capital improvements, the amount of money the agency had avail-
able to spend on security services in its developments was significantly
reduced; CHA was thereby forced to lay off security officers.

While Inez felt her new home was safe, she said that the gangs con-
tinued to dominate the development and feared that the changes brought
about by the revitalization could actually increase the violence:

Right now, everything is so peaceful. . . . It could be just getting
out of the building. . . . But I do have some concerns because what
they’'re doing is, from Damen to Western, if you notice, there
are no vacant lots. The ones that are left, they're going to build
something on, so there won’t be any vacancies, which is real
good. But what they’re doing is bringing people from the other
side of Damen and they’re moving them down on Washington . . .
just moving them and scattering them around. Well, it was dif-
ferent gangs. ... So I'm just wondering, when is it that there’s
going to be a big blood bath? It’s going to be one, because they’re
[the CHA] not considering it and of course, who would think
they would have to, but when they’re separating these people
and even if the person took the person [with the criminal record]
off their lease, boyfriend or brother, it’s still a problem.

Gangs continued to control the remaining mid- and high-rise build-
ings in the Homes section of the development. By May 1998, the new
townhomes had already experienced one likely gang-related shooting.
In addition to the violence, the gang presence still brought vandalisim ™
and visible disorder: in 1998, two-thirds of Horner residents reported
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big problems with graffiti, and 46 percent said they had serious prob-
lems with trash and junk in the neighborhood. The persistence of these
incivilities in the face of CHA’s renewed management efforts underscores
the power that the gangs and drug dealers maintained in the Horner com-
munity. Clearly, until these problems can be effectively addressed, crime
will continue to present a serious threat to the long-term viability of the
revitalization effort.

In addition to the problems with drugs and crime, the neighborhood
continued to suffer from a lack of stores and other amenities that would
entice higher-income residents. In 1998, more than 60 percent of Horner
residents identified a lack of restaurants and grocery stores as a major
problem. The desire for a “decent grocery store” was especially high on
almost everyone’s list. While liquor was available nearby, food was not,
except for high-priced convenience stores. Residents also complained
about lacking supportive neighborhood services, job training programs,
and employment opportunities.

Relatively few original tenants—at least those from the Extension
which had been redeveloped first—remained in Horner to experience
the early effects of the revitalization initiative. Most residents who suf-
fered through life in Horner during the early and mid-1990s chose to
leave the development, and we know almost nothing about how they
fared in scattered-site housing, Section 8, or other CHA developments.
It is probably safe to assume that scattered-site or Section 8 units were
higher quality than the apartments in Horner and at least somewhat safer.
However, the neighborhoods were unfamiliar, and tenants certainly ex-
perienced more strenuous screening and lease enforcement than they
had been accustomed to. One possible scenario is that many of these
troubled tenants may not survive the Section 8 program in the private
market and may ultimately end up in private-market slums that are as
bad—or even worse—than where they lived before.>°

Clarice moved out of Horner in late 1995 for a scattered-site unit in
a poor Hispanic community a few miles away.5® Her views about the
move were mixed. She opted for relocation because she felt that it was
too dangerous for her family to remain in Horner:

I moved out of Horner because my daughters was starting to de-
velop, and the guys around there wanted to talk to them. My
daughters didn’t want to talk to them. Then they started saying
things, my daughter couldn’t go this place and that place. I told
my daughters they can go where they want. Then they say they
couldn’t go visit their cousins because it was in the next build-
ing, and the next building was a [different] gang. I told them
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they could go.” So they left them alone for a while, then they
found a reason to jump on them. They jumped on them when
it was real dark out, and there was no lights in the building. ... I
had to leave there because I was so angry because I knew these
people and the head of the gang, I knew him ever since he was
born! I was very upset. It got to the point that I was ready to
kill him. I had told management if you don’t move me, some-
thing’s going to happen. And the day that I clicked and was about
to do it, they called and said they had me a new apartment.

Clarice felt that her new neighborhood was much safer for her family;
because they were not Hispanic, the local gangs left them alone. Although
she missed Horner, she felt that she and her daughters had more oppor-
tunities to improve their lives when they did not constantly live in fear.
She enrolled in a clerical training program, and both of her daughters
went to college. Clarice said that without the constant fear of viclence,
she felt liberated:

Because I was so used to living there, it was a way of life. So
when I moved, I felt like, och God, I'm so free! . .. I didn’t know
I had these feelings until I moved. When I moved I felt like I
was kind of free. Like I've been incarcerated so long it was a
way of life and you didn’t notice it. When I left, I felt I can go
where I want to go, | had people over, I had more people com-
ing. My old friends coming to visit me and whatnot. Go out when
I want. Don’t have to worry about coming in. ... It was like I
was free. Like somebody just took the key and said, okay, you're
paroled.

While she was released from the oppressive fear of living in Horner,
Clarice still had problems in her new community. She and her daugh-
ters were socially isolated. Although her new neighbors were not hos-
tile, once they found out that she was not Puerto Rican, they ignored
her. Although not as terrifying as Horner, her new neighborhood was
also dangerous, dominated by the Latin Kings, another of Chicago’s big-
gest gangs. Finally, her social world still revolved around Horner; most
of her family still lived in the development, and she visited frequently.
Thus, Clarice clearly was glad to have left Horner, but her situation was
still far from ideal.
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Epilogue: The High-Rises Close

By early 1999, it was still not clear whether the
Horner Revitalization Initiative would succeed in its goal of creating a
healthy mixed-income community. Security remained a major concern,
and the redevelopment effort seemed stalled. In February 1999, the Chi-
cago Tribune ran an article entitled, “Horner Homes Redevelopment Still
a Rough Go,” which documented delays in construction of the first 466
units, ongoing security problems, and concerns about the behavior of
former Horner residents. In May 1999, the city of Chicago was poised
to take control of the CHA. In late 1999 the implications of this take-
over for the completion of the Horner Revitalization Initiative remained
unclear.

While the revitalization effort continued, hundreds of Horner resi-
dents still lived in the original, unrehabilitated buildings. In January of
1999, Chicago was hit by a major snowstorm that dumped more than
two feet of snow on the city. The snow was followed by fierce, sub-zero
cold. The effect of the weather on CHA'’s failing high-rises was devas-
tating. In Horner and the Robert Taylor Homes, the CHA had allowed
vacancies to increase and had stopped repairing major building systems
in anticipation of demolishing the buildings. When the cold wave hit,
these buildings virtually collapsed: the heating systems failed and pipes
burst, coating the buildings with sheets of ice. Hundreds of residents
from Horner and the Robert Taylor Homes had to be relocated on an emer-
gency basis, at a cost of nearly $7 million (Chicago Tribune, January 23,
1999). In the wake of this disaster, the high-rise buildings in the Homes
section of the development were permanently closed, their remaining
residents scattered in temporary shelters in suburban hotels or, gradu-
ally, relocated with Section 8 vouchers. How many of them will ever
return to live in the new Westhaven development remains unclear.
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Harold Ickes
Homes

The Residents of Ickes
Betty's Story
Betty was one of the first residents to move into the
Harold Ickes Homes after the development opened in 1955.1 A young
single mother, she shared her first apartment with her mother and two
of her siblings. Eventually she applied for her own unit and has stayed
in the development since that time. Betty shares her initial impression:
“When I first moved there, it was grass in front. . . . It was real clean out-
side. It wasn’t any paper or anything around the building, the walls and
everything was clean. . .. It was grass, little trees and everything all out
in front. It was really beautiful around here. The building was clean.”
Betty describes her upbringing as middle class because “we didn’t
never want for anything.” Still, most of her clothes were thrift shop pur-
chases, and she acknowledges that her mother “couldn’t afford us too
much though; she just bought us what she thought we needed.” In spite
of the fact that Betty has received public assistance for most of her adult
life and has lived in public housing for more than forty years, she still
says, “I'm not wanting for anything. I'm living decent, in my own apart-
ment. I've got the things that I need, and I've got mostly just about ev-
erything I want as of now.” When she moved into Ickes in 1955, Betty
felt that Ickes was a good place to raise her children. Now Betty thinks
of Ickes as a “dangerous” place for children: children playing in the hall="
ways could fall out of broken windows or get electrocuted from “wires
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just hanging on the hall”; outside, gang members sell drugs, and the threat
of violence erupting without warning looms.

Betty and her family have been fortunate in that none of the vio-
lence in Ickes has touched their lives directly; however, they have had
other problems. Betty’s daughter dropped out of high school and, like
her mother, became pregnant at a young age. She now lives in Section
8 housing on the south side of the city. Betty’s three sons finished high
school and continue to live and work in Chicago, sometimes staying with
their mother. None were involved with any gang activity while growing
up in Ickes, although all three were arrested for various minor crimes.

Although Betty is “proud to live in Ickes” and believes she has lived
a “blessed” life, she is concerned about the problems that plague the
development. She has witnessed many changes during her forty years
there. Where there used to be two-parent families, there are now teen
mothers who have their own apartments. The buildings are no longer
well-maintained, and crime and drug use have escalated. Today she says,
“It's more gangbangers, they’re dealing drugs more. .. and the lobbies
be full of teenagers.”

Nonetheless, she has not given up hope for Ickes. Instead, Betty has
become active in the local resident council and has dedicated time to
the tenant patrol in her building. She describes herself as an activist,
and the work she does in Ickes makes her feel she has “a little power in
what I'm doing.” She explains that she got involved “because I wanted
to see the building do better, and I wanted to see the tenants in the build-
ing do better.” However, with the demolition of buildings in other CHA
developments and gentrification rapidly changing the neighborhoods to
the north and east, Betty believes that Ickes will soon be turned into
condominiums and she will be offered a Section 8 voucher to use in
another neighborhood.

Sondra’s View
While Betty is still optimistic, Sondra, another long-
term activist in the development, is angry about the changes in Ickes,
particularly the devastation that drugs and gangs have brought to the
community. Over the years, Sondra’s passion to help residents who are
. unable or afraid to help themselves has driven her to stand up to gang-
bangers, feed neglected children, and counsel teenaged girls being abused
by their boyfriends.
Sondra moved into Ickes more than twenty years ago, when she was
a single mother in desperate need of shelter. After fighting with the sis-
ter with whom she was living, Sondra took her baby and walked out.
As she aimlessly walked the neighborhood, it began to rain, so Sondra
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ducked into a phone booth to make a call. While she was.on the phone
explaining her predicament to a friend, a woman waiting to use the phone
overheard her and offered to take her to Ickes: “I went into her office,
she let me fill out an application for the Ickes development. . .. After I
filled out the application, the rent was $26. I'll never forget that, the rent
was $26. She said ‘Do you have $267 'Cause if you have $26, I want you
to keep it. I'm gonna pay your rent.” She paid my rent, she gave me a
ride to the building, and she took me inside that building, and she showed
me my apartment, and she put the keys in my hand.” This incident,
clearly a watershed moment in Sondra’s life, has shaped her willing-
ness to help other young single mothers in trouble.

Sondra spent her childhood in Mississippi working in the fields and
had a difficult time making the transition to the city. As she says, “When
I look back on it, life in Mississippi was a breeze. You know, I didn’t
know nothing about locking doors. I didn’t know nothing about locks,
padlocks, violence, and gangs. I didn’t know that until I got here to
Chicago.”

Sondra raised a son and a daughter in Ickes, and now she cares for
her daughter’s three children. Sondra speaks about her son with pride
and affection. He graduated from high school and received.a college foot-
ball scholarship:

I went to a banquet and they were showing tapes of him with
the touchdowns and the passes and this, I had to laugh and I
had to cry. Because it took me back to the time he was born,
and then it took me back to the daily routines of how I had to
really, really talk to this young man, let him know [about] drugs,
guns, and violence, and he’s a good boy. I'm not saying he’s a
good boy because he’s mine. I'm saying he’s a good kid because
he is a good kid. I had to let him know clearly what I was gonna
have and what I wouldn’t tolerate. And he knew drugs and guns
were something his mother wouldn’t tolerate. It was almost over-
powering because they got a tendency of coming at the young
innocent ones. I had to go up against the gang, and I'm lucky to
be alive, and I'm thankful to be alive. I had to go up against them
several times and let them know, hey, he ain’t going out like
that. I couldn’t stand for that.

Sondra’s daughter did not fare as well, and, at one point, Sondra “wrote
her off” as a disappointment because she dropped out of high school
and became pregnant at a young age: “I wasn’t as lucky with [my daugh-
ter] as I am with my son. I lost my daughter to Ida B. Wells [a-housing. -
development on the south side]. She met a boy in Ida B. Wells, and . . . he
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turned her whole head around. He just turned her world upside down. . ..
And I wasn’t informed that she wasn’t [in school], and when it come
down to the wire, she couldn’t graduate 'cause she hadn’t gone. Again,
my heart was broken.”

Sondra, active in her building for years, has served as an elected
official as well as a tenant patrol member. She lives by the philosophy
that “if I can do anything to make where I live better and safer, I'm for
it.” Often this means enforcing unpopular policies, like fining residents
for not keeping the area outside their doorway clean, but more often it
means being a shoulder to lean on and an advocate the residents can
count on. She says she draws strength from the help she provides to
other tenants: “that’s the greatest feeling in the world, when you can go
and get somebody off of crack rock. You just don’t know how good that
feel.”

Until the mid-1990s, Sondra had no intention of ever leaving Ickes.
But conditions in her building have deteriorated to the point that she’s
scared and “just tired of the city.” She is thinking of moving: “Only
change I see is everything has doubled, gotten worse. . . . You know, it’s
not a place you want to live anymore. . . . The gangbanging took over the
neighborhood, or should I say take over the community.”

To “calm her nerves,” Sondra says she chain smokes two packs of
cigarettes per day and takes high blood pressure medication and other
prescription drugs. Although she says she has never been a social drinker
or used illegal drugs, she confesses that she needs the cigarettes and
medication to cope. “If you're not a drug addict, you’re going to end up
on something because you got to have something, and sometimes you
just have to really, really not see, and to not see and not hear is very
difficult. And you got to turn and walk the other way or you got to look
the other way. ... It’s rough.” Yet, despite her anxiety, Sondra does not
want to leave Ickes while there are still residents that need her. She stays
because she wants to see the violence and neglect end. “I want it to stop.
I want to see it stop. Do you realize how sweet it would be to move on
and know it would stop? How can you move on and be happy when
you know it’s still going on? Who gonna feed this little child if I'm gone
so he can’t knock behind my door? So will anybody else take the time
out with this child and feed him?”

These women’s stories offer two views of Ickes during a time of tran-
sition and uncertainty. In the early 1990s, Ickes had serious problems
with drugs and crime, but it also had strong resident leaders like Sondra
and Betty who were able to demand better services for their develop-
ment. However, after HUD took over the CHA in 1995, budgetary pres-
sures gradually forced the agency to shift its resources to more troubled
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developments; this shift left Ickes vulnerable to gangs and drug dealers.
By the end of the decade, Ickes was a far more dangerous place than it
had been in earlier years, and, although the development was not yet
officially targeted for demolition, residents were uncertain about the fu-
ture. Resident leaders like Betty and Sondra were overwhelmed. They
were still committed to the community, but they now faced an uphill
struggle.

Life in Ickes

The CHA invested millions of dollars in securing
Ickes during the 1990s. Conditions in Ickes were not as bad as Rockwell
and Horner, and the CHA’s efforts there met with greater success. How-
ever, in early 1996, the CHA gradually began curtailing services in Ickes
at the same time that demolitions in nearby developments were disrupting
gang territories. This chapter tells the story of life in Ickes during the
period of relative calm from 1994 to the middle of 1996 and during the
period of chaos that followed, as the development was overtaken by vi-
cious gang turf battles.?

In 1994, Ickes was one of the safest of CHA's high-rise developments;
although more dangerous than other inner-city neighborhoods, it was
not an urban war zone like Rockwell and Horner. Ickes’s relatively small
size also made the development seem less threatening. The entire de-
velopment takes up only about four-square city blocks (by contrast,
Horner runs nearly a mile). Opened in 1955, Ickes consists of approxi-
mately eight hundred units in twelve high-rise (nine- and seven-story)
buildings. Many buildings appear to be extremely long, but in reality
they are double buildings—physically connected on the exterior, but not
the interior. Although smaller than the high-rises in Rockwell and Horner,
the buildings are equally grim and forbidding,.

The Ickes Homes are at the beginning of Chicago’s infamous “State
Street Corridor”—the four-mile strip of public housing that runs almost
uninterrupted down State Street on Chicago’s south side. Just north of
the development are the Hilliard Homes, a small development consist-
ing of three high-rise buildings. Just a few blocks away are two other
relatively small developments, Prairie Courts and Dearborn Homes, fol-
lowed by the enormous high-rises of Stateway Gardens and the Robert
Taylor Homes.

Although it is part of the State Street Corridor, Ickes is not as iso-
lated as Rockwell or Horner and is closer to businesses and services. To
the north of the development lies Chicago’s Chinatown, a neighborhood
with many thriving restaurants and small businesses, and to the south
lies the campus of the Illinois Institute of Technology. Across the street
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from the development are several food and liquor stores. Ickes is well-
served by public transportation, with several bus lines running through
the development, and less than two blocks away an elevated station for
the transit line goes directly downtown.

As in CHA's other high-rise developments, Ickes’s population is ex-
tremely poor. In 1997, the average income was about $6,000, and only
about 10 percent of the residents were employed. Single females headed
most households. However, Ickes had a larger proportion of older, long-
term residents than either Horner or Rockwell.?

Barren Grounds

To an outsider viewing the development in 19934
the development appeared much less menacing than either Horner or
Rockwell; it was not unusual to see residents strolling around the de-
velopment, standing and chatting, and walking through the development
with their children. However, the grounds were just as barren as in the
other developments. The grass had nearly disappeared, and there were
no trees; nothing blocked the dirt and debris that blew across the side-
walks. The playgrounds consisted of cracked slabs of concrete with
brightly painted cement tunnels; all the other equipment was long gone.
The parking lots and walkways were pocked with holes, and when it
rained Ickes became a sea of mud. As Sondra described, the mess was
made worse by residents who occasionally dropped trash from apart-
ment windows on unsuspecting passersby.

While the grounds were bleak, they were still cleaner than in ei-
ther Horner or Rockwell. In May 1994, only about half of the Ickes resi-
dents thought that trash and junk (41 percent) and graffiti (55 percent)
were big problems outside their building. One reason for this difference
was that Ickes had more effective resident leadership than the other de-
velopments. Its Local Advisory Council, the CHA’s official tenant orga-
nization, lobbied for more and better services. As a result, the buildings’
exteriors were relatively well maintained; although physically unattrac-
tive, they were mostly free of graffiti, and few windows were boarded
up.

The buildings’ interiors were in worse shape than their exteriors.
Although fewer than half (41 percent) of Ickes residents considered trash
and junk inside the buildings to be a major problem in May 1994, nearly
60 percent reported big problems with broken light bulbs, and 72 per-
cent reported big problems with graffiti. The janitorial staff routinely
painted over graffiti on the interiors, but they could not compete with
the resident gang members poised to “tag” the freshly coated walls. As
in the Horner Homes, the enclosed hallways in Ickes consisted of a long
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Photo 8. Harold Ickes Homes with View of Hilliard Homes. Photo by Jean
Amendolia.

corridor with elevators at the midway point. The only windows were
situated directly opposite the elevators, thus daylight did not reach many
apartment entrances. When the lights were out, tenants were forced to
navigate through darkened hallways and blindly grope for keys and door-
ways with little light. Sondra said that the dark stairways were particu-
larly hazardous to elderly residents, a problem exacerbated by the fact
that some stairways had partial or missing banisters: “We still need ban-
isters. A lot of the time you don’t have no lights, and you never know
when you're gonna fall. You wanna reach for something, so what you
gonna do? You reach for the banister, and then, maybe half of it is off
and half of it is on.”

While CHA'’s janitors tried to keep the Ickes buildings relatively clean,
as in Rockwell and Horner, the buildings were rapidly decaying, and
basic systems like elevators, plumbing, and heating, had begun to fail.
The CHA maintenance crews were understaffed and poorly prepared for
the magnitude of repairs. Many residents had serious problems with their
plumbing, including rusted sinks, continuously running water in bath-
rooms or kitchens, and leaking ceilings. Several residents said they had
problems with lead paint on exposed pipes and were worried about the
long-term effects on themselves and their children. The roaches and ro-
dents that infested the buildings forced residents to patch holes and set
traps themselves. Major repairs often went undone, creating hazardous
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Photo 9. Stairwell, Harold Ickes Homes. Photo by Nina Taluc.

conditions. Tondi, a woman in her early thirties, described how her child
was scalded by an unprotected hot water pipe: “I'd complain, complain,
complain. One day I'm in the kitchen cooking something. . . I hear my
son, ‘Ma!” When I went back. .. all his skin was wrapped around the
pole. Third degree burn. ... You see them pipes? They're supposed to
be covered up. They’re not covered up.”

A “Bad Neighborhood”

In May 1994, Ickes was not contested gang turf and
did not experience the “war” that terrorized residents in Horner and
Rockwell. Ickes was a typical “bad neighborhood,” with serious prob-
lems with drug trafficking and substance abuse, and relatively modest
levels of violent crime. In 1994, only the Gangster Disciples were active
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in Ickes. Consequently, Ickes residents were spared the overwhelming
gang violence that plagued the other developments. As one CHA staff
person put it,

Ilook at the development across the street, and I look at the de-
velopment two blocks from here—no, they’re not safe as here.
One thing I've found that the developments that’s surrounding
here has a mixture of gang activity and two or three different
kind of gangs. The gang that is in this development, they're all
one. So they really don’t have nobody to fight, nobody to do
the things that they have to do. And then the other gangs don’t
even come down here.?

