DESIGN FOR
DIVERSITY

Exploring Socially Mixed Neighborhoods
Emily Talen




DesigN For DiversiTy

EXPLORING SOCIALLY MIXED NEIGHBORHOODS

EBL



This book is dedicated to my children
Emma, Lucie, and Thomas

And to Peter Talen (1984-2007), their cousin

EBL



DesigN For DiversiTy

EXPLORING SOCIALLY MIXED NEIGHBORHOODS

Emily Talen

EBL

AMSTERDAM ¢« BOSTON ¢ HEIDELBERG « LONDON ¢« NEW YORK ¢« OXFORD

= PARIS ¢ SAN DIEGO ¢ SAN FRANCISCO * SINGAPORE ¢ SYDNEY ¢ TOKYO Architectural
ELSEVIER Architectural Press is an imprint of Elsevier Press

\



Architectural Press is an imprint of Elsevier
Linacre House, Jordan Hill, Oxford OX2 8DP, UK
30 Corporate Drive, Suite 400, Burlington, MA 01803, USA

First edition 2008
Copyright © 2008, Emily Talen. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved

No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system or
transmitted in any form or by any means electronic, mechanical, photocopying,
recording or otherwise without the prior written permission of the publisher

Permissions may be sought directly from Elsevier’s Science & Technology Rights
Department in Oxford, UK: phone (+44) (0) 1865 843830; fax (+44) (0) 1865 853333;
email: permissions@elsevier.com. Alternatively you can submit your request online

by visiting the Elsevier web site at http://elsevier.com/locate/permissions, and selecting
Obtaining permission to use Elsevier material

Notice
No responsibility is assumed by the publisher for any injury and/or damage to persons
or property as a matter of products liability, negligence or otherwise, or from any use
or operation of any methods, products, instructions or ideas contained in the material
herein.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloguing in Publicati
A catalogue record for this book is available from the Library of Congress

ISBN: 978-0-7506-8117-9

For information on all Architectural Press publications
visit our web site at http://books.elsevier.com

Typeset by Charon Tec Ltd (A Macmillan Company), Chennai, India
www.charontec.com

Printed and bound in Italy

0809101112 10987654321

Working together to grow
libraries in developing countries

www.elsevier.com | www.bookaid.org | www.sabre.org

ELSEVIER BOOKAID o0 Foundation



Acknowledgments vi

I Introduction: Diversity and Design I

PART ONE — THE ARGUMENT 13
2 Separation vs. Diversity 15
3 Why Diversity? 33
4 Why Design? 49

PART Two -THE Et&k;r 59
5 Patterns 61
6 The Interviews 83

PART THREE — THE STRATEGIES 109
7 Mix 115
8 Connection 147
9 Security 177

10 Conclusion: Policy and Process 193

Bibliography 207

Index 239



| would like to gratefully acknowledge the financial support of:

The Graham Foundation for Advanced Studies in the Fine Arts
The Richard H. Driehaus Foundation

The University of lllinois Office of Public Engagement

The lllinois Arts Council

Many thanks also to the friends, students and colleagues who helped
me with this project: Sunny Fischer, Charlotte York, Mary Antonakos,
Phillip Nyden, Peter Marcuse, Dianne Harris, Roberta Feldman, Michael
Conzen, John Norquist, Sandy Sorlien, Laura Hall, DPZ, Michael Mehaffy,
Michael Stiehl, Sang Lee, Jay Bieszke, Rebecca Bird, Anu Dasgupta,
Sara Egan, Lauren Good, Kim Haire, Brad Lents, Beth McLennan,
Eric Halvorsen, [ﬁ@ ii_dney, Shawna Pedersen, Marina Alvarez,
Jaime Allentuck, Sarah Voss, and Kelly Craig. Also many thanks to the
people of Blue Island, Berwyn, West Ridge, Portage Park, Irving Park,
and Bridgeport, who graciously agreed to give up their time to be
interviewed for this project.

A very special thanks to Samantha Singer, for all her help along the way.

Finally, thanks to Luc Anselin, who supports me no matter what direc-
tion | take.



DIVERSITY AND DESIGN

Driving south of Chicago along the historic Lincoln Highway, one drives
through the strangest juxtaposition of rich and poor places. Along one
stretch of the highway is Ford Heights, considered to be the poor-
est suburb in Chicago, if not the nation. Residents there had a median
household income of $17,500 in 2000. A short drive down the road
you come to Park Forest, a middle-class planned community with a
median household income that is three times as much. There is no dis-
guising the inequality: at one moment you are passing boarded up build-
ings and liquor stores; ten minutes later, you are whizzing by Starbucks,
Home Depot and packed parking lots in front of strip malls.

One can take aImE B/I_r_oad through Chicago and traverse similar,
strangely abrupt transitions between where the rich live and where
the poor live. What is striking is how visible these differentials are, and
how coarse the grain is: one neighborhood is poor, one neighborhood
is rich; one White, that one Black, that one Hispanic. This is the com-
mon, taken-for-granted, vernacular landscape of America. Regarding
where White and Black Americans live, it has been called an ‘American
Apartheid’ (Massey and Denton, 1993).

How, and when, did all this spatial sorting occur? When did it become
acceptable for communities along the same stretch of road to have
such vastly different social and economic prospects? It was not always
so. Historians tell us that socially mixed settlements were the norm
until the 19th century, a result of economic necessity: nobles needed
to be near their serfs in the medieval city, while workers and own-
ers needed to be close to factories in the early industrial city. People
lived where they worked, not where their social class was geographi-
cally confined. In many European cities, rich and poor were separated
only through vertical zoning within apartment buildings, but out on the
street, classes shared the public realm. In Chicago before 1850, ‘money
bought dry ground, not segregation by income’ (Massey and Denton,
1993; Bowden and Kreinberg, 1981, p. | 16).



But as industrialization progressed in the 19th century, class conscious-
ness became accentuated. In the American city, where ethnically distinct
but economically mixed neighborhoods had been formed, class began
to trump ethnic affiliation as the main driver of social geography. Olivier
Zunz’s (1982) study of Detroit showed how a ‘silent social revolution’
in the first decades of the 20th century created urban worlds defined
more and more by class and industrial production and consumption
than by strong ethnic bonding or proximity to workplace. New trans-
portation technologies made the spatial sorting that much easier. There
were still ethnic divisions, but 19th century neighborhoods and railroad
suburbs formerly composed of multiple classes were being replaced by
neighborhoods sorted by class and race.

The ultimate segregation: Cabrini-Green public housing on
Chicago’s North Side, most of which is being demolished.

Thus the story of 20th century urban America is a story of manifested
social division. Industrialization brought rising affluence, the growth of
the middle class, cheap cars, cheap oil, highways and government subsi-
dies, which, combined with racial and class intolerance, created a toxic
mixture that sparked the most extraordinary sprawling out and spatial
sorting of cities the world had ever seen. Separation by use mirrored
separation by class, and already by 1900, US cities were exhibiting a seg-
regated land use pattern where commercial and office space occupied



the center and residential uses were pushed to the periphery (Jackson,
1985). By the 1920s, the connection between social segregation and cit-
ies was set. Harvey Warren Zorbaugh, in his classic 1929 study The Gold
Coast and the Slum, wrote ‘there is no phenomenon more characteristic
of city life, as contrasted with the life of the rural community or the
village, than that of segregation’ (Zorbaugh, 1929, p. 232). Louis Wirth
reached a similar conclusion in ‘Urbanism as a Way of Life’, noting that
urban populations were both highly differentiated and increasingly sub-
ordinated to mass culture (Wirth, 1938).

We developed whole systems that maximized profits through homo-
geneity. Global distribution, financial markets and lending institutions
structured themselves around homogenous clustering and centralized
notions of cultural authority. Clustered social spaces began to dictate
business decisions (Metzger, 2000; Weiss, 1988,2000). And where social
institutions made progress in breaking down barriers to integration, the
corresponding physical design of cities thwarted the translation of this
progress in broader terms. For example, although school desegregation
made some headway after 1970, the positive effects were short-lived
because the larger society remained segregated outside of the schools
(Wells et al., 2004 red by school finance policies that had the
effect of spatially s ikg households by income (Nechyba, 2004).

It was not that we became worse people. Rather that, prior to the 20th
century, social distance was maintained in other, often more perverse
ways. Jim Crow laws are a notorious example. But unfortunately — or
perhaps inevitably — as one kind of social barrier eroded, another arose
in its place.This time, the separations were physical and etched into the
built landscape like never before. As Olsen put it, ‘It is precisely because
today’s middle classes are less able to exploit the working classes that
our cities have become more segregated than they were’ (Olsen, 1986,
p- 133). As people were socially freer to move about, the means of sep-
aration from each other were encouraged by technological advance,
especially the automobile. Spatial mobility and social mobility became
one and the same.

Where pre-20th century urban form accommodated social mixing,
urban form after the 1920s thwarted the ability of classes to mix, even
if they had wanted to. Racial prejudice complicated and accentuated the
situation. Middle-class Blacks had few housing opportunities outside
of Black neighborhoods since White middle-class neighborhoods were
resistant to Blacks moving in, even if they were of the same economic
class. In post-World War Il America, many Whites believed that the



only physical context associated with Blacks was urban blight. That
degraded conditions were often a result of crowding due to a lack of
alternative housing choices was unlikely to be considered (see Kefalas,
2003; Pattillo-McCoy, 1999). And, since the built environment failed to
accommodate increased density gracefully, residents of neighborhoods
consisting exclusively of single-family homes became alarmed whenever
houses were subdivided to accommodate poor families.

The consequences of failing to deliver an urban framework more sup-
portive of social diversity have been monumental. Most damaging has
been the concentration of poor people in the inner city. Now, we can
only wonder what might have occurred if we had not retreated from
diverse environments that permitted a wider social range, what a com-
mitment to diversity might have meant for those seeking to escape the
high real estate costs of the inner city and later, the federal bulldozer.

Suburbs have now become more socially diverse, but they have done so
in spite of their physical form, not because of it. What has emerged are
suburbs that are ‘collectively heterogenous but individually homogenous’,
where people sort themselves out into ‘lifestyle enclaves’ (Putnam,
2000). Most suburban neighborhoods are still being built for one social
class or another, market segmentation strictly divides neigh-
borhoods into pods of distinct income categories.

Would these segregated social patterns have been different if American
settlements had been physically structured to accommodate people of
all social and economic means?

Different professions and disciplines will have different ways of address-
ing the problem of social sorting. My interest — and the subject of this
book — is the planning and design response.” | will focus on what | call
place diversity — the phenomenon of socioeconomically diverse peoples
sharing the same neighborhood, where diversity is defined by a mix of

*| use the terms ‘planning and design’ to indicate strategies related to inter-
vening in the form and pattern of the built environment. The strategies relate
solely to the physical environment and its alteration. Often the strategies focus
on identifying specific places for intervention. This is not ‘urban design’ in the
conventional architect’s sense, which is often focused solely on the esthetic
experience of a small group of spaces or buildings. My sense of urban design
is broader, as will be revealed in this book. The interrelated term ‘urbanism’
refers to the study, planning and design of streets, spaces and neighborhoods,
with an emphasis on urban morphologies, block structure, urban spaces, and
their geographic context.



income levels, races, ethnicities, ages, and family types. | will argue that
good urban form can help sustain diversity. Just what ‘good urban form’
means in the context of diversity, and how it is possible to justify such
assertions, is the subject of this book.

Place diversity is diversity that exists within the realm of ‘everyday life’
activities — attending school and shopping for groceries, for example.
It concerns neighborhoods, whose pattern, design,and level of resources
constitute the ‘things that really count’ — schools, security, jobs, prop-
erty values, amenities (Pattillo-McCoy, 1999, p. 30). While | do not use
precise spatial definitions for the terms ‘neighborhood’ and ‘community’,
the idea of place diversity is probably most meaningful at a scale that
falls somewhere in between Suttles’ (1972) ‘defended neighborhood’
(a small area possessing a definite identity) and the ‘community of limited
liability’ (a larger, often government-defined district). Neighborhoods
are to be distinguished from crowded urban places in downtowns and
shopping malls — Millenium Park or The Galleria — that are full of social
complexity, but where there is little sense of collective ownership or
sharing of space for daily life needs.

This book explor planning and design could be used to sup-
port socially diver: . To understand the possibilities of a design
response, | study places that already are socially diverse and suggest

Places like Millenium Park in Chicago have a lot of social
diversity, but the encounters are random; there is less sense of
collective ownership.



In a neighborhood, social diversity is about collective life and
the sharing of space for daily needs, as opposed to random
encounters with strangers.

EBL

ways that the built environment could be leveraged to support their
diverse social makeup. What is the physical context of socially diverse
neighborhoods, and what does it mean for the residents who live
there? Do diverse places look like Jane Jacobs’ Greenwich Village, or
do they take on a variety of forms? Have these places been respon-
sive to the needs of a diverse neighborhood, in terms of their physical
design? What could be the basis of a shared esthetic in diverse places?!
Given that place-based identity and affection seem so easily associated
with ‘landscapes of privilege’ and exclusion, how do diverse places find
a shared definition of place? (Duncan and Duncan, 2004).

Some planners may be skeptical about the wisdom of using design to
support diversity. Partly this is a matter of the divorce between social
goals and urban design that has been brewing since the demise of mod-
ernist urbanism. Cuthbert may be right:‘major theorists in the discipline
present us with concepts of urban form that are unrelated, largely devoid
of any social content and alienated from any serious socio-economic
and political base’ (Cuthbert, 2006, p. 21). Thus Jon Lang, in his recent
book Urban Design: A Typology of Procedures and Products, states that it



is the market that should provide people with choices, and that if the
market fails to provide them, well, ‘these questions are not urban design
ones’. He advocates designing sub-areas ‘with one population in mind’
as a way to ‘avoid conflict’, while delegating larger, macro areas as the
locus of integration (Lang, 2005, p. 369). Besides the anti-progressiveness
involved, the problem with Lang’s view is that it leaves diverse places
behind, providing them with no specific design support, nor any legit-
imate claim that an approach tailored to their unique social makeup
might be needed.

My basic thesis is that there are design principles that can help sustain
diverse neighborhoods. Modernist urbanism, with its emphasis on func-
tionalism, automobile accommodation and land use separation, exacer-
bated the key design requirements of diverse places: mix, connection,
and security. As cities expanded and grew in the 20th century, design
ideology and technological ‘progress’ — along with other social and eco-
nomic factors — fueled a built environment conducive to social separa-
tion. The result is that we are now left with a physical framework that
seems hostile to, rather than supportive of, social diversity.

focusing on those ope to shed light on the ways that the plan-
ning and design of built environments can help them achieve stability. Can
we leverage the built environment to promote social diversity? Can we
help equalize access to social and economic resources by encouraging an
urban form more conducive to an integrated population?

Fortunately, some Elaces managed to attract and retain diversity. By

COMPLICATIONS OF THE DIVERSITY IDEAL

American ideals speak directly to the need for place diversity. Not only
is social inequality viewed as a significant threat to democratic soci-
ety (Krugman, 2006; Putnam, 2000), but the idea that it is possible to
be ‘separate but equal’ has been rejected unequivocally. The segrega-
tion and separation that has come to characterize the American urban
pattern goes against the basic underlying ethos of American idealism —
a pluralist society rooted in the notion of human equality. Not only
does separation challenge the basic foundation of a democratic soci-
ety, but it engenders profound differences in access — access to finan-
cial resources, community services, public facilities, social networks, and
political power. In addition, it limits our ability to encourage tolerant
attitudes and capitalize on the creative aspects of human diversity.



At the same time, there is a certain acceptance of the inevitability of dif-
ferentiation and segregation of the kind Park, Burgess and MacKenzie
identified more than eighty years ago — proclaiming that ‘competition
forces associational groupings’ (Burgess, 1925, p. 79). They made clear
that the result of ‘continuous processes of invasions and accommoda-
tions’ was a subdivided residential pattern of varying classes and asso-
ciated land values, mores, and degrees of ‘civic interest’. Where one
neighborhood might be ‘conservative, law-abiding, civic-minded’, another
would be ‘vagrant and radical’ (Burgess, 1925, pp. 78-79). Such differentia-
tion and segregation developed along racial, linguistic, age, sex and income
lines, forming units of communal life that they termed ‘natural areas’.
Zorbaugh’s (1929) study of Chicago’s Near Northside showed just how
stark the contrast between ‘The Gold Coast and the Slum’ had become.

Strollers along Devon Avenue in the West Ridge community on
the north side of Chicago. The area was used as one of the case
studies in this book.

City planners are left trying to balance the inevitability of place homo-
geneity with the intolerability of segregation. They are buttressed by
American platitudes about equality and pluralism, but they are con-
strained by the assumption that, in American society, it is somehow
‘natural’ to associate social mobility with spatial mobility. One moves
up in the world by moving out to a ‘better’ neighborhood in a com-
pletely different location, a process of assimilation with distinct spatial
consequences (Peach,2001).



Even amongst social critics who are most concerned with the deleteri-
ous effects of social segregation and concentrated poverty, it is assumed
that what is needed is better spatial mobility, not better planning
and design to accommodate diversity. Massey and Denton in their
well-known book American Apartheid (Massey and Denton, 1993) right-
fully lament the persistence of residential segregation among Blacks,
but see the inequity as a matter of Blacks being prevented from par-
ticipating in the ‘process of normal spatial mobility’. Neighborhood
status conceptualized as moving from ‘declining’ to ‘upgrading’ (Taub
et al, 1984) legitimizes the idea that neighborhoods can rightly be of
one homogenous, socioeconomic type or another.

Planners are in the unfortunate position of having encouraged social
and economic sorting in the first place. Lewis Mumford argued half a
century ago that the mechanisms largely put into place with the help
of planners — zoning and highways, for example — had reduced the
city’s capacity to foster its primary function of human exchange — ‘the
maximum interplay of capacities and functions’ (Mumford, 1949, p. 38).
Modern city planning was devoted to creating an ‘armature’ of ‘conflict
avoidance’ (Sorkin, 1999, p. 2). Through transportation, land use, zoning,
housing, mortgage ing, energy, school finance, and many other types
of policies, plannergig een notoriously complicit in the sorting of
social groups and economic functions. And each system is inter-linked,
one feeding into and sustaining the other.

But while planning and design of the built environment are believed
to have played a strong role in fostering the patterns of segregation
that characterize American cities, design reform is not looked to as a
way to reverse the situation. In discussions about how to address the
antithesis of place diversity — segregation — American city planning, in its
capacity as a profession that plans and designs cities, has been relatively
withdrawn. Peter Hall (2002) observed that the problems of inner-city
disinvestment, White flight and segregation — the most potent manifes-
tations of non-diversity — are problems that, ‘almost unbelievably’, city
planning has not been called upon to answer. Unlike in other countries,
‘Americans are capable of separating problems of social pathology from
any discussion of design solutions’, focusing instead on ‘a bundle of poli-
cies’ (p. 461) — often only weakly related to city planning. While the
concepts of ‘place’, ‘neighborhood structure’, and ‘spatial pattern’ have
made their way into the prescriptive debate over what to do about
residential segregation and lack of place diversity, the planner’s unique
contribution to this debate seems to be missing.'

Jane Jacobs did the most to articulate the fundamental connection
between place and diversity. She pronounced that diversity corresponds



to physical forms and patterns that maintain human interactions —
relationships and patterns of relationships. Her definition of diversity
consisted of a mix of uses, including variety in ‘cultural opportu-
nities’, the inclusion of a ‘variety of scenes’, and ‘a great variety [in]
population and other users’ (Jacobs, 1961, pp. 143—151). On the effect
of the physical environment on human diversity she was not ambigu-
ous: there are physical qualities that create diversity in uses and users,
and this is the basis of a well-functioning, vital and healthy city. Her
propositions — mixed primary uses, mixed ages, short blocks, con-
centration — have been the guiding principles for planners who came
of age after modernist urbanism and urban renewal had done their
damage.

But in terms of implementation her arguments have been problem-
atic. How can her principles ever be employed in the vast number of
places that do not have the kind of concentration she required? After all,
Manhattan density is unique in the US. Related to this, how do we recon-
cile her views connecting diversity and intensity with Lewis Mumford’s
(1930) observation that ‘limitations on size, density, and area are abso-
lutely necessary to effective social intercourse’? How can we explain the
fact that social divgesity=iny the US is most often located in places that
do not conform t(EB onditions of diversity? How do we deploy
Jacobsian conditions for generating diversity in places that could never
hope to satisfy her criteria, especially the one about concentration?
Clearly, we have to come to terms with the fact that building diversity
cannot rest on the core of big cities alone, and that it will involve engag-
ing with the ‘semi-suburbs’, as Jacobs disdainfully called them. In fact, it
is in human settlements outside of large, dense metropolitan cores that
place diversity is most encountered.

There are other complications concerning the link between diversity
and design. Some believe that diversity is just as likely to reside in one
type of environment as another (Bruegeman, 2005). Others view the
attempt to connect physical form to social goals as overly controlling
(Talen, 1999). And not everyone agrees that place diversity should be
a key goal. Highly diverse situations may be regarded as too chaotic,
while non-diversity or monocultural conditions may be seen as calm-
ing. Then there is the view that if you really want to make people’s lives
better, your strategy ought to be about changing political and economic
structures, not rearranging the form of the built environment. Diversity
should be ‘grown’ in place, not dependent on some form of intra-urban
social migration resulting in gentrification and displacement. Jane Jacobs
called the former ‘unslumming’.2



Despite the skepticism, the need to support social mix through the
mechanisms of planning and design has long been a concept embedded
in city planning idealism. The 20th century began with demands that city
reformers do something about the ‘monotony’ of the slums, and the ear-
liest proposals — those of Ebenezer Howard, for example — called for set-
tlements that were internally focused but complete in their provision of
the diverse and essential needs of life. Lewis Mumford, Jane Jacobs, Kevin
Lynch, William Whyte, and Eliel Saarinen are only a few of the urbanists
who thought deeply about the physical context of diversity.

This tradition continues now. City planners are everywhere rallying
against social and economic segregation. They are urging a better under-
standing of the inequities their policies and practices have caused (see, for
example, Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997; Bollens, 1999; Kraus, 2000; Keating,
2001). They are being admonished to be sensitive to difference (Spain,
1993; Sandercock, 1998; Harwood, 2005), to develop an understanding of
the effect of multiculturalism on planning (Burayidi, 2000; Qadeer, 1997),
and to better recognize the very different social expectations and cus-
toms that emerge when new residents move into and gentrify existing
neighborhoods (Freeman, 2005; Meyers, 2007). And those connected to
New Urbanism, S wth, Livable Communities and related move-
ments are calling f:E‘BlLdesigns that explicitly support diversity.

PLAN OF THE BOOK

This book addresses the physical requirements of socially diverse neigh-
borhoods. There are three main parts. In the first part, | set the stage
and make the argument: how separated are we, and how prevalent are
diverse neighborhoods? More importantly, why is diversity within one
neighborhood important, and what does design have to do with it? The
second part of the book lays the groundwork for the design propos-
als | subsequently present in Part Ill. Using the City of Chicago and its
surrounding suburban areas as a case study, | investigate whether social
mixing is related to particular patterns and structures found within the
urban environment. | then summarize the results of 85 interviews con-
ducted amongst residents who live or work in six of Chicago’s most
socially diverse neighborhoods.

In Part Ill, | present my specific strategies and design proposals. There
is much to draw from, including nearly a century of scholarship on the
effect of physical form on social/psychological phenomena (e.g., behavior,
community formation, social interaction, and sense of place). From the



city planner’s point of view, the connection between design and social
diversity is not whether the built environment creates diversity, but
whether diversity thrives better, or can be sustained longer, under cer-
tain physical conditions that designers may have some control over. Since
we seem to know a great deal about how planning and design directly
or indirectly prevents diversity — e.g., single use zoning, minimum lot sizes,
parking requirements, planned (and gated) communities, privatized amen-
ities, excessive road width — it should not be unreasonable to assume
that the opposite effect is possible. This is not about determinism but
responsiveness — can the physical environment be designed in such a
way that diversity is supported rather than prevented? Are there certain
physical contexts that diversity seems to thrive in, relative to others? If
Richard Sennett is right, that we have lost our capacity for the diversity
of public life and the social disorder it may entail, how might the physical
environment be enlisted in the effort to get that capacity back?

My hope is that this book will focus more attention on diverse neigh-
borhoods and their needs. If a stable social and economic diversity rep-
resents the pinnacle of urban achievement, such places should be cared
for, not left to slowly destabilize and decrease in their level of diversity.
By contrast, spraw AE d by its separation of human realms on all
levels, has received Lordinary amount of attention. It has been
measured, poked and prodded in all directions. Wouldn’t it make sense
to spend at least an equal measure of attention on what could be con-
sidered our ultimate planning achievement, the diverse human place?

NOTES

| Ironically, there has been a proliferation of studies by social theorists about
the importance of place, but the solutions are much more about politics,
processes and programs than planning and design. The book Place Matters
(Dreier et al,, 2001), for example, whose thesis is that ‘where we live makes
a big difference in the quality of our lives’, sees the problem and solution for
American cities as being ‘primarily political in nature’ (p. xi). This is not an
interpretation of place that squares with the urbanist’s sense of the term.

2 For those advocating the former, there were some hopeful signs in the
1990s. The decline of family poverty in the innercity of Chicago, for example,
was found to be strongly associated with an increase in female employment
in those areas where poverty concentration decreased, in turn affected
by a strong economy, expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit, and
changes in public assistance programs (McDonald, 2004).



THE ARGUMENT

This part sets the stage: how separated are we, and how prevalent are
diverse neighborhoods? Where diversity or segregation prevail, what
explains these phenomena? Most importantly, why is diversity impor-
tant, and why is design important as a method for achieving and sus-
taining it?

| review how the normative ideal of diversity in city planning and design
originates from distinct, though interrelated, sources: vitality, economic
growth, sustainability and justice. | also chronicle the recurrent difficul-
ties that arise in attempting to develop a normative argument for fos-
tering diversity via city design.As a result, even though the connection
between diversity EB!_physical environment is potentially power-
ful, the connections have been inadequately developed and the level of
effort required underplayed.
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The purpose of this chapter is twofold: first, to present a summary of
the current status of social separation and diversity, and second, to
review the reasons these patterns exist. Understanding the degree of
sorting and separation in the American pattern of settlement is some-
what complicated.

Two recent population changes have been making the most head-
lines. First is the fact that racial and ethnic diversity in the suburbs has
increased (Frey, 2002), and more immigrants now live in the suburbs
than in central cities (Singer, 2004). The other event is that many cen-
tral cities gained chIB'or_in the 1990s as a result of net in-migration.

Neither of these events necessarily bode well for place diversity. For
one thing, the racial and economic gaps between city and suburb, or
between one suburb and another, or between one neighborhood and
another have widened in the past half-century (Ellen, 2000b; Orfield,
2002). In addition, the increase of population downtown did not nec-
essarily signal the proliferation of new mixed-income and multiracial
neighborhoods. Instead, it was often a matter of shifting concentrated
poverty from one location to another (Powell, 2002).

CLASS AND INCOME

Separation by class' is increasing. Between 1970 and 2000, the pro-
portion of neighborhoods that could be categorized as economically
diverse decreased for the 100 largest cities in the US (Galster et al.,
2005). In this same period, there was a 30% net increase in class dis-
similarity, an increase, especially, in the concentration of affluence at the
neighborhood level (Massy and Fischer, 2003).This differed by race; sep-
aration between rich and poor increased by 34% among Whites, and by
27% among Blacks.



There is evidence that gentrification does not mix income-levels, but
instead creates urban enclaves and magnifies segregation by class (Wyly
and Hammel, 2004). Capital investment in the inner city is likely fueling this
smaller scale segregation. Generally, investment processes have become
more geographically complex, and we now see entirely new forms
of gentrification, ‘rural’,‘suburban’,‘new build’, and ‘super’ (Lees, 2003a).