Because the Gangster Disciples dominated the development, Ickes resi-
dents were able to move freely through the development without hav-
ing to fear they were violating another gang’s turf. However, residents
did think certain areas were worse than others: residents called the north
end of the development the “terror zone,” where drug dealing and vio-
lence were more likely to occur.

Even with only a single gang, many residents complained about high
levels of gang activity. More than 40 percent said that “young people
controlling their building”—that is, blocking entryways and halls—pre-
sented a serious problem; 56 percent reported big problems with groups
of people “hanging out” inside; and 64 percent reported big problems
with loitering outside.

Because Ickes was dominated by a single gang, drug trafficking and
gang activity were not as closely linked to each other. “Neutrons,” a term
apparently only used in Ickes, were non-gang-affiliated dealers. Like the
gang members, Neutrons were typically lifelong Ickes residents, who were
allowed to sell drugs provided they paid money to the gang leaders for
the privilege. This arrangement meant there were few skirmishes over
“territory,” and with fewer conflicts and less violence, drug sales pro-
liferated.

The persistent drug market resulting from this arrangement was evi-
dent to the tenants, who were confronted daily with drug sellers, buy-
ers, and users. In 1994, two-thirds of the residents considered drug use
inside and outside their buildings to be serious problems. Likewise, 60
percent reported that drug sales inside their buildings were big prob-
lems, and even more, 68 percent, reported problems with drug sales out-
side. The consensus was that the situation had improved somewhat
following the sweeps in 1993, although the problem had clearly not dis-
appeared. Instead, as Sondra explained, in many cases the dealers had
simply moved into individual apartments: “That’s a hard one because
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they used to sell it down in the lobby, and that’s stopped. They used to
sell it all in the stairways, and that stopped. But they're still at the houses
that was selling—the ones they was smoking in is still smoke houses.”

Because gang violence was relatively rare, Ickes residents were more
concerned about the effects of the pervasive drug trafficking and sub-
stance abuse on children growing up in the development. Sondra, for
example, voiced concerns about children being neglected because their
parents were using drugs. As a resident leader, she often intervened by
feeding or tending to neglected children: “Their mama done got the
money, but the dope man got it all. . . . They should be in my shoes where
they can see it every day—a child running nasty and dirty, holding their
pants up, playing with one hand and holding their pants with another
because mama had time to get the drugs, but she didn't have time to
wash him up and put some clothes on and make him look decent. She
didn’t have time to feed him.”

Many residents complained that drug-addicted women failed to dis-
cipline their children adequately.® One mother said that bad mothers
and poorly behaved children were the worst problems in the develop-
ment. “Women are not raising kids. ... They hold up children in the
wrong way. If a child gets hit, the mother says, ‘Come on, you gonna hit
them back,’ instead of disciplining the child.” Parents, especially drug-
using mothers, were known to put children out of the house when they
did not want to be bothered with taking care of them. Outside and un-
supervised, these children caused problems for other residents. An eld-
erly resident complained that it was difficult to keep the area in front
of her door clean because children were forced to eat food there instead
of in their apartments. “Their mamas tell them to get out there and
eat, . . . and they leave food and stains in my front door,” she said.

Other residents worried about their children witnessing drug trans-
actions and hostile exchanges between drug dealers and users. This prob-
lem was one of the greatest frustrations parents voiced about raising
children in Ickes. Rakiah, who had three young children, said: “Yeah.
It’s a problem. I have to walk—1 have to live here. . .. They {drug deal-
ers] just don’t care who's seeing them or nothing. No, it’s just an exchange
of hands. Then you have the little kids, and they’re seeing them....I'm
getting tired of seeing it every day. It’s a part of my life. My everyday
life. It maybe shouldn’t have to be that way.” Many parents feared that
their children would view the dealers as role models. Young children
often idolized the drug dealers because of their perceived power and
affluence. The problem was compounded by the fact that it was nearly
impossible for parents to paint drug dealers as “dangerous” or “mon-
sters”; instead, they were someone’s brother or son, individuals familiar

147



148 THE HIDDEN WAR

to the children, people who bought the children presents, and men who
looked out for them. The facts that drug dealers were usually friends or
family of the residents or residents themselves added to the complex
problems that drugs introduced to the development.

Episodic Violence

In May 1994, while two-thirds of Horner and Rock-
well residents reported serious problems with shootings and violence
outside their buildings, just 35 percent of Ickes residents considered vio-
lence outside to be a big problem, and only 21 percent reported big prob-
lems inside. Although Rockwell and Horner residents described living
in a war zone, Sondra could only remember one drive-by shooting in
the previous year: “In the last twelve months, now I remember a drive-
by shooting because it started, I'm right on the corner. Just when they
get to that corner...somebody start shooting going out toward 22nd
Street and that happen four times. But really the truth, that was the only
drive-by shooting I had noticed since I been there. . . . Just as they’d get
to the corner of my window they get to shooting going toward 22nd
Street. . . . But they went on about four days—every day for four days.”

Focusing on the contrast between Ickes and Horner and Rockwell
creates a false sense of security. In spite of the relative “peace” and lack
of gang conflict, during 1994 one out of ten residents reported a bullet
was shot into their apartment; typically a bullet had inadvertently been
shot through an apartment window while the tenant may or may not
have been at home. When considering that event with the rates of other
crimes, including the 11 percent of households who were burglarized
and the 6 percent who reported assaults, the result is that more than
one-quarter of Ickes residents said they had been victimized in the past
year. Further, in 1994, one out of five Ickes residents ranked attacks or
robberies, sexual assault, and burglaries as major problems in their de-
velopment. These statistics are noteworthy, given Ickes’s comparative
“safety.”

In addition to the gang and drug-related crime, domestic violence
was a daily reality in Ickes. One resident said that she and her boyfriend
often got into arguments that “got out of hand.” She elicited the help of
the security guards and the police on several occasions to have her boy-
friend removed from her apartment. Another described an on going court
battle between her daughter and an abusive former-boyfriend. Rakiah, a
long-term resident, recounted an incident she had witnessed: “A neigh-
bor of mine . . . her boyfriend jumped on her son, and [the boyfriend ran]
through my house. I just went downstairs and called the police on them
because I didn’t feel it was right. No one has the right to hit another
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human being, nor abuse them. So I called. I called Chlcago police and
told them the situation. They took it from there.”

Like many residents, Sondra acknowledged that problems with do-
mestic abuse were widespread:

Yeah, it’s a pretty big problem. Because like I say, 99 percent of
the women are single women, and 98 percent of them got men
living with them. And 98 percent of them don’t call no shots
in their own house. A lot of time they got little gangbanging boy-
friends that beats the crap out of them, and beat them all in the
lobby. I don’t know if they think this is the ways it’s supposed
to be, or I can’t do nothing about it. I don’t know what’s going
on with them. Because you look at them and you try to figure
out if I gotta feed you and take care of you and pay the rent for
you, why should I be abused? This is the way I would think,
but a woman that’s being abused don’t think that way.

Living in Fear

As in Horner and Rockwell, Ickes residents were gen-
erally reluctant to report crime to the police. In May 1994, slightly more
than one-quarter (26 percent) of the tenants said they had reported a prob-
lem in their building to either the police or guards in the past twelve
months. Even in Ickes, where gang violence was comparatively rare, resi-
dents feared retaliation if they got involved and instead followed the
credo of “minding their own business.”

In one extreme incident, a resident told us that he and other ten-
ants failed to report a dead body in the hallway for hours.” The man
said that he was going to visit a friend who lived on the eighth floor,
when he saw a man being dragged down a flight of stairs. He knew the
man was dead because he was being pulled by his feet, and his face was
bouncing off the steps. The man dragging the corpse looked up and said
to him, “Man don’t say nothing. . .. You ain’t seen nothing.” The resi-
dent stepped over the body, where he observed “white stuff” coming
from its mouth, and went about his business. When he got home later,
he told his girlfriend about the incident but did not call the police. At
5:00 a.m., he and his girlfriend were awakened by the screams of a neigh-
bor who had found the body in the hallway. If his story is true, the body
had remained in the hallway for more than six hours—where several
residents must have seen it—without anyone calling the police. As Rakiah
said, residents believed it was simply too dangerous to get involved: “I
wouldn’t feel safe reporting, because see, the way I figure, you never
know who's listening. When you tell one person, that person tells an-
other person. . . . So the things I see, I keep to myself.”
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Social Ties

Ickes had more of a sense of community than either
Rockwell or Horner. There was a core of long-term, older residents like
Betty and Sondra who were involved with tenant patrols and reached
out to tenants in need. Because the Local Advisory Council was effec-
tive, with connections to some Central Advisory Council members (the
CHA-wide tenant organization), it was able to demand better services
from the CHA. This clout meant that Ickes received a large share of CHA
services, including janitors and security programs, even though it was
far from the worst development.

Yet even with the advantages of effective resident leadership and
better services, Ickes was still a high-crime community, and residents
still struggled to cope. Although most residents believed the safest strategy
was to “mind their own business,” they also wanted to find solutions
that would protect their children. Residents were generally conflicted
regarding how much they could—and should—do to help solve the prob-
lems in their development. Only about 20 percent of the residents thought
that “helping to solve problems of drugs and crime” was solely the ten-
ants’ responsibility, whereas the remaining residents were about evenly
split between those who considered it to be the responsibility of the CHA
management and those who thought the CHA management and tenants
should work together.

Carol, a woman in her thirties who had lived in public housing most
of her life, argued that every resident knew who the problem tenants
were: “I think the tenants could do the most because, see, they’re here,
and you know, they know the neighborhood, they know the people. So
I think if anything, maybe they’d have a better chance of trying to get
whatever they want done.” Others, including Sondra, noted that like the
residents, management was also aware of which tenants were respon-
sible for the problems; moreover, it had the power to evict the trouble-
makers: “If management knows what’s going on in this building, you
know where the drugs are, you know who’s selling drugs, you know who
the troublemakers are, you know it, get rid of these people! . .. If you're
a troublemaker, then you should go. . .. You sign a lease and when you
break that lease you should be gone. And you got kids you can’t con-
trol, you shouldn’t be in here.”

Rakiah felt that if management and tenants worked together, seem-
ingly intractable problems could be resolved:

You can go to one woman and knock on the wall, and you can
hold a whole conversation and it go, it’s just like a circle. What ™~
you hear in one apartment, you hear in another apartment. . ..
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Everybody knows what’s going on. . . . [CHA management] knows
who's doing what. I feel by them knowing what’s going on, they
could have stopped it. . . . I feel parents should be held respon-
sible for what their child is doing. If that child’s out selling dope,
gangbanging and is coming back in the building, I feel that par-
ent should be evicted. ... When [CHA management] stopped
screening, everything just fell apart. . . . People in this develop-
ment can make this development what it should really be.

However, as in Horner and Rockwell, while Ickes residents felt that
tenants could probably solve some problems, they did not believe that
many would try. Sondra pointed out that many residents were substance
abusers and unlikely to care about improving conditions: “If tenants
worked together [they could really do something], but you got so many
drug addicts who are not going to turn in, they’re not going to turn in
their source of drugs. Drugs don’t bother them. The ones in the hall-
ways and stuff is not bothering them.”

Ickes residents had a very real fear of retaliation if they tried to con-
front gang members or drug dealers. As in the other developments, the
relationship between gang members and drug dealers and other residents
was complex. Many troublemakers were either long-term residents them-
selves or were the friends or relatives of long-term residents. The com-
plexity of these relationships made it much harder for residents to
effectively take action against the crime in their development. In this
environment, residents tended to keep to themselves rather than get in-
volved in trying to make things better. In May 1994, the majority of resi-
dents (56 percent) thought that Ickes residents “went their own way,”
while only 35 percent thought residents generally “helped each other out.”

Ickes residents had to cope daily with witnessing drug sales, stum-
bling upon substance abusers in the stairwell or hallways, real or at-
tempted burglaries or muggings, abused and neglected children, and
domestic violence. Other than the activist residents, tenants generally
kept to themselves, relying only on a small, trusted inner-circle and asking
neighbors for help only with small things like lending them groceries.
Most residents focused on ensuring the physical and emotional survival
of themselves and their children. They avoided becoming involved, ig-
nored obvious criminal activity, and sometimes carried weapons such
as mace or a knife. There were also personal ways to “avoid” the trau-
mas that confronted residents in their daily lives; some, like Sondra, used
legal means—that is, prescription medication and cigarettes—to man-
age their stress and anxiety, but many more turned to alcohol and ille-
gal drugs.
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As in Rockwell and Horner, many parents established rigid rules of
conduct for their children to try to keep them from becoming involved
in drug trafficking. Some, like Sondra, aggressively confronted gang mem-
bers who tried to lure children into the drug market. To protect their
children, some parents kept their children inside most of the time, al-
lowing them to play outside only when they could supervise them closely.

Despite their fears, residents did not consider Ickes to be an unusu-
ally bad place to raise their children and assumed that gangs and crime
would be equally bad in many other neighborhoods. But like Tenille, a
lifelong Ickes resident raising four children in the development, they
acknowledged that close parental involvement was crucial: “It’s okay.
It’s not the development, it’s just some of the people that live in it. As
long as you raise your kids right, in the right way, your kids going to
grow up in the right way. But if you just let them run wild, they’re go-
ing to be wild. If you don’t tell them and talk to them, they’re going to
be wild. There ain’t nothing wrong with your kids growing up here be-
cause I grew up here. I don’t think I'm a bad person.”

In sum, in 1994, Ickes was a distressed community with some re-
sources and promise. Although not subjected to the constant gang vio-
lence that terrorized residents in Rockwell and Horner, the development,
indisputably a dangerous community, was dominated by a thriving drug
market. Residents lived in fear of retaliation from the drug dealers—both
gang members and Neutrons—and spoke of the stress of trying to pre-
vent their children from being caught up in the destructive world of gangs
and drugs. Still, there seemed to be more hope for Ickes; conditions had
been stabilized by the CHA sweeps, and a core of activist residents were
committed to reclaiming their community.

The CHA’s Battle against Crime in Ickes

The CHA began its battle against crime in Ickes in
the early 1990s, not in response to any particular incident, but rather
as part of its policy of securing all high-rise developments. Pressure from
the Ickes’s Local Advisory Council to get Anti-Drug Initiative services
for their development may have played a role in the CHA’s decision to
crack down on crime. In January 1992, the CHA opened a CADRE cen-
ter in a first-floor apartment in a building in the middle of the develop-
ment.® Even earlier, in 1991, CHA staff held meetings with residents to
recruit those interested in starting tenant patrols in their buildings. Al-
though it is difficult to pinpoint exactly when each tenant patrol started
in Ickes, by 1994 a number of the buildings, including two of the three
profiled in this case study, were sustaining functioning tenant patrols:.’
The entire Ickes development was “swept” in May and June 1992. Af-
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ter the buildings were swept or “locked down,” as the residents referred
to the event, the CHA initially stationed private security guards in the
lobbies. Eventually, likely through the clout of the Local Advisory Coun-
cil, the CHA replaced these guards with officers from its CHA Security
Force. Security Force officers were stationed in Ickes until the CHA be-
gan scaling back its services in mid-1996.

When we first visited Ickes as part of a preliminary assessment of
the Anti-Drug Initiative programs, residents believed that the CHA'’s initial
efforts had substantially improved conditions there (Popkin et al. 1993,
1995). In 1993, the majority (71 percent) of the Ickes residents said that
they felt safer since the sweeps.

A year later, in May 1994, residents reported that these changes had
been sustained. They attributed the improved conditions to the combined
efforts of the Security Force officers, the tenant patrols, and the sweeps.
First-floor residents, particularly vulnerable to the drug dealers’ activi-
ties, noticed a difference in their hallways. Louella, an elderly resident,
said, “Well, I think it’s more safe. When they had it unlocked, because I
live on the first floor, [drug dealers] stood at my door twenty-four hours
a day. I couldn’t even get out. ... They just wouldn’t move, so I'd just
take the grocery cart and run over their feet.” Carol agreed: “It’s much
safer. Before the building was locked down, with me on the first floor,
it was hard for me and my kids to get to our apartment door because
they [drug dealers)] used to stand right there. . .. Sometimes now I have
my door unlocked, and I don't have to worry about nobody coming in
and taking nothing. It's much better. It’s quieter.”

In general, the CHA’s antidrug programs were more successfully
implemented in Ickes than in either Rockwell or Horner. For nearly four
years, from 1992 to 1996, the development was relatively safe when com-
pared to other high-rise developments or even to conditions in Ickes in
earlier years. Strong resident leadership, proximity to services, lack of
gang conflict, better security, and CADRE center staff who were willing
to negotiate with gang leaders all contributed to the success of the Anti-
Drug Initiative in Ickes. One CHA manager described the progress:®

Ickes is a smaller development. That’s one reason [the Anti-Drug
Initiative’s] been successful. It’s got a strong resident leadership
there which also helps. . . . It’s surrounded by—although it’s tech-
nically mostly surrounded by other CHA developments—the
immediate community surrounding it does have some kind of
business environment. There are some institutions there—you’ve
got IIT [the Illinois Institute of Technologyl, you've got hospi-
tals there.
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All this, however, started to change following the HUDtakeover of
the CHA in 1995, when, as a result of policy reallocations, the agency’s
emphasis shifted from combating crime directly to large-scale revital-
ization of its worst properties. HUD ordered the new CHA administra-
tion to cut its spending on security, which by 1994 totaled nearly $80
million a year. Ickes, with its high levels of security and janitorial ser-
vices and apparently relatively low need, seemed a natural place to cut
dollars. In mid-1996 the CHA pulled its Security Force from Ickes, leaving
only the tenant patrols and CADRE center on-site. CHA's battle against
crime in Ickes from 1994 to 1997 featured several years of relative suc-
cess, followed by a rapid deterioration of conditions.

Sweeps

Ickes residents believed the sweeps had profoundly
reduced problems with violent crime. In contrast to Rockwell and Horner,
where residents said that multiple sweeps brought only short-term im-
provements, Ickes residents believed the effects of the single sweep were
long lasting. For example, in 1994, nearly two years after the June 1992
sweeps, Fran, a first-floor tenant, said the sweeps had reduced the number
of people hanging around the development and had kept “violent people”
out: “Well, like you say, you don’t have that many violent people run-
ning in and out no more. People being more cautious and careful about
who they let in they house. . .. It improved in many ways. Sometimes
they would just be in the building all night. Just on every floor. They
was keeping up a lot of noises all during the night. Since the sweep, we
still get noises, but the noises is not as bad as it was before they done
the sweep.”

Ickes was only swept once before the sweeps were declared uncon-
stitutional (see chapter 2) and never had the “emergency sweeps” or
“swarms”—ijoint Chicago and CHA police building patrols—that were
implemented in both Rockwell and Horner. As in the other developments,

" residents both welcomed the sweeps as an effective crime prevention

strategy and simultaneously viewed them as an invasion of privacy where
CHA “treated everyone like a criminal.” Tenille expressed both views:
“Because I think that really is an invasion of your privacy. I'm not against
the sweeps, but they shouldn’t just come and surprise. . . . It’s an inva-
sion of your privacy, but I see what they're trying to do, though. Because
if they let people know about the sweep, then that gives people time
enough to get rid of whatever weapons or drugs they’ve got in their apart-
ments. So I understand about the surprise sweep, but it’s really an in-
vasion of our privacy.” In May 1994, only 24 percent of the residents -
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thought that the CHA should be allowed to enter people’s apartments
to search for weapons and drugs, yet 59 percent wanted their building
swept again. As in Rockwell and Horner, residents expressed these con-
sistently contradictory feelings for years.

By December 1996, as conditions in Ickes were growing worse, some
residents began talking about wanting to bring the sweeps back. Olivia,
a young mother in her early thirties who moved into Ickes in 1992, ex-
plained that the best thing that could be done to improve conditions was
to reinstate the sweeps: “They need to do like they did before during
the sweeps, when everybody who ain’t on a lease don’t be around here
or either do like they do if they stop them and they ain’t got no identi-
fication saying that they live around here or know people, visiting people.
They can get rid of a lot of people like that.”

Sondra was much more forceful in voicing her outrage and disap-
pointment that the sweeps were no longer considered a viable option.
She noted how “outsiders” from the ACLU “lobbied” the courts to con-
sider the sweeps an infringement of civil liberties, to deny the CHA the
option of “going into a house and looking for guns and getting the guns
out.” She believed that decision, coupled with the CHA's decision to scale
down on security, contributed to creating an unsafe environment in Ickes.
After a pregnant woman had been murdered by her boyfriend, Sondra’s
frustration was high:

Had the security been there, well, the radar {metal detectors]
would have went off when the gun come through. You see, they
stopped a lot. You got people lobbying for us. We don’t need
nobody lobbying for us in the wrong way. Ain’t nobody lobby
for no damn lights, ain’t nobody lobby to clean these damn hall-
ways. But then when it come down to going into a house and
looking for guns and getting the guns out, then you got people
standing back there going to court and shit, all this stuff. Hell,
they ain’t helping me. You know, don’t help me that way.

Security

Although Ickes was not one of the CHA’s most dan-
gerous developments, by May 1994, the CHA had stationed officers from
its Security Force in most buildings. Given that resident pressure often
influenced such decisions, Ickes’s Lacal Advisory Council may have been
responsible for the Security Force’s presence. CHA's Security Force of-
ficers received considerably more training and were better paid and better
screened than contract security guards. Consequently, both residents and
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staff viewed them as much more effective-than the private security guards
that patrolled developments like Rockwell and Horner, and they com-
manded more respect from the residents.

The first CHA Security Force officers were assigned to Ickes shortly
after the 1992 sweeps; by 1994, all buildings had them twenty-four hours
a day. Although residents were initially pleased with the officers’ per-
formance, over the next two years, they gradually became disillusioned.1®
However, residents recognized that having the officers stationed in their
buildings provided them valuable, though minimal, protection by screen-
ing visitors and keeping problem people out of the lobbies and hallways.
India, who had lived in Ickes since she was ten, noted: “Because [hav-
ing the guards] do make the building safer, makes me feel much safer
by me knowing that they’re in here. Because at least after a certain time
at night there is no running in and out. Like I say, they don’t just let
anybody walk in. They ... pick who they let in, and I do feel safer with
them there.”

The Security Force officers at Ickes followed the protocols instituted
after the sweeps: they screened anyone entering the building by asking
tenants to show their resident identification cards and required residents
to sign in all guests. This screening process, probably the most effective
way of improving safety, was also ironically the biggest source of dis-
satisfaction for Ickes residents. In contrast to Horner and Rockwell, where
residents complained about lax security, Ickes residents consistently com-
plained that the rules were too restrictive, even with their sporadic en-
forcement. When the rules were enforced, they placed an undue burden
on tenants; some had to travel up and down as many as nine stories to
sign in their guests, and residents without phones had no way of know-
ing when they had a guest.!! Shirelle, a young mother with four chil-
dren, described what she had to do when she expected visitors: “Now,
if I expect them to come over...I be looking out the window. But if I
don’t know they coming, you won't get in, because I don’t know you’re
coming. . .. But I have family members that came up and knocked on
the door. I'm like, ‘Well, how’d you get up?’ It’s like sometimes you can,
and sometimes you can’t. You may get lucky today, you may not get lucky
tomorrow.”

Like Shirelle, many residents protested that the rules were only en-
forced occasionally: that is, sometimes guards checked people’s identi-
fication, sometimes they did not, sometimes they let in drug dealers, and
sometimes they demanded identification from “legitimate” tenants. How-
ever, several residents acknowledged that the guards might have been
following the rules, even when letting in potential troublemakers. If-drug
dealers or gang members were residents or legitimate visitors (e.g.,
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someone’s brother or son), then the guards had no justification for keeping
them from entering the building. Marsha, a woman in her forties who
had lived in Ickes for sixteen years, explained: “The security can only
do so much. You know, once a person signs a person in the building,
they are on their own. But the security . . . they do they job to the best
of they ability.” Residents’ expectations of the guards were often con-
tradictory. On the one hand, they argued it was critical for guards to check
everyone'’s identification consistently so no one would receive special
treatment; on the other hand, residents insisted that the guards should
recognize them and were frustrated by the inconvenience of having to
show their identification card.

This security situation in Ickes changed radically on March 1, 1996,
when the new CHA administration began shifting its resources from se-
curity to revitalization. With Ickes’s comparatively low crime rate, it was
difficult for the CHA to continue to justify the enormous expense of pro-
viding their Security Force officers twenty-four hours a day. The Secu-
rity Force was one of the housing authority’s most expensive Anti-Drug
Initiative programs; only the CHA police force was more costly. The new
administration, willing to risk resident protests, insisted on cutting ser-
vices to the development. The CHA issued a new security plan that called
for removing the guards during daytime hours. By March, residents, aware
that security was no longer present around the clock, had heard rumors
to the effect that they would be removed entirely. Betty explained, “As
of today, [CHA guards] were here yesterday, but I don’t think they’re here
today. They wasn’t in my building. But as of the first, they all was sup-
posed to been taken out. [Interviewer: “Did you have security twenty-
four hours over the past three months . . . ?”] Most of the time. And then
some they would have to take out to put over in the next building be-
cause it was worse in that building than it was in our building. So they
wanted more security in that building because our building was pretty
quiet. They just wanted the guards over there for up until the next shift
came on.”

By the fall of 1996, the CHA decided to remove the Security Force
officers altogether. For a brief period, a small group of officers patrolled
the development on foot, but the Security Force was eventually deployed
to patrol other, more dangerous developments. In December 1996, only
33 percent of Ickes residents reported having security officers in their
building (presumably representing one of the three buildings). By De-
cember 1997, all security officers had been removed.

The removal of security from Ickes, which began in March 1996,
marked the beginning of alarming increases in levels of gang activity,
drug-related crime, and violent crime. Gang territories in Robert Taylor
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and Stateway Gardens were being disrupted by demolition and build-
ing closings; these gangs were looking for new territory. At the same time,
the dominant Gangster Disciples of Ickes was weakened by the arrest
and conviction of its top warlords. Once the CHA Security Force was
removed and the Gangster Disciples fragmented, Ickes was vulnerable
to the gangs from other developments. Conditions degenerated rapidly.
By December 1996, residents said that crime was as bad, or worse, than
it had been before the sweeps. Betty gives her assessment: “Well it’s worse
because they have taken security out, and they have taken all the booths
that the security was working, they’ve taken those out. Now the build-
ings are just open to whoever want to walk in. ... When the security
was there, they was stopping everyone that comes into the building and
find out what apartments they were going to. So now they can just come
in and catch the elevator or the stairs and just go right into the building.”

In February 1998, approximately two years after the removal of the
security officers, Geraldine, another resident activist who had lived in
CHA housing for more than twenty-five years, reflected that removing
the guards “made it a lot worse. All the security wasn’t good, some of
them was quite lazy. But even the lazy ones, it’s a difference. Because
whenever something comes up, they were there. Because they had
to be alert on that, you know, so they were there to rescue you. It’s a
difference.”

Tenant Patrols

CHA was much more successful in organizing ten-
ant patrols in Ickes than in either Rockwell or Horner. In Ickes, residents
had created active tenant patrols as early as 1991; some continued to be
active into 1996 and beyond. By January 1995, nearly all the residents
were aware of a tenant patrol in their building, yet few participated in
it (about fifteen tenants, on average). Although the number of tenant patrol
members was small, they had a visible presence. More than two-thirds
of the residents (in buildings with tenant patrols) said there were mem-
bers working in their building at least once a day.!?

Unlike the patrols in Rockwell, the tenant patrols in Ickes reliably
carried out the basic task of “walking down” their buildings each day.
Walking down the building meant checking the hallways and stairwells
for maintenance problems like broken light bulbs, broken elevators, trash,
or graffiti and monitoring who was walking through the buildings. In
addition to their basic duties, the tenant patrols in Ickes developed two
initiatives specifically focused on children: Tenant patrol members es-
corted children to and from school and sponsored a student-run candy -
store to raise money for schoolbooks and supplies. The CHA resident
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programs’ staff, who was responsible for organizing tenant patrols in each
development, commended the Ickes tenant patrols for their exceptional
work with children. One staffer remarked, “Ickes continues to have one
of the strongest school patrols we have.”?? Residents also had positive
views of the tenant patrols, consistently rating them as effective in re-
ducing crime and fear.14

Ickes’s strong resident leadership was likely responsible for the un-
usual success of the tenant patrols there. Some tenant patrol leaders were
also building presidents, who served on the Local Advisory Council. They
thus had an extra motivation to keep their buildings safe and clean for
the families they represented. Further, the linkages between the tenant
patrols and the Local Advisory Council allowed the tenant patrols to
demand a level of support from the CHA that was unheard of in Rockwell
and Horner. The CHA Security Force officers, deployed in the develop-
ment in response to pressure from the Local Advisory Council, provided
some protection for the patrols. As Local Advisory Council members,
several tenant patrol leaders accompanied the development president
and site manager to meetings with both the CHA and Chicago police de-
partments. As a result, the tenant patrols in Ickes were able to rely on
an unusually high level of support from the police.

As an example of the close relationship between the tenant patrols
and police, in the spring of 1995, tenant patrol members across the de-
velopment organized and temporarily began monitoring the entire
development en masse instead of simply patrolling their individual build-
ings. Apparently, the CHA police noticed the group and joined the ten-
ant patrol the first day. Geraldine, an early member of the Ickes tenant
patrol, describes this event: “We done started walking the building down
in groups. . . . Last Tuesday, as a group, about twenty tenant patrol walked
about six buildings down. . . . Yes, everybody just got into one group and
walked all the buildings. ... We drew the attention of the police—they
wanted to see what was going on, so they came out. .. and they joined
the walk down for three buildings.”

The tenant patrol members had two advantages over the security
guards: first, because they lived in the buildings that they patrolled, they
had a vested interest in making their homes safer; and, second, they were
more familiar with residents, which made it easier for them to approach
residents and spot intruders. In fact, residents described the tenant pa-
trol as a “watchdog” over the security guards. Betty, active with the tenant
patrol in her building for six years, served as the nucleus for their ef-
forts. She described the relationship between security and patrollers: “The
security guards—they know [the gangbangers] from the next building,
and they lets them in. They get in that building when they get ready . ..
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but in our building they're a little more particular because the tenant
patrol is there, and we know most of the ones that live in the building
and the ones that do not live in the building. . . . They come to the door,
[but] when they see the tenant patrol they turn, go back out the door.”

Yet the tenant patrols had three major limitations as a crime fight-
ing force: first, they had neither weapons nor any official form of pro-
tection; second, they had less anonymity than the security officers; and
third, at the end of their shift, the tenant patrol members went home to
their apartments and risked retaliation from the drug dealers in their
buildings. Sondra describes how the initial reaction to the tenant pa-
trols involved mostly taunting and verbal threats:

You get them talking about you and staring you down. ... Oh
you get the one who talkin’, you know, you hear 'em talkin’ about
you, but if you do something to me you are definitely going to
jail. No doubt about it, you are going to jail. . . . So they can talk,
you know, and when I'm by myself and go upstairs to the of-
fice, I gotta think about they can catch me out here and hurt
me, you know, nobody know they did it. Yeah, certain things
run through your mind.

Verbal threats were not uncommon; tenant patrol members were often
referred to as “snitch bitches.” Occasionally though, the taunting went
beyond verbal altercations, and tenant patrol members were threatened,
intimidated, and suffered property damage.

In early 1996, with the shift of CHA resources from safety to reno-
vation, the CHA began gradually removing its Security Force from Ickes,
and leaving the tenant patrols responsible for security during the days.
Sondra was skeptical of the plan from the beginning:

See, we don’t have no .38 [guns]. They not giving us a .45 [gun]
on our side to protect ourselves. They putting us out there with
a pen and pencil. I mean, Chicago Police Department got weap-
ons. Because do you think by us being residents that it’s gonna
make a difference if this person want to get upstairs and buy
some drugs? Drug addicts will kill you! When they want to come
in that building to buy some drugs, you better move over and
let them in.

Olivia participated in the patrols periodically, but like many others, left
the group out of fear for her own safety when the security officers were
removed. She explains: “I'm not here to protect the whole building. As-
far as being there, if I got security to help me, I don’t mind. But as far
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as being tenant patrol and just working the building, no I can’t do that
because drug dealers, you know how they are, and I don’t want to risk
myself getting hurt and killed trying to run no building. . . . If security
leave, I'm gonna leave.”

In the months after the guards were removed, a few tenant patrol
members continued actively patrolling their buildings, but their activi-
ties were becoming more dangerous. Geraldine, who had kept the ten-
ant patrol in her building strong, was the victim of a number of property
crimes and threats; once her smoke alarm woke her, and she found some-
one had burned a book at her door. “It was scary. Just think that some-
one would try to burn you up.” Geraldine believed all the incidents were
in retaliation for her reporting a boy defacing the hallways. She explained
the situation, “They done did everything to my door—kicked in my door,
urine on my door, put human feces on my door knob. They have did
everything now. That’s why I know exactly what’s happening. One of
them shot at my car with a BB rifle.” Even though Geraldine was sure
she knew who was committing the crimes and reported the incidents
to the police, she was told that if she did not actually see the crimes
committed, there was nothing the police could do. By 1998, many ten-
ant patrol members had decided the risks were too great and quit; others,
including Geraldine, planned to move out of the development altogether.
Without the protection of the police and Security Force, Ickes residents,
like those in Horner and Rockwell, decided that getting involved in try-
ing to control crime in their development was simply too risky.

CADRE Center
The CADRE center in Ickes opened in January 1992,
and, like the other Anti-Drug Initiative efforts, was successful, at least
until conditions began to deteriorate in late 1996. From the outset, the
center, centrally located in a first-floor apartment at 2330 South State
Street, employed from four to six full-time staff members, many of whom
were residents. The Ickes center offered a wide range of drug preven-
tion and intervention services, as well as parenting and youth programs.
At the nearby South Loop School, CADRE staff coordinated a Students’
Assistance Program, which included in-school workshops on substance
abuse, gang awareness, self-esteem, and decision making.'5
The Ickes CADRE center also developed a unique relationship with
local gang members that helped to create a safer environment for the
residents. Staff at CADRE met occasionally with gang members to work
out compromises regarding rules of conduct. For example, in May 1995,
the gang leaders agreed that drug dealing would be “outlawed” during
the hours when children would be going to and from school. Staff com-
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mented, “I think it’s safernow. CADRE has also helped with gang activ-
ity in the development. They go in, and they establish a rapport with
the gangs, and they get commitments from them. And with those com-
mitments, so far we’ve not had any problems. We also just celebrated
in August our ‘Increase the Peace Week.” So we have not had any vio-
lent crimes here in Ickes for some time.”18

However, this agreement was considered controversial because many
resident leaders did not think there should be any negotiations with gang
members who were responsible for the drug trafficking and violent crime
in the development. As Sondra said, “I'm not going to sit down with no
drug dealers and gangbangers, and they all work together. I'm not going
to set down with them and try to solve nothing. Why should I? I know
for a fact when they leave that meeting they go on and do their jobs and
that’s selling drugs and gangbanging. . . . And I myself refuse to sit down
and negotiate anything with them.”

In general, though, by the end of 1996, staff and residents alike per-
ceived the CADRE center as an effective and helpful resource for resi-
dents. There was a high level of community awareness of the office, and,
according to Resident Programs’ staff, many residents who received drug-
related help through CADRE were able to stay clean off drugs.'” “I would
say that [CADRE] is very successful in helping those tenants that are
ready for help. They can’t do anything for someone that comes in and
they’re not ready for help. But if they come in, and they have a sincere
desire to kick the habit, then CADRE can assist.”18

Impact on Conditions

It is useful to consider the history of Ickes in two
parts: first, the period from 1994 to 1996 when the CHA poured resources
into the Anti-Drug Initiative efforts in Ickes, and conditions continued
to improve slowly but steadily. During those years, the CHA’s strategy
appeared to be working. Second, the period beginning in March 1996
when conditions deteriorated as the new CHA administration shifted
resources from security to demolition and revitalization. The agency be-
gan layoffs of officers from its Security Force and could no longer jus-
tify the cost of providing twenty-four hour security for Ickes, which had
one of the lowest crime rates of any high-rise development.

With the Security Force removed, Ickes was an inviting target for
crime, and conditions deteriorated rapidly. In spite of the demonstrable
success of the Anti-Drug Initiative in Ickes up until early 1996, the CHA
began dismantling its programs, piece by piece, letting Ickes slide to-
ward becoming an urban war zone to rival Rockwell and Horner.

By using scales to summarize the patterns of change over time in
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residents’ perceptions of major problems in Ickes,'® we describe the im-
pact of the CHA’s programs in that development. In addition, we dis-
cuss the reasons for these changes and the factors that allowed Ickes to
become one of the CHA’s most dangerous developments by 1997.

Physical Conditions

As figure 6.1 shows, the majority of Ickes residents
consistently reported serious problems with vandalism inside their build-
ings—graffiti, trash and junk, and broken light bulbs—from May 1994
to December 1997. Reports of problems decreased somewhat from May
1994 to May 1995, but they increased again by December 1995 and re-
mained high a year later.20 A sharp increase in reports of problems with
broken light bulbs (from 51 percent in December 1995 and 1996 to 72
percent in December 1997) corresponded to the increase in overall gang
violence, a result of the Security Force removal and the movement of
new gangs into Ickes.

Tenants’ fears were palpable when they voiced their concerns. In
Ickes, as in Horner, drug dealers and gang members were mostly respon-
sible for removing or knocking out the bulbs. As Olivia explained, the
gangs and drug dealers wanted the buildings dark so they could covertly
sell and use drugs and to intimidate the other residents.

Oh my God, it ain’t been none over there in months. I even fell
up the stairs. I went to housing and made a report, she put it in
my file, but since then I done tripped up the stairs two more
times, It’s been like this for months. . .. They put lights in there,
but they get broked out. I guess because it's not a cover on there,
but that’s why I say it’s not Housing’s fault as far as putting the
lights in there. They will put the lights, but like I said, nine times
out of ten, it’s the people who don’t want the lights in there that’s
knocking them out.

In addition to making it difficult to negotiate the hallways and stairwells,
the constant darkness terrified residents. India said she was too fright-
ened to open her door: “They bust out the lights. I mean they busts out
the light bulbs so bad, you know, like somebody knock on your door, if
it ain’t no light, you be scared to answer your door. It be pitch black,
the stairways, the hallways.” Likewise, Sondra was afraid of being at-
tacked in the dark:

No I didn’t have a flashlight, and it wouldn't do no good any-
way because a flashlight wouldn’t work. Because the only thing
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they’d do is throw a coat or something over your head and they
got you anyway. So now I've got to ride the elevator, and the
elevator don’t close when you want it to close, it close when it
ready. And I want the elevator to hurry up and close, don't let
nobody come in the elevator with me. . .. Now when the eleva-
tor door open, my heart is just pounding. . . . I got to go all the
way down to the end of the hallway to get to my door. . . .I was
scared, I was anxious, I was frustrated. You’re damn near scared
to death.

Yet elevators frequently broke down temporarily, forcing residents
to climb the darkened stairwells, putting them in danger. Tenille summed
up the situation: “Ok, for one thing, it’s dark, and no lights. The eleva-
tors stay broke sometimes you know. Then all the lights, you know you
can’t see nothing ok. When the elevator’s working you catch the eleva-
tor, then when the elevator’s broke you got to walk down those dark stairs
and you can’t see nothing. And that’s very dangerous.”

The deteriorating situation inside the buildings, particularly the bro-
ken light bulbs, was particularly disheartening to residents. Many now
believed that their development was slipping back into its condition prior
to the sweeps in 1992. Further, they were pessimistic about what that
meant for long-term prospects for the development. With nearby devel-
opments slated for demolition, rumors surfaced that the CHA was ne-
glecting Ickes on purpose so that the vacancy rate would increase, the
buildings razed, and new housing built for higher-income tenants. As
Sondra said: “Five years from now? I think it'll probably be a beautiful
place, because five years from now they're going to be done closed them
down and brought the condominiums all the way down through here.”

" Drug Sales and Gang Activity

Modest Improvements

The CHA's Anti-Drug Initiative programs were in-
tended to reduce drug-related crime. As discussed above, until late 1996,
Ickes had a thriving drug market, but relatively low levels of violent
crime. The CHA'’s efforts appeared to have had only a modest impact
on drug sales and use over time, but they were more effective in reduc-
ing problems with gang activity. Residents provided numerous anecdotal
accounts of how, prior to the sweeps, gangs and drug dealers had free
reign of the development and boldly sold drugs both inside and outside
the buildings. After the sweeps, residents said that conditions improved;
while drug dealing still occurred, it was much less menacing or obvious.
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Much drug trafficking moved from the lobbies and hallways to individual
apartments, where it was less visible.

As figure 6.1 shows, between May 1994 and December 1995, resi-
dents’ complaints about drug trafficking, substance abuse, and gang ac-
tivity both inside and outside tended to vary seasonally: the proportion
of residents reporting big problems was higher in May 1994 and May
1995 and lower in January and December 1995.2! In the warmer months,
about two-thirds of the residents reported big problems with drug sales
and use; in the cooler months, the figure dropped to about 60 percent.
Although concerns about gang activity—that is, young people control-

" ling the building and people hanging out—also varied seasonally to some
extent, there did appear to be a steady downward trend. For example,
the proportion of residents reporting big problems with gangs control-
ling their building fell from 42 percent in May 1994 to 19 percent in
December 1995. Likewise, the proportion of residents reporting big prob-
lems with groups of people hanging out outside their buildings fell from
64 percent in May 1994 to 50 percent in December 1995. Thus, the Anti-
Drug Initiative programs seem to have been somewhat effective in re-
ducing the more obvious signs of the thriving drug business: they reduced
the number of dealers and their customers in lobbies and entryways.

Still, even with these modest improvements, residents remained con-
cerned about the pervasive drug trafficking, particularly the potential
impact on children. As Rakiah said, “[Drug dealers] just don’t care. They
have no respect. They sell in front of the kids. They come in, smoke
their stuff—sometimes the kids be playing in the hallways, and there
they are, just right there. It’s just like they don’t even see them. They
see them, they just don’t care.”

Violent Crime: Dramatic Improvements
While the Anti-Drug Initiative programs appeared to
have only a modest impact on drug trafficking, violent crime dropped
dramatically between May 1994 and December 1995. As figure 6.1 shows,
the proportion of Ickes residents reporting serious problems with
shootings and violence, assault, and rape inside their buildings was more
than halved, from 34 percent in May 1994 to just 16 percent in Decem-
ber 1995; reports of problems outside fell from 42 percent to 20 percent.2?
This marked improvement clearly had an impact on the overall quality
of life in Ickes; residents felt safer, and they were increasingly willing
to participate in community crime-prevention efforts.
During 1995, residents typically reported hearing gunshots once or
twice every few months. They seemed to have little coricern that the vie-
lence would escalate or that they themselves were in danger. In early
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1996, when asked to reflect on the effects of the Anti-Drug Initiative over
the past two years, each resident we interviewed noted the drop in vio-
lent crime. Sondra said with almost pleasant surprise: “Well, you know
what. I'm just about 100 percent sure it is [less]. . . . Because if they’re
shooting, you hear it. You don’t hear it now. Every now and then, and
it’s so spaced out that you don’t pay that much attention to it like it used
to be. Used to hear so much gunfire ’til you wonder who done got killed
now.”