In terms of concentrated poverty, there were increases between 1970
and 1990,and then a leveling off in the 1990s. But declines in class segre-
gation at the macro level, at least for the 60 metropolitan areas studied
by Massey and Fischer, were basically offset by increases at the micro-
level. The process worked something like this: ‘as rich and poor fami-
lies came to inhabit the same regions, states and metropolitan areas...
they simultaneously moved into different neighborhoods’ (p. 26).
The segregation of the wealthy from the poor was especially pro-
nounced in suburban areas, where ‘place-shopping’ occurs within sub-
urban rings (Fisher et al., 2004, p.51).

The gap between rich and poor suburbs increased during the 1990s,
although less dramatically than in the 1980s. One main conclusion is
that ‘economic segpegation among municipalities is rising’, although this
varies depending ogfglgion (Swanstrom et al., 2004). Although the
share of poor people living in high-poverty neighborhoods declined in
the 1990s, the change occurred only in some regions, and mostly in
rural areas and central cities, not the suburbs (Jargowsky, 2003). Thus
the progress in the 1990s toward decreasing concentrated poverty
in central cities, was met with a concern about the potential increase
in poverty in other areas like inner-ring suburbs. Although most high-
poverty tracts are still in the central cities, a spatial reorganization has
been taking place, such that the share of high-poverty tracts that are
suburban increased in the 1990s (Kingsley and Pettit, 2003). Progress
in deconcentration is attributed to overall economic health, while ‘the
underlying development pattern that leads to greater neighborhood
stratification’ was still very much in evidence in the 1990s (Jargowsky,
2003). As the concentration of poverty shifts from one urban location
to another, the poor are still concentrated in poor neighborhoods,
and minorities are still likely to be concentrated in the city (Jargowsky,
1997). In suburban Los Angeles, the percentage of poor neighborhoods
quadrupled between 1970 and 2000 (McConville and Ong, 2003).

Many point to class-based fears about the lowering of property val-
ues as being the main determinant of continued economic segrega-
tion (Johnson, 1995). Clark’s survey (2001) of residential segregation



revealed that separation in cities is more a matter of economic dif-
ference than discrimination. Pendall and Caruthers (2003) found that
income segregation was related to density, in part due to greater com-
petition for space. But they also found there was more income segrega-
tion in metropolitan areas that are larger, have younger housing stock,
smaller households, less manufacturing-based industry, and faster growth
after 1990. On the other hand, one study found that first-generation
immigrants may have higher levels of income-mixing, even though they
tend to live in racially segregated enclaves (Alba et al., 2000).

RACE AND ETHNICITY

In a dramatic appraisal of Black segregation, Karl and Alma Taueber’s
book Negroes in Cities (1965) measured the persistence of segregation,
despite Black economic progress. Their approach was the dissimilarity
measure, which (together with the isolation index) are now the most
commonly used measures. Generally speaking, segregation by race,
especially Black vs. non-Black, is the most pronounced, followed by

class, and then life EIB:Eher et al., 2004).

On an aggregate level, racial diversity in the suburbs has increased
(Frey, 2001; Farley and Frey, 1994). Immergluck and Smith (2003) stud-
ied home-buying patterns in Chicago and found that the percentage of
Whites buying into all-White neighborhoods had declined in the 1990s.
Some scholars are optimistic about the prospects for strengthening
neighborhood racial integration, particularly where a neighborhood’s
‘structural strength’ has become a focus rather than a neighborhood’s
racial makeup (Ellen, 2000a). Black suburbanization has been gradually
increasing since the 1920s, and nearly doubled in the past two decades
(Wiese, 2004). Although relatively few lived in the suburbs in 1960, 30%
of the Black population lived in suburbs by 1999 (Clark, 2001). Between
1970 and 1995, seven million Blacks moved from city to suburb, sev-
eral million more than had moved from the south to the north in the
Great Migration (Freedman, 2004). Minorities now account for 27% of
the suburban population, and the number of all White census tracts has
declined (Fasenfest et al.,, 2004). However, change in segregation varies
by region and by racial and ethnic category. For Hispanics and Asians,
segregation appears to be increasing (Logan et al., 2004). Logan et al.
(2001) found that segregation by race and ethnicity increased between
1990 and 2000 for children even though it had decreased for adults.



By 2000, more immigrants lived in the suburbs than in central cities
(Singer, 2004), although this varied by region. In the New York area,
so-called ‘melting pot tracts’, where three or more groups account for
20% or more of the population, increased from 64 to 84 between 1990
and 2000 (Mehta, 2003). Still, stable, racially integrated neighborhoods
are an exception, and Whites’ negative perception of African-Americans
continues to thwart neighborhood integration (Meyer, 2000). In addi-
tion, the suburbs that Blacks locate to are older, closer, and lower-
income (Schneider and Phelan, 1993). Generally, places that have been
the most traditionally segregated, or have larger minority populations,
are more resistant to integration. Black-White segregation measured
in terms of dissimilarity has actually increased in places with large Black
populations. Overall, minority neighborhoods are now ‘poorer, less
safe, and less capable of supporting high-quality public services’ (Logan,
2003, p. 254).

Conclusions about segregation levels are very much scale dependent.
Massey and Fischer (2003) found that segregation levels decreased at
the state and regional levels between 1900 and 1960, but increased at
the neighborhood level during this same time period. After 1970, racial
segregation IeveIedE: he state and regional levels, but increased at
the neighborhood Bl_many metropolitan areas.Thus, even if there
is a statistical increase in the diversity of income or racial categories
spread over a region, at the local level, segregation often increased.

Integration may therefore not exist at a meaningful spatial level. A
recent study of ‘melting pot suburbs’ in the San Francisco Bay Area
argued that suburban multiculturalism was mostly a myth, and that
suburbs were simply patterning themselves into new forms of seg-
regation (Rehn, 2002). While racial segregation at the level of city vs.
suburb has decreased, racial segregation is now reflected at the level
of suburb vs. suburb. In short, there is evidence that suburbs are dif-
ferentiating themselves along race and class lines. Enclaves are being
formed, resulting from a simultaneous set of processes in which both
segregation and integration are increasing (Clark, 2001). Neither does
an increase in aggregate diversity mean an increase in neighborhood
integration. In the South, levels of Black suburbanization are rela-
tively high, but they tend to be in the form of clustered housing at the
periphery, separate from new White suburbs. And the spatial extent
of census tracts may be large enough to include both types of segre-
gated communities, statistically masking the experience of segregation
(Rehn, 2002).



OTHER FORMS OF SEGREGATION

Schools continue to be a significant source of social separation. They
are still largely segregated by race and class (Briggs, 2004; Frankenberg
et al., 2003). As Americans took stock of progress toward abolishing
the ‘separate but equal’ doctrine of Plessy vs. Ferguson, struck down
50 years ago by the US Supreme Court, they found that ‘the Black poor
are more hopelessly concentrated in failing urban schools than ever, cut
off not only from Whites but from the flourishing Black middle class’
(Freedman, 2004). School segregation reflects residential segregation.
For the past |5 years, schools have been resegregating, not desegregat-
ing, making our nation’s children more isolated, not less. This translates
to inequality in educational outcome: ‘there is a very strong general
relationship between segregation by race and poverty and educational
inequality on many dimensions’ (Frankenberg and Lee, 2003, p. 3). The
schools that Black and Hispanic children attend have double the pov-
erty rate of the schools of White children (Logan, 2003).

Separation between people and jobs also continues to be a significant
problem. There are wider gaps between where people live and where
they work (IhlanfeIEBij:quist, 1998), signifying that John Kain’s mis-
match hypothesis d in the 1960s still applies. Job growth is
higher in outlying areas that house fewer poor and fewer minorities.
Most new jobs for less-educated, lower-income groups — i.e., jobs in
the manufacturing and retailing/wholesaling sectors — are created in the
suburbs (Kasarda, 1995). Job seekers dependent on public transporta-
tion often have difficulty getting to the places where lower wage jobs
are likely to be found.

In many areas, there is also increasing segregation by household type.
For example, there has been an increase in the segregation of married
from unmarried people, involving a division between suburban vs. center
city population (Fischer et al., 2004). Such changes often put additional
stress on municipal governments, since the geography of public services
may be out of sink with population needs — the locations of schools
and health clinics, for example. A recent study of access to services in
Chicago, Los Angeles and Washington, DC found that although there is
greater access to social services in central cities, the location of provid-
ers does not always match the changing demographics of cities appro-
priately, particularly in census tracts outside of the central core (Allard,
2004). When there is a mismatch of both jobs and services — where
there exist ‘profound place-based disparities in opportunity structures
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and social and institutional resources’ — there will be a detrimental
effect on labor market success (Coulton, 2003, p. 159).

EXPLANATIONS: SEGREGATION

These patterns of segregation, and their causes, have been the focus
of much urban scholarship. Separation has been analyzed on the basis
of either socioeconomic status, stage in the life cycle, or race/ethnicity
(Fischer et al.,, 2004). Explanations include consumer choice, discrimina-
tion in institutions and governance, neighborhood dynamics, and macro-
based explanations involving political economy and social change (van
Kempen, 2002; Grigsby et al., |987). Many view the ‘divided and polarized’
city as a product of state activities (Marcuse and van Kempen, 2002).

Institutions of varying kinds are an essential feature in diverse
neighborhoods. This temple and church are located along a
main road in the heart of Bridgeport, one of the diverse
neighborhoods studied for this book.

Racial segregation has received the most attention, and explanations
include individual choice, financial status, and discriminatory practices,
with the last category being dominant (Squires et al,, 2001). Others have
focused on individual behavior and fear (Clark and Dieleman, 1996; Ellin,
1997), or the way in which ethnic and cultural differences bear out in



differentiating space and place (Kefalas, 2003). Vale (2000) studied the
American tendency to exhibit ‘collective ambivalence’ when it comes
to locating the poor spatially, stemming from their mixed motives of
altruism and social control. Some have pointed out that Americans are
generally loathe to having neighbors of lower status than themselves, a
‘dirty little secret buried in the shelves of social science poverty studies’
(Heclo, 1994, p. 422). Fogelson (2005) documented the long history of
restrictive covenants put in place to alleviate the ‘bourgeois nightmares’
of early suburbanites — fear of poor people and racial minorities —
while Keating (1988) implicated the workings of suburban governments
and developers in fostering segregation.

Economists have argued that social mix is actually a theoretical impos-
sibility, and that ‘even with elimination of all institutional practices
that hinder spatial integration, market-based factors would still drive
some forms of spatial segregation in a metropolitan area’ (Wassmer,
2001, p. 2). Spatial segregation is seen as the inevitable result of ‘geo-
political fragmentation’, but it is also a result of the fact that higher-
income households are able to outbid others for locations closest to
the most desirable neighborhood attributes, resulting in a clustering of
high-income groupg\gﬂ, 1995). Thus, at a large scale, segregation
has been shown to ated with jurisdictional boundaries, likely a
result of a Tiebout sorting process (Dawkins, 2004). It is also true that
since social homogeneity can strengthen social support networks, help
protect against discrimination, and help to preserve cultural heritage
(Suttles, 1972), these factor into consumer choice.

A wealth of scholarship has focused more specifically on the effect of
planning policy and regulation on the isolation of poor and minority
groups, notably Anderson’s The Federal Bulldozer (1964), Frieden and
Kaplan’s The Politics of Neglect (1975), Kushner’s Apartheid in America
(1982), Keating’s The Suburban Racial Dilemma (1994), and Thomas and
Ritzdorf’s Urban Planning and the African-American Community (1997).
As planning historian Larry Gerckens summarized it, ‘virtually every
American problem, real, imagined, or socio-psychopathic, was “solved”
by physical isolation and segregation’ (Gerckens, 1994). Zoning codes
that allow only single-family housing but prohibit multi-family housing
are the most dramatic (and prevalent) but subdivision regulations that
require excessive infrastructure can have a similar effect. Less obvious
but potentially insidious ways include the designation of ‘neighborhood
units’ (Silver, 1985), public works projects (Caro, 1974), the push for
‘cold war utopias’ in the form of peripheral, low density development
(Mennel,2004), or even the way in which planning policies fail to support
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nontraditional family configurations more prevalent amongst African-
Americans (Ritzdorf, 1997).

The government role in contributing to concentrated poverty through
its spatial biases is well known (Rohe and Freeman, 2001). Incredibly, the
Home Owners Loan Corporation (HOLC) and the Federal Housing
Authority (FHA) used an underwriting manual that called for investi-
gating whether a neighborhood had a mix of ‘incompatible’ social and
racial groups (Schill and Wachter, 1995). Highway construction financed
by the federal government served to isolate and separate neighbor-
hoods, just as the lack of funding for public transportation ensured that
the poor would be immobile.

Many blame modernist concepts of urbanism promoted by the Congres
Internationaux d’Architecture Moderne (International Congresses of Modern
Architecture), known as CIAM, as the key instigator of separation
(Trancik, 1986). The concepts they promoted are sometimes linked to
Tony Garnier and his 1904 Cite Industrielle, displayed in Paris, which was

Bridgeport

- Industrial corridor

Bridgeport is surrounded by industrial corridors. This condition
probably plays a role in its current status as one of the most
diverse places in Cook County.



the first to apply the principles of mass production and industrial effi-
ciency to city form. Garnier’s plan boldly rejected past historical styles
and offered a ‘machine-age community’ of hydro-electric plants, aero-
domes, and highways, all strictly segregated according to function —
building from street and pedestrian from vehicular traffic (LeGates
and Stout, 1998, p. xxxi; see also Mumford, 2000). Panerai et al. (2004)
argued that the gradual demise of the urban block, beginning with
Haussmann, was rooted in ‘the principle of exclusion’ (p. 16).

Postwar suburbanization carried separation by function to an illogical
extreme. This condition was nurtured for years by planning organiza-
tions, the federal government, and powerful groups like the National
Association of Home Builders. In The Rise of the Community Builders:
The American Real Estate Industry and Urban Land Planning (Weiss, 1987),
Weiss showed how community builders helped put in place the deed
restrictions, zoning, subdivision regulations, and other land develop-
ment controls that engendered the segregated pattern of postwar
suburbanization. Large tracts of single-family housing often connoted
inequity by excluding housing for lower-income groups and failing to
provide services that were not automobile-dependent. The shopping
malls associated w4 stwar suburbanization were ‘disconnected
from the diversity bLi ts and activities of the ‘real world’ (Kupfer,
1990, p. 319). The ways in which sprawling cities like Los Angeles have
contributed to a segregated urban order are popular themes for social
critique, like Mike Davis’ City of Quartz (1990).

Finally, it must be emphasized that even where segregation is less pro-
nounced, people find other, non-spatial ways of maintaining separa-
tion: ‘upstairs/downstairs, as in Haussmann’s Paris, back of streets and
front of streets, as in Engels’ Manchester, front building/back building,
as in Berlin’s Mietskasernen’ (Marcuse and van Kempen, 2002, p. 23).
Anthropologists have highlighted the various ‘codes of deference’ that
have been used to maintain social separation whenever spatial segrega-
tion wasn’t practical — rules about clothing, for example (Espino, 2001,
p- ). In the American South, Blacks shared urban space, but the master/
servant relationship kept social distances in place. The subordination
of Blacks ‘paradoxically lessened the need for a rigid system of hous-
ing segregation’ (Massey and Denton, 1993, pp. 40—41). Gates and walls
have replaced mansions, alleys and side streets to carry on the tradition
of separating higher status residential areas from lower status areas,
even where close spatial proximities remain. Gated communities are
a new form of segregation that sort people by age, lifestyle, and other
forms of demographic identity (Blakely and Snyder, 1995). Small physical



elements can be substantial human barriers too: home security systems,
walls, gates, fences and even cyberspace are the ‘discourse of urban
fear’ that encode class separation (Low, 2003, p. 387; Ellin, 1997).

EXPLANATIONS: DIVERSITY

Why, on the other hand, are some places socially diverse! Depending
on how diversity is defined, every city has at least some neighborhoods
that are diverse, despite the enduring reality that American cities tend
to be highly segregated. While there is no explicit definition of the
‘socially diverse neighborhood’, people consider the mixing of residents
by race/ethnicity and by income level or wealth to be the most essential
forms, though the mixing of age, family type and household type are also
important (Sarkissian, 1976). A diverse neighborhood may have teenag-
ers and elderly; married couples and singles; empty nesters and large
families; waiters and teachers as well as professionals; affluent people and
people on fixed incomes; and people of varying racial, ethnic and cultural
backgrounds. In short, they are places that harbor a full range of human
complexity. Rough estimates put the number of neighborhoods that
could be characterEj acially/ethnically and economically diverse at
anywhere from 5 t0"Z5% of heighborhoods in the US.2

Explanations as to why some neighborhoods are socially diverse are
likely to be based on three sets of factors: historical/economic/social,
policy-related, and physical/locational. Of course, these factors are
interrelated. Historical/economic/social factors have an effect on policy,
and in turn, some historical/economic/social and policy factors affect
physical/locational factors. These interactions are conceptualized shown
below.

Historical/
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factors R
>
Ehy3|cal/ » Diverse places
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Conceptual framework of factors that explain diversity.



Historical/economic/social factors

Places that are diverse may, first and foremost, be those with a long
tradition of diversity. They may be places that functioned historically as
immigrant ports of entry, and this openness may have translated into
other forms of diversity, such as economic. Because of the historical
rootedness of diversity, diverse places may therefore be older than
non-diverse places. Older places may be more likely to have experi-
enced a housing filtering process, whereby some proportion of the
housing stock, because of its age, became more affordable. At the same
time, there may have been an infiltration of new housing stock, creating
a mix of building ages conducive to diversity (Jacobs, 1961). Building age
mix is also likely to result in a lower median housing age for the area
overall, as compared to newer suburban locations. A mix of building
ages helps insure a mix of rents and prices (for both owners and rent-
ers, and for both residential and non-residential users). Different types
of uses require different types, and costs, of buildings.

The dynamics of the local housing market are likely to play a strong
role in the effectuation of diversity. It has been shown empirically that
racial inclusiveness is related to four housing market conditions: new
housing (populateﬁﬁ nger Whites with more tolerance for diver-
sity), multi-family h g, rental housing, and affordable rental housing
(Pendall, 2000). These market conditions are also likely to affect income
diversity. To the degree that housing unit type is a significant factor in
social diversity, diversity is likely to be found where there is a mix of
more than one housing type, including owner vs. renter-occupied and
single-family vs. multi-family housing.

The employment sector is also likely to be related to residential
income diversity. The location of industry seems to have been a partic-
ularly important factor. For example, income diverse areas in Chicago
and other major cities tend to be primarily in ‘blue-collar’, ethnic
neighborhoods located in inner-ring suburbs (Orfield, 2002). Many of
these diverse areas started as industrial suburbs adjacent to railroad
lines. Studies have revealed that middle-income suburbs, many of which
consist of housing tracts developed near industry, also have the widest
range of income groups (Oliver, 2001). Accordingly, the diversity of the
older suburb has been heralded as the lynchpin of a new metropolitan
structure (Orfield, 2002; Oliver, 2001; Hudnut, 2003).

Such areas may have suffered a certain degree of economic decline in
recent decades, particularly due to the loss of industrial jobs (Leigh
and Lee, 2004). They may be struggling to recover from the loss of an



industrial base, but maintaining some stability either because of the
rootedness of the population or because of the influx of new types
of activities. Former industrial sites may now function as edges of
diverse neighborhoods, in some cases being replaced by luxury town-
homes, condominiums, and shopping malls. Income diversity may also
result wherever areas with stable land values lie adjacent to areas with
decreased land values. This characterizes land near industrial sites and
highways, for example.

Diverse areas may be places where macro processes of economic
growth did not translate into widespread spatial mobility. Instead, some
residents may have been able to ‘improve in place’. Or there may have
been disruptions in the gentrification process — it may have stalled
because of larger economic trends. Although many view the process
of middle-class relocation to inner-city neighborhoods as mostly detri-
mental (Abu-Lughod, 1994), if gentrification did not result in complete
displacement it may have been a significant factor in generating income
mix. Some studies have shown this, arguing that gentrification promotes
socioeconomic mixing and probably only adversely affects a small
number of older residents (Vigdor, 2002; Freeman and Braconi, 2004).

These kinds of prE% generate what Nyden et al. (1997) refer to
as a ‘laissez-faire’ diverse community. Examples include areas where
gentrification stalled because of housing market changes, aging com-
munities where residents were replaced with younger people, neigh-
borhoods adjacent to fully revitalized areas, places that function as
immigrant ports of entry, or the addition of affordable housing develop-
ments. Cohen (1998) documented the income diversity of a gentrifying
Baltimore neighborhood that resulted when two fractious community
groups created an investment standoff.

The social cohesiveness of an area may play a role in promoting or sus-
taining diversity. If non-diversity (social separation) is a reflection of the
instability of societal interrelationships (Marcuse, 2001), the opposite
may also be true: diversity is sustained wherever stable interrelationships
occur at a local level. The structural sources for fostering better social
mechanisms like ‘collective efficacy’ are sometimes ‘spatially embedded’
(Sampson et al,, 1999), and the diverse place may be a neighborhood
that has been able to capitalize on this.

How far social relations extend in the diverse neighborhood is not
clear, although it has been hypothesized that social diversity, not homo-
geneity, is the basis of ‘active neighboring’ (Greenbaum and Greenbaum,
1985). That social relations can be bound by diversity, not similarity,



is a theme that some scholars have tried to advance (West, 1991;
Sandercock, 1998). Diversity can be seen as generating ‘bridging’ social
capital (Putnam, 2000), a form of social relation that occurs among
people of different socioeconomic groups. The power of diversity as a
tool for rebuilding social capital has been documented in studies like
Warren’s Dry Bones Rattling: Community Building to Revitalize American
Democracy (2001), which chronicled the coming together of rich and
poor to work on neighborhood revitalization efforts. At the same time,
concentrated disadvantage decreases the capacity of neighbors to work
together. Resource deprivation triggers feelings of alienation and
dependency, weakening mechanisms of informal social control, a con-
clusion supported by Velez (2001), who found that disadvantaged neigh-
borhoods most needed to rely on public methods of social control.

Policy-related factors

The deliberate mixing of income groups started in the |9th century
as an explicit goal of social reformers concerned with constructing
a socially just city (Talen, 2005). New town development in the form
of Garden Cities was intended to mix people of various backgrounds
by integrating different types of housing units within the same block.
Design strategies f E minimizing the outward variation of hous-
ing type; for example, by making apartment dwellings look like large
single-family homes. Urbanists continue to argue that there should be
no difference in the design and quality of housing for different income
categories (Brophy and Smith, 1997).

Policies that are designed to inhibit gentrification and displacement may
have the effect of encouraging social diversity. These may include rent
control and strategies for subsidizing low-income housing (Kennedy and
Leonard, 2001). Or there may be efforts to keep gentrification confined
to small areas. Powell (1999, p. 12) asserts that ‘revitalization strategies
relying on infill or partial/small-scale gentrification’ may have the poten-
tial to create stable, mixed-income neighborhoods. Policies that seek
to increase housing in downtown areas may have a similar effect. These
include adaptive reuse, infill on reclaimed land, or niche housing for
seniors or students (Birch, 2002). It has to be recognized, however, that
infill policies which focus on increasing density could have the effect
of increasing social segregation (Huie and Frisbie, 2000). Infill develop-
ment does not always address affordability problems, as one quantita-
tive study of housing patterns across the US showed (Steinacker, 2003).

A number of recent studies have focused on pro-active efforts at
income mixing undertaken through government programs like the



Department of Housing and Urban Development’s HOPE VI and
Section 8 housing programs (Schwartz and Tajbakhsh, 1997). Social
diversity is promoted by either constructing new mixed-income hous-
ing developments (the HOPE VI program); by dispersing public housing
in higher-income neighborhoods through scattered-site housing; or by
giving section 8 vouchers so that tenants can rent housing in mixed-
income neighborhoods. Subsidized housing is therefore to be dispersed
by demolishing public housing, relying more on tenant vouchers, allow-
ing a greater income-mix in new subsidized developments, or dispers-
ing the spatial location of new public housing projects (Goetz, 1996).
The latter category characterizes Chicago’s Gautreaux program, under
which 75% of public housing families were moved to the suburbs
(Squires et al,, 2001). HUD’s Moving To Opportunity (MTO) program
assisted 4,610 families in five cities to move out of high-poverty neigh-
borhoods to more economically diverse ones.

Empirical studies of these publicly-funded attempts to mix income lev-
els have been generally positive, although there are complaints that
the projects do not always go far enough (Popkin et al., 2004), and that
mixed-income housing should not be seen as a ‘silver bullet’ that over-
comes poverty (Srm 2). A study of the Lake Parc Place mixed-
income housing dEBvc'lgﬂt in Chicago found that the development
‘accomplished the prerequisites for making mixed-income housing into
a community’ (Rosenbaum et al, 1998, p. 703). A study of ‘scattered-
site’ public housing showed that residents of target neighborhoods did
not ‘flee’ or engage in panic selling (Briggs et al., 1999), and Feins and
Shroder (2005) showed that the MTO program resulted in positive
improvements and no loss in social ties for residents relocated from
poor to non-poor areas. Another study showed that the deconcen-
tration of assisted housing can have ‘positive or insignificant effects’ in
terms of property value and crime, if the target neighborhood is not
already low-valued (Galster et al., 2003).

Studies have been made of pro-active efforts to maintain racially inte-
grated neighborhoods, which have been referred to as ‘diversity-by-
direction communities’ (Peterman and Nyden,2001). Such deliberateness
tends to focus on Black-VWhite integration. Planned diversity can either
be a matter of government policy (e.g., Oak Park, lllinois’ ‘Diversity
Assurance Program’) or a result of grass-roots effort (the diversity of
Park Hill, Colorado, was fostered by an organization of church leaders).

Keating (1994) has written about the implementation and feasibil-
ity of housing diversity policies in the Cleveland area. Juliet Saltman



(1990) studied the neighborhood stabilization efforts of five locales
and found that the ‘fragile movement’ was buoyed by progressive non-
profit organizations, school boards, and neighborhood groups, working
in concert with pro-integrative governments. Smith (1993) and Yinger
(1995) reviewed the policies of pro-active integration efforts and found
strategies to improve information flow (counseling, for example), pro-
active marketing, and more accurate information about neighborhood
racial composition. Market intermediaries or housing counselors have
been enlisted to act as ‘brokering organizations’ for cultivating integra-
tion (Briggs, 2001, p. 58). Other strategies for stabilizing diversity have
included code enforcement, antiblockbusting ordinances, bans on for sale
signs, or even grants to individuals who work to support integration.

Regionalism, public transportation, and ‘open and democratic local
governing’ are also believed to be ways of ‘integrating diverse groups
and cultural practices in a just and equitable fashion’ (Polese and Stren,
2000). Local governments may enact fair share housing programs,
requiring new developments to provide a certain number of afforda-
ble housing units; for example, in Montgomery County, Maryland, 15%
of housing units in new subdivisions must be moderately priced, i.e.,
affordable to working-glass households. Once income (or racial) mixing
is in place, local gEB nts may require that strategies be enacted
to ensure that mixed-income housing projects are supported, through
tenant screening, counseling, and project management.

Finally, communities can adopt zoning ordinances intended to encour-
age diversity. A key component might be mixed housing unit type.
Growth controls (building moratoria, permit caps and quotas) have the
effect of preventing income and racial integration (Pendall, 2000; Downs,
2000), so changing these rules is believed to have a positive effect on
diversity. It is a matter of reversing the rules by which social segregation
occurred: allowing multi-family units where they have been excluded,
and eliminating rigid building codes, minimum lot size, maximum den-
sity, minimum setbacks, and other barriers to infill development. This
may also require changing lending policy, capital improvements budg-
eting, and the protocols of the home-building industry, which tend to
favor large, single-use and single-type developments.