Residents attributed the decline in violence to a variety of factors:
one tenant felt that the community was better organized and worked more
closely together to fight crime than in the past; several mentioned the
sweeps; and several others, including Geraldine, thought the local gang
leaders were instrumental in keeping the level of violence down. “I think
the gang members is more concerned about the community, and they
controlling it themselves better. . . . I guess they just changed. They know
that if all of them keep up with the shooting, it would bring in more
police force on them, and I think there would be a police problem there.
If they [are] shooting, [there] would be more police in the neighborhood,
so they don’t do any shooting. They mostly sell drugs.”

Rakiah agreed, “It’s not hardly no shooting and violence here, un-
less somebody that don’t live down here come down here and start some-
thing with the gangbangers that live down here. But there don’t be too
much violence down here because, I don’t know how it go. The gang-
bangers down here, whoever their leader is, they got their little meet-
ings . .. they tell them try not be have too much violence down here.”

The War Zone: Mid-1996 to Early 1998

In March 1996, the CHA began to remove its Secu-
rity Force from Ickes; by the end of 1996, the guards were all but gone.
With the lack of security, problems with gangs and drugs rapidly wors-
ened. Residents’ complaints about drug trafficking and gang activity rose
sharply: the proportion reporting big problems, both inside and outside,
increased from just over 60 percent in December 1995 to about 80 per-
cent in December 1996. In essence, the proportion reporting problems
in the winters of 1996 and 1997 was about the same as the proportion
reporting problems during the warmer weather, when drug trafficking
tended to be more visible (see figure 6.1).23 Clearly, residents believed
the situation had deteriorated. For example, complaints about big prob-
lems with drug sales inside the buildings increased from 46 percent in
December 1995 to 69 percent a year later; reports of problems with gangs
controlling the buildings nearly doubled, rising from just 19 percent in
1995 to 36 percent a year later. Most striking, the proportion of Ickes
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residents reporting problems with drug trafficking, substance abuse, and
gang activity now exceeded the figures for both Rockwell and Horner,
the more notoriously dangerous developments. It may be that residents
in Ickes were less accustomed to extreme problems with drugs and vio-
lent crime and so perceived their problems as worse. Nevertheless, Ickes
residents were hardly naive about drug-related crime, and it was clear
that conditions were uncharacteristically severe.

When we visited Ickes for the last time in February 1998, we tried
to understand why conditions had deteriorated so drastically; residents
resoundingly complained about the number of drug dealers selling from
inside their buildings. Without any form of security, Ickes had become
extremely attractive to outside drug dealers. Geraldine explained:

A lot of teenagers, and they’re selling drugs on the stairs, in the
lobbies, in the front. ... Most of them don’t live in the neigh-
borhood. They just come up here and work. That’s what they
call working, selling drugs. [Interviewer: And the people who
buy drugs, do they come from all over?] It’s this postman, it’s a
mailman. . . . You’d be surprised at the people that come and buy
drugs. It’s so many people they come over here, and they . . . work
there, and they pulls up in cars and on the street and buy.

With no security, gang members were easily able to gain control of the
building lobbies and use that space to market their drugs. Olivia de-
nounced the situation: “It’s just ridiculous. They’re just, like I said the
CHA don't even come around here. It’s just wide open with the drugs.
They just do what they want to do. ... It don’t matter if you’re a man or -
lady, old or young, they do what they want to do to you. They don’t
have no respect for one another.”

Not only did residents have little recourse or protection, but they
suffered the indignity of being locked out of their own buildings and
intimidated by the large groups of young men routinely congregating in
the lobby. Geraldine described how gang members had literally taken
over: “They lock the back door with an iron pipe and residents have to
knock on the door to get in. And then they escort them out the back
door. . .. They close it back up with the pipes. And they end up they
have to open the door for them to come in so they sell drugs in the lobby
then.”

The drug trafficking was not confined to the lobbies or the first floor;
drug dealers moved upstairs. With stepped up evictions, the vacancy
rate in the three buildings in Ickes doubled in 1997 to more than 20 per-
cent from a steady rate of less than 10 percent from 1991 to 1996. By
1997, the CHA was enforcing stricter eviction policies, and more resi-
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dents were being forced out. According to Sondra, in 1998, there were
more than two hundred vacant apartments in Ickes, many of which were
used by drug dealers. Betty said the vacancies were creating more prob-
lems for residents: “They are a problem because they [the drug dealers]
have been getting into vacancies. Some of them, they have been break-
ing into, and then they’ve been hiding the drugs in the vacant apart-
ments. A few children have been in the vacant apartments also, and some
is living in the vacant apartments.”

Most seriously, after the CHA removed the security officers, prob-
lems with violent crime skyrocketed. In 1998 Tenille said:

For one thing, the little gangs around here, ok, they used to have
respect. Now they walk around now with pistols, shooting up
and down the lane. They used to didn’t do that. Now it seem
like they just don't care no more. . . . They just shoot while kids
outside and stuff now. There used to didn’t be no shooting
around here that much, but now they do. It seem like it’s more
now. . . . Just about three times a week now. .. . When the change
start happening, when they took away the security. It started get-
ting worser then. Now it getting even worse.

Without security, Ickes was particularly vulnerable to outside gangs.
By 1996, the CHA was vacating and demolishing buildings in other de-
velopments along the State Street Corridor, displacing their gangs mem-
bers from their usual turf. The dominant Gangster Disciples had been
weakened by the conviction of more than thirty of its top warlords on
federal conspiracy charges related to drug sales; as a result, Ickes did
not even have an effective gang to fight off intruders.?* Without guards
or gangmembers to protect the development from outsiders, Ickes quickly
became a battleground.

As figure 6.1 dramatically illustrates, residents reported enormous
increases in problems with violent crime. The proportion of residents
reporting serious problems with violent crime (shootings, assaults, and
rapes) inside their buildings rose from just 16 percent in December 1995
to 39 percent in December 1996 and 47 percent in December 1997, Like-
wise, the proportion of residents reporting major problems outside
doubled from 20 percent in December 1995 to 40 percent in December
1996 and rose again to 63 percent in December 1997.2° Shockingly, the
rates of violent crime reported in Ickes in 1997 were more than double
those reported in Rockwell Gardens and about 20 percentage points higher
than those reported in Horner. From being just a “bad neighborhood,”
Ickes had become an urban war zone to rival CHA's worst high-rise
developments.
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Sondra described a development caught up in a brutal gang war in
1998: “I don’t know if [the gang war] ended or if it’s still going on. We
had drive-by shootings and somebody right by my window got hit. And
several other people got shot. And the kics are feuding with the Dearborn
Homes. The school is in the Dearborn . . . backyard. I don’t know if the
war’s over because since then we don’t have no peace. I mean you con-
stantly hear the shooting so I don’t know if it’s over or not.” Ickes resi-
dents used to note when shooting occurred; now they noted when it
stopped. Olivia said she had heard gunfire so often in the past year that
“I can’t even count.” Sondra concurred: “It becomes like a daily thing.
Usually when I don’t hear no shots, I can hardly go to sleep. I'm laying
there waiting on them. And a mother like me, and I say a mother like
me because I got a teenage son, you don’t rest until that kid is in the
house. Smaller kids might get on your nerves, but the older kids be on
your heart.” She described the intense anxiety Ickes residents lived with
day to day: “You don’t have to see them. When I get up in the morning
time and I go downstairs, and I see fresh blood all the way down the
stairs, you see what I'm saying. And then you wonder, whoever did it,
did they kill him? Is that person still living? Wonder who it was. I won-
der how bad they was hurt. You don’t wonder what it was about be-
cause you know what it was about.”

An Uncertain Future

The residents of the Ickes Homes were the unin-
tended victims of the CHA’s changing priorities. From 1992 to the be-
ginning of 1996, when the CHA was focusing its management efforts on
combating crime, Ickes residents benefited greatly from the agency’s ef-
forts. Staff implementing the CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative programs in Ickes
were able to capitalize on the relatively high level of social cohesion
and effective resident leadership to produce a real and lasting impact
on conditions in the development. With CHA’s security officers guard-
ing the lobbies, residents reported fewer problems with vandalism, drug
trafficking, and especially gang violence. However, by 1996, national
public housing policy had shifted away from promoting community crime
prevention to demolishing and revitalizing “distressed” developments.
After HUD took control of the CHA in mid-1995, it mandated that the
new administration reduce spending on security and begin using its funds
for a more long-term solution: CHA needed to redevelop its worst sites.
This change in policy left the CHA with less money for its Anti-Drug
Initiative; with reduced resources, the agency could no longer justify large
expenditures for securing Ickes because, when compared to other CHA
developments, Ickes was relatively safe.
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The decision to abandon the Anti-Drug Initiative efforts in Ickes
seems particularly disheartening, given that, of the three developments
profiled in this book, only in Ickes were virtually all the programs at
least somewhat successful in reducing crime and disorder. The entire
development was swept, the CADRE center functioned effectively, ten-
ant patrols actively patrolled in a number of buildings, and CHA secu-
rity officers kept drug dealers out of lobbies and halls. CHA’s programs
were able to succeed because of both the higher level of social cohesion
in Ickes—the core of older, long-term activist residents who struggled
to maintain order—and the development’s domination by a single gang.
Without gang conflict, residents were able to use the CADRE center, and
tenant patrols were able to form and monitor their buildings, with much
less fear of retaliation than in Horner and Rockwell.

As documented above, when the CHA pulled its Security Force from
Ickes, gangs losing turf in other developments moved into Ickes and vio-
lence increased rapidly. With escalating gang warfare, tenant patrollers
no longer felt safe monitoring crime in their buildings, and many long-
term residents who had sustained the social life of the development fled.

Ickes residents reported a bewildering array of problems: gangs had
taken over the development; residents were being locked out of their
buildings; residents who had been hired as janitors were being intimi-
dated, threatened, and beaten; the vacancy rate had more than doubled;
and residents were generally terrified. If not for the consistency of the
stories, the description of this change might seem unbelievable. Ickes
had been the “success story”: the Anti-Drug Initiative had worked there,
and conditions had stabilized. Although the development was by no
means a paradise—drug use among residents posed a never ending chal-
lenge, and gangs still sold drugs in the neighborhood—it had not been
a hellish war zone like Rockwell or Horner. But by the end of 1997, Ickes
was as bad, or even worse, than the other developments.

By 1998, Ickes residents were uncertain about the future of their long-
time home. More and more buildings in other CHA developments were
vacated and torn down, and the vacancy rate in Ickes increased; resi-
dents came to believe that their development would not remain intact
much longer. Even as conditions in Ickes deteriorated, gentrification began
just a few blocks north and east of the development, and the city began
developing plans to revitalize the entire area.2®

In early 1998—perhaps to help it blend into the higher-income neigh-
borhood growing up around it—the CHA invested in physical improve-
ments in Ickes. The agency planted trees, installed a wrought iron fence
around the development, and constructed two new playgrounds. All this
effort improved the developments’ appearance, but it was uncertain, and
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Photo 10. Landscaping at the Harold Ickes Homes, 1998. Photo by Jean
Amendolia.

unlikely, that simply beautifying the grounds would help control crime.
Further, despite this cosmetic investment, the agency’s plans for the de-
velopment were unclear. Although Ickes had not officially undergone a
viability assessment as of this writing, the CHA had begun talking to
residents about rehabilitating some buildings in Ickes, while tearing down
others to reduce the density of the development.?”

Ickes residents were convinced that their development was going
to be demolished and that they would be displaced. Betty said that Ickes
would be “great big beautiful condominiums” but that all the current
residents would have to leave. Geraldine, who was in the process of
moving out of the development, commented: “It probably be con-
demned. ... They’ll be empty. . . . If they condemn the building, I think
really, truly, since HUD been here, they not doing any work inside the
building, trying to fix it up or anything. I think really since this is prime
property here, they really just want the buildings just to close up. Just
so they can just demolish it so they can use it for something else.”

The CHA administration has ambitious plans to “transform the State
Street Corridor” by demolishing buildings in the Robert Taylor Homes,
Stateway Gardens, and Dearborn Homes. By late 1999 some of these ef-
forts are already underway.?® Although Ickes has not yet been specifi-
cally slated for demolition, its future seems tenuous. In the meantime, -
other than the landscape work, the CHA appears to be making little ef-
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fort to secure the development. Sondra has given up hope for Ickes and
blames the CHA for abandoning her and her fellow residents so it can
meet its larger goals:

You know, you can’t get no light. You can’t get housing to, the
electrician told me when I told him one building, one complete
building was black, he said “these people don’t want light.” What
the hell do you mean about “these people”? I live in here too,
and 1 want some lights. ... So now you tell me, why is it we
can’t get nothing done, we can’t get hallways cleaned, can’t get
the lights on, everybody living in fear. No, do you think they’re
going to put these condos all the way down through here and
let us live here? Absolutely no. You’re on your own, you know.
That’s the purpose of letting us suffer. Well if we let them suf-
fer long enough, we won’t have to make them move. They all
will move on their own. And you know what? They’re just about
right.
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No Simple
Solutions

Communities trapped in dire poverty, Rockwell,
Horner, and Ickes are public housing developments
so troubled that millions of dollars of crime prevention and other ser-
vices had almost no sustained impact on the quality of life for individual
residents. With the exception of the revitalized sections of the Horner
Homes, physical conditions remain dismal, the result of poorly designed
buildings, vandalism, and years of mismanagement and maintenance
neglect. The remaining residents struggle with a host of challenges from
high rates of unemployment and welfare dependency to substance abuse
and mental illness. City services are poor, stores are few, and the local
schools and parks are nearly as distressed as the developments they serve.
Gangs and the drug trade dominate the social world; there is no under-
lying social structure strong enough to oppose them and enforce com-
munity standards and norms.

Massive revitalization efforts like the one now underway in Horner
hold the promise of reducing the urban blight. Since 1995, the high-rises
in Horner have all been closed, and five buildings have been demolished.
A new, attractive mixed-income community of townhomes has emerged,
providing superior housing for a few former residents. However, the ben-
efits for the other remaining tenants—those neither evicted nor moti-
vated to leave on their own—remain unclear. Having lived for years with
the terrifying violence around them, these Horner residents and the resi-
dents of the other CHA developments undergoing revitalization now fear
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losing the only home they have known. The CHA has served as the hous-
ing of last resort for vulnerable families; many may lack the resources
to make a successful transition to Section 8 or mixed-income housing.

Thus, the stories of Rockwell, Horner, and Ickes offer insights into
both the failure of so many well-intended efforts and the risks that these
residents face as the CHA begins to transform its public housing devel-
opments into mixed-income communities. Understanding the depth of
the problems in these communities suggests that an intensive, targeted,
and long-term commitment is necessary to bring about fundamental
change for many of these vulnerable families.

The Failure of the CHA’s War on Crime

By the 1990s, Rockwell, Horner, and Ickes, like CHA'’s
other high-rise developments, had become urban war zones. Long-time
residents remembered that when they first moved into the developments
in the late 1950s and 1960s, they offered a hopeful alternative to the
slums where many of them had lived before. The grounds were land-
scaped with grass and trees, there were playgrounds for children, the
apartments were clean and big enough to comfortably house large fami-
lies. Residents watched out for each other’s children, and, while there
were problems, there was also a real sense of community. But after thirty
years, the grass and trees had been replaced by dirt and garbage, the play-
ground equipment was broken, the plumbing and heating systems had
failed, the buildings were infested with vermin, and the walls were cov-
ered with graffiti. Crime, drug trafficking, and substance abuse were epi-
demic. Only a few older, determined residents still tried to enforce some
social order; most focused on getting through the days and protecting
their children from the many constant dangers.

When social reformers finally gained control of the CHA in the late
1980s, they believed that they would not be able to bring about any posi-
tive changes unless they were also able to reclaim the developments from
the gangs and drug dealers. Under Chairman Lane’s direction, the CHA
and HUD poured hundreds of millions of dollars into an expensive war
on crime. From 1994 to 1996, the CHA spent nearly $250 million on its
massive Anti-Drug Initiative. After HUD took control of the CHA in mid-
1995, the programs were gradually scaled back, but security costs re-
mained extremely high—approximately $40 million per year for the CHA
police and Security Force.

As the individual stories of Rockwell, Horner, and Ickes show, all
this effort had little sustained impact on the crime and violence in CHA's
high-rise developments. Despite some short-lived improvements, all three
developments were still gang dominated, still extremely dangerous, and
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still overwhelmed by the drug trade. Indeed, Ickes was arguably worse
off than it had been before the CHA's war on crime began. As the case
studies illustrate, three major factors undermined the CHA'’s programs:
(1) the crime problems were so severe that short-term, intensive law en-
forcement actions were nearly useless; (2) the social world was so domi-
nated by gangs and the drug economy that residents were unable to
organize effectively to combat their common problems; and (3) the hous-
ing authority was so dysfunctional that bad management undermined
even its best-designed initiatives.

Ineffective Law Enforcement

The CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative was modeled on suc-
cessful community crime-prevention efforts in other, less distressed, set-
tings. The agency, incorporating the elements that law-enforcement
experts and researchers thought were key, created what was, at least ini-
tially, a comprehensive and collaborative program that involved law en-
forcement, housing authority management, tenants, and social service
providers. The program included police and security guards, tenant pa-
trols, on-site drug prevention centers, and the installation of security
measures like guard booths and metal detectors. According to Chairman
Lane, who created the Anti-Drug Initiative, in theory if the CHA could
secure the buildings with its police and security forces and enforce its
own management rules, then residents could reclaim their developments.
But the three case studies demonstrate that in communities as dis-
tressed as CHA developments, traditional assumptions about commu-
nity crime-prevention programs do not apply. For residents to participate
freely in an organized anticrime effort, police protection must be suffi-
cient for them to feel reasonably safe from retaliation. But, as these case
studies illustrate, for the most part, the law-enforcement efforts intended
to secure CHA developments did not have much impact on the level of
drug sales and gang violence. In Horner and Rockwell, the sweeps and
police patrols had a temporary impact at best: gangs and drug dealers
left for a few days, and initially the guards kept them out of the lobbies
and stairwells. However, without a strong, continuing police presence
and with only poorly paid, untrained contract security guards to pro-

tect the entryways, the gangs quickly regained control of the buildings.
In contrast, the sweeps and other law-enforcement efforts had a much
more sustained impact in Ickes, where trained security officers from
CHA'’s own Security Force worked for several years. While the Security
Force guarded the entryways, the level of violence was very low, the
drug dealers mostly stayed out of the lobbies and stairwells, and other
residents felt confident enough to participate in tenant patrols and other
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activities. But when budget cuts forced the CHA to remove its security
officers from Ickes, conditions quickly deteriorated, and the violence es-
calated dramatically. The resident-managed Monroe Street building in
Rockwell followed a similar trajectory: When the CHA Security Force
protected residents and screened out problem tenants, drug trafficking
and violence almost disappeared. But when the CHA withdrew this pro-
tection and began to fill up vacant units with displaced unscreened ten-
ants from other buildings, the crime quickly returned.

Without a strong twenty-four-hour presence, the police and CHA staff
trying to control the crime faced a nearly impossible task, particularly
in Rockwell and Horner. The CHA's poorly designed buildings offered
innumerable places for criminals to hide. The well-armed gangs had con-
siderable economic resources and power. A seemingly endless supply
of vulnerable young boys was available to replace members who were
arrested or killed. The CHA'’s short-term, intensive law-enforcement in-
terventions and untrained contract security guards were simply not
enough to secure extremely dangerous developments like Rockwell and
Horner. Although the sweeps and Security Force were enough to secure
Ickes and the Monroe Street building, the rest of Rockwell and Horner
was contested gang turf and consequently much more violent—at least
until the gang war overwhelmed Ickes in 1996, and it, too, joined the
ranks of insurmountable difficulties. It is not clear that anything short
of an oppressive police presence—an option both constitutionally and
financially unfeasible—would have made a significant difference in these
two developments. However, Rockwell and Horner residents were so
desperate that they often advocated such heavy-handed measures as the
only realistic solution to their plight.

To the difficulty of challenging the powerful gangs add the element
of danger; most residents—even in Ickes—were afraid to cooperate with
the police. After watching one highly visible police action after another
fail, many tenants gave up hope for improvement and believed that nei-
ther the police nor CHA officials could protect them effectively. With
the gangs and drug dealers dominating their developments, residents
desperately feared retaliation by the perpetrators. Given these harsh re-
alities, it is not surprising that residents often chose to cooperate with
the gangs that controlled their buildings instead of the police because
“their boys” provided them with at least some measure of protection from
rival gangs.

The Importance of Social Cohesion
Police and security efforts were also ineffective, par-
ticularly in Horner and Rockwell, because the community itself was so
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disorganized. Crime-prevention efforts like the Anti-Drug Initiative as-
sume a level of social cohesion that simply does not exist in these ex-
treme environments. These programs require that residents unite against
a common outside enemy; further, residents should have the confidence
and the social and psychological resources to successfully cooperate and
confront their community’s problems.