Physical/locational factors

Certain physical/locational forms and patterns are believed to be asso-
ciated with social diversity. Many of these characteristics can be seen as
outcomes of the historical/economic/social and policy-related factors
already discussed.



Exploring the link between the built environment and social diver-
sity has been revealed in rich descriptive geographic and enthno-
graphic studies. Geographers have been interested in the patterns of
social diversity emerging in cities, revealing a complex urban landscape
(Bourne and Ley, 2002). The built environment reinforces cultural ster-
eotypes and fears about diversity, at the same time that it provides
an outlet for symbolic expression and the creation of ethnic identity
(Hanhorster, 2000).

As already discussed, Jane Jacobs (1961) and Lewis Mumford (1968a)
had strong ideas about the physical factors conducive to diversity. Lewis
Mumford believed that a healthy diversity required limits on size, den-
sity and area. Jacobs stressed the importance of use. Offices, factories,
dwellings, and other types of primary uses were essential for bringing
people to a place, and secondary uses were essential for serving the
people that came. Above all, Jacobs argued, there was a logic to the
particular mix of uses that would most likely succeed and produce a
healthy urbanism.

While many agree that mixed uses — including public and quasi-public
facilities and neighborhood-level commercial enterprises — are essential
for sustaining sociﬂm communities (Myerson, 2001), finding the
appropriate mix t port income diversity can be problematic. As
Goetz (1996) cautioned, ‘the poor relate to [neighborhood] amenities
in ways fundamentally different from more affluent families” For exam-
ple, public transportation and affordable daycare are likely to be much
more important to poor families (see also Bayer, 2000).

Philip Nyden and colleagues (Nyden et al,, 1997; 1998) found a vari-
ety of physical factors contributing to ‘stable diverse’ neighborhoods.
Significant factors included whether they had ‘attractive physical char-
acteristics’, access to public transportation and jobs, land use diversity
(stores and restaurants), housing stock variety, proximity to downtown,
or the existence of ‘social seams’ in the form of schools, parks, or a
strip of neighborhood stores. Others have stressed the importance of
a neighborhood’s ‘institutional base’, particularly religious institutions
(Rose, 2000), as a way to promote ‘strong cross-status ties in mixed-
income neighborhoods’ (Clampet-Lundquist, 2004, p. 443).

A variety of housing types in one location is an obvious way that physi-
cal form promotes social diversity. Mixing housing unit types can occur
in two ways: new, mixed housing type developments, or the infilling of
new types of development, either on vacant parcels or through the
addition of larger homes or smaller units (over garages, over stores).
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In the latter case, forms associated with mixed housing include cor-
ner duplexes, walk-up apartments on back streets, smaller lots, and
duplexes designed as single-family homes. Putting larger or more
expensive housing in lower-income areas through demolition and
replacement (so-called ‘monster’ houses in bungalow neighborhoods),
or by restoring housing previously divided into smaller apartments, are
development approaches that work in reverse: higher-income housing
in lower-income neighborhoods (Lang and Danielson, 2002).

il

Platting diversity promotes housing type diversity. This example
shows parcels and building footprints in the Bridgeport area in
Chicago.

A mix of lot types also promotes housing type mix, particularly smaller
lots and larger lots in the same block or at least in the same vicinity.
Most often, platting in the US, especially post-World War Il suburban
development, has consisted of strict lot uniformity. Diverse areas in
Chicago, however, have a mix of platting arrangements — lot sizes,
shapes, and positioning relative to the street — and this has encouraged
the mixing of unit sizes and types.

Density also has an effect on diversity. Jacobs preferred densities in the
range of 100 dwellings to the acre, and anything significantly lower, she
argued, was in danger of producing ‘gray areas’. High density and high
ground coverage was to be relieved by frequent streets (created by



small block size), and variation in building type would have the effect
of increasing the diversity of both population and business enterprise.
Jacobs argued, further, that this variation would be difficult to achieve
wherever land coverage was low and density was high, factors charac-
terizing modern public housing projects.

Despite these calculations, diversity and density do not seem to be cor-
related in a direct, linear way. As Pendall (2001) explains, density exac-
erbates segregation by housing type and class because gentrification is
more likely to occur in high density neighborhoods where ‘proximity-
related benefits’ increasingly enter ‘people’s utility functions’ (Pendall
and Caruthers, 2003, p. 547). As higher-income groups attempt to move
‘back to the city’, valuing walking and access to amenities (Hughes
and Seneca, 2004), enclaves may be formed, as opposed to places with
income mix. While some have argued that low density development
increases choices for a wider range of socioeconomic groups (Glaeser
and Vigdor, 2003), and low density areas have even been shown to
be more diverse than the compact city in some cases (Pendall and
Carruthers, 2003), low density development may pose a significant
problem for low-income people when it comes to the provision of
neighborhood-leveEcgiis_and access to jobs and urban services.

NOTES

| ‘Class’ is a term sociologists use to refer to different types of hierarchical
distinctions between groups. This can be based on income, wealth, occupa-
tion, education, or other variables. Thus class has a broader definition than
income. For further reading see Grusky and Szelenyi (2006).

2 Phil Nyden estimated 5-10% at a recent panel discussion on diversity,
which took place in Chicago on June 9, 2006 at the I-Space Gallery, 230 W.
Superior St. Another view, by Taylor (2006), estimates that 24% of neigh-
borhoods in the Chicago region can be classified as ‘diverse’.



The notion of ‘diversity’ defies clear definition. The New York Times
described it as a trendy, cliché code word (Freedman, 2004), and cul-
tural pundits have tended to complicate rather than clarify the notion.
David Brooks (2004) characterized diversity in the exurban fringe as a
‘relentlessly aspiring’ cultural zone that includes everything from ‘lesbian
dentists’ to ‘Iranian McMansions’. The different ways in which diversity
is invoked has been described as ‘conceptual chaos’ fostering a ‘diversity
of diversities’ that is potentially counter-productive (Lees,2003b, p.621).
For urban planners and designers looking to support neighborhood-
level social diversity, less ambiguous definitions are required.

This chapter sumn‘EBlhg arguments for and against neighborhood-
level or place diversity. While this book is based on the view that
neighborhood-level social diversity is essential, an understanding of the
counter-arguments is necessary. | first summarize the arguments used
to support place diversity as a normative goal, organized under two
main headings: place vitality and social equity. The categories are inter-
related, but nevertheless can be discussed as distinct concepts used to
justify not only the need for place diversity, but also the need for a
physical environment that can support it.

PLACE VITALITY

There is a pervasive view among urbanists that diversity is a positive
force in a global society, a mode of existence that enhances human
experience. The city is revered precisely because it is the locus of dif-
ference and diversity, and the writings of Fischer (1975), Lefebvre
(1991), and Harvey (2000) have put an intellectually rigorous spin on
this key point. Even where urban cultural diversity is marketed and sold
as a tool of economic development (Lang et al., 1997), the forging of
diverse urban lifestyles is nevertheless regarded as an essential asset of
cities (Zukin, 1998).



In the realm of urban planning and design, the basic idea is this: ‘the
combinations of mixtures of activities, not separate uses, are the key to
successful urban places’ (Montgomery, 1998, p. 98). Thus the notion of
‘quality’ in the built environment is routinely measured on the basis of
variety, choice and interest, all aspects of diversity (Smith et al., 1997).
Allan Jacobs and Donald Appleyard (1987) wrote a widely cited mani-
festo in which they argued that diversity and the integration of activi-
ties were necessary parts of ‘an urban fabric for an urban life’. Feminists
call for building an ‘infrastructure for everyday lives’, and view separa-
tion in space as a reflection of the ‘hegemonic assumptions about the
respective roles of men and women’ (Gilroy and Booth, 1999, p. 307).
To some, it is simply that life is ‘most rewarding, productive and pleas-
ant’ when as many people as possible ‘understand, appreciate, and seek
out interclass contact and communication in a mode of good will
(Delany, 1999, p. 19).

The maximizing of ‘exchange possibilities’, both economic and social,
is viewed as the key factor of urban quality of life (Greenberg, 1995).
More simply, the mixture of housing, schools and shopping is the basic
definition of ‘a good pedestrian neighborhood’ (Hayden, 2003, p. 121).
What counted for obs was the ‘everyday, ordinary performance
in mixing people’, Emomplex ‘pools of use’ that would be capa-
ble of producing something greater than the sum of their parts (Jacobs,
1961, pp. 164—165). This is similar to the feminist call for an ‘infrastruc-
ture of everyday life’ whereby urban spaces are given multiple roles, not
categorized as satisfying either the ‘reproductive or productive arena’
(Gilroy and Booth, 1999, p. 308).

Lewis Mumford wrote about the importance of social and economic
mix often, citing the ‘many-sided urban environment’ as one with more
possibilities for ‘the higher forms of human achievement’ (1938, p. 486).
Planners, in their plans for the physical design of cities, were supposed
to foster this wherever possible to achieve the mature city: ‘A plan
that does not further a daily intermixture of people, classes, activities,
works against the best interests of maturity’ (Mumford, 1968b, p. 39).
By mid-20th century, the rejection of suburbia by planners was based
on a perception that it lacked diversity and therefore was ‘anathema to
intellectual and cultural advance’ (Sarkissian, 1976, p. 240).

Mumford’s ideas about human diversity were strongly influenced by
Patrick Geddes, and both men saw the advantage and positive stimula-
tion of cities as a way to accommodate ‘the essential human need for
disharmony and conflict’ (1938, p. 485). The very existence of diversity



signifies democracy in action (Sennett, 1970). As one researcher put
it, ‘it is discourse over conflict, not unanimity, that helps democracy
thrive’ (Patricia Gurin, quoted in Skerry, 2002, p. 23). In a similar vein,
Baumgartner’s (1991) study of the ‘moral order of a suburb’ revealed
the negative implications of homogenized, privatized social worlds
where communal conflict is internalized or avoided rather than dealt
with openly.

Diversity is seen as the primary generator of urban vitality because
it increases interactions among multiple urban components. A ‘close-
grained’ diversity of uses provides ‘constant mutual support’, and plan-
ning must, Jacobs argued, ‘become the science and art of catalyzing
and nourishing these close-grained working relationships’ (1961, p. 14).
Thus the separation of urbanism into components, like land use cat-
egories, miles of highways, square footage of office space, park acreage
per capita — all of these abstracted calculations lead to, as Mumford
termed it, the ‘anti-city’ (1968b, p. 128). Jacobs similarly berated plan-
ners for treating the city as a series of calculations and measurable
abstractions that rendered it a problem of ‘disorganized complexity’,
and made planners falsely believe that they could effectively manipulate

its individualized parts.

Diversity is usuallyﬁt%c!?ght of as being chaotic or random. For Jane
Jacobs, social, economic and physical diversity effectively co-existed
within an underlying system of order, which she termed ‘organized
complexity’. Similarly, Eliel Saarinen (1943, p. 13) thought the diversity
of urban elements could be brought into ‘a single picture of rhyth-
mic order’. Melvin Webber’s ‘Order in Diversity’ (1953, p. 51-2) essay
lamented the mistaking of complexity for chaos. He believed that plans,
to accommodate diversity, must be designed ‘to accommodate the dis-
parate demands upon land and space made by disparate individuals and
groups’.

Most agree that diversity must be substantive, not superficial: ‘it is the
richness of human variation that gives vitality and color to the human
setting’ (Raskin, quoted in Jacobs, 1961, p. 229). And in fact, a com-
mercial street that looks garish and chaotic is most likely not diverse
but homogenous.Venturi et al. (1977) discovered that architecture will
attempt to present a sense of variety by being exhibitionist in the midst
of an underlying homogeneity. Extreme variations in color, form and
texture are buildings crying out to be recognized amidst an overbear-
ing pattern of sameness.



Diversity is associated with vibrant commercial
areas, such as this commmercial corridor in the heart
of West Ridge, a diverse community on the north
side of Chicago.

Economic health

A sub-category of ‘place vitality’ is economic health. Urban diversity,
the ‘size, density, and congestion’ of cities, was considered by Jacobs to
be ‘among our most precious economic assets’ (Jacobs, 1961, p. 219).
There has been disagreement over the role of diversity in generating
knowledge spillovers, but the view that diversity of industries in close
proximity generates growth, rather than specialization within a given
industry, is generally accepted (Glaeser et al., 1992; Quigley, 1998). The
richness of human diversity is an economic asset because innovation
within firms can come from spillovers outside of the firm. Spillovers
depend, to some degree, on spatial proximity, since distance affects
knowledge flows (Glaeser, 2000). The scale at which diversity is able
to create spillovers that contribute to innovation and vitality depends



on the scale at which cross-cultural knowledge spillovers are likely to
occur.

Richard Florida has been particularly explicit in arguing for the impor-
tance of diversity in economic terms, but his argument is structured
differently. His creative capital theory states that high densities of
diverse human capital (the proportion of gay households in a region is
one measure), not diversity of firms or industries in the conventional
economic view, is what promotes innovation and economic growth
(Florida, 2002a). Cities that are open to ‘diversity of all sorts’ are also
the ones that ‘enjoy higher rates of innovation and high-wage economic
growth’ (Florida, 2004, p. 1). Cities should therefore attract human capi-
tal, focusing on what’s good for people rather than on, more conven-
tionally, what’s good for business. This naturally leads to an elevation of
the qualities of place, since ‘talent does not simply show up in a region’
(Florida, 2002b, p. 754).

Studies have attempted to show that immigration is an economic stim-
ulus, and that the economic health of the US can be tied to its his-
torical openness to foreigners (Zachary, 2000; Saxenian, 1999). In The
Global Me, Zachary, 0) proclaims that diversity is the defining char-
acteristic of the weé% ations, a new world of citizens who possess
multiple ‘ethnoracial affiliations’. Maignan et al. (2003a) point out that
it is possible to find a historical relationship between religious toler-
ance and innovation, starting with the rise of capitalism in the 17th and
18th centuries. Intolerance, on the other hand, correlates with ‘crisis
and slackness in business’ (p. |3). It has also been shown that diversity
in metropolitan areas is correlated with lower unemployment and less
instability (Malizia and Ke, 1993).

Diversity promotes economic health because it fosters opportunity.
In Jacobs’ words, cities, if they are diverse, ‘offer fertile ground for the
plans of thousands of people’ (p. 14). Non-diversity offers little hope for
future expansion, either in the form of personal growth or economic
development. And in fact class segregation has been shown to lower a
region’s economic growth (Ledebur and Barnes, 1993). Nor are non-
diverse places able to support the full range of employment required
to sustain a multi-functional human settlement. Diversity of income and
education levels means that the people crucial for service employment,
including local government workers (police, fire, school teachers), and
those employed in the stores and restaurants that cater to a local cli-
entele, should not have to travel from outside the community to be
employed there.



Finally, there is the idea that a diverse community is better able to take
care of itself. The ‘richly differentiated neighborhood’ is more ‘dura-
ble and resilient’ against economic downturn. But interaction among
diverse peoples also helps generate the contacts needed for individual
success. Diversity builds social capital of the bridging kind by widening
networks of social interaction. Where there is less social diversity and
more segregation, there is likely to be less opportunity for the creation
of these wider social networks. This could be a significant disadvantage
for segregated neighborhoods, and could even have the effect of pro-
longing unemployment (Grannoveter, 1983).

Ecology and sustainability

Place vitality may be linked, as well, to ecology. Relating human diversity
to biological diversity is a pervasive theme in urban planning, explored
first by ecologically-oriented planners like Patrick Geddes (1915) and
Lewis Mumford (1925), and later by lan McHarg (1969). The connec-
tions generally revolved around a regionalist approach to city planning.
The meaning of an ecologically informed urban planning meant, essen-
tially, a regionalism in which diversity thrived in the form of close-knit
communities well-i d within a larger ecological context. Benton
MacKaye (1928) dréw creative, if abstract, analogies between the world
of planning and the world of nature to make these connections.

Ecology originated as a field of study focused on holistic notions about
integrated, balanced, interdependent communities of biological organ-
isms (Calow, 1998). The most famous application of ecology to human
environments remains that developed by McKenzie, Park, and other
theorists of the Chicago school in the 1920s and 1930s (Park et dl,
1925). According to Park, ‘all living organisms, plants and animals alike,
are bound together in a vast system of interlinked and interdependent
lives” (Park, 1952, p. 145). Amos Hawley’s (1950) Human Ecology: A Theory
of Community Structure theorized the community as groups of individuals
dependent on each other for survival, and human ecology was essen-
tially the study of the organization of interactions and functional rela-
tionships between groups in a community.

The attempt to link the human and natural worlds is often discredited.
Sociologists and geographers have questioned the relevance of com-
munities (cities) as functional units, given the global nature of migration
and capitalism and the existence of nations, corporations and other
entities that operate beyond the bounds of cities (Harvey, 2000; Sassen,
1997; Gottdeiner and Feagin, 1998). Some emphasize the difficulty of



the study of community as a unit, since defining the territory of a set
of groups as cohesive or independent is problematic, while others criti-
cize human ecology for focusing on human interaction in the abstract,
divorced from the physical, spatial environment in which it takes place.
Critical theorists like Lefevbre (1991) and Soja (1989) argue that social
processes have a fundamentally spatial dimension, occurring in particu-
lar places at particular times, which cannot be detached in an abstract
manner as in human ecological theory.

Despite these criticisms, the application of ecological theory to human
environments continues (Berry, 2001). Recent calls for ‘a new paradigm
for transdisciplinary landscape ecology’ in which ‘multifunctionality in
landscapes’ is the norm is essentially about managing landscapes for
multiple uses as a counter-strategy to the Western tendency to segre-
gate functions (Naveh, 2004, p. 33; Brandt and Vejre, 2004). Planners are
instructed to ‘weave together’ a diversity of elements, like ‘a quilt held
together with threads’ in their approach to planning for communities.
These principles of landscape ecology then become ‘the new civics of
sustainability’ (Dramstad et al., 1996, p. 5).

Texts on sustainability in cities are likely to feature diversity as a fun-
damental goal. Beag Manning (1997, p. 36) define the sustainable
community as ‘one in which diversity is tolerated and encouraged’, where
‘sharp spatial separation or isolation of income and racial groups’ is non-
existent, and where residents have equal access to ‘basic and essential
services and facilities’. Steiner posits the notion of ‘unity in diversity’ as a
fundamental principle of human ecology. It is through diversity that plu-
ralist societies, defined as ‘heterogenous groups within a space’ achieve
unity (Steiner, 2002, p. 34). Diversity is what builds resilience in both
human societies and natural ecosystems (Capra, 1996).

Characteristics of sustainable cities are almost all tied to, or ultimately
derived from, the need for social and economic diversity. The book
Building Sustainable Urban Settlements (Romaya and Rakodi, 2002), for
example, lists ‘mixed land uses’ first under its set of principles for building
sustainable settlements. Reduction of travel costs, and therefore energy
consumption, is usually a primary motivation. The ‘land use—transport
connection’ is put forth as a counter-response to the problem of non-
diversity, i.e., functional isolation (Newman and Kenworthy, 1996).
A mixture of land uses has been shown empirically to encourage non-
automobile based modes of travel such as walking and bicycling (Cervero,
1996), which in turn are seen as having a positive impact on public health
(Frank et al.,2006)."



SOCIAL EQUITY

There are two ways in which social diversity is linked to social equity.
First is the idea that social diversity is equitable because it ensures
better access to resources for all social groups — it nurtures what is
known as the ‘geography of opportunity’. In the second sense, diver-
sity is seen as a utopian ideal — that mixing population groups is the
ultimate basis of a better, more creative, more tolerant, more peace-
ful and stable world. Under the first objective, distribution and access
to resources is a matter of fairness. Under the second, even those in
higher-income brackets can take advantage of the creativity, social capi-
tal and cross-fertilization that occurs when people of different back-
grounds, income-levels and racial and ethnic groups are mixed. The
former speaks to functionality and material need, the latter to the nur-
turing of the human spirit.
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Diverse neighborhoods foster social mixing. Above, a cafe in
Portage Park welcomes all ages to parficipate in an ‘open mic
night”’.

The idea of calculated social mixing in cities and towns — deliberately
attempting to put people of different means and backgrounds in the
same general area — was born in the |9th century by idealists and social
critics who deplored the living conditions of the poor. The Settlement
Houses and Co-Partnerships of Samuel and Henrietta Barnett, Octavia



Hill, Jane Addams, and others were aimed at educating and socializing
the poor, but also sensitizing the rich through deliberate social mix in
urban places. Others focused on constructing utopian communities
that deliberately mixed people of different social and economic classes
through spatial planning and housing design. Examples include com-
pany towns like Bournville or Ebenezer’s Garden Cities of Letchworth,
Welwyn Garden City, and Wythenshawe. They were meant to include
all social groups, although in varying degrees of physical closeness.
Whereas Howard’s idea of mix was more segregated on a micro-level,
Bourneville’s mix was fine-grained. But even Howard’s idea included a
level of mix that far exceeded conventional American patterns: places
to work, shop and recreate were to be within a short walking distance.
Raymond Unwin, the architect who gave physical form to Howard’s
theory of Garden Cities, stated that town planning must ‘prevent
the complete separation of different classes of people’ (Unwin, 1920,
p- 294). Of course, there were limits: ‘close enough, but not too close’
as Hall (2002, p. 104) describes Unwin’s attempt at social mix.

Sarkissian (1976) reviewed the history of attempting to mix social
groups via town planning (see also Cole and Goodchild, 2001). She
identified the vari als of social mixing: to raise the standards of
the lower classes,OE gﬁrage esthetic diversity and cultural cross-
fertilization, to increase equality of opportunity, to promote social har-
mony, to improve the physical functioning of the city (better access to
jobs and services), and to maintain stable neighborhoods, whereby one
can move up or down in housing expenditure and remain in the same
area. Empirical studies of stable, diverse neighborhoods have docu-
mented the ability of integration and stability to co-exist (Ellen, 1998;
Lee and Wood, 1990; Maly, 2000; Ottensmann, 1995).

Using the physical environment to promote racial justice was an impor-
tant goal in postwar planning. Books like Charles Abrams’ Forbidden
Neighbors (1955) were about racial justice through integration, argu-
ing the case for residential social mix ‘from every conceivable angle’
(Sarkissian, 1976, p. 239). Although not heralded as such, urban renewal
programs in the fifties were focused on social mix, largely on the
grounds that mix could make communities more stable (Glazer, 1959).
Housing activist Catherine Bauer held similar views about the impor-
tance of social mixing (Bauer, 1951). Following through on these ideals,
new towns developed in the 1960s — Columbia, Maryland and Reston,
Virginia — were planned for racial and economic mixing.

Sociologists argue that if people are confined to a social environment
with concentrated problems, a variety of life chances are diminished, such



as access to health care and employment information. Children growing
up in neighborhoods of diminished resources are negatively impacted
because student achievement is significantly influenced by classmates and
their families, not just teachers (Burtless, 1996). Researchers have con-
cluded that the concentration of social disadvantage leads to an increase
in crime rates (Jargowsky et al., 2005). Concentrated poverty also cor-
relates with economic dislocation and the loss of jobs, something William
Julius Wilson protested in The Truly Disadvantaged (Wilson, 1987).

Because of concentrated social conditions like joblessness, the segre-
gated neighborhood will experience property disinvestment, housing
abandonment, and the withdrawal of commercial activity. Kefalas’ (2003)
study of a working-class neighborhood showed how rascism was being
driven by the deterioration of place, where the physical decay of the
ghetto was used ‘as irrefutable evidence of widespread social break-
down’ (p. 52). Loss of consumer income means loss of consumer
demand and a depleted retail sector. Rich and poor communities will
have different tax structures resulting in different resource levels. High-
income residents will seek lower property tax rates, while low-income
neighborhoods will have to tax themselves at a much higher rate to
receive a comparabésl el of service (Massey and Fischer, 2003).

One solution to t uities is to deconcentrate the poor — in
other words, promote place diversity. It is argued that poor people who
move to low-poverty neighborhoods will benefit by obtaining better
quality housing, better resources, more employment opportunities, and
access to wider social networks. This is not confined to central cities
vs. suburbs; recent revelations that suburban poverty rates are higher
than urban poverty rates have produced calls for more economically
integrated neighborhoods throughout metropolitan regions (Berube
and Kneebone, 2006).

Integration also creates a basis for ‘pluralist politics’ based on shared
benefit (Massey and Denton, 1986, p. 14), whereas non-diverse, exclu-
sively poor neighborhoods compete for public expenditures on their
own. Neighborhood-based diversity provides the basis for shared
concern, a ‘coalition politics based on geographically structured self-
interest’ (p. 157). Diversity is thus essential for making sure that groups
can share interests and build political effectiveness. Social segregation, by
limiting this power, limits the degree to which physical improvements —
facilities like schools and parks — are likely to be funded. Supporting this
are findings that neighborhood public facilities play a role in reducing
crime (Peterson et al., 2000), which is important for sustaining mixed-
income communities (Myerson, 2001).



The idea that something useful is accomplished by ensuring that diver-
gent populations come together and encounter ‘the Other’ in collective
space may seem contrived. Yet the idea that everyday contact is crucial
for ‘reconciling and overcoming ethnic cultural differences’ (Amin, 2002,
p- 959), or that casual social contact or ‘weak ties’ are essential for com-
munity building (Skjaeveland and Garling, 1997) are still compelling ideas.
There is also empirical validation. Research has demonstrated the posi-
tive effect of desegregated schools, where the mixing of racially diverse
groups has been found to significantly lessen fear and distrust of dis-
similar people (Wells et al., 2004). Bringing people in contact with one
another, sometimes referred to as the ‘neighborhood contact hypoth-
esis’, is believed to reduce racial prejudice and raise the bar on the
neighborhood tipping point (the point at which neighborhoods ‘tip’ to
all one race; see lhlanfeldt and Scafidi, 2002). Encountering the full spec-
trum of a community is also thought to be essential for a child’s educa-
tion because it teaches them that they are part of a larger culture, that
they have a role in, and can participate in, a shared society. The value of
constant encounter was nicely summed up by Michael Sorkin: ‘It is no
tautology to suggest that the only training for living together is living
together’ (Sorkin, 1999, p. 7).

BL

COUNTER-ARGUMENTS

To some degree, there is a conflict between the goals of ‘vitality’ and
‘equity’, the two main objectives of place diversity. One problem is
that the goal of place vitality needs to be matched with a commitment
to social equity, but this is not often recognized. Diversity has been
embraced as a fundamental concept in the attempt to stimulate an urban
renaissance, but liberal notions of cultural pluralism do not sit easily with
the business community (Lees, 2003). Many, if not most, mixed-use devel-
opments consist of large-scale, high-end retailing and expensive condos in
prime locations, often with the assistance of community redevelopment
agencies (Culp, 2003). Most often, the public benefit is strictly a matter of
stimulating downtown economic growth, not procuring social equity and
sustainability through human diversity.

Diversity is a matter of degrees, and it varies in terms of its negative
and positive effects. There is no doubt that diversity is a matter of cul-
tural perception, as are density and many other aspects of urban place
and form (Rapoport, 1977). In other words, it is not always easy to



recognize when diversity is a good thing, and when it is not. In the case
of mixing incomes, there may be thresholds that need to be met before
the benefits of income mixing have effect. Quercia and Galster (1997)
hypothesized that attracting the middle-class to the central city was
probably only of benefit if certain levels were reached.

Environmental and social diversity goals may conflict wherever the
former is defined as reducing land consumption and increasing density.
Increasing density holds a real danger of increasing social segregation
(Huie and Frisbie, 2000), and as a result, suburbanization is sometimes
viewed as a mediator of segregation (Logan et al., 2004). Jacobs relished
the diversity of cities with ‘so many people’ living ‘so close together’
in places of ‘exuberant variety’, but critics thought her glorification
of diversity was akin to ‘home remedies for urban cancer’ (Mumford,
1968). And if diversity depends on a given level of urban concentration,
as Jacobs prescribed, it will appeal only to one segment of the popu-
lation, not to everyone. As higher-income groups attempt to move
‘back to the city’, valuing walking and access to amenities (Hughes
and Seneca, 2004), these kinds of transitions may not be creating diver-
sity but rather shifting enclaves. This underscores the need to under-
stand the differen tB een ‘chosen enclave’ and ‘enforced ghetto’
(Peach, 2001). E VL

Skerry (2002) uncovered a number of studies that have concluded that
diversity is a mixed blessing: it poses problems for community policing
efforts, it impedes the ability to maintain social cohesion, it correlates
with a weak labor movement; and, in general, creates dissension and
conflict. He points to a study by psychologists Williams and O’Reilly
(1998) that reviewed 40 years of research on racial and ethnic diver-
sity and concluded that diversity is likely to ‘impede group functioning’.
Research on British towns by Kuper (1953) suggested a correlation
between social mix and neighborly disputes. Recent work by Putnam
(Sailer, 2007) and Wilson and Taub (2006) have shown significant levels
of social stress brought on by living in diverse places. And social mix-
ing can provoke a backlash. The ‘relative deprivation’ model of neigh-
borhood effects maintains that more affluent neighbors can stimulate
resentment among less-affluent neighbors and create the need to main-
tain a ‘deviant subculture’ (Mayer and Jencks, 1989, p. 1442).

Separation seems to reflect human nature, and it is often argued that
human settlements ‘naturally’ segregate into homogenous areas (Kostof,
1991). Ethnic segregation may be one of those naturally occurring



phenomena. In their classic study of ethnic identity, Beyond the Melting
Pot: the Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Jews, Italians, and Irish of New York City,
Glazer and Moynihan (1963) showed that ethnicity in the American
city was not a relic from the era of mass immigration that was rap-
idly diminishing in importance, but instead was a new phenomenon that
arose in response to life in the city. Many believe that multicultural-
ism and ‘ethnic federalism’ is essential because it sustains group identity,
ethnic heritage, and the support systems that go along with the preser-
vation of cultural affiliation. Assimilation, on the other hand, works on
the model of melting pot conformance to White, western values. If a
particular concentration of people constitutes a voluntary rather than
a coerced enclave, there may be no need for intervention, and in fact
the ‘voluntary enclave’ may be viewed as a legitimate act of empower-
ment (Peach, 2001). In a similar vein, Vale (1998) argues that income
mixing is ‘politically and financially appealing but socially unnecessary’.
Some have even been arguing against the need for school integration,
believing that segregated schools need not be integrated, just equalized
(Bell, 2004; Ogletree, 2004).

Social homogeneity can be seen as empowering. In the 1960s, Black mil-
itants reacting agai ed relocation under urban renewal ‘insisted
that integration thréaténed the solidarity of the ghetto, that it was a
device to divide and rule’ (Sarkissian, 1976, p. 242). Under current pub-
lic housing programs, a similar reaction is occurring, and the placement
of low-income groups in suburban, higher-income locations is seen as
having the adverse affect of disrupting the social support systems that
developed in public housing projects (Feldman and Stall, 2004). Some
argue that Blacks prefer to live in Black neighborhoods where they can
establish their own social institutions (Thernstrom and Thernstrom,
1997; Patterson, 1997).

Similarity of population leads to similarity in demand for public goods.
Economists see this as efficient Tiebout sorting: a ‘lower-level demander’
is prevented from ‘free riding’ off the demands (and payments) of a ‘high-
level demander’ (Wassmer, 2001, p. 15). Ethnic diversity, which ensures
heterogeneity of preference, results in lower levels of public goods pro-
vision (Alesina et al., 1999). There is also the question of whether the
type and spatial location of amenities in high-status areas is appropriate
to meet the needs of residents with a different set of requirements. Just
putting the poor in an affluent area does not create a better life for
them, and may in fact isolate them socially and functionally.
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Mixing housing for very different income levels does not always
result in a desirable kind of diversity. Pictured above is Cabrini-
Green public housing next fo new condo development.

EBL

Where the promotion of diversity entails gentrification, there are
major concerns. The infiltration of higher-income groups may produce
an increased income mix, along with an increase in property values and
revenues, but it can also mean disruptive changes in local leadership,
institutions, social networks, and established cultural anchors (Kennedy
and Leonard, 2001). It may mean that low-income residents are pushed
to other locations, severely disrupted at best. This has been the view
of many urban scholars, who argue that the process of middle-class
relocation in inner-city neighborhoods is nothing but loss, the killing of
‘neighborhood spirit’ (Abu-Lughod, 1994). Grady Clay quotes an eerie
description of what can happen if the gentrification process goes full
swing: ‘Summer chairs on the sidewalk, television out on the stoop, and
children’s street games are replaced with herringbone pavements, fake
gas lamps, wrought iron window railings, and a deathly hush on the
street’ (Holcomb, 1986, quoted in Clay, 1994, pp. | |7-118).

CONCLUSION

| have presented here a wide array of arguments for and against
place diversity. Understanding both sides is necessary, and there are



indisputable arguments to be made on either side. Sometimes the bal-
ance tips strongly in favor of the need to promote place diversity, but
there are undoubtedly times when voluntary social segregation may be
warranted. Still, whatever advantages there may be to social homoge-
neity in a neighborhood, they will have to stand up against the prob-
lems of isolationism, exclusivity and uneven access to resources. And
if there are instances where the goal of diversity can legitimately be
downplayed, that will not change the need to support place diversity in
many other locations.

Arguments in favor of diversity seem motivated by positive, hopeful
views about life in an inclusive society. Arguments in favor of homoge-
neity seem motivated by doubt, fear, and even hatred. It seems unlikely
that neighborhood homogeneity will ever be heralded as a desired
form of human settlement.

NOTE

| lronically, the environmental crisis of cities a century ago was remedied

by separating use Bett-izl from industrial, for example), a strategy that
later proved to g its=own set of adverse environmental effects.
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In the context of city planning, design is about proposing change to
urban form — streets, spaces, blocks, group of blocks, districts, or entire
neighborhoods. Of special interest are the uses, locations and patterns
associated with these forms.

The kind of design that is most relevant to social diversity is the kind
that acknowledges the underlying social realities and possibilities of a
place, a street, a block, or a neighborhood. Social dimension and com-
plexity are relied on to generate design insight and potential. The crea-
tive role of the designer is to learn how to translate and communicate

that potential. The jness of a project is judged by its social impact —
specifically, whethekd Tarts or undermines social diversity.

Design for diversity draws from the traditional fields of urban planning
and urban design. It draws from urban planning because of the social prin-
ciples planning espouses — i.e., the lessening of social inequality is central
to the urban planner’s code of professional conduct (see Box ). It draws
from urban design in that it is concerned with intervening in the built
environment. Design for diversity merges the esthetic interest of urban
design with the social objectives of urban planning. It is a way of making
the urban designer’s proposals more firmly rooted in social justice, and
the urban planners’ concern with social justice more design-based.

There are a number of reasons why planning and design of the built
environment are critically important for social diversity. First, diverse
neighborhoods tend to have a high number of physical transitions.
Juxtapositions of difference are visible because in a diverse place there
are different kinds of people doing different kinds of things. This can
often be a cause of stress, particularly since the meaning and implica-
tion of various physical elements can get accentuated in diverse neigh-
borhoods: boundaries can take on special significance, connectivity can
clash with a heightened need for privacy, or visual coherence can con-
flict with diverse tastes and styles.



Box | American Institute of Certified Planners
(AICP) Code of Ethics and Professional Conduct
(emphasis added)

Our primary obligation is to serve the public interest and we, there-
fore, owe our allegiance to a conscientiously attained concept of
the public interest that is formulated through continuous and open
debate.We shall achieve high standards of professional integrity, pro-
ficiency, and knowledge. To comply with our obligation to the public,
we aspire to the following principles:

a) We shall always be conscious of the rights of others.

b) We shall have special concern for the long-range consequences of
present actions.

c) We shall pay special attention to the interrelatedness of decisions.

d) We shall provide timely, adequate, clear, and accurate information
on planning issues to all affected persons and to governmental
decision makers.

e) We shall give people the opportunity to have a meaningful impact
on the development of plans and programs that may affect them.
Participation SEB broad enough to include those who lack
formal organiz influence.

f) We shall seek social justice by working to expand choice
and opportunity for all persons, recognizing a special
responsibility to plan for the needs of the disadvantaged
and to promote racial and economic integration.We shall
urge the alteration of policies, institutions, and decisions
that oppose such needs.

g) We shall promote excellence of design and endeavor to conserve
and preserve the integrity and heritage of the natural and built
environment.

h) We shall deal fairly with all participants in the planning process.
Those of us who are public officials or employees shall also deal
evenhandedly with all planning process participants.

Source: www.planning.org.

Second, diverse neighborhoods are often the target of policies aimed at
either increasing investment or slowing down displacement. Public and
private investment takes place alongside rent control, tax relief, zoning
changes, or regulations on the size of new developments. Planning and
design are therefore needed to help channel these policies and invest-
ments into a diversity-sustaining environment rather than one of con-
stant conflict and tension between competing interests.



Third, design can act as a catalyst for focusing people’s attention on the
public realm. This is particularly important in diverse places since main-
tenance of social diversity requires special attention to the public realm.
If neighborhood issues are framed in civic terms, residents may be moti-
vated to think about their similarities and connections rather than their
differences and conflicts. It keeps the discussion more broad, instead of
focusing on particular populations (like gentrifying ‘yuppies’, recent immi-
grants, or the homeless). Design puts the public realm literally in view.

A fourth reason design is important is that inattention to design — the
absence of any thought given to place quality — could undermine diversity.
Social diversity is often fragile, sensitive to context. This means it can
be destabilized. There are recognizable ways that the form, pattern,
structure (i.e., the design) of places has thwarted the maintenance of
social diversity, for example by failing to accommodate new develop-
ment appropriately. As previously outlined, the tools of urban planning
and design, like zoning, street standards and other kinds of regulations,
have consistently played a role in undermining diversity. To reverse this
requires paying more attention to how planning and design can instead
be used to support diversity.

For these reasons,Eﬁu strategies in diverse neighborhoods take on
special significance- cIF[ust about putting in a new facility, having
more locally-owned businesses, or developing a certain kind of housing.

Adjacent, varied housing types are a common feature in diverse
neighborhoods. The photo above was taken in Irving Park, on
the northwest side of Chicago.



It’s about directing those efforts toward the explicit goal of supporting
diversity.

DESIGN NEGLECT

It has been said that ‘Every minute detail of urban design determines
whether the creative geniuses in our minds are welcomed or excluded
from participation in city life’ (Engwicht, 2003, p. 2). Design affects all
kinds of non-physical realms, things like choice, access, opportunity,
interaction, movement, identity, connection, mix, security, and stability.
Environmental psychologists and human geographers have documented
that people are deeply affected by place, that environments can have a
profound impact on human behavior and feelings (Tuan, |981; Gallagher,
1994), that spaces can be thought of as embodied, gendered, inscribed,
or contested (Low and Lawrence-Zuniga, 2003). Designed spaces are
capable of conveying, reinforcing, and even legitimizing social divisions.
Racial identity, for example, has a certain physical expression, tied up in
things like freeways and urban renewal (Lipsitz, 2004).

Despite these kn ipteractions, the linkage between design and
social goals like dEBL often ignored. While it’s right to be cau-
tious about the relationship between social phenomena and the built
environment, the translation of social diversity to principles of physi-
cal planning and design seems unnecessarily downplayed. Books that
connect urban planning and diversity often avoid design completely.
For example, Sandercock (1998, p. 5, 119) stresses that the ‘normative
cosmopolis’, the ‘utopia with a difference’ is something that planners
must try to evolve, but something to which she ‘will not ascribe built
form’. Dory Reeves’ (2005) Planning for Diversity is focused mainly on
methods of public participation, and Thomas’ (1997, p. 258) approach to
building ‘unified diversity for social action’ is predominantly a matter of
making sure that planners are better educated. Texts on ‘social sustain-
ability’ through diversity are likely to call for ‘planning and social proc-
esses’ like fiscal equality, regionalism, public transportation, and ‘open
and democratic local governing’ (Polese and Stren, 2000). Friedmann’s
(2002) call for an ‘open city’ of diverse peoples goes somewhat further
by advocating a reduction in the urban ecological footprint, chartering
local citizenship, meeting basic human needs, and promoting new forms
of governance, but specific physical design ideas are kept at a distance.

Given the way in which physical solutions have been cast as cure-alls
throughout much of planning’s history, critics are right to guard against



letting planners get away with ‘place’ remedies at the expense of peo-
ple, institutions, and political process. And yet, entire books on the
benefits of neighborhood planning will include barely a mention of the
critical importance of design or place (see, for example, Wright, 2001).
And the usual array of recommended policies to alleviate the inequita-
ble ‘geography of opportunity’ leave out the design dimension almost
entirely. Policies like mixed income, fair share, and mobility housing pro-
grams are more often than not articulated in terms that do not address
physical character and the design of place.

Social scientists have an interest in pointing out the connections
between physical environment and social phenomena, often focus-
ing on the strong links that can be made between social and spatial
isolation (Massey and Denton, 1993). They often emphasize neighbor-
hood as the context of social problems, from high unemployment
(Granovetter, 1990), to crime (Sampson et al., 1997). But their inter-
est is not the design of neighborhoods and cities, and when social
scientists speak about the ‘context’ of neighborhood they are speaking
about the traits of the people who live there.They may emphasize the
‘political economy of place’ (Logan and Molotch, 1987) or the ‘social
production of spacg- E ells, 1983), but this excludes any specific rec-
ommendations ab sign of place or space. Thus Massey and
Denton (1993) repeatedly point to the fact that southern areas are
often better at integration because of their ‘distinctive ecological traits’
(p- 73), but nowhere is physical change pursued as a target for reform.
Human geographers study intently ‘the importance of spatiality in the
processes of social reproduction’, but the spaces to be studied, the
‘discourse-producing sites’ like prisons, schools and hospitals are
largely decontextualized (Livingstone et al, 1998, p. 145). In the
social sciences, the physical environment is relied on as an explana-
tion for social segregation, but proposed remedies steer clear of its
rehabilitation.

City Planning, whose purview specifically includes the rehabilitation of
the physical environment, has not spent much effort filling in this miss-
ing perspective. Witold Rybczynski recounts the history of planning’s
retreat from design, asserting that planning’s many design mistakes —
superblocks, high-rise public housing, slum clearance, government
complexes — and their astounding failure caused planners to withdraw
from the task of city design altogether. Planners now ‘mediate, animate,
negotiate, resolve conflicts, find the middle ground’, which may be ‘hon-
orable’, but ‘it leaves the creation of an urban vision entirely to others’
(Rybczynski, 2000, p. 216).
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Diverse areas often have abrupt land use mixtures. This home
is next to a car dealership on a main road in Blue Island, on the
south side of Chicago.

Detachment from E Blmal context of diversity may be related more
generally to the loss of localized form as a context for production and
consumption — the substitution of ‘flows and channels’ for real places
(Castells, 2003, p. 60). VWe consume without being affected or inhibited
by the context of production, including whatever behind-the-scenes
social and economic realities our consumption may require (Borgman,
1987). Perhaps under these circumstances, leveraging place to support
diversity seems illogical. Or it may be that using place to support diver-
sity seems too determinist and controlling, in danger of requiring the
construction of what Harvey (1989, p. 303) calls a ‘localized aesthetic
image’ that supports the ‘capitalist hegemony over space’. Even the use
of ‘spatial metaphors’ like ‘concentration’ or ‘deconcentration’ of pov-
erty is seen as superficial in that it disguises the underlying political and
economic processes of poverty and provides ‘justification for simplistic
spatial solutions to complex social, economic, and political problems’
(Crump, 2002, p. 581).

By default, architects have assumed the role of linking diversity to phys-
ical structure. In SMLXL, Rem Koolhaas (1996) has devised an archi-
tecture for the multicultural city of difference, but it is a disjointed
perspective employing an urbanism of ‘Neitzschian frivolity’ that few
are likely to find appealing. Some want to glamorize ‘the authenticity of



disequilibrium’, an urbanism pitted against the ‘humanly alienating,
mechanistic, equilibrium’ of a city plan (Akkerman, 2003, p. 76). In what
seems like a desperate attempt, there have been calls to foster diversity
using ‘creative disruption’ as a means (Sorkin, 2006). Missing from these
approaches is consideration of daily life needs, elements that are crucial
to sustaining diversity in urban settings. We are left with an attempt to
inspire social diversity based on disequilibrium and destruction, devoid
of careful understanding of the physical elements and neighborhood
structure required for everyday life.

While there is recognition that neighborhoods that support diversity
must be safe and have good access to schools, employment and other
services, there seems less recognition of the reality that these condi-
tions require a concerted focus on the design of place. Design is critical
in calls for promoting ‘place-based initiatives’ like community and eco-
nomic development, worker mobility and household mobility strategies,
or the reduction of service inequities. But without paying attention to
neighborhood-level effects, to how these programs play out in physical
terms, or how they are to be nurtured and sustained in a material con-
text, a vitally important piece is overlooked.

In fact, many studiE&I&emte attempts to create diverse neighbor-
hoods consistently identify design as a key factor in their success.There
are findings, for example, that ‘the size, design, condition, location, and
cost’ of mixed-income housing ‘are extremely important’ (Ding and
Knaap, 2002). Galster found that design issues were critical for sustain-
ing mixed income housing, especially site layout, concentration, develop-
ment type and scale (Galster et al., 2003, p. [75). A Massachusetts study
of mixed housing type showed that tenant satisfaction did not have to
do with ‘subjective evaluations of neighbors’, but was instead related to
‘the quality of the development’s design, construction, and management’
(Schwartz and Tajbakhsh, 1997, p. 76, 80). In addition to addressing pro-
grammatic concerns like tenant screening, counseling, and project man-
agement, there is a corresponding need to address context, place, and
design.

Connecting design to social goals like diversity may require pro-action.
History has shown that neighborhood form does not always keep up
with social change (Hillier and Hanson, 1984). Social transitions in the
latter half of the 20th century, such as ‘lifestyle and cultural diversifi-
cation’, women in the labor force, and smaller households were not
adequately accommodated in the physical environment — and still aren’t
(Filion and Hammond, 2003). Now, we need an approach that can be
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Commercial main streets in diverse neighborhoods are vibrant,
but also struggling. Portage Park, above and West Ridge, below,
are two of the diverse areas studied in this book.




responsive to a society growing more and more diverse. By mid-21st
century, one-half of the population of the US is expected to be com-
posed of today’s ‘minorities’ (O’Hare, 1992). Planners will need to con-
sider whether the residential structure used to house an increasingly
diverse population will intensify segregation, or help to accommodate
diversity.

Pursuing the objective of place diversity through the mechanisms
of planning and design will require a nuanced understanding of the
interconnections involved. It will require knowledge of the difference
between redevelopment that contributes to loss of diversity and rede-
velopment that sustains diversity. To work toward stability and dis-
courage displacement, to simultaneously support homeownership and
rental housing, to successfully integrate a range of housing types and
densities, levels of affordability, a mix of uses, and neighborhood facili-
ties and social services — all of this together requires holistic attention
that includes the physical form and design of neighborhoods.

EBL
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THE CONTEXT

In this part, | lay the groundwork for the design strategies contained in
Part Ill. Using the City of Chicago and its surrounding suburban areas
as a case study, | investigate whether social mixing is related to par-
ticular patterns and structures found within the urban environment. |
select a measurement approach, spatial unit and time period, and | look
at geographic patterns of diversity, the associated neighborhood forms,
and some explanatory factors that can be used to predict these pat-
terns and forms.

| then present a summary of 85 interviews of residents who live or
work in six of Chicago’s most socially diverse places. The point of
these interviews is lg_understand how residents feel about social
diversity, what they consider to be positive and negative aspects of
diverse neighborhoods, what challenges they see, and how design plays
a role in their neighborhood’s improvement and stabilization.
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PATTERNS

Social diversity is geographically patterned. It can be mapped in vari-
ous ways, with different conclusions drawn, depending on how diversity
is defined and measured. This chapter looks at the patterns of diver-
sity in the City of Chicago and the surrounding suburbs and towns
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Community areas

CHICAGO {
Cook County and Chicago, lllinois

} i ] 10 miles

10 miles — —

E B:tgmmuni‘ry areas in the City of Chicago,
Study area: Cook County, which includes th st of which were delineated in the 1920s by
City of Chicago. Chicago School sociologists.

of Cook county (see above). The County consists of 138 incorpo-
rated towns, 866 census tracts, and had a 2000 census population of
5.3 million (making it the second largest county in the US). Within the
City of Chicago, there are 77 ‘community areas’ and 172 officially desig-
nated neighborhoods.

MEASURING DIVERSITY

When people talk about ‘diversity’, they sometimes mean ‘ethnic’ or
‘minority’. As if to say that if one is studying a predominantly African-
American or Hispanic neighborhood, one is therefore studying ‘diversity’.
In fact, and unfortunately, many African-American neighborhoods in
Chicago are alarmingly not diverse — they are highly segregated.

Here, diversity is defined as the mix of different groups within a neighbor-
hood. Groups are defined along four dimensions: age, income, family type



and race/ethnicity. These correspond to the normative ideals attached to
social mixing discussed in Chapter 3. The goals of vitality, economic growth,
tolerance, sustainability and social justice are accomplished through
the mixing of races, ethnicities, ages, family types and income levels.
There may be other important dimensions to consider (such as educa-
tion level), but these particular four are fairly comprehensive.

Evaluating neighborhood-level social mix is sometimes approached
by way of segregation indices. Focusing on segregation rather than
integration is an indirect measure, and some argue that this is caus-
ing researchers to harbor biases against integrated areas (Smith, 1998).
Social segregation is measured by socioeconomic status, stage in the life
cycle, or race and ethnicity, although most information we have about
segregation is devoted to racial segregation.

Dimensions of spatial segregation can be looked at in terms of isola-
tion vs. exposure, and evenness vs. clustering. Most well-known are
the indices of dissimilarity and isolation that have been used to evalu-
ate residential segregation levels. Massey and Denton (1986) included
five dimensions of racial residential segregation — evenness, exposure,
concentration, centralization, and clustering — each corresponding to a
different measure.E r, the dissimilarity and isolation indices have
been critiqued for failing to account for spatial location, for ignoring the
critical importance of surrounding land usage, and for having an anti-
urban bias (Quinn and Pawasarat, 2003).

Measures of integration, as opposed to segregation, present a differ-
ent set of measurement issues. An important distinction must be made
between measures that are comparative, where the proportions in a
sub-unit (a neighborhood) are compared to those in a larger unit (the
entire metropolitan area), versus measures that are absolute, where a
predetermined statistic defines integration. Most integration studies
evaluate the proportion of one group relative to another (Clark, 1993;
Lee and Wood, 1990). Galster (1998) defined a neighborhood as ‘mixed’
if no single group made up more than 75% of the population. Quinn
and Pawasarat (2003) labeled a neighborhood ‘Black-White integrated’
if the population was at least 20% Black and 20% White. Ellen (1998)
defined ‘racially integrated’ as neighborhoods with a Black population
between 10 and 50%, which she justified as a compromise between the
fact that Blacks make up a relatively small percent of the population
(roughly 13%), and the idea that space should be shared equally.

A key issue is how to define the stability of integration. Saul Alinsky
famously remarked that integration is the time between the first Black



moving in and the last White moving out (Sanders, 1970). Clearly,
a neighborhood in the process of transitioning from one group to
another cannot always claim to be reaping the benefits of diver-
sity (this is the case with land use diversity as well, and Jacobs wrote
about it in the context of one use becoming overly dominant in one
location). Neighborhoods may either be in the process of losing par-
ticular groups (White flight), or, one group may be displacing another
(gentrification). Strategies for measuring the stability of integration or
diversity include comparing how the proportion of one group relative
to another changes over time (Galster, 1990), and then determining a
threshold or ‘tipping point’ that would indicate flight or displacement.
In a comparative approach, changing proportions would be evaluated in
function of overall citywide population shifts. In a market approach, sta-
bility would be a matter of assessing population proportions relative to
housing affordability (Smith, 1998). Galster’s (1998) ‘stock/flow model’
defines stable integration on the basis of maintaining some diversity in
the range of household flows in and out of the neighborhood over a
ten year period.

Those focusing more specifically on diversity than integration and
segregation may UIE@(E;OUP methods rather than successive two-
group combinations: ample, Maly (2000) used a ‘neighborhood
diversity index’ to compare four population groups. Nyden et al. (1997)
also used a comparative approach (rather than an absolute definition of
diversity), and defined a diverse census tract as one that approximated
the racial and ethnic composition of the city as a whole. Keating (1994)
considered a neighborhood integrated if its population was 5-39%
non-White. But Ellen (1998) pointed out that the use of the compara-
tive measure has a serious downside since it means that overwhelmingly
homogeneous neighborhoods could be labeled integrated if their larger
communities were similarly lacking in diversity.

Various authors have attempted to define different kinds of residential
mix, and this has resulted in a number of proposed typologies. Khadduri
and Martin (1997), for example, used three categories of mix to define
‘mixed-income housing’ involving HUD public housing projects. Smith
(2002) proposed five categories based on the kind of income mix
involved (e.g., ‘low-income inclusion’ or ‘broad range of incomes’).
Immergluck and Smith (2003) classified neighborhoods in Chicago
according to the internal mix of high and low-income residents, ranging
from ‘highly restrictive’ to ‘highly diverse’.



Diversity measures have also been used extensively in the biologi-
cal and environmental fields. A paper by Maignan et al. (2003a), ‘Bio-
Ecological Diversity vs. Socio-Economic Diversity: A Comparison of
Existing Measures’ identified seven separate diversity measures in the
bio-ecological fields that could be applied to socioeconomic data. Two
of the most common measures in the biological field are the Hurlbert
(1971) and the Simpson (1949) indices, where perfect diversity is
defined as a uniform distribution among all categories. A unique study
by Byrne and Flaherty (2004) used biological diversity indices to look
at whether the housing market (types of dwellings and types of occu-
pants) was becoming more or less diverse. Land use diversity can be
evaluated similarly, using biological measures to evaluate how many land
use categories exist in a given spatial area.

While there are many measurement approaches to choose from, |
selected two to analyze the diversity of Chicago: the Simpson Diversity
Index and the Neighborhood Diversity Index. The Simpson Index has
been around since the 1940s. It can be used to evaluate how many cat-
egories (e.g., income levels, races, ethnicities, housing types) exist in a
given area. The index is commonly used to measure biological diversity.

Its formal expressiEiB L
_ _N(N-1)
Ao doinm(n —1)

where A is the diversity index; N is the total number of individuals (or
housing units or households) for all categories; and n; is the number of
individuals (or other characteristic) in the i" category.

| looked at four variables to characterize resident diversity: income,
race/ethnicity, age, and family type, listed in Table 5.1. Also listed are a
few ‘residential variables’ to characterize the diversity of other factors,
for example, the diversity of housing unit types and sizes. Table 5.1 also
lists the parameters used to define groups within each variable.

The data comes from Census Summary Tape File 3, spatially adjusted
to allow comparisons between geographic areas over time.! The geo-
graphic level used is the census block group, which provides an ade-
quate level of spatial variability without being too aggregated. Although
the census tract is often used in studies of racial and class segregation,
researchers have argued that smaller units may be more appropriate.?



Table 5.1 Description of variable categories, used to compute
diversity indices

Diversity Variable Categories

Race/Ethnicity White alone/Black alone/
Asian alone or Pacific Islander
alone/Hispanic/Other

Age 5 and under/6 to 18 years/19 to 34
years/35 to 64 years/65 and over

Family Income Under $20,000/$20,000 to
$39,999/$40,000 to $§74,999/$75,000 and
over

Family Type Married, with children under 18/

Married, no children under 18/
Single, with children under 18/Single,
no children under 18/Non-family
household

Housing Unit Type 1 unit detached/1 unit attached/2
units/3 or 4 units/5-9 units/10-19
units/20-49 units/50+ units

Housing Tenure Owner occupied/Renter occupied
Year Built Built 1939 or earlier/Built 1940-1959/Built
E B L 1960-1979/Built 1980 or Iater

Unit Size No bedroom/1 bedroom/2 bedrooms/
3 bedrooms/4 bedrooms/5+ bedrooms

Housing Value Less than $100,000/$100,000 fo
$§174,999/$175,000 to $299,999/5300,000
and over

Monthly Rent Under $500/$500 to $799/$800 to

$1,249/$1,250 and over

Note: All variables are from the 2000 Census, by block group.