But with the gangs and drug dealers wielding most power and con-
trolling nearly all economic resources, these assumptions were unreal-
istic. Like other similar programs, the CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative focused
on excluding outsiders: removing illegal tenants during sweeps, putting
guards and metal detectors at front entrances, and blocking off other
building exits. But this strategy ignored the fact that many people caus-
ing problems—selling drugs, using drugs, vandalizing buildings, and
committing violent crimes—were not outsiders, but neighbors, relatives,
partners, and friends of the crime witnesses or victims.

As a result, even law-abiding tenants in CHA developments were
enmeshed in the social world created by the gangs and the drug economy.
The resident population as a whole was itself extremely troubled. Un-
eraployment and welfare recipiency were high, substance abuse and de-
pression were rampant, and teen pregnancy was an accepted fact of life.
Residents—especially the children who lived in these developments—
were traumatized by the constant stress of coping with the violence and
disorder. With rare exception, no strong social structure opposed the
gangs and drug dealers. To survive in this complex environment, resi-
dents had developed intricate and interdependent relationships with the
criminals. Residents did not view the gang members who dominated the
developments as strangers; rather, they saw them as “the boys” or “the
gangbangers,” often young men they had known all their lives. The re-
lationship between the criminals and other residents recalled the old
Pogo adage “We have met the enemy, and they is us.” Standing up to
the drug dealers and gangbangers entailed both the risk of possible re-
taliation and the potential loss of relationships. Therefore, a crime-
prevention strategy based on excluding outsiders missed the point; that
plan necessarily had little chance of success.

The fact that, despite the odds, the CHA's Anti-Drug Initiative pro-
grams seemed relatively successful in two sites—Ickes and the Monroe
Street Building in Rockwell—highlights the critical importance of so-
cial cohesion for successful community crime prevention. These two
communities had less extreme initial problems. Until 1996, they were
not contested gang turf and had a somewhat higher proportion of em-

- ployed residents. Even more significant, both Ickes and-the Monroe Street -
Building had older, stable tenant populations with strong resident lead-
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ership. These tenant leaders lobbied the CHA for more services, particu-
larly protection from the Security Force, and more and better janitors.
It is telling that Ickes and Monroe Street were the only sites where the
CHA's tenant patrol program was successful. Feeling relatively safe, lead-
ers in Ickes felt empowered to work with the CADRE center to negoti-
ate with the gangs to protect children from drug dealing and gang activity.
Likewise, the resident managers in the Monroe Street building demanded
the right to screen new tenants, fought with the CHA over the pace of
rehabilitating their building, and negotiated with the drug dealers to take
their business elsewhere. In both Ickes and Monroe Street, residents’ com-
plaints about violent crime dropped dramatically; it then seemed pos-
sible to begin both addressing the deeper problems of substance abuse
and poor parenting and meeting residents’ needs for education and job
training.

But even in Ickes and Monroe Street, the social structure was frag-
ile. Gangs and drug dealers still held sway over their communities, and
order required substantial support from the housing authority and po-
lice. When the CHA could no longer sustain the higher level of service,
violence and disorder skyrocketed, particularly in Ickes. As the violence
increased, threats against the tenant patrol members escalated. Residents
stopped participating in the patrols, and some leaders, fearing retalia-
tion, fled the development. Those who remained were overwhelmed and
dismayed by the chaos that seemed to be engulfing their community.

The Monroe Street community began to fray when the CHA began
closing other buildings in Rockwell and housing the remaining tenants
in empty units in the Monroe Street building. The Resident Management
Corporation was not allowed to screen these new tenants, and problems
with crime and disorder immediately began to increase. Some new ten-
ants, affiliated with rival gangs, brought their conflicts to the long-peaceful
building. With the Security Force removed, drug dealers once again hung
out in front of the building and in the lobby and stairwells. But the big-
gest blow came when Wardell Yotaghan, the Resident Management Cor-
poration president who had struggled to hold the community together
for nearly a decade, died suddenly of a heart attack in June 1999.1 In
late 1999, it is not clear whether the remaining resident leaders will have
the power to unite to overcome the escalating challenges.

The Role of Bad Management

Finally, bad management and poor implementation
clearly undermined many CHA efforts. For almost two decades the housing
authority was in a nearly constant state of management turmoil. The so-
cial reformers who took control of the CHA in the late 1980s were

179




180 THE HIDDEN WAR

frustrated by the dysfunctional culture of the agency, which still bore
the vestiges of the Swibel administration and thus the old Democratic
political machine. Even into the 1990s, resources were frequently dis-
tributed by clout or cronyism; investigators were still uncovering evidence
of fraud in contracting; and the resident councils functioned as quasi-
political organizations. The HUD-imposed administration that took
control of the CHA in 1995 complained that they could not identify all
the people on the payroll, that staff would not cooperate in implement-
ing new programs, that imposing order over CHA'’s financial manage-
ment was nearly impossible, and that the resident councils fought every
effort that might undermine their clout. When the Chicago city govern-
ment gained control of the CHA in 1999, the new administrators identi-
fied many unresolved management problems and claimed to have
uncovered a $50-million deficit.

In this environment, it was nearly impossible for CHA staff to func-
tion effectively. The agency failed at even basic tasks like collecting rents
and tracking the number of occupied units in its developments. Thus,
on paper, between 1994 and 1996 the CHA operated what appeared to
be a model community crime-prevention program, but in reality, poor
management undermined most attempts to run these programs effectively.
Even when dedicated staff succeeded in overcoming the many obstacles
to start new initiatives, ineffective follow-up and rapid strategic changes
undermined their efforts. For example, the original strategy for sweeps
involved collaboration with CHA management, security, law enforcement,
and social service providers. This promising approach was abandoned
relatively quickly, however, because of legal remedies and financial con-
straints; it cost the CHA nearly two hundred thousand dollars to sweep
a single building. The sweeps subsequently became strictly a law-
enforcement strategy. The security measures installed after the sweeps—
security doors, guard booths, turnstiles—were not maintained; sometimes
they ultimately benefited the gangs and drug dealers rather than the se-
curity guards. Finally, although the agency spent tens of millions of dol-
lars hiring private security guards, the untrained, poorly supervised
personnel had little impact on crime in CHA’s developments.

The CHA'’s strategy often seemed to consist of trying one poorly
thought-out measure after another; even the better ideas had no time to
take hold, let alone determine effectiveness. The history of Rockwell pro-
vides numerous examples of this inconsistency. The sweeps there were
not followed up with effective law enforcement. The Nation of Islam
guards, in theory, were supposed to both provide security and organize
the community, but with poor implementation, they failed to do either.
The private managers substantially reduced vandalism and disorder, but
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they complained that they lacked sufficient funding to make substan-
tial repairs. Empty apartments, never rehabilitated, remained vacant for
years. The Monroe Street Resident Management Corporation brought
about major improvements in their building, but they lost ground when
the CHA lost enthusiasm for resident management and began to shift
resources elsewhere.

Thus, shifting priorities, poor planning, and ineffective program
implementation undermined virtually all CHA efforts to contain the crime
in its developments. Each new administration brought a new set of se-
nior staff and a new set of initiatives. Without strong champions or con-
tinuity, existing programs were misunderstood or neglected. Constant
administrative turnover ensured that no staff had any institutional
memory or thorough knowledge of the circumstances in individual de-
velopments. Given this level of turmoil, it is not surprising that even
the best designed and most expensive of CHA’s interventions had little
long-term impact on the crime in its developments.

The Future of Public Housing in Chicago

As the case studies illustrate, by the end of the 1990s,
all efforts to substantially improve life in CHA’s high-rise developments
had failed. Indeed, the situation was so extreme that the only alterna-
tive seemed to be demolition and replacement housing. Because the prob-
lems in these communities are so layered and deep and because the CHA
remains a troubled institution, even this redevelopment brings tremen-
dous risks for the current residents. These tenants now face searching
for and securing housing in the private market, where their lack of ex-
perience and their complex personal problems will make it difficult for
many to make a successful transition to either Section 8 or mixed-income
housing. Given the history and limited resources of the CHA, there are
no guarantees that they will receive the kinds of intensive services they
are likely to need to overcome these challenges.

Transforming Public Housing
CHA housing is now undergoing an incredible trans-
formation. As in Horner, the high-rise buildings are coming down; the
new townhomes will serve a broader range of tenants. This transforma-
tion of CHA housing is possible because of several changes in federal
housing policy intended to address the problems of distressed public
housing on a national level.
These changes include the HOPE VI program, created in 1993 to
provide funding for the revitalization and reconstruction of more than
sixty thousand units of “distressed” public housing throughout the United
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States. The repeal of the “one-for-one replacement rule” in 1995 made
it easier for housing authorities to take advantage of this new funding
by substantially reducing the cost of tearing down public housing. Hous-
ing authorities no longer have to construct a new unit for every unit they
demolish; instead, they need only replace occupied units. Moreover, CHA
can replace the demolished units with either new housing or a Section
8 certificate or voucher. The demolition of public housing has acceler-
ated since 1997, when the federal government began mandating hous-
ing authorities to conduct “viability” assessments of all their properties
with more than three hundred units and vacancy rates of more than 10
percent.? “Nonviable” developments, where the costs of rehabilitation
exceed the costs of providing residents with Section 8 vouchers, are sup-
posed to be demolished within a five-year period.

Finally, federal policy now emphasizes the creation of mixed-income
developments. Much public housing being demolished under the HOPE
VI program will be replaced with smaller developments designed to serve
a more varied tenant population. The Quality Housing and Work Respon-
sibility Act of 1998 allows housing authorities to take a number of mea-
sures to attract higher-income residents, particularly reinstituting “ceiling
rents,” which keep rents at a set level even as tenants’ income increases.®
These new residents will include working families, still low-income, but
much less poor than the population in public housing today.

At the same time that HUD has made it easier for housing authori-
ties to revitalize or replace some of their worst public housing proper-
ties, federal policy has shifted away from constructing new public
housing and is focusing instead on providing Section 8 assistance for
the poorest tenants. Section 8 participants receive certificates or vouch-
ers that allow them to search for housing in the private-rental market.*
Since 1998, the majority of all new Section 8 assistance has been set
aside for the poorest households; this change will shift many of the poor-
est tenants from public housing into the private market. HUD hopes that
this strategy will help to keep the poorest tenants from being concen-
trated in a few inner-city neighborhoods and has even allowed some hous-
ing authorities, including the CHA, funding to provide counseling to help
Section 8 tenants find housing in higher-income, low-poverty neighbor-
hoods.5

Will These Changes Benefit CHA Tenants?

These policy changes have had a dramatic impact on
Chicago. Nearly all CHA high-rise developments failed the viability test.
As discussed in the case studies, Rockwell and Horner were among the
developments that failed; Ickes, not yet assessed, will likely fail on the
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next round. The agency scrambled to come up with a plan that would
preserve some of this housing, which constitutes a substantial portion
of the low-income housing available in the city of Chicago. The 1998
CHA plan calls for the demolition of more than eleven thousand units—
38 percent of the current family housing stock—during the next ten years.
This number may increase as developments like Ickes are assessed
throughout 1999.

Most developments that failed the viability assessment will be re-
developed by creating a mix of new townhomes and rehabilitated mid-
and high-rise buildings, which are much smaller and of lower-density
than the current developments.® The housing authority then plans to
turn much of this new and revitalized housing into mixed-income de-
velopments for market-rate tenants and the working poor, who make up
only a small proportion of the current resident population of agency hous-
ing (see Chicago Housing Authority 1998). Many current residents will
receive Section 8 subsidies and assistance in finding a new unit or be
moved into apartments in smaller, scattered-site developments.

Planners intend these changes to bring about a better quality of life
for CHA residents; however, local policymakers are concerned about the
potential for current tenants to become reconcentrated in poor neigh-
borhoods, where it is relatively easy to find landlords who will accept
Section 8. Some Chicago neighborhoods are already complaining about
the influx of CHA residents to their communities, fearing an increase
in crime and disorder (McRoberts and Pallasch 1998). To try to avoid
creating new pockets of extreme poverty, the CHA plans to provide resi-
dents who receive Section 8 with mobility counseling—assistance to
encourage them to move to low-poverty areas.” There is much debate
about defining these areas; one plan calls for defining them as neigh-
borhoods where less than 24 percent of the households have incomes
below the poverty line and less than 30 percent of the households are
nonwhite.

Policymakers in Chicago hope that this strategy of creating mixed-
income communities and assisting tenants in moving to higher-income
areas will help solve the problems of both the residents and the CHA.
The theory is good: residents will benefit by gaining access to safer neigh-
borhoods with better educational and employment opportunities, and
employed residents in higher-income communities or mixed-income
developments will serve as role models for children and unemployed
residents. On the housing authority side, mixed-income developments
are presumed easier to manage; the communities should be more stable,
with fewer turnovers of residents than traditional public housing. The
pressure of attracting and keeping higher-income tenants will force the
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property managers to be more responsive; the city should also be more
willing to provide services to keep higher-income residents. Businesses
and institutions may be more willing to invest in a mixed-income com-
munity; thus, problems with isolation and lack of access to services will
be reduced. Further, because the developments are being revitalized, the
housing authority may be able to budget for on-site resident services and
programs.?

Like the Anti-Drug Initiative, this transformation of CHA housing
is grounded in current social science theory. Much of the impetus for
the changes in federal housing policy is based on the consensus among
policy makers and researchers that high concentrations of very low-
income families in public housing create an “underclass culture” (Wil-
son 1987; Schwartz and Tajbakhsh 1997). This underclass culture is
characterized by high rates of unemployment, welfare recipiency, teen
pregnancy, female-headed households, drug use, and crime. Certainly,
CHA'’s high-rise developments all experience this kind of dire poverty,
with problems so complex that they seem to defy solution.

It is not at all certain that the new mixed-income and dispersal strat-
egies can either reverse these effects or prove any more beneficial to cur-
rent CHA residents than all the anticrime efforts that preceded them
throughout the 1990s. No one is sure how bad neighborhoods cause bad
outcomes for residents or how these problems are best addressed (Turner
and Ellen 1998). Although social structure and organization seem cru-
cial, it does not necessarily follow logically that constructing a better
designed mixed-income development will lead to the creation of the kind
of community where different kinds of people interact and provide each
other with help and support (Smith 1999). Nor is there strong evidence
that exposing low-income public housing tenants to higher-income resi-
dents will help them either to become self-sufficient law-abiding citi-
zens or overcome their other complicated personal problems.?

The experience of the Gautreaux program is one main reason that
policy makers in Chicago and elsewhere are hopeful that providing CHA
residents with Section 8 certificates or vouchers or creating mixed-income
developments will help to resolve their problems. The settlement of the
Gautrequx case initiated a court-ordered desegregation program that pro-
vided Section 8 certificates to current and former CHA residents who
were willing to move to areas that were less than 30 percent black or
city neighborhoods that were undergoing “substantial revitalization.”
Surveys of Gautreaux participants indicated that those who moved to
white suburban communities were somewhat more likely to be employed
after they moved and that their children -were more likely to stay in -
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school, to be employed after graduation, and to attend four-year colleges
or universities.10

Although the Gautreaux results appear to support the CHA’s cur-
rent strategy, in reality, they may have little relevance for today’s much
more troubled resident population. First, Gautreaux participants were
volunteers: these motivated residents were willing to act as pioneers and
move to unfamiliar communities. Second, the program heavily screened
the participants. Finally, the majority of families who came through the
program never moved; those who succeeded—and were therefore rep-
resented in the research—were the most determined and motivated.!!

Today’s CHA residents are likely to have tremendous difficulty mak-
ing the transition to mixed-income or private-market housing. Thus far,
CHA'’s housing has served as the housing of last resort for very vulner-
able families. Many of these tenants, with their multiple, complex prob-
lems, are desirable tenants for neither public nor private landlords. Even
the least troubled are extremely poor and have little formal work expe-
rience. The resident population consists mostly of single-parent, female-
headed households, many with several small children or teenagers.!?
Even leaving aside other problems, there may simply not be enough large
units available to house all these families.

Further, because of their very low incomes and personal problems,
many CHA residents may not qualify for housing in mixed-income de-
velopments or for Section 8 assistance. Our assessment of the early phases
of the revitalization of Henry Horner Homes (Popkin et al. 1998b) sug-
gests that the ultimate outcome of that effort may be a much-improved
development with few original tenants living there. Many Horner ten-
ants have had trouble passing the screening process for the new mixed-
income units. Even those tenants who do qualify for the new units may
not be able to sustain the level of housekeeping and personal behavior
required to avoid eviction.

CHA residents who receive Section 8 subsidies may fare no better,
particularly as the number of residents searching for low-income hous-
ing increases. Recent research on Section 8 participants in Chicago who
could not find apartments to lease indicated that a substantial propor-
tion was from CHA developments (Popkin and Cunningham 1999).
Searchers had difficulty locating apartments that would accept large fami-
lies, particularly those with teenagers. Residents reported that they
encountered discrimination on many levels: racial discrimination; un-
willingness to take children; bias against Section 8 participants and the
Section 8 program in general; and bias against CHA residents (for ex-
ample, assuming that any CHA resident would be gang-connected).
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By federal law, residents who are “vouchered out” (that is, who re-
ceive Section 8 vouchers) of their developments must receive relocation
assistance. However, this assistance can be minimal: no more than lo-
cating an apartment and paying the security deposit, and far less than
actual counseling to prepare physically and mentally for this big move.
Many CHA residents have already been relocated—often to housing in
other inner-city neighborhoods where it was easy to find landlords who
would accept Section 8. The CHA hopes to avoid concentrating its fami-
lies in vulnerable neighborhoods by providing residents with extensive
assistance to encourage them to move to middle-class suburban areas
like the ones where Gautreaux participants moved. This counseling may
help residents find an apartment—possibly even one in a good neigh-
borhood—but unless the agency is willing to invest in intensive, long-
term follow-up, there is considerable doubt whether many CHA residents
will be successfully integrated in the private market. As in mixed-income
developments, troubled residents may be evicted, and they may end up
either living with relatives or homeless.

Even if they succeed in keeping their new apartments, new hous-
ing for these troubled families may not necessarily lead to new jobs or
better outcomes for their children. Most of these families are also cop-
ing with the implications of the changes in the welfare system that will
force them into the labor market (Newman and Harkness 1999). Undoubt-
edly, some will benefit from the new housing opportunities, but with-
out intensive support, the magnitude of these changes may overwhelm
many former residents and undermine any potential benefits of a better
environment.

Revitalizing Neighborhoods Requires

Improved CHA Management

In late 1999 the CHA remains an agency plagued by
poor management. The 1995 HUD takeover eventually brought some ad-
ministrative improvements, but the agency still ranked low on overall
management. The CHA was turned back over to the city government in
May 1999. Mayor Richard M. Daley agreed to take back responsibility
for the troubled agency only if he was given substantial latitude to make
drastic changes in administration, a tactic he used successfully to im-
prove Chicago’s public schools.13

The newest CHA administration will have to guarantee that condi-

tions in the new mixed-income public housing developments are much
better than those in current CHA developments if they hope to attract
and retain higher-income residents. The fact that the city now has con-
trol of the agency offers the hope that the mayor will now be able to
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integrate CHA needs with other city agencies and programs. But, given
the agency’s reputation, the CHA faces a dual test: it will have to work
hard to meet the challenge of attracting new tenants, and it must un-
dertake a substantial public relations effort to erase the stigma associ-
ated with its projects for nearly forty years. The costs of building housing
nice enough to attract market-rate tenants—and of providing high-qual-
ity maintenance—may make such a large-scale approach impractical. The
CHA recently opened a small mixed-income development near Cabrini-
Green, with units selling for nearly $200,000 in the open market. Not
surprisingly, this new development provides housing for only sixteen
former CHA residents (McRoberts 1998).

After rehabilitation and replacement of its worst properties, as of
mid-1999 the CHA planned to have about eleven thousand units in these
developments. However, approximately half of these new and rehabili-
tated units will be set aside for market-rate and working households;
because so few of CHA’s residents are employed, only a small propor-
tion of these households can come from CHA's current population. The
remaining residents will receive Section 8 subsidies, which they may
be unable to use in the private market for reasons described above. As
of late 1999, the new CHA administration has introduced another, even
more ambitious, plan. Regardless of whether any version of these plans
succeeds in creating much better housing or, with the city’s involvement,
revitalizing neighborhoods, the conclusion is inescapable: a much smaller
supply of public housing will be available for the neediest tenants. With
a limited supply of housing, it may not be possible for the CHA to ef-
fectively serve both higher-income tenants and its current, extremely
needy population. Without careful management, these residents may in-
deed become the “tenants that nobody wants” (Quercia and Galster 1997).

No Simple Solutions
It might be tempting to dismiss the CHA's tenants as
undeserving. As the stories of Rockwell, Horner, and Ickes document,
many residents are gang members, drug dealers, and substance abusers.
Many more, complicit in these crimes, pretend not to notice both to avoid
the risk of retaliation and to preserve relationships with friends and rela-
tives. CHA residents have had the advantage of free—or nearly free—
housing for many years, and some have abused it. However, many good
people have lived in CHA housing; activists like Wardell in Rockwell
Gardens, Barbara in Horner, and Sondra in Ickes have fought hard to try
to strengthen their communities, and other residents have simply focused
on doing their best to raise their children in a risk-filled environment.
The CHA families—physically, socially, and psychologically isolated—
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need to be brought back into the mainstream of community life. Physi-
cally, they have been isolated in huge apartment complexes, cut off by
expressways and other barriers from neighborhoods with services, shop-
ping, and employment opportunities. Their social contacts, the few
friends and family members they feel they can trust, have generally all
lived in public housing; many know no other way of life. For many, wel-
fare and the underground economy have provided their only financial
support. Psychologically, to deal with their constant struggle with vio-
lent crime, they have emotionally shut down—*“minded their own busi-
ness” and tried not to see too clearly the drug dealing, shootings, assaults,
and vandalism that they encounter daily. Although it may be impossible
to help everyone, CHA families—especially the children growing up in
its terrible developments—need access to the kind of comprehensive ser-
vices that may help them overcome their problems.