SPATIAL PATTERNS

The figures in the next page show the distributions of the most diverse
block groups for four variables — income, race/ethnicity, age, and family
type. The following figure shows their combined distribution. The maps
show that the most diverse areas are generally located in the inner-
ring, pre-World War Il suburban areas. Despite the increasing tendency
of newer suburban areas to intensify and become more diverse, the
more suburban (outlying) areas in Cook County do not appear to be
as diverse as the inner-ring locations.
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The next two figures compare areas with high-income diversity to
two land use characteristics — industrial land and housing age. The first
figure shows the block groups in the highest quartile of income diver-
sity together with land areas classified as industrial. There appears
to be a definite spatial connection — high-income diverse areas are
adjacent to industrial land. There is also a relationship between high-
income diversity and housing age, although it is less pronounced.
The second figure shows those block groups with a median hous-
ing age of 1941 or earlier (the earliest age quartile), and those block
groups in the highest quartile of income diversity, constituting 339
block groups.

The picture that emerges, then, is that block groups in the top quar-
tile of income diversity represent both the ‘classic’ Chicago neighbor-
hood of the 1870s—1920s, the inner-ring areas of Chicago, as well as
some industrial suburbs in the south and southwest. Many of these
areas are not only income diverse but traditionally multiethnic. Their
urban form is generally comprised of low and mid-rise structures adja-
cent to commercial street corridors. The commercial structures line
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The spatial proximity between industrial land and areas with high-
income diversity.

thoroughfares connected to downtown, with ground floor retail, hous-
ing or offices above, and single-family bungalows and duplexes on rela-
tively small lots on the adjacent residential streets. There are also mixes
of unit types (bungalows next to small apartment buildings). Although
many of the commercial areas are thriving, there are examples of com-
mercial areas with vacant lots and poorly defined open space. The
following four figures show representative images taken from these
diverse areas.
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The spatial proximity between older housing stock and areas with
high-income diversity.

INCOME DIVERSITY AND
NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE

What can be said more definitively about the neighborhoods in which
diverse block groups are located! To answer this, | selected a defini-
tion of neighborhood type, and then determined the neighborhood
types diverse block groups fell into. Neighborhood types were defined
using a typology devised by staff at the University of Chicago Map
Library.3 Their neighborhood types were created by first factoring
out four dimensions from 34 census variables, and then performing a
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New condominium development is common in diverse
neighborhoods (Bridgeport).

Mixtures of housing types are common in diverse neighborhoods
(West Ridge).
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Diverse neighborhoods are often located close to major
fransportation corridors and other strong edges (Bridgeport).

EBL

Diverse neighborhoods are sfill holding on to small independent
retailers (West Ridge).



cluster analysis of these four dimensions. This yielded 10 neighborhood
types, which are listed at the bottom of Table 5.2. The types vary from
being, for example, very urban and impoverished, to very suburban and
wealthy. Neighborhoods are equivalent to census tracts.

Table 5.2 High-income diversity block groups and

neighborhood type

Neighborhood Count (number of block Percent

Type (see groups in top income

Table 5.4) diversity quartile)
1 159 15.00
2 236 22.26
3 192 18.11
4 46 4.34
5 181 17.08
6 149 14.06
7 4 0.38
8 83 7.83

10 E B Uo 0.94

Just focusing on income diversity, the table shows that most income
diverse block groups fall into neighborhood types 2, ‘3’ or ‘5’: The
greatest number of diverse block groups are located in the neighbor-
hood type defined as African-American, somewhat impoverished, and
on the edge of more impoverished type-| neighborhoods. The second
most common are neighborhoods described as blue-collar and ethnic,
located in the inner suburban or outer city areas. The third most com-
mon neighborhood type is described as ‘inner-city Hispanic’ (type ‘5’).
No block groups were located in ‘suburban, well-off’ neighborhoods,
and only 0.38% were located in ‘urban, very well-off’ neighborhoods.

Is it only income diversity that can be associated with these types of
neighborhoods? To answer this, | wanted to explore how the results
changed if a broadened, more multi-dimensional definition of diver-
sity was used. | used four alternative definitions (see Table 5.3). First,
block groups that ranked high (in the top quartile) on all four resident
diversity indices (income, race/ethnicity, age, family type) were classified
as areas with high ‘social diversity’. There were 49 block groups that
met this condition. Second, block groups that scored high on residential



Table 5.3 Neighborhood characteristics for high diversity block groups

Neighborhood Types

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Social Diversity: Block groups in the 9 23 11 3 3
top quartile on all four social diversity
variables: income, race, age, family

type. (49 block groups)

Residential Diversity: Block groups in 5 1 7 1 3 2 1
the top quartile for diversity of units,

tfenure, year built, and no. bedrooms,

and top two quartiles (above the

median) for housing value and rent

diversity. (20 block groups)

Social and Residential Diversity: Block 1 5 4
groups in the top quartile on all four

social diversity variables: income, race,

age, household type; plus, top quartile

for unit diversity and fop two quartiles

for housing value and rent diversity.

(10 block groups)

Stable Diversity: Block groups in the top E B L 4
quartile in 1990 and 2000 for income

and age diversity, and unit and tenure
diversity. (7 block groups)

variables (unit type, year built, etc.) were classified as having high ‘resi-
dential diversity’. This condition applied to 20 block groups. A third cat-
egory,‘social and residential diversity’ was used to define an even smaller
subset of 10 block groups, consisting of a combination of social and
residential diversity variables. Finally, block groups that exhibited ‘sta-
ble diversity’, which characterized only seven block groups, was defined
as high diversity for income, age, unit and tenure for both 1990 and
2000. Note that no block groups were in the top quartile on all meas-
ures of diversity for both years. However, there was some overlap —
some block groups were included in more than one category used to
define block group diversity.

Even with these broadened definitions, Table 5.3 shows that most
diverse block groups still fall into neighborhood types ‘2°,3’ or ‘5’. The
greatest number of block groups was located in the neighborhood
type defined as blue-collar and ethnic, located in the inner suburban or
outer city areas (Table 5.4). The second most common neighborhood



Table 5.4 Explanation of neighborhood types - Tables 5.2 and 5.3

1

Very urban, impoverished, English-speaking, with many female-headed families and
numerous children. The core impoverished African-American neighborhoods of the South
and West Sides.

Somewhat impoverished, mostly English-speaking, with a fair number of female-headed
families with many children. Mostly African-American neighborhoods on the edge of type-1
neighborhoods.

Somewhat urban and somewhat linguistically-isolated. Mostly blue-collar, often somewhat
‘ethnic’ neighborhoods in the outer city and inner suburbs.

Very well-off neighborhoods with many non-family households. Most of the North Side
Lakefront, plus the area around the Loop, with outliers in Hyde Park, Evanston, Oak Park,
and a few suburban fracts with apartment building clusters.

Urban, impoverished, and very linguistically-isolated/Hispanic (more than 2.5 standard
deviations above the mean on the latter). Inner-city Hispanic neighborhoods.

Very urban and very linguistically-isolated/Hispanic, with non-family households. The
complicated, often only partly Hispanic, neighborhoods on the inner Northwest and Far
North Sides.

Urban, very well-off, with a great many non-family households (nearly 4 standard deviations
above the mean on the latfter). Neighborhoods with numerous young, unmarried adults and
hardly any children.

Not especially wealthy. The outermost suburbs, the inner southwest suburbs, and much of
Northwest Indiana.

Suburban, well-off. More prosperous suErlB. boncen’rro‘red especially in the western and
northwestern suburbs.

Very suburban, very wealthy, mostly English-speaking. Highly prosperous suburbia; more than
2.5 standard deviations from the mean on wealth.

Very urban, impoverished, English-speaking, with many female-headed families and
numerous children. The core impoverished African-American neighborhoods of the South
and West Sides.

Somewhat impoverished, mostly English-speaking, with a fair number of female-headed
families with many children. Mostly African-American neighborhoods on the edge of type-1
neighborhoods.

Somewhat urban and somewhat linguistically-isolated. Mostly blue-collar, often somewhat
‘ethnic’ neighborhoods in the outer city and inner suburbs.

Very well-off neighborhoods with many non-family households. Most of the North Side
Lakefront, plus the area around the Loop, with outliers in Hyde Park, Evanston, Oak Park,
and a few suburban tracts with apartment building clusters.

Urban, impoverished, and very linguistically-isolated/Hispanic (more than 2.5 standard
deviations above the mean on the latter). Inner-city Hispanic neighbborhoods.

Very urban and very linguistically-isolated/Hispanic, with non-family households. The
complicated, often only partly Hispanic, neighborhoods on the inner Northwest and Far
North Sides.

Urban, very well-off, with a great many non-family households (nearly 4 standard deviations

above the mean on the latter). Neighborhoods with numerous young, unmarried adults and
hardly any children.

(Continued)



Table 5.4 (Continued)

18

19

20

Not especially wealthy. The outermost suburbs, the inner southwest suburbs, and much of
Northwest Indiana.

Suburban, well-off. More prosperous suburbia. Concentrated especially in the western and
northwestern suburbs.

Very suburban, very wealthy, mostly English-speaking. Highly prosperous suburbia; more than
2.5 standard deviations from the mean on wealth.

Source: University of Chicago Library, http://www.lib.uchicago.edu/e/su/maps/chi2000.html

type is described as ‘inner-city Hispanic’ (type ‘5’), followed by African-
American neighborhoods on the edge of the most impoverished
African-American areas (type 2’). Only one block group was located in
a ‘suburban, well-off’ area, and this block group contained a cluster of
some low-rise apartments together with single-family dwellings units —
thus scoring high in terms of residential diversity. Only one block group
was located in the ‘very well-off’ neighborhood type, the North Side
Lakefront area, and this too was a matter of residential as opposed to

resident diversity. E B L

DENSITY, UNIT TYPE AND DIVERSITY

Finally, a few thoughts about the relationship between density, unit type
and diversity. In a previous study using regression analysis, | found that
diversity and density were positively correlated — i.e., for the vast major-
ity of block groups, higher density predicted higher diversity (Talen,
2006). The peak density point was 57,239 persons per square mile.*
While block group density can top 100,000 per square mile in Chicago,
the peak density point was in a fairly high range, since only 30 block
groups in Cook County have a density higher than 57,000. Table 5.5
lists the unit characteristics associated with eight block groups in this
density range, along with the neighborhood each is located in, and the
income category distributions. The table indicates that high diversity is
sometimes associated with large apartment buildings, (in buildings of
20 units or more), but sometimes it is characterized by groups of build-
ings with fewer units (duplexes and small apartment buildings). The
neighborhoods these block groups are located in have a reputation for
high racial/ethnic diversity. Edgewater, for example, is a neighborhood on
the far north side that was only 48% non-Hispanic White in 2000.



Table 5.5 Unit characteristics of eight high density, income-diverse block groups

Block Group Neighborhood 1-unit 1-unit 2 3-4 5-9 10-19 20-49 50+ Income Income Income Income
detached attached units units units units wunits units Cat.1 Cat.2 Cat.3 Cat. 4
170310301002 Edgewater 42 14 11 29 46 450 826 135 105 80 62
170310306001  Edgewater 34 24 15 E 3 I_] 27 88 500 2136 294 218 292 226
170310315003 Uptown 0 0 6 39 160 248 167 160 167 67 46 27
170310715002 Edgewater 33 136 28 85 148 83 132 1608 O 33 33 388
170310812002 Near North Side 30 19 0 0 33 32 98 1385 14 41 39 397
170311401002  Albany Park 17 7 147 184 160 90 63 4 133 175 135 65
170313009001  South Lawndale 40 17 264 362 173 31 0 7 239 274 165 36
170313109002 Lower West Side 61 17 196 193 198 0 0 0 109 189 99 47

Selected block groups are closest fo the peak density of 57,239 persons per square mile (66,000-58,400), Census 2000. Income categories refer to
number of families in each category listed under Family Income in Table 5.1.



It’s important to note that areas with the highest density are not the
most diverse, a point not surprising to anyone who has witnessed
the rapid growth of luxury high-rise condominium development in
downtown Chicago. Still, the results do not support the conclusion that
lowerdensity suburbs are strong on social diversity. On the contrary,
the results suggest that the areas that are the most diverse are in the
‘inner-ring’, corroborating other studies that have shown that middle-
income, first-tier suburbs have the widest range of income groups
(Oliver, 2001).

The regression analysis cited above also concluded that a mix of hous-
ing types does not always predict income diversity. This means that unit
diversity is not likely to be sufficient as a means of promoting diversity.
The study did find an association between diversity and housing value
mix, owner/renter mix, and a mix of housing ages combined. While we
can’t rely on unit mix to create socially diverse places, unit diversity in
conjunction with other types of diversity — housing value, tenure and
age — may have a significant effect.

One explanation for the lack of clearer association between unit diver-
sity and social divgrsi ay have to do with the desirability of older
neighborhoods. AfE s in the north of Chicago are character-
ized by a historical mix of units over ground-level retail, townhouses,
and single-family homes, now occupied by people willing to bid high for
the price of living in an early 20th century traditional neighborhood.
Such areas may have been occupied by a broader mix of income levels
as their traditional form and pattern warranted, but this diversity has
been lost over time because of a scarcity of similar neighborhood qual-
ities. This transformation does not occur in all older neighborhoods,
however. In some poorer neighborhoods, the mix of unit types may not
be accompanied by an adequate level of services and public facilities
necessary to attract (or retain) higher-income residents.

NARROWING THINGS DOWN: SIX HIGHLY
DIVERSE PLACES

To select places for in-depth study, | needed a method for narrowing
down the diversity of Chicago’s neighborhoods into a smaller set of
areas. My strategy was to use two measures, the Simpson Diversity
Index and the Neighborhood Diversity Index (Maly and Leachman,



1998).The latter index compares the population distribution of an area
to the overall city average. Its formal expression is:

ND = %(|Ca — Ta|+|Cb — Tb| +|Ce — Te| +|Cd — Td])

where C is the group percentage (categories a, b, ¢, d, for example,
using racial or income categories) for the whole city,and T is the group
percentage for the area, such as a census tract. An area reflecting the
composition of the city will have a low ND, while an area consisting
predominantly of one group will have a large ND.

Combining these two measures provides a degree of robustness —
places that are highly diverse on both measures are more likely to be
diverse no matter how diversity is measured. | mapped those census
block groups that were the most diverse — scoring in the top quartile
on both measures — for family type, income, age, and race/ethnicity.

To make a final selection, | first selected block groups that were in the top
quartile on income diversity for the Simpson index and the ND index in
both 1990 and 2000. | wanted to focus first on income diversity because
| think it’s the mosE ant and relevant measure of diversity when it
comes to design — e, strategies like unit mix can have an effect
on income diversity in a way that is more direct than the other diversity
types. | excluded any block groups that had O families in either year, leav-
ing a total of 4,242 block groups. Out of those, 165 block groups were in
the top quartile ranking of diversity on both indexes in both years.

| then selected block groups that were diverse on income plus one
other variable (age, family, or race/ethnicity); seven were income diverse
and age diverse; seven were income diverse and family diverse; and 21
were income diverse and race/ethnic diverse. | then looked for spatial
clusters of these block groups. | found six areas that had clusters of
three or more block groups within one community area or one munic-
ipality. These are shown in the next figure.

These six areas — the incorporated towns of Berwyn and Blue Island,
and the community areas of Bridgeport, Irving Park, Portage Park and
West Ridge located in the City of Chicago, were the selected locations
for the resident interviews. The results of these interviews are the sub-
ject of Chapter 6.

The four community areas in Chicago — Bridgeport, Irving Park, Portage
Park, and West Ridge — all had good datasets for investigating physical



|

3% NHW)
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These six areas in Cook County were selected for
further study because they are highly diverse on
multiple dimensions.

form (parcels, building footprints and heights, land use, etc.). These
areas were therefore selected for the design studies — the subjects of
Chapters 7,8 and 9.

NOTES

| ‘Spatially adjusted’ means that the boundaries between census geographic
units, which change over time, have been spatially rectified so that time
periods can be meaningfully compared. This is done by spatial interpola-
tion, whereby data is apportioned to new spatial units. The disadvantage
of using Summary Tape File 3 is that, since the data is based on a sample
rather than a full count, it is subject to sampling error. For this study, | felt
that the problem of sampling error was outweighed by the need for a small



enough geographic unit for gauging diversity (block group), and the need to
look at change over time.

2 Quinn and Pawasarat (2003), for example, noted that racial integration that
relies on aggregate measures like census tracts may be misleading, advocat-
ing instead for block-level measurement.

3 The data was obtained from The Joseph Regenstein Library at the
University of Chicago. Maps from their website as well as a detailed expla-
nation of their methodology can be viewed at http://www.lib.uchicago.edu/
e/su/maps/chi2000.html.

4 At higher densities, diversity declined, i.e., the relationship between density
and diversity became negative.

EBL
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From February to June, 2006, tape-recorded interviews were conducted
of 85 residents in the six neighborhoods identified in Chapter 5 as being
‘highly diverse’ on multiple dimensions (see Table 6.1 for census statis-
tics of the six neighborhoods). Six students were hired to help conduct
the interviews. Interviewers used a semi-structured format, starting with
a list of questions (Box 2) that respondents were then encouraged to
expand on.The following four issues were of primary interest:

| Familiarity with, and opinions about, social diversity.

2 Social bonds and connections in the neighborhood.

3 Place-identity —E respondents identified with place, and what
features seeme Blnote that identity (e.g., a special restaurant,
the place they grew up in, a street, a favorite park).

4 Strengths and weaknesses of the neighborhood/community.

We started with respondents we could easily connect to: local busi-
ness owners, community center representatives, chamber of commerce
directors, school principals, and aldermen. Following each interview, we
asked for referrals. An effort was made to identify people from all walks
of life, from the public, non-profit and private sectors, both officials
and residents with no official role in the community, long-timers and
recent arrivals, and people from varying age groups and cultural and
ethnic affiliations. Table 6.2 gives a few characteristics of the respond-
ents. Because we often started with contacts associated with particular
organizations rather than ‘man on the street’ interviews, the respond-
ents tended to be people who were committed, knowledgeable and
involved in the community.

This chapter starts with a brief summary of the key issues and defining
characteristics associated with each of the six neighborhoods, followed
by a summary of the interview responses. The summary condenses
the material into a series of specific, recurring themes. One note of
clarification: the terms ‘community’, ‘neighborhood’ and ‘town’ tended



Table 6.1 Selected Census Statistics for the Six Survey Areas*

Population Population Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Median
per square White Hispanic Hispanic Percent Asian 15 years 65 years house-
mile 1990 2000 Black or or younger orolder hold

African- income

American O]
Blue Island 23,463 5,822 53.7 24.5 37.9 24.1 0.4 25.4 9.8 36,520
Berwyn 54,016 13,876 73.4 7.8 E Bl}_ 1.3 26 224 13.5 43,833
Bridgeport 33,694 16,044 41.0 26.1 30.2 1.05 26.1 20.3 10.7 35,5635
Irving Park 58,643 18,156 44.2 24.4 43.3 1.91 7.4 20.0 9.0 42,037
Portage Park 65,340 16,417 69.5 7.8 23.0 0.51 3.0 22.4 18.4 45,117
West Ridge 73,199 20,736 49.7 8.3 15.5 6.78 22.3 19.9 13.6 41,144

*2000 data unless otherwise noted



Box 2 Interview questions

2

Please give your name and your affiliation (occupation or mem-

bership, if applicable).

How long have you lived in this area and how familiar are you

with it? Are there particular locations that you are most familiar

with? Are there special organizations, clubs, religious or commu-

nity groups you are involved with?

How familiar are you with the social diversity of this community?

Do you think there is a healthy sense of community or civic

life here? Do different types of people interact with each other

in positive ways? Are all groups involved, or is there some

disenfranchisement?

Are there ways in which an outsider would be able to tell, just

by walking down the street, that this is a socially diverse place?

(See if respondent can point out places on a map.)

Have there been any tensions that have resulted from the diver-

sity of people here! Does this area embrace all types of people,

including African-Americans, Latinos, Asian-Americans, immi-

grants! Rich and poor! Young and old? People with different

types of IivinE !_e_ments (family and non-family)? Have ten-

sions been expressed in public settings, like in schools?

Are there ways that people here have tried to establish barriers

between groups, both physical and non-physical? (For example,

putting up fences and gates?)

Conversely, do you think the community sustains diversity in

specific ways?

What are some of the important issues here in terms of plan-

ning/design? What kinds of changes have been occurring? (For

example, are there problems with gentrification/displacement, or

disinvestment?)

Can you think of ways that the physical structure of this

community either sustains or detracts from social diversity? For

example, do you see any of the following as problematic? (refer

to map):

® Mixtures of different types of housing (apartments near single-
family residences, for example)

® Mixtures of uses (too much or not enough, or not well
designed)

® Public facilities like parks, schools, community centers (is pub-
lic space sufficient and well placed — accessible to everyone?)




Box 2 Continued

® Uses that are degrading to the community — like highways,
vacant land, or noxious facilities?
® Streets and intersections? Can people get around easily?

Il Can you think of specific types of policies, developments, or
projects (private or public) that would specifically enhance or
preserve social diversity?

12 Do you have any additional thoughts on the issue of social diver-
sity, in Chicago or in the US more generally?

I3 Finally, can you suggest other people who would be good to talk
to about this topic?

Table 6.2 Respondents

Total = 85
Location West Ridge 15
Irving Park 15
Portage Park 15
EB Bridgeport 10
ue Island 12
Berwyn 18
Race/Ethnicity African-American o)
White 53
Latino 10
Asian 8
Unknown 8
Gender Male 45
Female 40
Occupation Architect/planner/developer 10
Business owner 17
Community-based institution 25
Other/unknown 33

to be used interchangeably in discussions with respondents. Technically,
West Ridge, Bridgeport, Irving Park and Portage Park are ‘community
areas’, and Berwyn and Blue Island are separate, incorporated munici-
palities. Historically, all were connected to rail lines, but their origins
were different: Blue Island started as an agricultural center, Bridgeport
as an industrial town, and Berwyn, Portage Park and Irving Park were



commuter rail suburbs (Keating, 2005). West Ridge was the western-
most part of Rogers Park,a commuter rail suburb, but its origins were
also tied to agriculture. Within each area, there are distinct neighbor-
hoods, ranging from few to many.Ve did not attempt to ‘correct’ peo-
ple in their use of the terms ‘community’, ‘neighborhood’ or ‘town’, so
the summations below tend to reflect a correspondingly descriptive
rather than technical use of terminology.

A FEW PERTINENT FACTS

Most of these communities have entire books written about them,
especially their histories. The books written on Chicago and its people
and neighborhoods could fill a library. Sketched out below are just a
few pieces of information of particular relevance to the study of each
area’s social diversity.'

West Ridge, or West Rogers Park, 8 miles north of downtown
Chicago (‘the Loo was a farming community up until the 1920s,
when developers o buy up farm land and build bungalows
and apartment bui |ngs er World War I, there was an enormous
building boom in West Ridge. Businesses in West Ridge in the 1940s,
1950s and 1960s were almost entirely Jewish owned and were clustered
along the main commercial corridor, Devon Avenue. Sometime in the
1970s, ‘for whatever reason’ as one business owner explained, aging
Jewish business owners started to move out (there were six Kosher
butchers on Devon Ave at one time; now there is one), and Indian and
Pakistani businesses moved in. The businesses along Devon Avenue
are now predominantly Indian and Pakistani, and people come from all
over the US to visit this distinct commercial area. The businesses are
mutually reinforcing. People shop, find jobs, eat Indian food, plan a trip,
buy wedding clothes — engage in anything related to Indian/Pakistani
culture.

In recent years, West Ridge has become more diverse in religious,
cultural and ethnic terms, and one respondent claimed that it now
contains over 60 different religious organizations. The population of
West Ridge remains strongly Jewish, even if the business establish-
ments have substantially decreased. Conversely, many Indian and
Pakistani business owners do not live in West Ridge, and commute in
from the suburbs to run the shops, as they did initially in the 1970s.



In West Ridge, affordable apartments over stores on the main
commercial corridor, Devon Avenue, are home to recent
immigrants.

There is a large Orthodox Jewish community

in West Ridge. Some Jewish businesses remain,
but most of the commercial area is now Indian
and Pakistani.
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West Ridge apartment buildings have been converting to
condominiums, as in many other parts of Chicago.

Some respondentsErablEd that most residents were detached from
the main commercial activity, and in fact avoided it. As one put it: ‘If
you live here, you avoid Devon ... the street is crazy’. The disconnect
between the commercial hub and the residents of West Ridge is palpa-
ble. Cultural diversity along Devon Avenue is driving the commerce and
tourist trade of the area, but it is not servicing local residents.

Irving Park located 7 miles northwest of the Loop, is divided between
OIld Irving Park, a wealthier, mostly single-family area with large
historic homes, and Irving Park proper, which is a highly diverse,
although strongly working-class section of Chicago. Irving Park is
populated by many people of Eastern European descent. Old Irving
Park has a strong neighborhood association that has been successfully
blocking development in recent years, especially new multi-family
developments. Many sections of Old Irving Park were downzoned to

R-2 in the 1990s.

Irving Park began as a separate, affluent suburb in the 1880s but,
according to the president of the Irving Park Historical Society, immi-
grants began building smaller homes in-between the wealthy already
in the early 20th century. There may have been ‘some envy about the
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Streets lined with ‘two-flats” and ‘three-flats” are common in
Irving Park.

mansions’, but thetE/BIEw overt tensions. Over the past two dec-
ades, Irving Park has grown more Hispanic (from 9 to 43% Hispanic
in 20 years) and has become less of an Eastern European enclave.
The population also became much younger, and housing values have
soared.

Portage Park lies immediately to the west of Irving Park. Unlike
Irving Park’s division into two distinct areas, Portage Park is thought
of as one neighborhood. It is not considered to be as strongly ethnic
as other parts of Chicago (there are no officially organized ethnic
associations), although there is a significant Polish and, increasingly,
Hispanic population. Economically, many view it as a blue-collar
neighborhood that has recently been settled by professionals moving
out of more expensive locations like Lincoln Park.

In addition to a large centrally located park for which the neighbor-
hood is named, Portage Park is especially proud of a once-thriving
commercial area known as ‘Six Corners’. This intersection of three
major streets was once the most important retail location outside
of the Loop. It still retains the original Sears store, which is a source
of great community pride. However, the shopping area has been dete-
riorating over the past few decades, and many residents expressed
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The intersection known as 'Six Corners’ in Portage Park. This area
used to be a major shopping destination for Chicago, as well as a

source of greo’rﬁ'ﬁfﬂlocol residents.

Carl Schurz High School in Portage Park is a landmark building,
begun in 1908. It's now the 3rd largest high school in lllinois, and
students are bussed in from areas outside the neighborhood.



Bungalows like these in Portage Park are common in all of the
diverse neighborhoods studied here.

sadness at the IossE BLominence as the community hub of Portage
Park. Some blamed the deterioration of Six Corners on increased car
dependency; others blamed it on mismanagement and the corruption
of local leadership.

Bridgeport, just south of the Loop, was the first neighborhood in
Chicago, established to house laborers building the canals. It is well-
known as the home of the Irish, the Daley family, and the Chicago
White Sox. It also has a large planned manufacturing district which was
the first of its kind in the US, set up to retain an industrial employment
base. There is continuous pressure from developers to turn the
beautiful old factory buildings into loft space and condos, but the city is
intent on retaining the buildings for industry.