As things now stand, there are some indications that residents are
right to view the current transformation of the CHA as another round of
“urban renewal.” Even though the redevelopment of its housing is just
beginning, the CHA has already removed a number of its more difficult
tenants. In the late 1990s, the agency began enforcing the “one-strike”
provision that calls for the eviction of families where any household
member has a felony or drug conviction. The agency also began enforc-
ing its rent collection provisions for the first time in many years. As in
Rockwell Gardens, these changes in policy led to a huge increase in va-
cancies in many CHA developments. Some residents have simply left
CHA housing; others were relocated very quickly in response to emer-
gency situations like the lack of heat in the Horner buildings in the winter
of 1999.14 The whereabouts of many of these former tenants is unknown.
Some may have landed in better housing in better neighborhoods, but
it is equally likely that many have ended up in worse housing in even
worse neighborhoods.

Whether the remaining residents will benefit from the transforma-
tion of the CHA is uncertain. It is likely that some will do well, but others
will not—and it is not known how large this second group will be. CHA’s
new mixed-income developments have the potential to serve low- to
moderate-income families—and the potential to create nicer, better man-
aged developments than currently exist—but they may offer more op-
portunities for higher-income tenants than for CHA current residents.
The Section 8 program was originally intended to serve low- to moderate-
income families already in the private market. Even if the CHA’s troubled
residents succeed in finding housing, it is not clear that they will suc-
ceed in keeping it. And even if they keep the housing, it'is not clear
that the anticipated benefits will likewise follow.
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After decades of financial malfeasance, weak administration, short-
sighted management decisions, inadequate services, and misguided poli-
cies, the agencies that oversaw the growing tragedy in CHA housing—the
CHA, HUD, and the city government—have an obligation to the residents.
They owe CHA residents, especially the thousands of children who still
live in the terrible high-rises, a serious effort to try to help them im-
prove their lives. There are no simple solutions, and none are inexpen-
sive. But withholding this intensive assistance risks another public
housing disaster: a significant number of residents could end up as badly
off as the patients who were “deinstitutionalized” from mental institu-
tions during the 1970s and 1980s, many of whom comprise today’s home-
less population.

Models can help avert further humanitarian disaster. Efforts to house
and stabilize homeless families and refugee resettlement programs both
offer lessons that can be applied to the CHA residents. The major les-
son is that bringing about even modest positive outcomes for the most
troubled families will require long-term—up to two years—intensive sup-
port (Blank 1997). If HUD and the new city-sponsored CHA administra-
tion truly want to try a Gautreaux-like approach of counseling to help
tenants move to better neighborhoods, the federal government will have
to provide funds for more assistance than merely finding housing. Any
such program, including comprehensive social services and multiyear
follow-up, should be linked to the transitional case management services
the state of Illinois is providing for welfare recipients. The city will also
have to work to ensure that there is enough affordable private-market
housing to serve these tenants. Policymakers should also consider op-
tions such as providing families who are not yet ready to make the move
to mixed-income or Section 8 housing with supportive housing that
would offer a range of on-site social services. This approach has been
used to help the homeless. Finally, policymakers may also have to face
the fact that some residents are so damaged that they will never make a
successful transition; there should be some way of ensuring that these
most vulnerable families—and their children—live in housing that is
decent and safe.

Without this kind of intensive assistance, the future for CHA’s cur-
rent residents is in doubt. Many residents suffer problems that are ow-
ing, at least in part, to years of exposure to traumatic stress. Their current
situation is intolerable, but it is not yet clear that what awaits them out-
side CHA housing is better. It would be a terrible irony if former CHA
residents end up concentrated in overcrowded private-market slums,
much like the housing that CHA's high-rise developments replaced. Resi-
dents like Dawn from Rockwell Gardens, LaKeisha from Henry Horner,
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and Sondra from Ickes all fear that they will be displaced and left with-
out even what little they now have. Wardell Yotaghan devoted his final
years to trying to ensure that CHA residents would have a decent and
safe place to live; it would a terrible tragedy if his efforts came to noth-
ing and residents’ fears proved prophetic.
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Research Methods

STUDY SITES

The evaluation focused on the impact of the CHA’s Anti-Drug Ini-
tiative in three of the agency’s high-rise developments: Henry Horner
Homes (1,777 units), Harold Ickes Homes (803 units), and Rockwell Gar-
dens (1,313 units). Included in a preliminary evaluation, Horner and Ickes
(Popkin et al. 1993, 1995) were selected because of their diversity in crime
rate, level of social organization, and implementation of Anti-Drug Ini-
tiative program components. Horner was a very high crime development
with a long history of management problems and a low level of social
cohesion. Ickes had a moderately high crime rate, better site manage-
ment than at Horner, and relatively strong resident organizations.
Rockwell Gardens was selected because it offered an interesting com-
parison: like Horner, it was plagued with very high crime rates, but, like
Ickes, it had a higher level of resident organization. In addition, the CHA
had implemented two intriguing new programs in Rockwell: (1) private
management and security services provided by a partnership of
Moorehead and Associates, an experienced management company, and
New Life Self-Development Company, an affiliate of the Nation of Is-
lam; and (2) resident management in one building.

DATA COLLECTION

The Anti-Drug Initiative comprises a complex set of programs that
the CHA began implementing in 1988. This research on the CHA’s battle
against crime in its high-rise developments spanned the period from 1994
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through late 1997. During the study period, the CHA frequently changed
its crime-prevention strategies, and life in its developments was affected
by other events (that is, redevelopment initiatives, HUD takeovers, and
so on). Therefore, to paint a full picture of the CHA’s struggle against
crime in Rockwell, Horner, and Ickes, we collected various types of data
that allow us to tell the story of how these events affected residents’ lives
from multiple perspectives:!

Resident Surveys

We conducted six waves of resident surveys: the first four were ap-
proximately six months apart—May 1994, January 1995,2 May 1995, and
December 1995—and the last two followed at twelve-month intervals
in December 1996 and December 1997.3 In each round of data collec-
tion, we attempted to interview one adult in every household in each
selected building. After the first round of surveys we attempted to reinter-
view the same respondent in each subsequent wave, using birth date
and gender as identifying information. If that person was not available,
we interviewed any adult who lived in that household.? Our interviewing
staff consisted of current and former CHA residents who were trained
to work as interviewers. We conducted most of the interviews between
9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m., Monday through Friday; because of safety con-
cerns, interviews were only occasionally conducted in the evenings or
on weekends.®

We completed a total of 396 interviews in May 1994, for an overall
response rate of 66 percent. In January 1995 we increased our number
of completed surveys to 547, a 77 percent response rate, and maintained
that level of cooperation in May 1995 and December 1995. Because the
number of vacancies increased (particularly in Horner) as the CHA's re-
development efforts got underway, the number of completed interviews
dropped down to 396 with a 71 percent response rate in December 1996
and 360 completed interviews with an 80 percent response rate in De-
cember 1997.8

The survey respondents were representative of the CHA'’s resident
population; this, like the populations of most distressed properties, con-
sists largely of female-headed households with children (National Com-
mission on Severely Distressed Public Housing 1992a}.” Not surprisingly,
then, the majority of respondents in our sample (about 80 percent} were
female; about half were thirty-four or younger; the majority (again about
80 percent) had three or fewer children; more than 70 percent had lived
in CHA housing for five years or more; and less than half had gradu-
ated from high school. We found few differences between the residents
in the three developments or between survey waves.
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The survey included a series of outcome measures designed to cap-
ture the impact of various components of the Anti-Drug Initiative. The
key variables included: the perceived severity of violence and other crime
problems; the perceived severity of specific physical disorder (vandal-
ism, trash) and social disorder (drug trafficking, visible loitering, gang
activity) problems; levels of fear of crime; victimization experience; and
residents’ sense of empowerment. Residents were also asked about vari-
ous components of the Anti-Drug Initiative {(guards, tenant patrols,
sweeps, maintenance, and social services); special attention was given
to their awareness of, participation in, and evaluation of these programs
and activities.

We constructed indices from the items measuring residents’ percep-
tions of the severity of problems with physical disorder, social disor-
der, and violent crime both inside and outside the buildings; these indices
allowed us to test for changes over time. To construct the scales, we sub-
jected individual items in the first four waves of the survey to principal-
components factor analysis to determine scale composition and
unidimensionality. We also conducted reliability analyses to measure each
scale’s internal consistency. (For complete information on scale proper-
ties, see Popkin et al. 1996, 1999.)

All six indices are binary variables equal to one if the respondent
reports any of the scale items are a “big problem” and zero if the re-
spondent reports all items in a scale are “no problem” or “some prob-
lem.” It should be noted that we constructed the scales for the analyses
in this book somewhat differently than in our previous work (for ex-
ample, Popkin et al. 1996, 1999), which included only the first four waves
of data. The binary variables provide a more intuitive measure than the
means we used previously and allow us to more easily discuss changes
over time. The differences in scale construction did not affect the over-
all results.® Detailed information about scale properties is provided in
Table A.1.

SCALE COMPONENTS

For the scales measuring perceptions of conditions inside the build-
ing, respondents were instructed as follows.

Please think about the inside of your building—the stairwell,
hallways, elevators, and lobby of your building—and inside your
apartment. Tell me if the following items are a big problem, some
problem, or no problem in those areas inside your building,

The following items were included in the “inside the building” scales.
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Table A.1 Scale Characteristics

STANDARD CHRONBACH'S
SCALE NAME MEAN DEVIATION MINIMUM MAXIMUM N ALPHA
Physical disorder inside 0.81 0.40 0.0 1.0 2786 0.72
Physical disorder outside 0.65 0.48 0.0 1.0 2775 0.63
Social disorder inside 0.75 0.43 0.0 1.0 2774 0.85
Social disorder outside 0.74 0.44 0.0 1.0 2772 0.86
Violence inside 0.45 0.50 0.0 1.0 2779 0.72
Violence outside 0.49 0.50 0.0 1.0 2774 0.77

Physical Disorder Inside (1) Graffiti, that is, writing or painting
on the walls? (2) Broken light bulbs that are not replaced for at
least twenty-four hours? and (3) Trash and junk in the halls and
stairwells? .

Social Disorder Inside (1) People selling drugs? (2) People us-
ing drugs? (3) Young people controlling the building? and (4)
Groups of people just hanging out?

Violence Inside (1) People being attacked or robbed in the stair-
wells, hallways, elevators, and lobby of your building or inside
your apartment? (2) Shootings and violence? and (3) Rape or
other sexual attacks?

For their perceptions of conditions outside their building, respon-
dents were instructed:

(Now let’s go over these activities again, but this time) Please
think about the area right outside your building—the parking
lots, the lawns, the street, the sidewalks right outside your build-
ing. Tell me if the following items are a big problem, some prob-
lem, or no problem in those areas outside your building.

The following items were included in the “outside the building” scales.

Physical Disorder Outside (1) Graffiti, that is, writing or paint-
ing on the walls? and (2) Trash and junk in the parking lots and
lawns?

Social Disorder Outside (1) People selling drugs? (2) People us-
ing drugs? (3) Groups of people just hanging out?

Violence Outside (1) People being attacked or robbed outside
your building? (2) Shootings and violence? and (3) Rape or other
sexual attacks?

In addition to the longitudinal sutvéy discusséd abovs, we condiicted
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a survey of a representative sample of Henry Horner and neighborhood
residents in May 1998 for the Gauging the Effects of Public Housing Re-
design study (see Popkin et al. 1998b). The survey contained some of
the same questions on perceptions of disorder and violence as in the
longitudinal survey and also included questions on their perceptions of
the comprehensive neighborhood revitalization effort.

In-depth Resident Interviews

To supplement the findings from the resident surveys, we conducted
in-depth interviews with a small sample of well-informed residents from
all three sites. Each respondent was asked general questions about some
or all of the following topics: crime and maintenance problems in the
selected buildings; awareness of and opinions on various Anti-Drug Ini-
tiative components including tenant patrols, CADRE centers, sweeps, and
security guards; resident empowerment, including residents’ ability to
work together to control crime; victimization experiences; and experi-
ences in reporting crime to police or guards.

The first round of in-depth resident interviews was completed in
June 1994, immediately after the first survey wave. We asked the resi-
dent staff of the CADRE centers to help us identify residents whom they
considered well informed about conditions in the developments and who
represented a range of views. In the first round, we completed seventy-
seven interviews divided almost evenly between the three sites. For the
subsequent rounds of interviews (conducted in January 1995, May 1995,
September 1995, December 1995, and February 1996) we selected thirty-
two of these respondents, who were particularly articulate and well in-
formed, to serve as our “key informants.”® The purpose of the follow-up
interviews was to inquire about changes in CHA’s Anti-Drug Initiative
procedures or policies, such as the security guards, tenant patrols, so-
cial services, and crime. We also asked about any major problems or
events that might have occurred in the development, including gang wars
or other incidents that might have affected residents’ perceptions of crime
and safety in their neighborhood.

In addition to the rounds of interviews conducted as part of the main
data collection, we conducted life history interviews with seven key in-
formants (two from Rockwell, three from Horner, and two from Ickes)
in May 1996. We reinterviewed two key informants from Horner as part
of the follow-up study there in 1998 (Popkin et al. 1998b). Finally, we
conducted a set of interviews with seven key informants from Ickes in
February 1998 to help us understand why conditions there had deterio-
rated so dramatically since 1996.10
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Staff Interviews

In addition to the resident interviews, we conducted periodic
interviews with site staff members and interviewed all key Anti-Drug
Initiative program staff members at least once. We conducted formal in-
terviews with both Vincent Lane, the chairman of the CHA Board from
1988 to mid-1995, and Joseph Shuldiner, the CHA executive director from
mid-1995 to mid-1999. We also interviewed other key actors outside the
CHA, including the chief of the Chicago Police CHA unit and attorneys
representing tenants in the lawsuits over the constitutionality of the Anti-
Drug Initiative. In addition to general questions about crime and condi-
tions in the CHA, staff interviews included more specific questions about
the respondent’s role or the role of his or her office in implementing
the Anti-Drug Initiative. These interviews were taped when possible; in
the few cases where the respondent refused to be tape-recorded, staff
members took extensive notes. These transcripts were hand-coded and
then analyzed.

Ethnographic Observations

The project ethnographer observed the study sites over a fifteen-
month period. His goal was to speak with a broader range of residents
than we reached through the surveys and key-informant interviews; he
particularly sought the young men who lived in the developments. He
observed drug trafficking and gang activity and talked to residents to
learn how they coped with the pervasive dangers. Beginning with Horner
in May 1995, the ethnographer conducted observations over a period of
several months in each development and generally made about thirty
visits to each site.i! He kept field notes on his observations and inter-
views, analyzed these notes for salient issues and themes, and prepared
an ethnographic report on each development.

ANALYSIS STRATEGY

Survey Data

Analyzing change between survey waves was quite complex because
of the change in the composition of the survey sample over time. Re-
searchers typically assess change by comparing independent samples (that
is, respondents at wave 1 are completely different from respondents at
wave 2] or by testing for change within correlated samples (that is, the
same respondents are surveyed at both waves). The present study com-
bines these two types of samples; therefore it cannot be analyzed easﬂy
with conventional statistical techniques.!? -

The solution to this problem was to use a generalized estimating
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equations (GEE) analysis strategy for longitudinal data (Liang and Zeger
1986); this took into account the nonindependence of data for some re-
spondents while retaining the statistical power associated with the full
sample. In our previous work (Popkin et al. 1996, 1999) on the first four
waves of data, we used MIXOR (see Hedeker 1993; Hedeker and Gib-
bons 1994; Hedeker, Gibbons, and Davis 1991), another program that can
address the same analytic issues. We opted to change to GEE for these
analyses for computational convenience; however, we ran analyses to
confirm that the results did not change as a result of the change in analy-
sis strategy.

We separately analyzed the data in all three developments in a lo-
gistic regression model using the GEE approach with robust standard
errors. The assumed “working correlation” structured for the within-
person correlation was “exchangeable.” The model was estimated both
with and without controls for demographic characteristics,’® and it tested
whether there were statistically significant differences in the indices rela-
tive to the first wave (for example, wave 6 compared to wave 1) and rela-
tive to the prior wave (for example, wave 5 compared to wave 4). The
results are shown in Table A.2.

Qualitative Data

The resident interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed. On the
basis of reviews of the interview transcripts, we developed a codebook
that identified key themes and issues discussed in the interviews; we
then coded each interview. To ensure consistency and reliability, the same
pair of analysts coded all the interview transcripts. Any questions about
the way to code certain segments were discussed and resolved. A third
member of the team reviewed the coding as she entered the material into
the database.

The coded interviews were entered into The Ethnograph (Qualis Re-
search Associates 1998), a qualitative database program, for analysis. The
Ethnograph allows researchers to sort a large database of qualitative in-
terviews by the codes they have developed. For example, we used The
Ethnograph to bring up all the occasions when our key informants dis-
cussed instances of drug trafficking in their buildings. We then read
through the output, and it allowed us to assess whether respondents gen-
erally felt that the problem was better, worse, or about the same. We also
used The Ethnograph to compare responses about how the drug trade
affected life in the development. Finally, we compared responses on the
same topics across interview waves to help track trends over time. Be-
cause some staff interviews were not recorded, we analyzed them by hand
rather than entering them into The Ethnograph database.
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Table A.2 Residents Reporting “Big Problem” with Any Scale Items (in

percentages)

MAY JAN. MAY DEC. DEC. DEC.

SCALE NAME 1994 1995 1995 1995 1996 1997
Henry Horner
Physical disorder inside 93.8 95.7 91.6 87.6t  89.2 83.31
Physical disorder outside 86.8 85.5 79.7 67.3** 56.3** 58.5%
Social disorder inside 89.5 90.2 85.2 74.6t* 71.3% 68.1%
Social disorder outside 85.7 87.6 79.7" 73.6t* 70.1t 68.9%
Violence inside 63.7 61.2 63.7 46.3t* 31.2t*  43.,7%*
Violence outside 65.4 61.3 65.4 55.0t* 42.3t* 475t
Ickes Homes
Physical disorder inside 76.1 70.5 68.6 73.6 80.7 81.1
Physical disorder outside 65.2 56.1 49.0t 604 55.1 54.3
Social disorder inside 79.3 62.9t* 725 62.0t* 79.7* 717
Social disorder outside 80.4 64.0* 73.9 66.5% 78.2* 72.6
Violence inside 33.7 27.9 27.5 15.7t*  38.7*  47.1%
Violence outside 42,4 24.5** 34.6" 20.4t*  41.5*  62.9t*
Rockwell Gardens

Physical disorder inside 91.9 87.2 74.9t* 55.2t* 56.8t  68.7t*
Physical disorder outside 86.4 68.0t* 61.17  43.3** 415t  44.8!
Social disorder inside 86.8 77.9t* 80.6 62.2t* 53.8f 59.0%
Sacial disorder outside 87.1 73.1**  76.0" 56.4T* 61.27 61.1t
Violence inside 70.8 47,7t* 65.7*  33.9%* 32,2t 21.6%*
Violence outside 73.6 42,1** 67.4* 39.0t* 47.9% 29.9t*

Norte: Binary scale indices were multiplied by 100 to put them in percentage point units. Model
results reported here were estimated separately for each development and control for the correla-
tion in wave means due to reinterviewing the same respondent. A model that included demographic
characteristics showed almost the exact same statistically significant changes.
t Indicates mean is significantly different than mean in wave 1.
* Indicates that the mean is significantly different from immediately prior wave at 5 percent sig-
nificance level.

Finally, we performed a content analysis of the two major Chicago
newspapers, the Tribune and the Sun-Times, to track major events that
had affected the CHA over time. We conducted a LEXUS/NEXUS search
to track coverage before 1994 and then tracked both papers throughout
the course of the study. We maintained a database highlighting key events
that affected the CHA and created a timeline on which we could com-
pare our survey and interview data. The in-depth interview data, staff
interview data, ethnographies, and information from the content analy-
sis were integrated with the survey data to allow for comparisons and

- to enrich our understanding of change over time. .. -




Notes

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

. The approximate dates for these interviews were June 1994, February 1995,
June 1995, August 1995, December 1995, and February 1996.

CHAPTER 2 THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY

. One of the archetypal stories about Swibel is that he used funds from the
Flat Janitors Union, whose members were janitors in CHA housing, to fund
the development of Marina City, two large downtown luxury high-rises. When
the project ran into financial trouble in 1967, he obtained funds from Con-
tinental Bank. A few weeks later, the CHA shifted its multimillion-dollar
development funds into low-interest accounts at Continental (Gittelson, 1982).
. Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing Authority, 304 F. Supp. 736 (N.D. Ill 1969)
enforcing 296 F. Supp. 907 (N.D. Ill 1969) and Gautreaux v. Landrieu, 523
F. Supp. 665, 674 (N.D. Il 1981).

. The receiver, the Habitat Corporation, eventually constructed more than one
thousand units in non-impacted areas, that is, areas that were less than 30
percent black; however, nearly all of this housing was located in Hispanic
neighborhoods, which were not considered “minority communities” under
the 1969 decree.

. The federal Section 8 program provides subsidies to low-income families
to use in the private market. Participants must find units that meet HUD’s
housing quality standards and fall within what are called “fair-market rents.”
Once a family has found an acceptable unit, they pay approximately 30 per-
cent of their income for rent (40 percent under the Section 8 voucher pro-
gram) and the housing authority pays the rest.

. Ultimately, this approach of using Section 8 certificates to disperse public
housing residents throughout the metropolitan area became a central part
of HUD's strategy for dealing with the problems of distressed public housing.
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The Brooke Amendments to the Housing Act of 1937 were enacted in 1969
and 1970. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981 changed
rent requirements from a maximum of 25 percent to a minimum of 30 per-
cent of adjusted income, 10 percent of gross income, or the welfare shelter
rent, whichever of the three is greater. This policy also increased housing
authorities’ dependence on the federal government for operating subsidies.

. Federal preferences were added in Section 206 of the Housing and Com-

munity Development Amendments of 1979 and then expanded in the Housing
and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983. Likewise, the 1981 OBRA reduced
the eligibility rate for public housing from 80 percent to 50 percent of the
area median income. Several laws in the 1990s gave housing authorities more
flexibility to use local preferences.

. Ceiling rents were eliminated in the 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation

Act (OBRA). Under a 1987 law, PHAs could apply for a waiver from HUD,
while 1992 and 1994 laws allowed ceiling rents based on fair market rents
or the 95th percentile of pre-ceiling rents. In the 1998 Quality Housing and
Work Responsibility Act, ceiling rents were finally reestablished and could
be calculated based on market conditions for public housing units.

. Washington defeated Mayor Jane Byrne and Richard M. Daley, who became

mayor in 1991.

The Metropolitan Planning Council’s original plan called for Lane to become
executive director, while Richard Ogilvie, the well-respected former gover-
nor, became the chairman of the board. However, Ogilvie died suddenly be-
fore the appointments were final, and it was then decided that Lane should
hold both positions. Lanes dual appointment was approved by the city coun-
cil in the spring of 1988.

Interview with Vincent Lane, former CHA executive director and chairman,
December 13, 1994.

Ibid.

Summeries v. Chicago Housing Authority (1988). This suit was settled by
consent decree in 1989, in a decision that allowed the continuation of the
sweeps (but restricted the CHA's actions during apartment searches) and
mandated that the CHA create a more liberal visitation policy.

Interview with Vincent Lane, former CHA executive director and chairman,
December 13, 1994.

In 1988, HUD created a new national antidrug program, the Public Housing
Drug Elimination Program, known as PHDEP; the CHA received its first grant
in 1989. PHDEP was funded under the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (P.L.
100-690), which authorized HUD to fund drug-control programs in local
housing authorities.

The CHA also used this incident as additional justification for seeking the
demolition and redevelopment of the Cabrini-Green site. This redevelopment
plan itself led to greater controversy, as the agency encountered resistance
from both residents and city-government. This controversy bolstered the
image of an agency in turmoil and may have hastened the HUD takeover.
The CHA had been in the process of replacing all the windows in its high-
rise developments, but it had not yet gotten to the Taylor Homes.

Interview with Vincent Lane, former CHA executive director and chairman,
December 13, 1994.
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Pratt v. the Chicago Housing Authority (1993).

In June 1994, the CHA revealed that its own investigations showed that all
six of the private security firms it contracted with to provide security in its
high-rises had billed for services not rendered (Chicago Tribune, June 24,
1994). In October, the housing authority canceled a contract with one firm
because of ongoing problems with overbilling during the investigation pe-
riod (Chicago Tribune, October 21, 1994). Also during 1994, the Securities
and Exchange Commission uncovered a major pension fraud scheme at the
CHA, and HUD denied a CHA request for a $25-million expansion of its Sec-
tion 8 program, citing chronic mismanagement and understaffing (Chicago
Tribune, October 28, 1994).

New Life was owned by Leonard Farrakhan Muhammad, Nation of Islam
leader Louis Farrakhan’s son-in-law and financial manager. For a number
of years the Nation of Islam had been involved in providing security for other
public housing authorities around the nation through its Nation of Islam Se-
curity Agency. But in 1994, several members of Congress objected to the
group’s receiving federal funds for its security services because of Farrakhan'’s
statements about Jews and whites in general. Because of these congressional
objections, then-HUD Secretary Cisneros announced an investigation of New
Life in January 1995 (Washington Post, January 21, 1995).

Since 1993, HUD has provided funds for revitalization and reconstruction
of more than sixty thousand distressed public housing units through the
HOPE VI program.

Section 202 of the Omnibus Consolidated Reconciliation Act (OCRA), 1996.
Henry Horner Mothers Guild v. the Chicago Housing Authority and the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development (1995).

Much of the financing for the Horner Revitalization comes from funds ob-
tained through the Gautreaux settlement. See Popkin et al. (1998b) for de-
tails on the Horner settlement.

Section 202 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA), 1996.

CHAPTER 3 FIGHTING CRIME IN PUBLIC HOUSING

. Much of the material in this chapter appeared in S. J. Popkin et al., “Com-

bating Crime in Public Housing: A Qualitative and Quantitative Longitudi-
nal Analysis of the Chicago Housing Authority’s Anti-Drug Initiative,” Justice
Quarterly 16 (3) 1999: 519-557.

. The Public Housing Drug Elimination Program was funded under the Anti-

Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (P.L. 100-690), which authorized HUD to fund drug
control programs in local housing authorities.

. As cochair of the Commission, Lane testified before Congress and was con-

sidered a leading candidate for secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment in 1992.

. Less than ten years after its construction, the city closed the development.

Pruitt-Igoe was ultimately demolished in 1973, after vandals had rendered
it uninhabitable (Pate 1984).

. For a review of the literature on crime prevention through environmental

design, see D. P. Rosenbaum, A. J. Lurgio, and R. C. Davis, The Prevention
of Crime: Social and Situational Strategies (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1998).
For summaries of the research on situational crime prevention strategies,
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see Rosenbaum et al. (1998) or R. V. Clarke, “Situational Crime Prevention,”
Building A Safer Society: Strategic Approaches to Crime Prevention, ed. M.
Tonry and D. P. Farrington, Crime and Justice Series, vol. 19 (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1995).

. More research is needed on the important topic of the relationship between

situational crime prevention measures and crime displacement.

. Specifically, adding police, conducting random patrols, aggressively arrest-

ing people in response to specific complaints, or community policing ef-
forts without a clear focus on crime risk factors did not prevent serious crime
(Sherman et al. 1997).

. In one controlled experiment, raids of crack houses produced a drop in crime

rates (Sherman and Rogan 1995), but the effects lasted no longer than one
week.

These neighborhoods did not include public housing developments.

For a discussion of disorder reduction interventions and the limitations of
their effectiveness, see R. B. Taylor, “Crime and Place: What We Know, What
We Can Prevent, and What Else We Need to Know” (paper presented at the
National Institute of Justice Annual Research and Evaluation Conference,
Washington, D.C., July 1997).

For reviews, see Hope 1995; Lurigio and Davis 1992; Rosenbaum 1988;
Rosenbaum, Lurigio, and Davis 1998.

An evaluation of a comprehensive public housing crime-prevention program
in Spokane showed promising preliminary results, but it is not clear whether
this approach could be transferred to a more troubled setting (Giacomazzi,
McGarrell, and Thurman 1995).

In recent years, many housing authorities have begun to enforce rules and
regulations more strictly, including the federal “one-strike-and-you’re-out”
provisions that ban households with criminal records.

The Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere or HOPE programs were
a series of HUD programs initiated by then HUD Secretary Jack Kemp.

One of the greatest challenges of this project was tracking the rapid changes
in the CHA’s efforts. Each change in CHA leadership during the study pe-
riod brought with it a corresponding set of changes in crime-prevention strat-
egies. Because of the complexity of these programs and the amount of
management turmoil at the CHA, it is likely that the following overview may
yet contain some errors or omissions.

Sumineries v. the Chicago Housing Authority (1988) and Pratt v. the Chi-
cago Housing Authority (1993). See chapter 2 for a discussion of these cases.
Interview with Chicago Police Department administrator, April 25, 1995.
Interview with CHA security staff, February 21, 1996.

Ibid.

Because of these tensions, it is likely that the Chicago police department
will absorb the CHA police in 1999.

Interview with senior CHA security staff, October 14, 1994.

Interview with senior CHA security staff, October 4, 1994.

Ibid.

Interview with CHA administrative staff, August 19, 1994.

Interview with the CHA Resident Programs staff, April 4, 1996. )
Interview with CHA Resident Programs staff, September 23, 1994.
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Interview with CHA Resident Programs staff, May 1, 1996.

Over the next three years, the CHA demolished buildings and began revi-
talization initiatives in Cabrini-Green, the ABLA Homes, Robert Taylor, Ida
B. Wells, Washington Park, and the Lakefront Properties.

A management assessment of the CHA conducted in 1992 suggested that the
sweeps had led to major improvements in CHA’s maintenance of its high-
rise properties (National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing
1992b). Likewise, our own preliminary assessment of residents’ perceptions
of the Anti-Drug Initiative in two CHA developments indicated that the pro-
gram had a significant effect on reducing crime and drugs in one develop-
ment and a more limited impact on the other (Popkin et al. 1993a, 1995).
This assessment, focusing on Anti-Drug Initiative activities from 1991 to 1992,
was only an exploratory analysis that did not permit an examination of the
causes of these differences or assess whether the impact of the Anti-Drug
Initiative was sustained over time.

CHAPTER 4 ROCKWELL GARDENS

. With one exception, all resident names are pseudonyms.
. Several CHA staff, including former Executive Director and Chairman Vincent

Lane, voiced this belief in interviews. Our project ethnographer found that
the outreach workers who worked with him, who were used to walking into
shooting galleries, refused to go into Rockwell because of its reputation. This
reputation was also reflected in media coverage; for example, an essay by
Alex Kotlowitz describes Rockwell as the worst of CHA's developments (“The
Quiet Riot Next Door,” Chicago Tribune, August 27, 1996).

. Mr. Yotaghan, who became a public figure in Chicago during the mid-1990s,

agreed to allow us to use his real name for this book. In addition to being
president of the Monroe Street Resident Management Corporation, he was
also the leader of the Coalition to Protect Public Housing, a group opposed
to the rapid demolition of CHA’s developments.

. As discussed in chapter 1, under Section 202 of the Omnibus Consolidated

Reconciliation Act (OCRA) of 1996, all PHAs are required to conduct a “vi-
ability” assessment of any of their properties with more than three hundred
units and a vacancy rate exceeding 10 percent. Nonviable developments are
those where the costs of rehabilitation exceed the costs of demolishing them
and providing residents with Section 8 vouchers.

. Interview with Vincent Lane, former CHA executive director and chairman,

December 13, 1994.

. Interview with CHA administrative staff, August 19, 1994.
. The assessment was conducted by On-Site Insight, a private consulting firm

(On-Site Insight, “Physical Needs Assessment and Modernization Cost Esti-
mates: Rockwell Gardens,” Final Report to the Chicago Housing Authority,
1991).

. One building in Rockwell (2450 West Monroe Street) under renovation is

70 percent vacant; four other buildings, with no major renovation or con-
struction work, had vacancy rates exceeding 50 percent in July 1995.

. CHA Resident Profile 1991 and 1997.
10.

In 1987, Congress amended the U.S. Housing Act of 1937 to encourage in-
creased resident management of public housing developments, formalizing
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a movement that began in the mid-1970s through tenant initiatives in St.
Louis, Washington, D.C., and Chicago. Resident management corporations
undergo a multiyear training process before taking over management of their
developments, after which time they are held to the same standards as pri-
vate management companies (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, 1992).

Because the surveys were conducted door-to-door, with the interviews fre-
quently taking place in the hallways, we tried not to ask any items that might
place respondents at risk if they were overheard. For safety reasons, we did
not want to ask respondents directly about gang activity; therefore, we used
the phrase “young people controlling the building” as a proxy. Respondents
appeared to have no difficulty interpreting this question.

We conducted a subanalysis, comparing the percentages for 2450 West Mon-
roe Street to the other two buildings. In 1994, the sample N for 2450 West
Monroe Street was 32; the total for the other two buildings was 79. Because
of the small numbers involved, we must use caution in interpreting these
results. However, the trend was for residents of 2450 West Monroe to be more
positive about conditions in their building.

Crack did not become a major street drug in Chicago until 1990, some years
after it hit other major cities (Oullett et al. 1991).

As described in chapter 3, CADRE stands for Combating Alcohol and Drugs
through Rehabilitation and Education.

Interview with CHA resident programs staff, May 1, 1996.

Interview with Vincent Lane, former CHA executive director and chairman,
December 13, 1994.

Interview with Rockwell site staff, February 21, 1996.

Ibid.

Interview with the site management staff, February 21, 1996.

Interview with Vincent Lane, December 13, 1994.

We combined two measures of guards’ performance (effectiveness in pre-
venting crime and reducing fear) to create an index. The results reported
here reflect changes in the index by survey wave. Our trend analyses show
that overall there were no significant changes from the first round of the
survey in May 1994, when residents were evaluating the contract security
guards, to the fourth round in December 1995, eighteen months after the
arrival of the New Life guards. Residents’ ratings were not affected by their
gender, age, or length of residency. See Popkin et al. 1996 for details.
Failure to provide adequate training for its security guards is allegedly one
of the most common problems with the Nation of Islam’s security compa-
nies (Washington Post, September 2, 1996).

Interview with senior CHA security staff, October 14, 1994.

Chicago Tribune, October 13, 1995.

The guards were not completely removed until the fall of 1996. Interview
with CHA administrative staff, September 26, 1996.

Neither of these attitudes about the sweeps changed linearly over time, al-
though female residents were significantly more likely than male residents
to favor both allowing searches and having their building swept again.
Interview with senior CHA security staff, February 21, 1996.

Interview with senior CHA security staff, October 14, 1994.
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We recognize that changes in reporting behavior are hard to interpret, and
many possible explanations are available. Also, in the first wave of the sur-
vey (May 1994), we asked respondents if they had reported a problem in
their building to the police or guards in the previous twelve months; as we
were able to expand the study to include two additional survey waves, we
changed the reference period to the past six months. Because of this change,
drawing conclusions about change over time is problematic; however, we
are able to make observations about general trends. Our analyses show that
there were no linear trends in reporting behavior over the four survey waves
from May 1994 to December 1995. This question was not asked in subse-
quent waves.

Interview with CHA resident programs staff, May 1, 1996.

Interview with CHA resident programs staff, September 23, 1994.

As with the guards, we created a composite index of the tenant patrol rat-
ings and analyzed the trends in residents’ evaluations across the four waves
of surveys. While the level of tenant patrol activity varied, there were no
significant trends over time in residents’ assessment of the tenant patrols.
Interview with Rockwell site staff, April 4, 1996.

We created six scales to track changes over time: physical disorder inside
and outside (problems with trash and junk, graffiti, and broken light bulbs);
social disorder inside and outside (problems with drug use, drug sales, young
people controlling the building, groups of people hanging out); and violence
inside and outside (problems with assaults, shootings and violence, and rape).
For a full description of the scales and scale characteristics, see the Appendix.
As discussed in the Appendix, we performed a trend analysis to examine
the significance of changes over time. Our results show that these changes
in residents’ perceptions of physical disorder inside and outside were sta-
tistically significant. Residents’ perceptions of problems with physical dis-
order inside their buildings decreased significantly (p < .05) in January 1995,
May 1995, and January 1995; perceptions of physical disorder outside de-
creased from May 1994 to January 1995 and again from May 1995 to De-
cember 1995.

Our trend analysis indicated that residents’ reports of serious problems with
physical disorder increased significantly (p < .05) between December 1996
and December 1997, although they remained lower than in May 1994.
Reports of problems with physical disorder outside were significantly lower
(p < .05) than in May 1994 from December 1995 through December 1997.
Our trend analysis indicates that residents’ reports of problems with social
disorder both inside and outside decreased significantly (p < .05) from May
1994 to January 1995 and dropped again between May 1995 to December
1995.

This story was reported in the Chicago Tribune, June 24, 1994.

Our trend analyses indicate that residents’ perceptions of problems with vio-
lent crime dropped significantly (p < .05) from May 1994 to January 1995,
rose significantly (p < .05) in May 1995, and fell again in December 1995.
Our ethnographer confirmed that violence had escalated in most CHA de-
velopments.

Our project ethnographer's observations during the spring and summer of
1996 suggested that the situation in Rockwell remained very tense and that
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the gangs retained their control of the development. He described the faces
of the young gang members in Rockwell as “serious-looking masks,” appearing
hardened much beyond their years. In the other developments in this study,
he observed the young gang members joking around with each other; in
Rockwell, the young men always appeared tense, as if waiting for trouble.
Even making eye contact with the gang members was uncomfortable; they
appeared ready to challenge anyone at the slightest provocation.

Our analyses indicated no significant (p < .05) changes in residents’ per-
ceptions of problems with drug trafficking and gang activity between De-
cember 1995 and December 1997.

Interview with Rockwell site staff, February 21, 1996.

Our analyses show a significant (p < .05) decrease in residents’ perceptions
of violent crime from December 1996 to December 1997, mostly because of
the lack of violence in the Monroe Street building. In both years, reports of
problems with violence were significantly (p < .05) lower than in May 1994,
again primarily because Monroe Street residents skewed the overall results.
As a comparison with residents’ reports, we examined residents’ calls for
police service over an eight-year period from 1988 to 1995. These data came
from the Chicago Police Department, but they include information from the
CHA Police Department, which reports to the same system, called RAMIS.
Using interrupted time-series analysis, we tested the impact of five differ-
ent interventions in Rockwell: the sweeps in February 1989, August 1989,
and November 1992; the CHA'’s response to the gangs’ attempt to drive out
the New Life guards in July 1994 (pulling the guards out, bringing in CHA
police and CHA Security Force officers); and the HUD takeover in May 1995.
The results indicated that, once we controlled for other variables, only the
incidents in the summer of 1994 led to a statistically significant decrease
in residents’ monthly calls for police service. See Popkin et al. 1996 for a
full discussion.

Interview with Joseph Shuldiner, CHA executive director, June 14, 1998.
Interview with Wardell Yotaghan, Resident Management Corporation presi-
dent, August 19, 1998.

The Bromley-Heath Resident Management Corporation was accused of al-
lowing residents to engage in massive drug dealing and failing to enforce
the federal “one-strike-and-you’re-out” policy (“Bromley Director Could Face
Eviction Under 1-Strike Rule,” Boston Globe, Judy Rakowsky, Metro/Region,
A1, November 3, 1998). LeClaire Courts, the first resident-managed devel-
opment in Illinois, was taken over by the CHA on July 16, 1996, after re-
ports of mismanagement of funds by staff (“Housing Complex Wary of
Changes,” Chicago Tribune, Janita Poe, Metro Chicago, July 17, 1996).
Interview with Joseph Shuldiner, CHA executive director, June 14, 1998.
See Chicago Housing Authority. 1998. Chicago Housing Authority Draft Vi-
ability Analysis Summary and Proposed Revitalization Schedule: Briefing
Packet. April 9.

CHAPTER 5 HENRY HORNER HOMES

. All resident names are pseudonyms.
. The Local Advisory Council (LAC) is the CHA’s resident council. Residents

from each building elect a building president and vice president who serve
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on the LAC. In addition, residents from each development elect a develop-
ment president who sits on the CHA’s Central Advisory Council.

. The Brooke Amendments to the Housing Act of 1937 were enacted in 1969

and 1970. These amendments limited tenant payments for rents to 25 per-
cent of income to make public housing affordable to very low-income fami-
lies. The Omnibus Consolidated Reconciliation Act (OCRA) of 1981 changed
rent requirements from a maximum of 25 percent to a minimum of 30 per-
cent of adjusted income, 10 percent of gross income, or the welfare shelter
rent, whichever of the three is greater. As discussed in chapter 2, these regu-
lations reserving public housing for the poorest tenants were changed un-
der the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1998 (Section
513.d.2).

. The sample sizes in Horner gradually declined as the population fell. See

Appendix.

. The Chicago Bulls pressed for the Annex to be demolished as part of the

revitalization of Henry Horner so that they could construct a parking lot on
the site. However, Annex residents ultimately voted to have their buildings
rehabilitated. Chicago Tribune, December 18, 1995.

. CHA Residential Statistical Summary for Year-End 1991 and 1997.
. Order Approving Consent Decree, Henry Horner Mothers Guild v. Chicago

Housing Authority, March 10, 1995.

. Interview with CHA administrative staff, August 19, 1994.
. Henry Horner Mothers Guild v. the Chicago Housing Authority and the De-

partment of Housing and Urban Development, 1991.

The “one-for-one” replacement law was intended to prevent the loss of low-
income housing units, but in cities like Chicago with large aging develop-
ments it made the cost of redeveloping prohibitive. The law was repealed
by Congress in late 1995, and housing authorities are now required to re-
place only occupied units. These units may be replaced by either new de-
velopment or Section 8 assistance.

Order Approving Consent Decree, Henry Horner Mothers Guild v. Chicago
Housing Authority, March 10, 1995.

For a full discussion of the history of the Horner Revitalization Initiative,
see Popkin et al. 1998b.

Our first visit to Horner was part of a preliminary evaluation of CHA's anti-
crime programs. See Popkin et al. 1995.

The Gangster Disciples also controlled a number of buildings in Rockwell.
Indeed, according to the 1995 Chicago Crime Commission report, the gang
had a significant presence in more than two-thirds of the CHA’s develop-
ments. As discussed in chapter 4, the splintering of the Gangster Disciples
in 1996 led to a rapid increase in violence across the CHA.