More than any of the other communities, Bridgeport has seen an
explosion of condominium and high-end single-family development in
the last few years. A large new complex of single-family residences
called ‘Bridgeport Village’ has been constructed just north of the
planned manufacturing district. Long-time residents of Bridgeport
seemed amused by the development because of its proximity to what
locals call ‘bubbly creek’, an odorous section of the Chicago chan-
nel where they used to dump animal carcasses. One resident said:
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Older housing stock in Bridgeport is a living reminder of its blue-collar
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New condos are a common sight in Bridgeport. Residents complain
that the new buildings do not integrate well with the surrounding
neighborhood.



‘Bridgeporters are laughing at them ... when you see people spending
a million dollars to live next to a smelly creek, you think they’re crazy’.

Blue Island is a small town (about 23,000 population) that lies just
outside the Chicago city limits, on its southern border. There is a rail
stop on the Metra — the regional railway serving six counties — that
stops right along Blue Island’s historic main street. Both the main street
and the rail stop are the target of revitalization efforts, and plans are
underway to transform the area into a mixed-use, transit-oriented
development. Appropriate to that goal, almost 50% of Blue Island’s
housing stock is in the form of multiple-family dwellings.

The population of Blue Island is almost evenly distributed between
African-American, Hispanic, and White residents. One resident pointed
out, however, that this is not the distribution in the schools, which
have much higher numbers of Hispanic children. This reflects recent
in-migration. During the 1990s, thousands of Whites moved out and a
similar number of Blacks and Hispanics moved in.

Like Berwyn, the other incorporated municipality in this study, local
politics were characterized by many respondents as being White
male-dominated, Eé ant cronyism and little opportunity for

The main street of Blue Island has been struggling, but it still has a
small town feel.
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Blue Island’s frain depot area is not pedestrian oriented. Plans
are underway to turn the stop intfo a mixed-use ‘TOD’ (transit-
oriented development).

EBL

grass-roots or minority impact. Blue Island has struggled with decline
for decades (a librarian in Blue Island described it as having ‘low
self-esteem’), but many are hopeful that times are changing due to
the recent efforts to stimulate redevelopment around the regional
rail line.

Berwyn borders Chicago on the west. It was originally known as a
Czech and Bohemian neighborhood, with many residents working in
the nearby GE plant. Large, older parks with Czech names, like Proksa
Park, testify to this ethnic heritage. During the last couple of decades,
however, there has been a dramatic demographic shift, with a large
influx of Hispanic residents. The population shifted from 7.8 to 38%
Hispanic in the span of one decade (1990-2000). According to one
school administrator, the school population of Berwyn is 75% Hispanic.

Berwyn is well served by major transportation (a point made by vir-
tually every Berwyn respondent). It is traversed by the Eisenhower
expressway, the Metra regional railway, and the city of Chicago’s rapid
transit system (the ‘EL’). It is a2 major part of Chicago’s ‘bungalow belt’
and the rich architectural details of the bungalows are a source of
great community pride. It is also famous for its streets of apartment
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buildings — two-flats and three-flats — built, along with the bungalows, in
the 1920s through the 1940s.

Business owners in Berwyn say that the ‘number one weakness’ of the
community is its inability to attract more business. The business com-
munity is still feeling the pinch from the loss of Penney’s and Sears to
an outlying mall (North Riverside). Some remarked that the economic
boom of the 1990s seemed to have skipped over Berwyn.There were
often referrals to the political in-fighting of Berwyn, which seems to have
thwarted any coordinated efforts to spur planning and economic devel-
opment. A recent election in which a large number of the ‘old guard’
politicians were replaced by new leaders, some Latino, seemed to offer
hope for change.The newly elected mayor called it a ‘revolution’.

Berwyn is somewhat divided geographically and socioeconomically
along Cermak Avenue, the main commercial core once known as the
‘Bohemian Wall Street’. Park and school districts are divided into north
and south, which many residents said was the main source of whatever
division between north and south existed. The northern part of Berwyn
is described as being more low-income and working class, while the
southern portion of Berwyn, closer to the train station, is considered

more affluent. E B L

Berwyn is well served by rail. The regional rail, Metra, stops at
Berwyn and delivers commuters to the Chicago Loop in less than
30 minutes.



THEMES

The value of diversity

The vast majority of respondents claimed that diversity was something
they valued, that they were very much aware of it, that diversity pro-
moted tolerance and creativity, and that most people got along fine,
despite their differences. Most people reported that getting along with
people unlike themselves was simply a reality to be dealt with. A resi-
dent of Berwyn put it this way:

It's easy to be prejudiced and be critical if you don’t have to deal with
‘them’. But if theyre your neighbors and you see them at the Y’ and you
see them at the store and you see them at school, then you better accept
it and try not to be prejudiced.

Long-time residents said that the areas they lived in were much more
diverse now than when they were children, and although they recog-
nized the challenges this entailed, they did not present it as something
negative. There were even claims that the growth some areas were
experiencing was in part a result of the lure of diversity — that people

actively sought it oE B L

The degree of tolerance and open-mindedness might have been exag-
gerated, especially given that many of the respondents were in positions
of leadership or were representing community-based organizations, and
thus would be strongly inclined to present a positive, inclusive point
of view. While many noted that Chicago has long been considered
one of the most segregated cities in the US, respondents seemed almost
philosophical about the diversity they were living in, saying things like
‘diversity is absolutely essential for healthy communities’. They believed
that living together was a way to build tolerance. The Alderman of
West Ridge, Bernard Stone, made the point that following September
I'l, 2001, there were riots all over the world, but not in the religiously
diverse neighborhood of West Ridge. ‘People working together find out
that people are really more alike than they are different’, said Alderman
Stone.This was a common theme amongst the majority of respondents.

Long-time residents noted that attitudes toward race and ethnicity had
changed dramatically. This change was especially true for Blacks, some
said, who had previously been shut out of places like West Ridge, Irving
Park and Portage Park. Some places experienced race riots in the
1970s. A resident of Portage Park said that ‘people who grew up here
were raised in the ‘old school’ way — Ukranians lived here and Swedes



lived there ... If you were from Bridgeport then people said “oh, you
must be Irish”’. In other words, awareness of the connection between
where someone lived and what nationality or race they were used to
be much more pronounced.

Many had the view that people want to find common denominators
that unite them cross-culturally. In the West Ridge community, for
example, Amie Zander of the West Ridge Chamber of Commerce
pointed out that women from the Indian, Pakistani and Orthodox
Jewish communities were united in that the women tend to stay at
home rather than work outside the home. There were also pragmatic
views about unity. The head of one local bank saw the need for every-
one getting along as essential because it was ‘best for business’.

Despite the generally positive views about diversity, respondents were
also able to offer insights about the challenges it presented. Many seemed
resigned to the fact that there would always be tensions between groups.
Residents of Berwyn expressed fear that the sudden rise in Hispanic
population was ‘taxing the system’, as large families required services like
schools, and, put additional stress on utilities and police and fire serv-
ices. One resident said that there was a strong sense of community in
Blue Island but it dEtrB Lsﬁme automatically: ‘we work very hard at it’.
Another noted that the diference in child-rearing practices between
apartment dwellers and single-family homeowners created a clash in
parenting styles:‘the apartment kids are given more leeway because there
is less space inside the home’.

There were recurrent views about what was keeping these places
diverse. Many believed that transportation was the major factor, and
all of the communities were identified by residents as having excellent
access to the downtown. A resident of Blue Island made the point that
city services were key to retaining the affluent end of the diversity spec-
trum, asking: ‘Who’s going to buy the more expensive homes we have
here if the streets aren’t swept and the trash picked up?. Another said
that a mix of housing ages helped racial diversity because ‘Whites like
the older homes and Blacks like the newer housing’. Others noted that
small ‘mom and pop stores’ that could be walked to were essential for
retaining lower-income people.

Some respondents identified rental housing as the key to sustaining
diversity. They viewed the rapid conversion of apartments to condos as
working against that. This point of view contrasted with political leaders
who favored ownership because it results in more tax revenue. But resi-
dents associated with community-based institutions noted that rentals



are particularly important for new immigrants. One respondent pointed
out that if entry-level home ownership is later available to immigrants
within the same neighborhood, it provides a degree of stability, because
residents can become homeowners without having to move out of the
neighborhood.

Development pressures

Housing cost was identified as a key barrier to sustaining diversity. There
was widespread recognition among the respondents that new condomin-
ium development was putting a stress on the ability of neighborhoods
to stay diverse. However, none of the six diverse areas was experienc-
ing the kind of rapid gentrification seen in places like Wicker Park and
Buckstown on the North Side of Chicago. As one respondent put it,
‘taxes are going up, but it isn’t to the point of panic’. (Note that most
of the diverse neighborhoods studied here are protected by new tax
rules that put a cap on property tax increases. This was not the case
when Wicker Park and other neighborhoods closer to the Loop were
rapidly gentrifying.) Several respondents in Bridgeport argued that new
condominiums were being bought by ‘old-timers’ who wanted to cash
in their equity on Eelelgle-family home and move into something
smaller.

Concerns about affordability were contrasted with desires for economic
growth and new investment. In Berwyn and Blue Island, a number of
respondents were more concerned about stimulating economic expan-
sion than maintaining affordability. A respondent in Berwyn, for example,
said: ‘We need to raise the median income in Berwyn; we’re becoming a
lopsided town, we're becoming one class’. This sentiment was connected
to a concern about ethnic immigration.

Some residents believed that their neighborhoods exhibited a certain
robustness — that their communities could withstand change and new
development because they ‘had seen it all before’. By the same token,
respondents had little conception of what government or planners or
anyone could do to help support and sustain diversity. They tended to
view the existence of diversity as a historically derived, somewhat ran-
dom occurrence. In addition, rising costs tended to be associated with
new condo development, not downzoning or other barriers to develop-
ment put in place by residents. One resident of Old Irving Park, which
had recently downzoned its neighborhood, reasoned this way about the
inability of non-affluent people to move into wealthier OId Irving Park:
‘it’s not about people’s attitudes, it’s just that housing cost is a barrier’.



Residents were also aware that diverse neighborhoods could become
the victims of their own success — i.e., that people moving to a place
because of its diversity would ironically end up making the area less
diverse. They believed that new condominium development and million-
dollar homes on gated cul-de-sacs were not well integrated and could
put stress on the long-term stability of diversity in the neighborhood.
Some believed that minorities were being pushed out. This perspec-
tive varied, however. One developer argued that since new single-family
development in these highly built-up neighborhoods involved reclama-
tion of industrial and under-utilized commercial land, developers were
making better use of land and not simply displacing existing families:
‘Nobody’s being pushed out. Nobody’s being priced out’,a developer in
Bridgeport claimed. Yet some recognized a connection between main-
taining an industrial base and maintaining diversity.

Many residents believed that a lack of affordability was driving long-
term residents away. They argued that it was not about crime, not
about traffic or other aspects of urban living, but rather the high cost
of living. They also commented that residents who moved further out
to gain affordability still retained a connection to the neighborhood,
coming back every for example, to attend church. Some noticed
that this practice E.B)lag a strain on the neighborhood because of
the need to retain large parking lots for people to drive in from the
suburbs — parking lots that sat vacant most of the week.

There was widespread belief that accommodating neighborhood change —
from garage conversions to new ‘cinder block condos’ was destroy-
ing the character of the neighborhood. With little planning or design
review in place, changes were perceived as being mostly detrimental,
where the correct and only response would be to block change. This
sentiment prompted residents of Old Irving Park to fight density and
successfully downzone their neighborhood. They pointed to neighbor-
ing areas like Wicker Park, where ‘there’s architectural sameness ...
they'’re all starter condos, with a little balcony for the Webber grill’.
Many residents valued the pedestrian orientation and walkability of tra-
ditional neighborhood design, and wanted to keep the basic structure —
minimal setbacks, wide sidewalks, accessible storefronts — intact.

Residents seemed willing to support density increases along commercial
corridors, but not in residential areas. One resident of Old Irving Park
understood the advantage: ‘We want to get enough density to support
a Starbucks’. A city planner assigned to Portage Park said that residents
there were ‘fine with chains’ — they just wanted their retail district to



be strong. From the small business-owner’s point of view, however, high
end chains would have to co-exist with independently owned stores.
One business owner said: ‘The ethnic stores don’t want an “American
look”; they will lose business if they look too American. In a similar vein,
a business owner in Blue Island equated the sprucing up instigated by
the Main Street program as ‘harassment’, constituting ‘stupid, picky little
rules that will push people out’. On the other hand, the idea of making
a business area ‘attractive’ was seen as significantly less important than
simply attracting a major retailer to the area: ‘A Walmart or a Kmart —
that would help diversity’, said one Blue Island business owner.

There was widespread resentment about density increases occurring in
haphazard ways. One issue that was discussed repeatedly was the practice
of converting single-family houses to multiple-family residences. As one
respondent put it: I don’t care what ethnicity they are, if they’re cram-
ming into one house it causes problems’. Adding illegal apartments, moti-
vated by the need for additional rent, was cited as a significant problem
in Berwyn. Some pointed out that the poor design of apartment buildings
could make multi-family housing more of a liability than it needed to be.
There was some sense that lack of planning and design for development
was putting a strain jngs. That's one of the problems with this town’,
a respondent said I :Ea.nd,‘there isn’t really a design to it’.

Social connectedness

While recognizing that people are now more tolerant of diversity, many
respondents believed that ‘better networking’ was missing in their com-
munities. Some believed there was a lack of ability to work together to
address common problems, such as the ability of businesses to band
together to address parking and litter problems. One business owner
in Portage Park said that it was hard to get ethnic groups involved in
business organizations because ‘they don’t think in terms of the neigh-
borhood as being their market, they think in terms of their group being
their market’. Latinos in Berwyn were described by several residents as
‘insular’. The head of an historical society in Blue Island said that he had
difficulty getting Hispanics involved in his organization because of a lack
of historical connection:‘l have no photos, artifacts ... nothing from the
Hispanic community’. There was some sentiment that people in diverse
places were having a difficult time forming a unified vision of what their
neighborhoods should be.

Many contended that an increase in mobility was severing connec-
tions to the local community. They pointed to the increased role of the



automobile in this. A resident of Berwyn recalled when police and fire-
fighters were required to live in the communities they served, so that
they would have a stake in the local area. Some recalled a time when
they knew where all of their teachers lived. Others noted that there
were few events that brought people together. There was a pervasive
view that involvement in various neighborhood-based organizations
and institutions had declined dramatically. A fireman in Blue Island told
of how the Lions and VFW Hall were gone, and that ‘a lot of fraternal
organizations are going by the wayside’.

Some respondents said that people only care about their own private
worlds, and no longer know how to function as neighbors in a neigh-
borhood. One long-term resident of Portage Park recalled:‘Growing up,
nobody had a tall fence. Now everyone has a 6 foot tall wood fence and
everybody just drives into their little piece of the world’. Sometimes
this was attributed to newcomers. In Bridgeport, one resident said that
when new townhomes get built, ‘First thing that goes up is the outside
security door, then a security fence that locks it. People in Bridgeport
laugh at it because there’s no need for it — “it’s not that bad, folks!”’.
For some, the implication of this was a loss of caring about how to be
a good neighbor. (E ed that ‘some people don’t understand how
a neighborhood w to keep it on a social level; they just don’t
understand what has to be done, like cutting the grass’.

But there was also an interesting connection drawn between tight-knit,
closely bonded communities and decreased mobility. In West Ridge, the
tight bond of certain ethnic and religious groups was believed to be
tied to the ability to walk to communal facilities like synagogues. The
Orthodox Jews of West Ridge are one example. Diverse communities
were identified as providing access for new immigrants — to services
and facilities as well as people who speak their own language. Some
respondents said that ethnic immigrants created permanence in the
community because they were so attached to their neighborhoods.The
strong bonds within different groups were also cited as a reason why
gentrification pressures did not always amount to much. Though impos-
ing some hardship, respondents believed that residents would find a
way to stay in the community because of the cultural organizations and
institutions they had come to depend on.

The role of public and private institutions

Most respondents believed that the role of public and private institutions
in community life had changed significantly. While religious institutions



were still thought to be the center of social activity in some neigh-
borhoods like West Ridge, respondents in Bridgeport saw a significant
decline in the role of church and school. Catholic parishes in partic-
ular had gone from being the center of social and educational life to
being of much more limited social significance. This was attributed to a
broadening of resident interests and lessening of group affiliation. Some
argued that new residents were not joining parishes and not sending
their kids to local schools: ‘the new people are not joiners; there isn’t a
sense of community with these people’.

There is a certain paradox to having strong institutions in diverse neigh-
borhoods. Such institutions had historically tended to separate people
by enforcing attendance at a particular parish and school, with little out-
side contact. Few facilities functioned specifically as inclusive community
centers. Now, religious, ethnic and various private institutions are seen
as being crucial for maintaining some degree of social connectedness.
The Irish-American Heritage Center in Irving Park, for example, is run
by a board that includes ‘lawyers and doctors in addition to blue collar
and people of little means’. Arts organizations like the Portage Park Arts
center were seen as drawing very diverse groups together: ‘Housewives
doing quilting next le doing eastern meditation exercises’.An art-
ist in Bridgeport c% t the arts district was ‘holding Bridgeport
together’.

Many believed that more community facilities were needed. A resident
of Irving Park observed that communal play spaces were essential not
just for keeping people connected, but for taking the kids off the streets
and giving them somewhere to go.This in turn, she argued, could lessen
tensions among neighbors. In a neighborhood with high density and
insufficient public space, the provision of spaces for play may be essen-
tial for keeping neighbors neighborly. Some observed that there was a
need not only for more facilities, but for better access to existing ones.
One resident of Blue Island said that children had poor access to pub-
lic libraries, and many had to cross over railroad tracks to get there. A
similar comment was made about access to Berwyn’s library.

Some believed that the fragmentation and privatization of communal
places meant that some groups lacked social footing. The director of the
West Ridge Chamber of Commerce said that there were few places for
teenagers to go, for example. It was claimed that the Blue Island com-
munity lacked sufficient ‘lifestyle options’ for seniors. Places that would
have functioned as community focal points in previous decades no
longer existed. This includes centralized commercial areas. In Portage



Park, the six corners shopping district was said to be the central life of
the community, and its steady decline bothered many Portage Park
respondents.

Some believed there had been a breakdown in their community’s insti-
tutional strength. They noted that under-funding of libraries and even
the lack of a local newspaper was making it more difficult to hold the
diverse community together. They pointed out that it used to be that
Chicago public schools played a formative role in community life, but
that funding cuts had eliminated the ability to keep the schools open
to the public after hours. Respondents also noted that public schools
were often not servicing local children, and many parents, particularly
newer affluent ones, opted to send children outside of the neighbor-
hood to private schools. In Irving Park, for example, the landmark Carl
Schurz high school was populated by students being bussed in because
‘kids from the neighborhood try to avoid going there’. Several inter-
viewees were aware of recent gang-related shootings at the school, and
attributed this to outsiders.

DISCUSSIONEBL

Socially diverse neighborhoods are distinguishable as places where res-
idents are working out the day to day complexities that arise when
different kinds of people occupy the same geographic space. These
neighborhoods are not gentrified — although they often have strong
gentrification pressures — and they are not suffering from high crime
and disinvestment. But neither are their business districts and schools
thriving. These are neighborhoods and communities that are sometimes
viewed as stops along the way to the ultimate American dream,
the more affluent suburban neighborhood. As the mayor of Berwyn
summarized:

We've always been a stepping stone community, a launching field for the
Napervilles ... Berwyn started out with the Czechs, then the Irish, then the
Italians, now the Hispanics; they come from Chicago. Some stay here and
some end up moving further out. It’s the next step in the economic ladder.

There is a constant tension arising from paradoxical change: develop-
ment pressures fighting against neighborhood preservation efforts,
older public facilities that deteriorate despite new investment, small
businesses that are pushed out by chain stores, local institutions with
far-flung constituencies, declining schools in the midst of rising wealth,



old-timers that are displaced by young professionals, and real and imag-
ined fears that gradually escalate. Eventually, such neighborhoods often
veer in one direction or another, and lose their diversity.

Our respondents seemed to have a clear understanding of these issues
and tensions. They were very much aware of the diversity surrounding
them; diversity had meaning. They were also aware that urban invest-
ment and revitalization activities had an effect on diversity. Investment
can be good for social diversity in one context, and work against it in
another. Overall, the interviews revealed that the struggles between
different groups were interwoven — that is, expressed through and
around — issues very pertinent and even central to the design of the
built environment.

Yet all six communities lack basic planning and design support. Since
development tends to be smaller in these already built-up neighbor-
hoods, neighborhood plans and designs are the only mechanism for
ensuring that development fits into a broader framework. Unfortunately,
most neighborhoods in Chicago do not have any kind of legal power
to enforce a collectively derived vision. None of the six communities
have an open, democratically driven neighborhood planning process. The
process is closed, rEs matter of the personal interest of individual
aldermen. As a devéloper from Bridgeport summarized it, ‘In Chicago,
the aldermen control development because the aldermen control zon-
ing’. Even for large-scale projects, there is generally no neighborhood
involvement or community review of projects. When Alderman Stone
was asked why a large park was being developed near his home at the
suburban edge of West Ridge, he said, ‘Well, I like it ... | have a personal
interest in parks’.

The lack of public involvement in diverse places is unfortunate, because
in these places especially there is a need to foster public participation
and collective input. That’s because diverse areas are likely to be located
in older, inner-ring suburbs that are mostly built out,and prone to recur-
ring issues over the appropriate use of space — space for parking, for
new development, for single-family conversions, for public facilities, for
schools. Our interviews confirmed that the ever-present contestations
over issues endemic to older neighborhoods had no process of resolu-
tion — no participatory approach that would ensure an open attempt
to strike a compromise or a consensus.

The practical value of planning and design is that it exerts pressure on
local aldermen to pursue a collective vision and not deviate according
to their particular whims or, many respondents believed, their ability



to line their own pockets. Aldermen respond to their constituencies,
but, many believed, only to those with the loudest voices. There was an
example in Bridgeport of a developer who was trying to build town-
homes in a single-family area that would have included common open
space, but the alderman insisted that only single-family housing could
be built. Without consideration of housing mix, context, need, design
and planning the alderman was only using the blunt instrument of con-
formity to respond to the development proposal.

Lack of planning impedes the community’s ability to feel like it’s moving
forward and progressing on some level. Many respondents had the view
that certain neighborhood developments or improvements were essen-
tial to the neighborhood’s long-term health, and that without them, the
neighborhood would decline.With so much riding on certain high-profile
projects, much could be gained by concretizing these developments as
essential parts of community-generated plans.

In the absence of a collective vision, residents in a diverse neighborhood
may be particularly prone to antagonism toward new development.
Without clear plans and guidelines, change is often seen as threatening.
There were many les given by respondents of attempts to block
new development EBE)' development that would increase density.
To the degree that some new development is necessary to sustain
diversity, neighborhood planning and design could play a stronger role
in ensuring compatibility of diverse types of development, thereby mini-
mizing attempts to block changes that would actually promote diversity.
Residents seemed to be most concerned with predictability and the
ability to avoid bad quality design, not with blocking people out per se.
Residents in Berwyn were upset about the loss of historic structures to
make way for an Applebees, and a parking garage proposed for Devon
Avenue in West Ridge was widely criticized by neighborhood residents
and merchants because of its bad location and design. These types of
stresses may have been dealt with in a less contentious way if there had
been a different kind of decision-making environment.

The failure of process also tends to result in uncreative solutions to
things. The city planner for Portage Park said that some residents
believed that the way to battle crime was to promote higher hous-
ing prices. Perhaps if there had been a process in place for address-
ing issues like neighborhood crime, solutions that seek a more holistic
understanding of proposals, especially their negative consequences (like
gentrification and residential displacement), would be a matter of
course. Tensions over practical issues like traffic and parking should not



be allowed to escalate and transfer into objections about particular
groups of people. There is a need to empower residents with the tools
and strategies they need to address such issues. Providing design ideas
that accommodate mix, foster connection, and provide security may be
one essential step in the right direction.

NOTE

I Much of this material was drawn from the interviewees themselves, with
cross-referencing from The Encyclopedia of Chicago (Grossman et al., 2004).
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THE STRATEGIES

| have been arguing that the promotion of social diversity has impli-
cations for the design of the built environment — that the ‘container’
should exhibit some relation to its ‘contents’, as Lewis Mumford
(1968a, p. 165) put it. Above all, social diversity requires an environ-
ment that is designed for different types of people — people with dif-
ferent needs, interests, tastes, and constraints. This mix, in turn, requires
special attention to how people are connected, and whether they feel
secure. Design for diversity is largely a matter of being strategic about
where development occurs, and what form that development takes.

The strategies anE proposals given in the next three chapters
tend to emulate the physical conditions of the pedestrian-oriented
city, an urban form based not on cars, but people. This does not mean
that the social and economic conditions of the car-based city are being
assumed away. But it does mean that it is now necessary to design a
socially mixed city in an environment largely devoid of the mechanisms
that had previously kept social separation in place, despite geographi-
cal proximities — the rules of deference as discussed in Chapter 2. The
strategies for place diversity presented here are in that sense radical —
they attempt to do away with a class-based social geography.

It is useful to look briefly at the motivations people have had for
designing the built environment in various ways. Design may be
intended to benefit specific populations, such as women (Design and
Feminism, Rothschild and Cheng, 1999), children (Creating Child Friendly
Cities, Gleeson and Sipe, 2006), or the elderly and disabled (Inclusive
Urban Design, Burton and Mitchell, 2006). Design proposals may be
most concerned with environmental conservation, civic vision, or social
interaction (Barnett, 2006). Or design might be particularly attuned to
the requirements of different kinds of users, helping them navigate a
space, feel safe, be socially active, or find spiritual fulfillment (Greed and
Roberts, 1998; Montgomery, 1998).



Most often designers of urban places are focused on creating a ‘sense
of place’, as in the work of the Project for Public Spaces (2007). Or
they may be hoping to change people’s behavior, as in strategies for
encouraging the use of public open space (Rishbeth, 2001). Recently,
design has been used in an effort to promote public health (Moudon,
2005). These various strands represent all kinds of different goals —
socialization, excitement, profit, crime reduction, civic pride, health.
Evaluative criteria that correspond to these goals are based on princi-
ples like human scale, pedestrian access, safety, complexity, legibility, or
spatial enclosure.

Urban design theory has been used as a way of interpreting the diver-
sity of urban places. There are those who can look at sprawling land-
scapes and see the basis of diversity, as implied in Soja’s declaration
that the ‘representations of spatiality and historicity’ in Los Angeles are
‘archetypes of vividness, simultaneity, and interconnection’ (Soja, 1989).
There are also esthetic explanations of fragmentation and difference
(largely devoid of explicit social meaning, or highly abstracted from
it), as in Rowe and Koetter’s (1978) Collage City, or Tschumi’s (1996)
Architecture and Disjunction. Theory may be used to better understand
the symbolic cont underlying meaning of designed spaces, or
to invent new VOCEIB (Soja, 2000). In these contexts, normative
rules about the urban experience found in texts such as Alexander
et al’s (1977) Pattern Language or Lynch’s (1981) Good City Form may
be downgraded as ‘trivial operational features of urban environments’
(Cuthbert, 2006, p. 12) and a far cry from ‘theory’.

Finding a base of support for strategies that uphold social diversity may
be less about finding an appropriate theory and more about understand-
ing the implications of specific social goals. In fact virtually every consid-
eration in the design of human settlement can be thought of as having
some sort of social value, either implicit or explicit. The task, then, is to
figure out what social goals associated with various planning and design
approaches can be linked specifically to social diversity. To get ideas
about this there are a number of design perspectives to draw from.