As described in chapter 3, CADRE stands for Combating Alcohol and Drugs
through Rehabilitation and Education.

Interview with CHA administrative staff, August 19, 1994.

Ibid.

Interview with Vincent Lane, December 13, 1994.

The Mothers Guild case was settled when the one-for-one replacement rule
was still in effect, and housing authorities had to build a new unit for ev-
ery unit they demolished. Congress repealed the one-for-one replacement
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rule in 1995. Henceforth housing authorities need only replace occupied
units, and they can replace them with either “hard” units (public or scat-
tered-site units) or “soft” units (a Section 8 certificate or voucher). This change
in the law, paving the way for demolition of numerous distressed develop-
ments, meant that the CHA was not required to replace as many units in its
other developments.

See chapter 2 for a full discussion of the controversy over the sweeps and
the consequences for the CHA.

Interview with senior CHA security staff, October 14, 1994.

Linear trend analysis showed that the proportion of residents who opposed
unauthorized searches increased over time, but the proportion of residents
who favored having their buildings swept again did not. Female residents
were significantly more likely to favor sweeps.

Residents’ views about the security guards remained extremely negative
throughout the study period. Our wave-by-wave analysis showed that resi-
dents’ evaluations of the guards grew more negative between May 1994 and
January 1995 and remained at this level in May 1995. We were unable to
assess residents’ views in December 1995 because the guards were so rarely
present that the vast majority of residents simply answered that no guards
were present in their building. See Popkin et al. 1996.

Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Motion to Hold Defendants in Civil
Contempt, to Award Sanctions Against Them and to Extend the Move-out
Date, Henry Horner Mothers Guild v. the Chicago Housing Authority, Sep-
tember 1995.

Interview with CHA administrative staff, August 19, 1994.

According to the Chicago Tribune (July 24, 1997) and Chicago Sun-Times,
(July 24, 1997), Federal Security Inc. was charged with fraudulently collecting
$19 million in federal funds and inflating its employee roster to cheat the
CHA. Company paperwork showed that some guards manned several sta-
tions simultaneously; at one point, Federal Security Inc. apparently claimed
to be providing four hundred to five hundred guards, while actually em-
ploying only half that number.

By 1994, the CHA was spending about $77 million per year on security and
antidrug programs, most of which were funded through its modernization
funds; the CHA's 1998 security budget was reduced to be $39 million (Chi-
cago Tribune, May 27, 1998).

Interview with senior CHA security staff, October 14, 1994.

Part of the CAPS program involved “beat officers” holding regular commu-
nity meetings to discuss problems and concerns. See Skogan and Hartnett
1997.

Interview with senior CHA security staff, October 14, 1994.

In the first wave of the survey, we asked residents if they had reported a
problem in their building to the police or guards in the past twelve months;
as we were able to expand the study to include two additional survey waves,
we changed the reference period to the past six months. Because of this
change, drawing conclusions about change over time is problematic; how-
ever, we were able to make observations about general trends. The linear
trend analysis showed that the proportion of residents indicating that they
had reported a problem to the police or guards declined significantly over
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time. Residents’ demographic characteristics did not significantly affect their
reporting behavior. See Popkin et al. 1996.

Interview with CHA resident programs staff, September 23, 1994.

Ibid.

Because Horner never had active tenant patrols, we did not ask the survey
respondents about this Anti-Drug Initiative component.

Some tenant patrol participants in Rockwell Gardens had to be relocated
for their own protection. See discussion of tenant patrols in chapter 4. Resi-
dents in Ickes also experienced retaliation, particularly after CHA security
was removed from the development in 1996 (see chapter 5). '
Interview with CHA resident programs staff, April 4, 1996.

Interview with CADRE center staff, September 16, 1994.

Ibid.

Interview with CADRE center staff, April 1996.

The discussion in this section is based primarily on a follow-up study of
the Horner Revitalization Initiative. See Popkin et al., Gauging the Effect of
Public Housing Redesign: An Assessment of the Early Phases of the Henry
Horner Revitalization Initiative (A Report to the Department of Housing and
Urban Development and the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Founda-
tion, Abt Associates Inc., 1998).

As will be discussed in more detail in chapter 7, the CHA was mandated to
either demolish or rehabilitate virtually all of its high-rise properties under
Section 202 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1996. Because of
the consent decree, Horner is the only site where the CHA is required to
replace all the demolished units with new construction.

Half of the tenants are to be “very low-income,” {that is, with incomes less
than 50 percent of the area median) and half are to be “low-income” (with
incomes 50 to 80 percent of the area median).

Residents may be disqualified from receiving housing assistance if, after the
signing of the consent decree, they do not remain a tenant in good standing
(i.e., if they violate terms of the lease, such as not paying rent, or if they are
evicted for-cause), and/or they are convicted of a felony. Similarly, no one
convicted of a felony may reside in a leaseholder’s unit.

The public housing units built near, but not on, the Horner site are consid-
ered in-fill or off-site units; these units, built as part of the Horner redevel-
opment, are not associated with the CHA's similar, but separate, scattered-site
housing program.

Interview with CHA Project Manager of Henry Horner Redevelopment, May
15, 1998; interview with East Lake/Grenadier Horner site manager and the
Horner redevelopment leader on June 19, 1998,

Order Approving Amended Consent Decree, Henry Horner Mothers Guild
v. Chicago Housing Authority, August 9, 1995.

We created six scales to track changes over time: physical disorder inside
and outside (problems with trash and junk, graffiti, and broken light bulbs);
social disorder inside and outside (problems with drug use, drug sales, young
people controlling the building, groups of people hanging out); and violence
inside and outside (problems with assaults, shootings and violence, and rape).
For a full description of the scales and scale characteristics, see Appendix.
See Popkin et al. (1998b).
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Our longitudinal analysis of the survey data on physical disorder problems
inside the Horner buildings in our study confirms that there was relatively
little change over time (Appendix). Residents’ complaints about physical
disorder increased slightly between May 1994 and January 1995 and did not
decrease significantly (p < .05) until December 1995 when the revitaliza-
tion was underway. Residents’ complaints about problems in their build-
ings increased somewhat in December 1996 and decreased again in December
1997, a decrease reflecting the marked improvement in problems with bro-
ken light bulbs.

Our longitudinal analyses (see Appendix) show that residents’ perceptions
of problems with physical disorder outside their buildings decreased sig-
nificantly (p < .05) between May 1995 and December 1995 and again from
December 1995 to December 1996.

Our longitudinal analyses indicate statistically significant (p < .05) decreases
in residents’ reports of problems with social disorder inside from May 1995
to December 1995; residents’ perceptions of social disorder inside remained
significantly lower than in May 1994, December 1996, and December 1997,
Residents’ perceptions of problems with social disorder outside decreased
significantly (p < .05) from January to May 1995 and continued to decrease
slightly for the remainder of the study.

Our longitudinal analyses showed that residents’ perceptions of problems
with violent crime inside their buildings decreased significantly (p < .05)
from May 1995 to December 1995 and again from December 1995 to December
1996. However, residents’ reports of problems with violent crime inside in-
creased significantly from December 1996 to December 1997. Residents’ per-
ceptions of violent crime outside their buildings decreased between May 1994
and January 1995, fell significantly between May 1995 and December 1995,
and fell again between December 1995 and December 1996. There appeared
to be an upward trend between December 1996 and December 1997, but this
change was not statistically significant.

Indeed, our interviewers heard gunfire while they were conducting the in-
terviews.

Interview with CHA administrative staff, May 15, 1998.

Ibid.

Interview with representatives of the Central West Community Organization,
May 14, 1998.

This study involved surveying a random sample of residents from all build-
ings in the development rather than from the three sample buildings we
tracked from 1994 through 1997.

See Popkin et al. 1998b.

Changes in federal housing policy have pushed many very low-income ten-
ants into the private market. Without adequate tracking, it is unclear how
these changes will affect these residents. See chapter 7 for a discussion of
this issue. Also see Popkin, Buron, and Levy 1999,

In the 1990s, the vast majority of CHA's scattered-site housing was constructed
in low-income Hispanic neighborhoods. The provisions of the Gautreaux
case prohibited the agency from building any new housing in neighborhoods
that were more than 30 percent black; resistance in white neighborhoods
and higher land prices made locating new housing in these communities
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nearly impossible. See Rubinowitz et al. Crossing the Class and Color Lines,
forthcoming.

CHAPTER 6 HAROLD ICKES HOMES

. All resident names are pseudonyms.
. As in Rockwell Gardens and the Horner Homes, we conducted six rounds

of surveys in three buildings between May 1994 and December 1997, six
rounds of in-depth interviews with twelve residents from these buildings,
and ethnographic observations. In addition, because of the dramatic changes
in Ickes, we conducted an additional round of in-depth interviews there in
early 1998. (For a complete description of our research methods, see Ap-
pendix.)

. Chicago Housing Authority, Resident Statistical Profile, 1991 and 1997.
. Our first visit to Ickes was part of a preliminary evaluation of CHA's anti-

crime programs. See Popkin et al. 1995.

. Interview with Ickes site staff, September 26, 1994.
. These comments were made to the project ethnographer while he was visit-

ing Ickes.

. One of our project ethnographer’s regular informants told him this story to

illustrate how he did not feel safe reporting crime in Ickes.

. Combating Drugs and Alcchol Through Rehabilitation and Education Center.
. Interview with CHA administrative staff, August 19, 1994.
10.

Our analysis of the four waves of survey data showed a significant increase
in residents’ dissatisfaction with the security officers’ performance over time.
The wave-by-wave analysis showed that residents’ ratings of the guards were
stable from May 1994 to January 1995 but that dissatisfaction increased sig-
nificantly by May 1995. The ratings remained low in December 1995. See
Popkin et al. 1996.

One of the three Ickes buildings had a working intercom system in 1994,
and guards would call residents to let them know they had a visitor. How-
ever, in the other two buildings (and when the intercom was not working),
residents either had to be prepared to meet visitors, or the guests had to stand
outside and “holler up” to residents’ windows to get them to come down.
We asked survey respondents, “How often does the tenant patrol work in
your building?” In May 1994, 76 percent of respondents (in buildings with
tenant patrols) said they saw tenant patrol members working at least once a
day. A linear trend analysis found no significant change in perceptions of
the amount of patrolling over time. See Popkin et al. 1996, for a complete
discussion of these trends.

Interview with CHA resident programs staff, May 1, 1996.

As with the guards, we asked Ickes residents to evaluate the performance
of the tenant patrols in terms of reporting crime and reducing residents’ fears.
We created a composite index and conducted a linear trend analysis to test
for changes in evaluations over time. The results showed no significant
change (or trend) over time. See Popkin et al. 1996, for a complete discussion.
Interview with Ickes site staff, April 4, 1996.

Interview with Ickes site staff, September 26, 1994.

Interview with Ickes site staff, April 4, 1996.

Interview with Ickes site staff, September 26, 1994.
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We created six scales to track changes over time: physical disorder inside
and outside (problems with trash and junk, graffiti, and broken light bulbs);
social disorder inside and outside (problems with drug use, drug sales, young
people controlling the building, groups of people hanging out); and violence
inside and outside (problems with assaults, shootings and violence, and rape).
For a full description of the scales and scale characteristics, see Appendix.
Although there was some variation in residents’ reports of problems with
physical disorder inside their buildings, our longitudinal analyses indicate
that none of these was statistically significant.

Our longitudinal analyses showed clear evidence of seasonal variation. Ickes
residents’ complaints about big problems with social disorder inside their
buildings dropped significantly (p < .05) from May 1994 to January 1995,
rose again to May 1994 levels in May 1995, and fell significantly (p < .05)
again in December 1995. Social disorder outside followed a nearly identi-
cal pattern: at higher levels in May 1994 and May 1995 and significantly
lower levels in January 1995 and December 1995.

Our longitudinal analyses showed a downward trend in residents’ reports
of problems with violent crime inside, with the biggest decrease (p < .05)
occurring between May 1995 and December 1995. Reports of problems out-
side showed more seasonal variation, dropping significantly (p < .05) be-
tween May 1994 and January 1995, rising again somewhat in May 1995, and
falling again in December 1995.

Our longitudinal analyses showed significant increases (p < .05) in residents’
reports of problems with social disorder both inside and outside between
December 1995 and December 1996. Residents’ concerns remained high in
December 1997. However, our analyses also indicated that these higher lev-
els were not significantly different than the levels reported at wave 1 in May
1994.

See, for example, Chicago Tribune, July 3, 1997. The weakening of the Gang-
ster Disciples was partially responsible for the deterioration of conditions
in Rockwell Gardens in 1996. See chapter 4.

All of these changes were statistically significant (p < .05). Moreover, the
levels of violence reported in December 1996 and December 1997 were sig-
nificantly higher than in May 1994.

Interview with Joseph Shuldiner, CHA executive director, June 14, 1998.
Ibid.

“CHA Sets Sights on its State Street High-Rises,” Chicago Tribune, Septem-
ber 11, 1996.

CHAPTER 7 NO SIMPLE SOLUTIONS

. Mr. Yotaghan died of a heart attack on June 15, 1999. He was eulogized in

the Chicago Tribune (June 18, 1999) as a man who “worked tirelessly to help
relieve the misery” of public housing.

. Section 202 of the Omnibus Consolidated Reconciliation Act (OCRA), 1996.
. The Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1998 (Section 513.d.2)

requires that at least 40 percent of a housing authority’s units made avail-
able in a year must be occupied by families with incomes at or below 30
percent of the area median income. If more than 75 percent of the new or
turnover Section 8 vouchers are used by families with incomes below 30
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percent of the median income, then this 40 percent requirement can be re-
duced to as low as a 30 percent share.

. All units must meet HUD’s housing quality standards and fall within what

HUD has determined to be fair-market rents; under recent regulations, par-
ticipants must also pay a full security deposit for their unit. The CHA pays
the security deposit for residents who are relocated because of demolition
or renovation; other participants may apply to the security deposit loan fund
if they are willing to move to low-poverty areas. Otherwise, Section 8 ap-
plicants must come up with these funds independently.

. HUD has provided some housing authorities with funds to provide mobility

counseling—search assistance to encourage families to move to low-poverty
areas that the department hopes will offer greater job opportunities. HUD is
funding mobility counseling through a variety of programs including: the
Moving to Opportunity research demonstration, the Regional Opportunity
Counseling Initiative, programs funded as part of desegregation litigation
settlements, and as counseling for public housing relocatees under the Va-
cancy Consolidation Program. For an overview of different types of exist-
ing mobility programs, see Turner and Williams 1998.

. The CHA has HOPE VI funding to revitalize four of its largest developments—

ABLA, Cabrini-Green, Henry Horner, and Robert Taylor—and is using its own
modernization funds for redevelopment of several others.

. There are a number of planned and existing mobility programs in the Chi-

cago area. These include a small program in the Cock County suburbs run
by Housing Choice Partners, CHAC’s new program (which includes special
counseling services for the disabled and for Latino families), and the two
contractors that run CHA's relocation services. The Gautreaux program ended
in 1997. Finally, CHAC was a site for the Moving to Opportunity research
demonstration; the last families in this study moved in mid-1998. Since 1998,
the Metropolitan Planning Council has been coordinating a group of agen-
cies that provide mobility counseling services to help Section 8 holders lo-
cate housing in low-poverty, nonminority areas. CHAC Inc., which manages
the CHA’s Section 8 program, has developed a mobility program for exist-
ing Section 8 holders; the agencies providing relocation services for CHA
residents also will be providing similar mobility counseling.

. For discussions of the presumed benefits of mixed-income and dispersal strat-

egies, see Epp 1996; Brophy and Smith 1997; Stegman 1992; Nelson and
Khadduri 1992.

. For a full discussion of the research on mixed-income and dispersal strate-

gies for public and assisted housing, see Popkin, Buron, and Levy 1999.
For discussions of the research on the Gautreaux program, see Rosenbaum
et al. 1991; Kaufman and Rosenbaum 1992; Popkin, Rosenbaum, and Meaden
1993.

HUD’s ten-year Moving to Opportunity Demonstration (MTO) is intended
to address some shortcomings of the Gautreaux research. MTO was imple-
mented in five cities (Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, and New
York). In each city, samples of public housing residents were randomly as-
signed to one of three groups: families to receive a special MTO certificate,
which could be used only in census tracts where less than 10 percent of
the households were below the poverty level; families to receive a regular
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Section 8 certificate; orfamilies to remain in public housing: While MTO
should answer many of the questions about the effects of dispersal strate-
gies, it will be some years before results are available on outcomes for par-
ticipants (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 1996).

The CHA's Residential Statistical Summary for family units in 1997 shows
that almost one-fifth of the households have five or more people living in
the same apartment, more than half the residents are children, and only 6
percent of the households are headed by a married couple.

G. Washburn and M. Garza, “As City Regains CHA, New Managers Are
Named,” Chicago Tribune, Metro Chicago, P 1, May 28, 1999.

Chicago Tribune, January 13 and January 23, 1999.

APPENDIX

. The original study also included an analysis of crime statistics from 1988

through 1995. For a complete description of the study methodology, see
Popkin et al. 1996, 1999. f

. The second round of data collection was conducted in January rather than

December because of a funding delay.

. The last two waves of the survey were conducted as part of a broader project

to gauge resident satisfaction and management needs in CHA housing. This
study was conducted at the request of HUD in order to assess the effects of
the 1995 HUD takeover of the CHA. In addition to the sample for the Anti-
Drug Initiative study, this study included residents from other high-rise de-
velopments, senior buildings, and low-rise developments. See Popkin et al.
1998a for a report on this study.

. The unit of selection was the building with its corresponding apartment num-

bers, not individuals. Typically, only one adult lives legally in the apart-
ment; by choosing a respondent in this manner, we might have obtained
viewpoints of illegal residents. Such residents represent a substantial pro-
portion of the CHA population.

. For more detail on our survey methods and interviewer training, see Gwiasda,

Taluc, and Popkin 1997.

. The sample sizes for waves 1 through 6 are: 193, 235, 237, 201, 158, and

120 for Henry Horner; 92, 140, 153, 159, 119, and 106 for Ickes; and 111,
172, 175, 165, 119, and 134 for Rockwell Gardens.

. Although adult males live in the developments, few are primary leaseholders;

most are not legal tenants but the boyfriends or relatives of leaseholders.

. We did calculate the scales as means for this analysis as well to ensure that

there were no substantial differences in the results,

. At the end of the first round of interviews, the interviewer was asked to an-

swer a few questions about the quality of the information obtained from the
respondent. That information was used as the basis for selecting our key
informants. We attempted to reinterview four residents per building, but,
because of difficulties in locating some respondents, the actual number of
key informants from each building ranged from three to five.

These interviews were part of the CHA Resident Satisfaction and Manage-
ment Needs Survey conducted for HUD (Popkin et al. 1998a).

The observations in Horner were conducted from May to September 1995,
with a return visit in September 1996 to update our information about the
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development. The observations in Rockwell and Ickes were conducted be-
tween December 1995 and July 1996.

Treating the four waves of data as independent (when in fact this was only
partially true) would have resulted in an underestimation of standard er-
rors. This bias would have increased the chances of making a Type I error:
falsely concluding that statistically significant changes occurred between
waves. Alternatively, if only the panel (repeat) sample had been used to con-
duct a repeated measures analysis, then considerable statistical power would
have been lost because the sample sizes would have declined by approxi-
mately 60 percent.

The demographic characteristics included in the model were binary covariates
representing educational level (high school graduate), gender (female), num-
ber of children (three or more), and length of residency in CHA housing
(greater than five years).
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“The Hidden War is a masterfully documented story of the interactions between good inten-
tions and misguided policy implementation. The authors illuminate better than any others what
day-to-day life is like in high-rise public housing. This is a must-read for anyone concemed '
with social policy in general and housing policy in particular.”

—Fay Lomax Cook, director, Institute for Policy Research,

Northwestem University

"“The Hidden War vividly documents what it means for families and children to live in America’s

most distressed public housing projects, providing critical insights for public policy, not only in

the housing arena, but in welfare reform, community building, and crime prevention as well.”
—IMARGERY AUSTIN TURNER, dll’eCtOT of Metropolitan Housing and Communities,
The Urban Institute .

“They shot somebody on the streets yesterday, and they shot at the policeman and the fire-
man, because they didn't want them to help the boy. They wanted the boy to lay there and
die. And if anybody tried to help him, they said they was gonna shoot. So he laid out there a
long tme." .
—from The Hidden War: Crime and the Tragedy of Public Housing in Chicago

Since the late 1970s, the high-rise developments of the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA)
have been dominated by gang violence and drugs, creating a sense of hopelessness among
residents. Despite a lengthy war on crime, costing hundreds of millions of dollars, the

CHA has been unable to reduce the violence that makes life intolerable. Focusing on three
developments—Rockwell Gardens, Henry Homer Homes, and Harold Ickes Homes—Susan
Popkin and her co-authors interviewed residents, community leaders, and CHA staff.

The Hidden War offers a vivid portrait of what life is like among gunfire, graffiti, and broken
plumbing.

Most famiilies living in these developments are headed by African American single moth-
ers. The authors reveal the dilemmas facing women and children who are often victims or wit-
nesses of violent crime, and yet are dependent on the perpetrators and their drug-based
economy. The CHA—plagued by financial scandals, managerial incompetence, and inconsis-
tent funding—is no match for the gang-dominated social order. Even well-intentioned initiatives
such as the recent effort to demolish and “revitalize” the worst developments seem to be inef-
fective at combating crime, while the drastic changes leave many vulnerable families facing an
uncertain future. The Hidden War sends a humbling message to policy makers and prognosti-
cators who claim to know the right way to “solve poverty.”
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