Design for equality. Design based on the idea of equality could
potentially have a lot to do with fostering diversity. For example, if design
for equality is about equalizing access and ensuring closer proximities
between where people of all ages and both genders live and work, as
exemplified in Dolores Hayden’s (1980) proposal for a ‘non-sexist city’,
then the idea of equality becomes very much intertwined with the notion
of supporting diversity. Often, in fact, design for specific constituencies



is motivated by a desire to equalize access for all groups and therefore
make up for past inequities.

Design for imageability and vitality. The primary goal of most
urban design is to create a ‘successful’ human environment, which
usually means an enhancement of the visual, aesthetic experience.
The focus might be to provide some visual coherence, some
framework for making sense of the urban realm. Kevin Lynch’s (1980)
‘dimensions’ were aimed at achieving successful urban places, and what
constituted success was largely a matter of performance criteria, such
as imageability and legibility. Lynch wanted the built environment to
respond well to people’s needs, to allow people to be successful, to
give people access to things, and to provide vitality.

In this mode is the idea of ‘place-making’. Place-making, in turn, is largely
predicated on vitality, activity, and liveliness. Whether viewed as the
image of the city (Lynch, 1960), the city as a set of sequences (Cullen,
1961), or the idea of instilling ‘permanence, locus, individuality and mem-
ory’ (Gosling, 2003, p. 22), these dimensions are about creating a suc-
cessful experience for the individual urban resident. That experience is
successful if it pro change, generates lots of activity, or presents
a positive, cuIturalll;EE ul experience (Montgomery, 1998).

Diverse places, too, need to be ‘successful’ and have a sense of place.
The issue, as discussed in Chapter 3, is how to balance imageability and
vitality with the other requirements of diverse places.

Design for organic wholeness. Some designers are more concerned
with the generative processes that create successful environments, as
opposed to prescriptions for end-state forms. The aim of Christopher
Alexander, for example, is to discover the laws that produce an organic
wholeness — cities with ‘organic, personal, and human character’
(Alexander et al., 1987, p. 234).That organic quality defines their success.

It could be argued that organic growth — wholeness — is necessary for
social diversity too. According to Alexander’s theory, growth should be
piecemeal, and every increment of building should contribute to a larger
whole. Rules for incremental change are likely to be supporting of diver-
sity because they accommodate finely grained elements, as opposed to
singularly conceived, monolithic elements that are likely to contribute to
homogeneity.

Design for community. Sometimes the design of cities is called
upon to provide ‘a physically humane setting for a social existence’



(Gosling, 2003, p. 7). The emphasis is on existing neighborhoods and the
way public spaces can be designed and located to strengthen existing
or new communities. Morrish and Brown (2000) identified five types
of neighborhood assets — homes and gardens, community streets,
neighborhood niches, anchoring institutions, public gardens — that
should form the basis of community-oriented planning and design.

Often design is directed at the need to foster social interaction. The
New Urbanists, for example, believe that the design of neighborhoods
should adhere to certain principles in order to satisfy the ideal of com-
munity. Neighborhoods should be designed to be walkable, centered,
and perhaps bounded; their outdoor spaces should be enclosed, traffic
should be calmed, and public space should be plentiful and evoke civic
pride. Such design principles are intended to enhance civic awareness,
and therefore community.

The connection to diversity is not straightforward. A key paradox con-
fronting attempts to ‘build’ community through physically-oriented poli-
cies is that, at least at the neighborhood level, such community building
efforts have been histokically linked to efforts to promote social homo-
geneity and excluIEBiaLer, 1985). David Harvey likened the quest
for community via design to ‘surveillance bordering on overt social
repression’ (Harvey, 1997, p. 69). Yet, the effort to design for social
connection, the maintenance of social inclusion, and feelings of secu-
rity within a place are goals that are essential for both community and
diversity.

Design for sustainability. Finally, there is the connection to
sustainability. lan McHarg, in Design With Nature (1969), was an early
advocate of the idea that urban design should be based on ecological
principles. Since then, calls by ecologically-oriented planners to be
responsive to the natural environment and to foster diversity in human
realms have been translated to certain design principles. Calthorpe
(1993), for example, defines his work as one of attempting to give
specific form to sustainability goals like diversity and interdependence
(Calthorpe, 1993). In an article titled ‘Urban design to reduce
automobile dependence’, Newman and Kenworthy (2006) show how
features like pedestrian sheds and town centers affect sustainability.
Elements of sustainable city form include containment, public transport,
access to services, housing variety, self-sufficiency, adaptability, and local
autonomy.



THREE DESIGN STRATEGIES

All of these design motivations — equality, imageability, vitality, organic
wholeness, community, sustainability — are good sources for ideas about
designing for diversity. They help to envision the physical conditions
that correlate with, promote or sustain diversity. To make sense of
these varied ideas, and to hone in on those likely to be most relevant
to social diversity, | propose a framework that consists of three inter-
related strategies — mix, connection and security.

Design strategies for diverse places involve reading the environment in
a particular way. A street and a sidewalk become places not just to
accommodate movement, but places that might have special significance
for the support of social diversity. Strategies are also largely about pri-
oritizing and making strategic investments. Where can a relatively small
amount of attention go a long way in promoting and sustaining the
social diversity that exists? Can we identify priority areas that become
the focus of stabilization, and what kind of intervention would be
appropriate!

The next three ch utline the basic rationale for these three pri-
mary strategies — E ection, and security. Implementation of each
involves either development, preservation, or mitigation.That is, support-
ing mix, connection and security involves either interjecting design ele-
ments that support diversity, finding elements that support diversity and
preserving them, or finding what is detracting from diversity and trying
to lessen the negative effect. There is a strong emphasis on analysis —
how to evaluate the built environment for its diversity-sustaining
potential.

MIX
Connection 4———§» Security

—&>

Three requirements for a diverse neighborhood
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There are two types of strategies related to mix in diverse places: the
mix of housing options, and the mix of services and facilities needed to
support a diverse set of needs.

HOUSING MIX

Housing mix is needed to ensure that social mobility does not require
geographic mobility — in other words, providing opportunities for resi-
dents to change their housing ‘in place’. Housing mix steers us away
from the idea that neighborhoods represent monocultural reflec-
tions of social starjet %ping stones ‘in a trajectory of ascendance
through a geography of status and income’ (Espino, 2001, p. 6). Diverse
neighborhoods are those that provide multiple opportunities.

Three things can help sustain a mix of housing options:

® Mix of housing types — different tenures (owner vs. renter occupied),
and different forms and sizes, from single-family to multi-family.

® Mix of housing ages — the retention of existing housing stock, inte-
grated and blended with new housing stock. This is because older
units are often more affordable than new. Diverse neighborhoods
tend to have historic layers, which can be used to understand the
unique qualities of places (Hayden, 2003).

® Policies that sustain a mix of affordability levels.

The policy side of the equation is essential, because the market is unlikely
to support a mix of unit affordability levels on its own. The support of a
diverse neighborhood requires that one type of housing or price level
not be allowed to ‘take over’. Most often, there is a need for policies that
keep units affordable (this is discussed in more depth in Chapter 10).

One of the most entrenched truisms about city planning is that well
designed places quickly become unaffordable. It’s a relatively simple
matter of short supply and high demand, coupled with the fact that
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Bridge Port West Ridge

¥ High Form diversity one-story homes and bungalows
two-story homes

I High social diversity I small multi-Family like duplexes

20 larger multi-Family and apartments
™ commercial buildings



Portage Park

Designers should become familiar with the patterns of diversity in diverse neighborhoods. These
maps show blocks with high resident diversity (in purple) and high form diversity (e.g., unit types
and sizes, highlighted in red). Also shown is land use by parcel.

affordability in desirable places goes against the basic laws of land use
in the American real estate market.

Design strategies EB.Lport housing mix include codes that can
address housing mix, small unit integration, housing near transit, hous-
ing in commercial areas, and new/innovative housing types.

CODES THAT CAN HANDLE HOUSING MIX

Diverse neighborhoods need codes that specifically address issues
related to the mixing of housing types. Diverse areas are prone to wide
fluctuations in housing size, type and style. This is potentially good for
diversity but potentially bad for long-term stability and neighborhood
cohesiveness. Codes are needed that go beyond simple FARs and unit
sizes, and instead allow flexibility within a framework that promotes a
successful integration of housing types.

Diverse areas need form-based codes to accomplish this. The examples
shown here are from the ‘SmartCode’ (http://www.smartcodecentral.org/).
A particular zone is regulated in function of its character, not on the basis
of use (single-family vs. multi-family).

It regulates height by no. of stories, disposition (where the building is
placed on the lot), outbuildings, and parking. Use diversity is encouraged,
and buildings can function as residential, lodging, office or retail spaces,



SMARTCODE ARTICLE 5. BUILDING SCALE PLANS

municipality
SECTION 5.4.11
]
sa ™ Yy a a - ' BUILDING HEIGHT
] 0 < | (] 1. Building height shall be -~
B o B g NN N measured in number of stories s S
¢ SN v AN N excluding a raised basement, or L S
| habited attic. £
= WV \\/] i n Max.
= N = | =k 2. Each story shall not exceed pgjgnt 3 PN
14 ft clear, floor to ceiling. e e o
o RN '4 3. Maximum height shall be 2 " +—Max.
o sz N NG| E [ measured to the eave or roof :;’-' 2 height
(see tablet) deck. o 1 1
BUILDING FUNCTION (see tables 10&11 _
a. Residential Limited use
b. Lodging Limited use
c. Office Limited use
d. Retail Limited use BUILDING DIAPOSITION
BUILDING HEIGHT (see table 8) 1. The facades and elevations
a. Principal building | 4 stories max, 2min of principal buildings shall be
b. Outbuidin [ 2 stories m distanced from the lot lines as
. Outbuilding stories max. shown.
LOT OCCUPATION 2. Buildings shall have facades v6 . min
- 5 along principal frontage lines
& et I 180""“'" Eeliimax and elevations along lotlines. . Comer lot
b. Lot coverage [ 70% max (see table 16E). condition
BUILDING TYPE (see table 9) > [ 12 ft. min.24 ft. min. 3 ft. min. M « —
a. Edgeyard Permitted Mid-blockt
b. Sideyard Permitted X condition
c. Rearyard Permitted I Oif3min3
d. Countyard Permitted
BUILDING DISPOSITION
a. Front setback | 6 ft.min. 18 ft. max.
b. Side setback 6 ft.combined min ?L::_T]BUIILDING PL:\(;EMENT
. Rear setback 3ft min~ . The elevations of the out
buildings shall be distances from
diBiniagslsaloack the lot lines as shown
OUTBUILDING DISPOSITION I
a. Front setback 20 ft.min. big. setba
b. Side setback oft. minor3ft. T
c. Rear setback 3 ft.* or 23 ft. Com_e_r lot
condition
PRIVATE FRONTAGES (see table 7) -
a. Common lawn | Prohibited Mid-blockt
b. Porch & Fence | Prohibited Oft.or.23 ft. condition
c. Terrace or L.C. | Prohibited IO ft. min.
d. Forecourt Prohibited
e. Stoop Prohibited
f. Shopfront&Awnig | Prohibited
g. Gallery Prohibited PARKING PROVISIONS
h. Arcade Prohibited 1. Uncovered parking spaces
Refer to summary table 14 may be provided within the 3rd
layer as shown in the diagram
PARKING PROVISIONS (see table 16D).
2. Covered parking shall be
See tables 11 & 12 provided within the 3rd layer Secondary frontage
as shown in the diagram (see ]
table 16D) 3.
*or 15ft. from center line of alley 3. Trash containers shall be 8
stored within the 3rd layer. 3
3
5
«Q
©
—> SC55
1st layer 2nd layer 3rd layer

Sections from the SmartCode (above and page 119) show how form-
based codes differ from conventional zoning codes. They regulate
form - building frontages, height, disposition, placement - rather than
focusing on details about the kinds of uses and activities allowed.

within some limits. But the main point is that regulations on form are
parametric, allowing a range of options — essential for mixing housing
types successfully. Flexibility is allowed within some bounds to ensure
coherence.
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a. THOROUGHFARE & FRONTAGES

YRR

Building Private Public | Vehicular lanes | Public Private Building
frontage frontage frontage frontage
< >« >« »
Private lot Thoroughfare (R.O.W.) Private lot

c.BUILDING DISPOSITION

1-Principal building
2-Backbuilding
| 3-Outbuilding

Housing type incongruities, a common occurrence in diverse
neighborhoods, could be addressed by applying form-based codes.
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Where to focus coding effort

Blocks that have high social diversity and high building form diversity
should be identified (areas in blue, below and page 121).These are the
locations in which to ensure that codes don’t undermine the mix, but
instead help stabilize and procure it. This may require the adoption of
new, formbased codes (like the SmartCode).
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Blocks in BrioEpBIﬂfh high social/form diversity.
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Blocks in Irving Park with high social/form diversity.

These maps show areas in Bridgeport, Irving Park and VWest Ridge that
have both high form mix and high social diversity. These areas should
be targeted for coding that preserves mix. New development in these
areas should respect existing forms, which is also accomplished through
the use of a form-based code.
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Blocks in Portage Park that lie between areas of one housing type vs.
another.
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If there are no areas with high social diversity and high form diversity,
then look for areas of high social diversity that are near parks or other
amenities, and that also seem to have a range of housing types. This is
the case with the Portage Park example. The blue highlighted area sur-
rounds a park between two relatively homogeneous housing areas.

MULTI-FAMILY UNITS IN SINGLE-FAMILY
BLOCKS

Form-based codes will help ensure that new housing is compatible with
existing neighborhood character. New multi-family housing should either
have the basic typology of existing multi-family housing (if there are good
examples in the area), OR, it could take on the typology of single-family
housing in the area (i.e., multi-family buildings with a single-family housing
character or compatibility). Examples of the latter are shown below.

I

Housing type mix that could be more successfully blended
through the use of form-based codes. The images are from
the West Ridge neighborhood.

Examples of multi-family buildings with a single-family compatibility.
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LINKAGES BETWEEN DIVERSE
HOUSING TYPES

There should be a concerted effort to create neighborhood link-
ages between variegated housing forms. Often in the transition areas
between different housing types there is vacant land or under-utilized
space. These spaces tend to insulate rather than connect.

d)

Different levels of diversity in a) Bridgeport; b) Irving Park; ¢) Porfage Park; and d) West Ridge.
Transitional areas - the places where high diversity adjoins areas that are less diverse - are

circled in red.



Finding transitional areas

The first step is to find those places that are harboring a mix of differ-
ent housing types and focus on them. There are different strategies. For
example, a designer could focus strategically on:

Mixed areas that are isolated — areas of high mix surrounded by
areas of low mix

High contrast areas — places that go from high mix to low mix
abruptly, especially those that are on either side of a major transpor-
tation artery (see Irving Park example).

Open space areas — areas with a lot of transitional mix (from high to
low diversity) that also have available open spaces (Portage Park and
Bridgeport examples).

Variegated areas — places with very different housing types close
together. Open spaces in these areas should be targeted for context
sensitive development, preferably based on a form-based code (West
Ridge example).

Strategic open areas in Bridgeport.

Designing transitional areas

Because of the diversity of building types and uses, sometimes there

are juxtapositions that are quite jarring. This can be exciting — a lake

next to a high-rise building is an abrupt transition that can be very vital.
But other times the juxtaposition is not nearly so interesting, and may

even be disorienting and disruptive.
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Strategic open areas in Bridgeport

Variegated areas in West Ridge.

In diverse places, there are often abrupt mixes of housing types. The
mix can be awkward, with no transition space and no sense of context.
The contrast seems only fragmented and ill-planned. It accentuates dif-
ference, but not necessarily in a positive way.

Design for transitional areas should focus on creating a physical or
perceptual linkage between the diverse housing types that surround it.
For example, the development of public space can be a good way to
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Strategic open areas
behind commercial strip
in Portage Park.

link housing types that otherwise lack any deliberate, meaningful inte-
gration in terms of their physical design. If the diverse housing types
front the public space equally, they are equally acknowledged as impor-
tant at least on a la:lz level. They share a collective space, and
jointly connect to EI ition, encouraging buildings that can serve
a variety of uses is important for lending vitality to the adjacent public
space. This can also help provide a better linkage between the diverse
residential types.

Transitional areas to be designed are either |) open spaces or 2)
streets. For open space, parks are an obvious choice. If there are streets

-

For areas with very different building
types, transition space is needed. It's
important to have active uses around
the space, not vacant lotfs or buildings.
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rather than open spaces between different housing types, the streets
can be designed as connecting spaces. Woonerfs — shared streets
designed to be negotiated by cars and people — are an innovation that
could be particularly useful in diverse urban neighborhoods.
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This area of Bridgeport
has large apartment
buildings and single-
family homes in one area.
Transitional housing or
other developed space is
especially needed in the
empty lots in between.

g Md!!" W
o g
i et v
(YT T
| Mg [ S g
i woel T:_m 0]

.“-I'i. na s om o
w——

|IHHIII.' T
s

] o

wull®  aEEm
e
aE®  wn

[ wity sty puapuiponyigmnt 1

On streets with widely varying
housing types or little nearby
collective space, consider
creating a woonerf (the Dutch
term for ‘street for living”") to help
sustain the mix.



SMALL UNIT INTEGRATION

There is a relationship between diversity and density, but it cannot be
specified in absolute terms. Even Jane Jacobs recognized that density
requirements for generating diversity are likely to vary from one place
to another. Densities that are too high could repress rather than stimu-
late diversity by giving rise to standardization of building type.

The diverse neighborhoods studied here are nowhere near the con-
centration requirements envisioned by Jane Jacobs, who was advocating
something in the range of 100 dwelling units per acre.

The ability to establish urban-level diversity in less intense settings is a
challenge, but there are some basic design strategies that could be use-
ful, and that are likely to be essential for sustaining diversity. Small unit
integration is especially important because it provides options for low
to moderate income households, as well as additional rental income for
existing property owners.

Housing near transit

Pressure to |ncre'_s,e ty can be relieved by supporting small
unit integration — L units or ‘granny flats’ are one example.
Sometimes residents ob|ect to allowing accessory units because of a
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The yellow circled areas in Irving Park, above, are less than a five-
minute walk to rail fransit. These areas should be targets for infill
development.,
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(real or perceived) increase in cars in the area. Tying the provision of
small units to areas well served by transit can lessen this impact, as well
as lessen the burden of car ownership for low-income families. New
affordable units should be allowed and even encouraged in areas close
to transit — with parking restrictions, not requirements.

Housing in commercial areas

Housing over commercial space is another way of promoting housing
mix via small unit integration. It is not only smaller and therefore more
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Blue areas are very close to public transit; Thgé gn’roin varied housing types. Encourage
small unit integration in these areas especially.
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The dark squares are accessory buildings (garages) within 500 ft of a
bus stop in this section of Bridgeport.
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Irving Park, Portage Park and West Ridge
have a lot of acreage within a short 500 ft of
a bus stop (highlighted in blue). These areas
should be targets for infill development - small
E BL ssory units in residential areas, and
. ing over commercial space in the

commercial areas.
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affordable, but has the added value of providing more client base for
small business owners in the vicinity.

INNOVATIVE HOUSING TYPES - COURTYARDS
AND CLOSES

Diverse neighborhoods in 2Ist century America could make use of
innovation in multi-family arrangements to better accommodate a vari-
ety of housing sizes and types. Courtyards and closes (short looped
streets with housing around them) are especially appropriate.

Garden City designers like Raymond Unwin and John Nolen were mas-
terful at integrating housing types. They were especially good at fitting
in attached row houses amongst single-family housing. The examples
shown here are from Unwin’s classic text Town Planning in Practice, writ-
ten in 1909.
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Courtyard housing may be a great way to integrate
smaller housing types in a diverse neighborhood. Many
examples are shown in the book Courtyard Housing in
Los Angeles: A typological analysis by Polyzoides

et al, 1997.

Housing type integration was important to early 20th century planners.
Below are a few eﬁ%l:f their innovative arrangements.

—rore ol

* INTERIOR

£ o COURT

e 0 7 sl

Tae Oroivary Crry Brock, Evexy with Arracuep DweLLings ror Fiery or
Sixty Famiuies, Can Have a Beavriren IntErior Garbex Court

William Drummond, 1913. From the City Club of Chicago
Quarter Section of Land Competition. Published in Yeomans,
1916, p. 41.
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Filus. 377.—#a

flius. 36—Hampsteed Garden  Subur.
Group of large Aouses with carriage
drfve cireling lomm.

‘ Raymond Unwin, 1909. Town Planning in
oo dtptises (B Practice. These four examples are found on

dlins, 279 —Arrangement for developing greaser depth of land by means of carriage drive. pOgeS 353_355'

Mix lot sizes

Finally, there are certain structural aspects of the form of neighbor-
hoods that contribute positively to mix. One is the diversity of plat-
ting configurations, often related to the variation of street types (see
Marshall, 2004a). Platting diversity may help promote housing type
diversity. Lot configurations may range from uniform on one block and
mixed on another, or large, perpendicular lots on one or both ends
with smaller lots in between.
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F1G. 64 —THE GROUFING OF MOUSES IN A SUBURBAN ROAD FIG. 163.—ALTERNATIVE SUCCESTIONS FOR THE TREATMENT OF A FORECOUET FLACE

H. Inigo Triggs, 1909. Town Planning: Past, Present and Possible, pp. 195 and 315.

In Chicago, the variety of configurations on a given block is no doubt
supported by the narrowness of Chicago lots — often 25 by 125 feet
in older neighborhoods. But in addition, as Keating (2005) documents,
subdividers provided a range of lot shapes and sizes explicitly for the
purpose of providing for a range of incomes.



The Bridgeport neighborhood has a good
mix of platting configurations - each color
shown here corresponds to a different
arrangement of lofs. Platting diversity
promotes housing type diversity.

FACILITIES AND SERVICES MIX

A diversity of peo r@ a diversity of businesses, services and facili-
ties. Business diversity that corresponds to social diversity is most likely
localized, or at least small in scale. While it may make sense to talk
about economic diversity that fosters innovation and thrives on crea-
tivity in the sense of a ‘creative economy’, such diversity needs to be
meaningful to individuals rather than corporations and city politicians.
The diversity required is likely not in the form of ‘town centers’ or
other attempts to commodify a nostalgic notion of the American small
town. Mixed businesses for a diverse neighborhood need to be some-
thing more fundamental. In addition, the composition of the mix matters.
Uses should compliment each other and be active at different times of
the day, creating what Jane Jacobs called ‘complex pools of use’.

The stylistic implications of this kind of mix can be complicated. On the
one hand, architectural variety is valued as a way of supporting diversity.
Many urban planners and designers reject the uniformity of modernist
urbanism, and promote instead an approach that respects variety. On
the other hand, uniformity of design can be culturally rich. Sometimes
urbanism has a regularity and uniformity to it that provides a support-
ive context for an underlying social diversity.

Diversity and contrast go together. The key to making the contrast
‘work’ is context. Gehry’s Bilbao museum has been heralded as a building
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A complex set of services and facilities are required to keep a
diverse population sustained.

with extreme contrast that is nevertheless highly successful because
of its positioning at the end of a street vista (Duany et al., 2003). It
is contextualized by the way the buildings frame it. Similarly, diverse
building types reflective of a diverse place may be contextualized in
different ways.
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Small, independently owned businesses in diverse neighborhoods are essential.

ASSESSMENT

There should be an initial assessment: what does the neighbourhood
have! Does the mix of services and facilities meet the needs of the
mix of people located there? What groups are over or under serviced?
Obviously, many needs can not be met from within the neighborhood;
but what could reasonably be added?



One way to support mix is to find areas with high levels of social mix
and make sure these areas are well served by public space and/or com-
mercial and other types of non-residential facilities.

FITTING IN SMALL BUSINESSES

Services should be well-distributed to reach a broad geographic range.
This also implies that mix has a relationship to size. Many urbanists have
stressed that the most important requirement for good urban places is
the control of size — keeping things small. Smallness is especially impor-
tant in diverse areas because it is the basis of multiple ownership, which
in turn, encourages diversity of service. Small, independent businesses in
diverse areas need to be protected and nurtured, and new small busi-
ness growth encouraged.

Accommodating the growth of smaller businesses can be accomplished
in multiple ways. Although the diverse neighborhoods studied here are
built out, there are lots of places to fit in small businesses — for exam-
ple, adjacent to alleys and near existing commercial buildings. Areas
that are already hiﬁ B*;d in terms of land use should be targeted.

Bridgeport.

High social diversity
High Form diversity
I High socialfform diversity



Irving Park.

B

West Ridge.

Portage Park.

The red boxes on the maps above and on the left
are areas that are high in diversity buf low in terms of
facilities. Designers should look at these in detail.

MIX

137
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The architect Michael Pyatok argues that designers should help accom-
modate small, family-run businesses. For lower-income and ‘blue-collar’
families, homes should be able to function as workplaces — for making
clothing, operating a repair shop, or engaging in other types of non-

noxious, light industries.

Alleys can be used to support these kinds of family-operated small busi-
nesses. An important point is that most of these diverse neighborhoods
already have an intricate system of alleys. These need to be legitimized
as places for small business — perhaps limited to places near commercial
districts and/or places that already have a high degree of land use mix.
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Diverse neighborhoods often have a dense network of alleys and vacant land adjacent to
commercial buildings - for example the green and purple spaces shown here in Bridgeport. These
areas may be able to accommodate additional small business growth. Unoccupied commercial
and industrial land in the spaces between and behind buildings should be tapped for their
potential to accommodate small entrepreneurs. All of the areas shown here are within a very

I.".I_

short walk to a bus stop, which lessens the pressure for additional parking.
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System of alleys in Bridgeport.

MIX

The network of alleys in Bridgeport could make it possible to
integrate small family-run businesses in the residential fabric,
while maintaining a socially functional street. Form-based
codes can be used to ensure compatibility and minimize
friction.

139
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BIG BOXES

While small neighborhood-based establishments serve and employ a
diverse population, large retailers are a mixed blessing. They provide
the neighborhood with needed retail and employment, but they disrupt
connection, often degrade the collective capacity of the street, generate
traffic, inhibit access to all but car owners, and can displace the inde-
pendently owned retailers essential for diversity.

Big boxes and chains can be accommodated in a way that does not work
against the fabric of a diverse neighborhood, which tends to be finely
grained. One strategy is to ‘wrap’ them with smaller units. Or, similarly, put
small retail spaces in front of big boxes. Providing spaces for smaller; local
retailers is good for diversity, and good for activating and enlivening the
street. As Jacobs argued,‘Streets need controls ... but the controls needed
are not controls on kinds of uses. The controls needed are controls on
the scale of the street frontage permitted to a use’ (Jacobs, 1961).

» l'll."-;‘..ﬂu_l__-'_' w— 11 | |

- = g e ! ”

There are ways to fit in bigger retailers without
disrupting the smaller scale of businesses essential for a
diverse neighborhood.
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Encouraging live/work units, arfists’ lofts, and light manufacturing
in the underutilized land adjacent to major tfransportation
corridors may be good for diversity. It helps small businesses and
entrepreneurs gain a foothold (or retain their presence) in a
diverse community. Such places can function as low-rent business

incubators.
EBL

The two views above show new infill units (in orange) in a vacant
section near the highway in Bridgeport.
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Target areas that have an especially high degree of land use mix, such
as the areas in the red boxes, above.

EBL

7

In these targeted areas, there is room to accommodate new small
businesses - the darkened green and purple areas are open land.



Proposed.

An underutilized area near the highway in Porfage Park could be
used for small business development.
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Around a major rail corridor in
Bridgeport, there are parking
areas that could be used

for artfists spaces, modular
manufacturing buildings, and
prefab units of various kinds.

Existing. Proposed.

Along commercial corridors, which are also well served by public transit, there are
empty lofs to fill in with small buildings - buildings to accommodate the varied services
and facilities diverse neighborhoods require. These could be tucked in and made
unobtrusive, as at (a), or positioned o frame the street, as at (b). There are multiple
benefifs in both approaches, including added surveillance of underutilized vacant
spaces, and the ability o frame space that is otherwise given away to car traffic.



MIX 145

Around industrial land and

transit corridors - which diverse
neighborhoods offen have plenty
of - there is space to fit in small
businesses: resilient, small, flexible
units to accommodate small
entrepreneurs. In these areas,
codes should be relaxed and
incentives given to develop the
kinds of small businesses that are
essential to maintaining a diverse
neighborhood. It should be easy
for small starter businesses to locate
near industrial sites and railroad
tracks - leffover spaces that often
go vacant and underutilized.
Because of the fact that small
businesses are essential for
sustaining diverse neighborhoods,
public subsidy in the form of tax
breaks and low-interest loans should
be instituted.
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Small modular units can be used to set up shops easily. These small retail and artist spaces are
designed to be affordable, small, and neighborhood-based. Above left: retail spaces in New
Town St. Charles, MO designed by Duany, Plater-Zyberk & Co. (photo by Sandy Sorlien); right
above and below: easy-to-build commercial structures from the Gentilly neighborhood plan (a
section of New Orleans, by Duany, Plater-Zy h% 0., p. 84); below left: a cluster of pre-fab artist

spaces from the Bay St. Louis rebuilding planTilssissiopi Renewal Forum Report, p. 11, courtesy of
Michael Mehaffy).




The importance of maximizing connectivity in urban space is a com-
mon theme in urban design (Alexander, 1965; Hillier and Hanson, 1984).
Salingaros (1998), for example, has written that the ‘living city depends
on an enormous number of different paths’, and that ‘dead cities need to
become more connected to regain urban vitality’. Common design strat-
egies for promoting connectivity include gridded street networks, estab-
lishing the ‘100 percent corner’ where multiple activities can coalesce, or
providing well-located schools, parks and neighborhood stores as shared
spaces that foster social connectedness. Connecting all types of spaces is
important — public and private, residential and non-residential, storefront

and sidewalk. E B L

To achieve connectivity, planners may focus on the alternative routes
and access points that can be created by increasing street connections.
They may draw attention to the size and shape of blocks, which deter-
mine both the public space network and the corresponding patterns
of movement. It is generally agreed that large-scale blocks, cul-de-sacs
and dendritic (tree-like) street systems are less likely to provide good
connectivity.

Enhancing connectivity can also be as simple as delineating safe places
to cross existing streets, calming traffic down on busy streets, or insti-
tuting better pedestrian pathways. Most of these strategies are based
on the view that the built environment can have an effect on con-
straining or promoting passive contact, and that social interaction may
ultimately be tied to the amount of passive contact that takes place
(Fischer, 1982; Gehl, 1987). It is also known that human interaction
at the neighborhood scale is a pedestrian phenomenon (Michaelson,
1977), and that ‘networks of neighborly relations’ are related to net-
works of pedestrian streets and the internal neighborhood access
those street networks engender (Grannis, 2003).

Public places, because of their connective ability, play an especially
important role in sustaining social and economic diversity. No one
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Treatment of key
intersections is offen weak
and has little value for
enhancing neighborhood
identity, such as this
intersection along a main
commercial street in
Bridgeport.

EBL

Two important intersections in Bridgeport,
shown at left in the red boxes (and above
and below), have litfle value as identity
space - essential for connection in a
diverse area.

This strategically located area at the

heart of Bridgeport is occupied by a
playground and park, but unfortunately,
neither function as a point of community
connection. The park is closed after school
hours, is only accessible to school children,
and lacks formal entranceways.




This strategic locatfion and potential connecting point in
Bridgeport contains a parking lot, which has little value for
creating community identity.

would say that th fsion of shared space is all that is needed
to make diversityEBj t it is certainly a critical element. The
provision of public spaces for casual or spontaneous interaction does
not create deep social bonds, but instead promotes ‘weak’ social
ties, which are not only necessary and important, but are believed to
be especially sensitive to environmental design (Skjaeveland and
Garling, 1997).

To some extent, loss of diversity mirrors the rise in privatized realms.
The public restaurant is replaced by the private indoor kitchen, the
public playground is replaced by the private back yard, and American
industry is sustained by ensuring that the masses are housed in places
large enough to substitute for a community (Oldenburg, 1999). Given
this corporate backing, re-establishing a well-functioning public realm as
an essential aspect of sustaining diversity will not be an easy task. The
approach will need to be incremental and small scale. Accordingly, the
design strategies suggested here are relatively modest.

| focus on four aspects of connectivity that are relevant to an existing
diverse neighborhood (as opposed to a new development where laying
out street grids and insisting on short blocks may be more relevant).
| call these: Identity space, collective space, institutions, and networks.
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Two views of what could be called the “civic deserts’ of Portage Park. The map on the left shows
areas that are not covered by any connecting space. The areas marked as ‘civic deserts’ are
blocks that do not come close to parks (green), schools, libraries, commmunity centers (blue dots),
or commercial facilities (dark purple). The right map shows these deserts in relation to the areas
most diverse in terms of form (red) and people (purple). Designers should focus on enhancing
areas where civic deserts overlap with high diversity.
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To locate neighborhood centers, find places where there is a convergence of activities. The
map of Bridgeport on the left identifies commercial parcels, libraries, senior centers, schools and
parks. The map on the right narrows the search to include only locations near mixed housing
type and the busiest intersections. These locations should be investigated as potential sites for
neighborhood centers.
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Multi family hous ing
I commercial land

Areas around schools and institutions
- Parks
I High s ocial diversity

Another strategy is to start with the same criteria as above, but narrow the search o focus on
areas with particularly high levels of social N‘E marked in red). Closer in views (above right
and below) in West Ridge show land use divi vacant land available for development.
These locations have the potential and the space to function as centers. It is not uncommon for
key locations in diverse areas to include vacant, underutilized land or parking lots.

For each strategy, a primary goal is to find strategic points for mak-
ing connections and locating something of value there. In addition to
strategically targeting improvements, the strategies involve small, incre-
mental changes.



IDENTITY SPACE

The creation of some sort of identity for a diverse place is important,
possibly crucial. The images, symbols, and landmarks of a neighborhood
serve to hold a diverse population together and provide a rallying point.
Identity space provides a way of binding disparate people and places. It
is related to what Paul Zucker defined as the ‘nuclear square’ — a place
that pulls heterogeneous elements at the periphery together, into a visu-
ally integrated unit (Zucker, 1959).

A more focused core is one way of creating a shared identity. Often,
there is no centralized, accessible space that represents the community
as a whole. At the geographic heart of the community, there may be only
a commercial corner with little attention to design or its effect on the
public realm. Central corners on major streets should not consist of
empty lots.

Diversity is regularly thought of as something that emanates from a
center (for example, Girling and Kellett, 2005). An initial assessment
should be made to determine what the geographic ‘heart’ of the neigh-
borhood is.Where centers or subcenters? Is it possible to iden-
tify potential neigl—Ee centers where more intensification could
reasonably occur, including especially multi-family residences? Perhaps
the identity space is not located in one centralized or large area. It
could be a series of smaller ones.

It should be determined whether there are spaces where a diverse
population crosses paths, and at those points, whether there is a func-
tioning public realm. Look for the convergence of ‘layers’ of activity:
pedestrian walking sheds, major intersections, housing type diversity.
At those key intersections, it may be especially detrimental to have
vacant land or parking lots. Instead, key intersections at major streets
should serve as neighborhood centers and identity space.

Along a main street, a series of weak intersections is especially tax-
ing for enhancing community identity. But parking lots, which have
both weakness and potential, can become connective public space in a
diverse neighborhood. One strategy is to use them simultaneously as
parking lots and public squares, as they do in Europe.
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one-story homes
' twostory homes
[ small muttifamity
- larger multi family
B commercial
[0 public buildings
- vacant parcels
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Identify potential subcenters. Start by fnding areas where multiple functions, housing type
diversity, and key intersections converge (above, top left). Potential subcenters, such as the red
parcels shown in three West Ridge locations above, are vacant parcels adjacent to public and
quasi-public buildings. These could be developed as pocket parks, civic plazas, local markets, or
other public gathering spaces of various kinds.



A parking lot and privately owned business at the geographic heart
of Irving Park, near the El station.

In the heart of Portage Park, across from the park that bears its
name, a parking lot for a convenience store.
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A parking lot and a gas station at the two most
central locations of Bridgeport.

With the addition of better
paving materials and an
identifying feature like a fountain,
this parking lot (left) at a main
intersection in Bridgeport could
be adapted to function as a
public space while still providing
parking. The two adjoining public
areas are too small fo function
as a neighborhood center. The
parking area could function

as a neighborhood center if it
were connected to the other
public spaces and redesigned to
function as public space.
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At the heart of a diverse community, there should be something that connects people, by
providing ‘identity” space. Above is the geographic heart of Bridgeport, below the geographic
heart of West Ridge. The design on the righ’r nd below are insertions from a civic plaza
design found in Hegemann and Peet’s (19247 Clviy JArf (0. 148).
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At the geographic ‘heart’ of each community, there is opportunity to
enhance the public realm and create a more meaningful center.
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Strategic corners should have a dignified design. Along the main commercial corridor of Irving
Park, there currently sit car dealerships and a McDonalds. Giving central locations some dignity
through design may have great connective value. The arcaded design above right is inspired by
Hegemann and Peets in their 1922 Treatise on Civic Art (p. 148).

The main entrance to Portage Park (built 1913) is dignified and stately.



The straftegic corner across from Portage Park
is currently occupied by convenience stores
and car dealerships (above right). The proposal
ve left) is inspired by an intersection design of
Tl 54— Rasd junction, “whers average: Tlct, 347 o jletiom where. shase’ ot 134 nd Unwin, shown above, found in his 1909
measnrement for opew spaces af the rear ide :ﬁ::ee butlding on @ cormer 1ife may . . "
i allowed. be substituted for space at ihe rear. Town Planning in Practice, p. 334.
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A strategic corner in West Ridge, currently o N g 1
the site of a gas station, can be of very high e O M eatineriom || Ui gans unoe

strategic value for a diverse place. This design '/}g’.-, ;,_-f'_ :::;%‘%ﬁ
(right) is inspired by the civic square designs of o Y TARKING o vl
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(Civic Art, p. 148). B R |




COLLECTIVE SPACE

Collective space is less about forming an identity and more about find-
ing opportunities for interaction. Collective spaces promote exchange.
This is important in any neighborhood, but it is especially important in a
diverse neighborhood as a way of counteracting the distrust or fear res-
idents might be harboring about people unlike themselves. Sequestering,
enclaving, barricading — isolationist strategies are not sustainable cop-
ing mechanisms in the long term. Collective space promotes interaction,
providing a better chance for informal, voluntary control.

Points of connection should be woven into everyday movement and
activity space — like parks, public schools, and libraries. Ideally, if these
spaces are woven throughout in a successful way, all residents can be
within walking distance of a connective space of some kind. It is also
important to have collective spaces that don’t have a specific agenda or
goal, but can be used by multiple people for multiple purposes. On the
other hand, collective space specifically targeting children — schools and
playgrounds — is essential for maintaining socially diverse neighborhoods,
since children have been found to be an essential ingredient in forming
social connections E and Sipe, 2006).

Collective space can BLd into small spaces. Small grain is important
since frequent and well-dispersed public spaces build connection within
the context of everyday activities and movement. (This is very different
from newer suburban areas, where civic spaces tend to be large and
only accessible by car.) Empirical studies have demonstrated that users
will frequent public space most often if they can walk to it, and, if it is

within 3-5 minutes walking distance from their residence or workplace
(Kaplan and Kaplan, 1989).

Collective space should be located near places with a high level of
diversity. Ideally, they should be located at points of intersection
between well-traveled streets, or near institutional buildings. If they can
be located on vacant land, or vacant commercial buildings, there may be
greater chance of implementation.

There may be opportunities to add all sorts of public, quasi-public
or private non-residential uses that function as collective space. The
strategy would be to encourage mixed use in these selected locations.
These new spaces would not necessarily be intensive enough to sup-
port neighborhood-level retail, nor would they supplant the commercial
function of the main street corridor. But they would provide non-
residential focal points to support the diverse surrounding area.
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Special attention should be paid to the urban form surrounding collec-
tive space. Unfortunately, many public facilities are surrounded by ‘dead
space’ — parking lots, for example. This breaks their connection with
the surrounding social fabric, and impedes their ability to function as
connective spaces for a diverse population.

Streets as connecting space

Using streets as connectors requires reading a streetscape as a hab-
itable space rather than a conduit for moving cars. Streets have an
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To build connectivity, infroduce small
interventions in strategic locations. At this
important location in West Ridge, above and
left, small changes could go a long way -
small civic spaces, access points or other

n . we forms of activation at the rear of buildings,

Cars use these areas ol siow speeds b sccesshe e N eNcouragement of new development
of bulldings or temporary or overfiow parking These

- Diverse Blocks 7 D Pedulﬂanm;:

P gm;f;'s“"“‘“‘ areas should be designed as pubic 09en $paces. on vacant lots. Together, small interventions
[[] Parking Areas emphasize the place where connectivity is

areas designed for parking cars, yet buffered from the
pedusinan areas with landscaging. most needed.
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Building connectivity in a diverse neighborhood involves finding strategic
locations for interventions. In the two sections of Porfage Park above, the
areas shaded red have high population density, while the areas shaded in
green have high social diversity. In the transition areas between these two
critical demographics, connection is important. The section of Portage
Park on the left is a positive example - a small neighborhood park sits at
the juncture of high diversity and high density. Civic buildings are shown in
blue. On the right, connectivity could be strengthened by inserting more
thoughtful civic spaces in at least one of the two parking areas.



obvious effect on separation and the disruption of neighborhoods.
A recurring phenomenon in diverse places is overly busy thoroughfares —
streets with six lanes of traffic buzzing through the center of a diverse
community. Such roads have value as promoting external connectivity,
but there has been a cost — disruption of pedestrian quality and thus
connectivity.

The importance of streets as elements of public space has been a
common theme in urban design for quite some time (see especially
Southworth and Ben-Joseph, 2003). If streets can be conceptualized
as a form of public space, they can act as linkages between otherwise
separated places. In well-traveled areas, ample sidewalk width and
street trees could be used to buffer pedestrians from cars and enhance
the ability of these areas to function as collective space.

To better define the public area, buildings could be encouraged to form
a disciplined frontage and thereby give a better sense of the public
realm. Planners can encourage this by installing a build-to line on stra-
tegically selected blocks, which is simply a way of coding uniform set-
backs. A ‘build-to’ line can help create a better sense of enclosure on
the street, thus heﬁBt_street maintain its function as an important,
connective space. This technique may also help to encourage land use
diversity by smoothing out its potentially chaotic effects (and lessening
opposition to it).

INSTITUTIONS

Institutions played a large role in sustaining the social diversity of 19th
and early 20th century neighborhoods. There was an infrastructure
that supported social diversity: local churches, local schools, local retail
like corner markets all contributed to a dense network of support for
a diverse population. Alexander von Hoffman’s (1994) study of urban
neighborhoods between 1850 and 1920 showed how economic inter-
dependencies fostered attachment to others and to the neighborhood.
Grocery stores and hardware stores served as community centers.VVe
can see remnants of this past hey-day of social infrastructure in diverse
neighborhoods now.

The institutional resources of a community — what kind and how they
are integrated — is an essential aspect of designing for diversity. There
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Two areas in Bridgeport, outlined in red at
right, are simultaneously high in population
density and high in social diversity. Some
design strategies could be used to
strengthen connectivity in these areas.

The image af right shows the housing
type mix for the uppermost area
above. Since it is predominantly a
residential area, connecting space in
the form of a woonerf (an example
was shown in Chapter Seven), would
be particularly appropriate. Note the
small amount of civic space (building
footprints, in black) that currently exists
in the area.

I small multi-Family like duplexes
I larger multi-Family and apartments
0 commercial buildings



CONNECTION 165

Parks often function like institutions because community

classes and affer school programs are run through park district
buildings. Yet the geographic distribution of parks is not always
conducive to fostering connection. The red areas in West
Ridge, above, contain the most social diversity, but some

areas are not well served, or are served by large, passive
recreational spaces that are less likely to function as institutional
connectors.

shouldn’t be a burden involved in getting to these institutions. They
should be pedestrian-friendly, well connected, reachable by public tran-
sit, and free of excessive congestion — accessible to the walker, biker,
transit-rider and the driver.
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Evidence of an infrasfructure that once supported social diversity: churches, schools, theaters
and corner markets all contributed to a dense network of support for a more heterogeneous
population. Because of their small scale, they could be geographically dispersed. The theater
shown above left is located along Portage Park’s main street and is currently under renovation.
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The purple areas on the maps
above and left are the most socially
diverse parts of Irving Park. Non-
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There are several
a— ] strategies for increasing
& - connectivity via
I In institutions. First, target
] scarce vacant lots or
buildings in the most

- 1 socially diverse blocks
(outlined in red, at left).
Vacant parcels are
shown in yellow; the
= =a B =] red 'x" is a larger parcel
| ] suitable for institutional
development,
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Another strategy would be to build connectivity between
institutions - institutions (in blue) along the red line (above)
could be networked by targeting streefscape improvements
along the route that connects them. This has been used as a
way of connecting light rail stations: using a paving pattern
that goes from station to station through the neighborhood
as a way of integrating the entire system. Similarly, Edmund
Bacon wrote in Design of Cities (1976) that it was the
movement systems between points that constituted the

organizing framework of Baroque Rome.
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Crosswalks and frees could connect
the various institutional uses (in blue) in
this diverse section of Irving Park.

Design strategies to strengthen this
network include adding improvements
to the open spaces around the
institutional buildings so that they are
designed for the purpose of connection
(see example, left). If the institutions are
within the same block, it may also be
possible to better connect institutions
to form a mutually-reinforcing network.
Adding modest street and sidewalk
improvements between them would
help accompilish this.

This section of Irving Park has a well-
dispersed network of institutions (red
buildings).
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This area around a school in Irving Park is a well positioned

neigthEonnnec‘ror.

VHA 'E”Jﬁﬁ

The institutions shown in light blue are embedded in an
area (in red) that has a very high level of ‘form diversity” -
mixtures of housing types, tenures, and sizes. The school and
surrounding space is well positioned.
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Institutions that do exist should be encouraged to design quasi-
public spaces that encourage connection. This church in Irving
Park is central d in a highly diverse area. Ideally, the smalll
park should b to function as a community connector -
by adding a few benches, and giving people the choice of either
passing through or lingering. The inserted park design, below, was
inspired by a drawing in Designing Small Parks by Ann Forsyth and
Laura Musacchio (2005).

Existing With park redesign
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NETWORKS

Residents should be able to move in multiple ways throughout the
neighborhood. This is not only more convenient for pedestrians, but it
increases opportunities for social transaction, likely to be a good thing

Unsociable spaces don’t just impact the space in front of them.
Together, they can disrupt the whole neighborhood network. The
above map of Bridgeport shows vacant land in black and the
street segments the vacant parcels are connected to inred. A
large portion of Bridgeport is therefore connected to ‘unsociable
space’, weakening the overall network.



for diverse neighborhoods in the long-term. Dead-ends and cul-de-sacs
disrupt the street network. If there must be a dead-end, it should end
with public space and a pedestrian pathway. (This was one of the design
innovations of Radburn, New Jersey). Also potentially detrimental are
dead-end streets, sidewalks that stop abruptly, parking lot frontage and
other blockages to the interconnecting paths of a neighborhood.

Empty spaces along the street network of a neighborhood can also
have a negative effect.Vacant lots don’t just impact the space in front of
them; in aggregate, they can disrupt the whole neighborhood network.
Streets are social connectors, seams that bind. In many places, these
seams don’t bind well because of the empty spaces on either side.
Putting back the ‘missing teeth’ is one way to repair the seams.
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These maps are sections of Irving Park. As with the other diverse neighborhoods, Irving Park is
covered by a well connected street grid, which is ideal for connectivity. However, there are
disruptions in the network - wide, busy streets, parking lots, dead ends, and vacancies.

The black areas and blue buildings in these maps represent vacant space around non-
residential buildings. In these locations, designers should put in small interventions to help improve
connectivity - benches, painted or textured sidewalks, street frees (one simple example is shown
below). The idea is to keep the sidewalk alive in the most strategic places - where there is
diversity all around.
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Dead-end streets like cul-de-sacs, above, disrupt connection because there is no way to pass
through. If there must be a dead-end, it should end in public space, as at left. Both examples are
from Bridgeport.

The maps show that, fraversing these highly
diverse and dense blocks, there are empty
spaces that disrupt the ability of the street
to function as a defined space and a social
These maps of West Ridge and Bridgeport show connector.

the blocks with the highest diversity (purple)

and the highest density (red), relative to the

buildings along their main streets (green).
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A ‘build-to line” can help create a better sense of enclosure
on the street. It helps the street maintain its function as an
important part of the connective public realm. This street

is in West Ridge. The yellow buildings are on sites that are
currently vacant or used for parking.
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The issue of security is a third dimension in diverse neighborhoods
that designers can respond to. It goes beyond Jacobs’ notion of ‘eyes
on the street’ and CPTED strategies (crime prevention through envi-
ronmental design, Jeffrey, 1971), important as those are. If people and
functions are to be mixed and connections between them are to be
enhanced, security needs to be addressed in multiple ways. Above all,
designers will have to be sensitive to the need for people to feel secure
about the mixing and connecting required of them in a diverse place.
The solution is not seclusion and withdrawal, because that only breeds
additional fear. Th be a balance between social mix and con-
nection and the eEBSLquirement that people feel safe and secure
in diverse environments.

There is no denying that diversity possesses the inherent paradox
of providing both a source of innovation and creativity, and, a source
of tension and conflict. The two effects are interrelated. The urban
designer is left with two tasks: fostering and sustaining social mix, and,
counter-acting the negative effects of that mix — i.e., the conflict and
fear that impedes rather than enhances neighborhood social and eco-
nomic functioning. Design is crucial especially since it may not always
be possible to rely on long-term resident commitment as a foundation
for security.

Diversity in urban places is thwarted by the constant fear that ‘low sta-
tus’ people and uses will hurt ‘high status’ people and uses, and vice versa.
This happens on multiple levels: the highest status fearing the lowest, but
also intermediate levels fearing levels immediately ‘below’. The latter con-
dition may be the most endemic. As Kefalas (2003) found, ‘working-class
homeowners’ socioeconomic vulnerability heightens awareness about
the risks created by living in close proximity to lower-class populations’
(p- 100). Perhaps attention to design can lessen these concerns.



New developments in diverse
neighborhoods are sometimes
monolithic and shielded from the
street. New housing development
can seem unsociable, especially if
the buildings have no openings onto
the street. In the long run, this reduces
security because it severs connection
to, and responsibility for, the public
realm.

Dispersed,
integrated units
have a different
sense of
security.

New housing units
in large, monolithic
blocks tend to have

|
[ |
|
[ |
|
a fortress-like



Sometimes these fears are manifested in attempts at separation and
seclusion. There may be physical indicators that people are barricading
themselves in — fences, gates, setbacks, fortresses. This practice under-
mines connectivity. The solution is to build in security in ways that don’t
do harm to mix and connection.

| look at four ways to address security through design in diverse places:
housing integration, surveillance, activity and edges.

HOUSING INTEGRATION

There seems to be a growing prevalence of housing enclaves in diverse
neighborhoods. There are high-rise condos where owners drive into
the back of their building and never come out of the front door, ‘town-
homes’ with gated entranceways, and new single-family housing in
separated, monolithic pods. Housing enclaves — developments turned
inward, with restricted access — are most likely born out of a desire
to detach from the surrounding neighborhood in the hopes of increas-
ing security. Yet if exer velopment were to act defensively, the net
effect would be dEQdEsecurity because no one would be paying
attention to the surrounding streets and public spaces. Enclaves that
are sequestered, fenced, or have anti-social frontages of various kinds
have the effect of disrupting connectivity and ultimately, decreasing
security.

New housing developments should be integrative, not walled off and
abruptly insular. While new housing development obviously comes in
grouped form, there should be a portal of some kind, a meaningful
opening or connection to the surrounding neighborhood.

One example is housing around looped streets (called a ‘close’), as
shown in Chapter Seven. Such an arrangement allows communal space
shared by adjacent dwellings, but there is also sufficient integration with
surrounding single-family homes. Techniques like the close integrate
a variety of housing types in proximity. If housing must be set off, it
should make use of entrances that connect, not sequester.
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Residential enclaves weaken connectivity and may lessen
security. The development above is walled off from the street.
In conftrast, the homes below connect directly to the street and
therefore - potged ]fke more responsibility for it.
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New housing developments are fitted in as separate enclaves, like these
in Portage Park, above and Bridgeport, below.




Each of the figure grounds below show a section of the neighborhood
that could benefit from infill housing that is integrated with its sur-
roundings, not walled off to produce a false sense of security.As a prac-
tical matter, this involves suggesting to developers new, more creative
approaches to infill housing, such as employing the historical building
types shown here.
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Irving Park offers the perfect opportunity foEch'u_sing that is connected to its surroundings,
not barricaded and closed off. Inserted housing layout is fromm Raymond Unwin’s (1909) Town
Planning in Practice (p. 353).

Existing Proposed

In Portage Park, there is a need to find a building fabric that can transition well and tie together
all the different typologies found. Inserted housing layouts are from Raymond Unwin’s (1909)
Town Planning in Practice (pp. 330, 353 and 350).
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Bridgeport enclaves in the form of superblocks can be replaced by housing that infegrates
better with its surroundings. Inserted housing layouts in two locations are from Raymond Unwin’s
(1909) Town Planning in Practice (pp. 330 and 353).

Existing Proposed
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There are many different building types and forms in the West Ridge neighborhood shown here.
Separating each type does not necessarily increase security. Innovative building forms can
provide a sense of security but still connect to the surrounding area. Inserted housing layouts are
fromm Raymond Unwin’s (1909) Town Planning in Practice (p. 353), and Hegemann and Peet’s
(1922) Civic Art (p. 266).

SURVEILLANCE

It is possible to enhance the surveillance, control and responsibility for
public spaces.This was a key dimension of Jane Jacob’s (1961) argument
for successful urbanism — that there should be natural surveillance
built in. It should be relatively effortless for people to keep an eye on



things, as part of their everyday routines. Design plays an essential role.
Urban structure can make it easy for people to focus their ‘eyes on the
street’ — paying attention to, and taking responsibility for, the security

of the neighborhood.

To promote natural surveillance, buildings should front public space.
People should be able to look out of their windows directly on to the

public realm in front of them.

Natural surveillance of public places like parks is essential, especially in
a socially diverse area. Parks should not be fronted by garages, parking
lots, or the sides rather than fronts of buildings. Instead, spaces around
public places like parks should front the park directly and engage with
it. This dignifies park space, acknowledges its social value, and increases

security.
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Because of the way the surrounding residential fabric is designed, this park in West
Ridge is detached from its surroundings. Infill development should be designed to

engage with the park more directly.
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Proposed infill development shown in red

This park in Bridgeport, in the heart of one of the most socially diverse areas, is
currently fronted by garages, parking lots, and the sides rather than fronts of
buildings. To allow natural surveillonce and promote the park as a connective

space, new buildings should face ThEBcl'r_ecﬂy.
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Proposed infill development shown in red

Planners should provide incentives to increase park-facing infill development
surrounding this park in Bridgeport, currently adjacent to empty space on two sides.
This will activate and strengthen the park as an important part of the public realm.
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This park in West Ridge is well integrated with its surroundings - apartments
and single-family homes face directly onto the park, offering a natural form of

surveillance that increases security. E B L

ACTIVITY

Another aspect of using design to increase security is to activate ‘dead’
space — empty, unclaimed or underutilized land for which no one seems
to be taking responsibility, and for which there is little security for
the passer-by. Empty space is not just harmless open space, or some-
one’s sideyard, or an industrial zone. It is space that fronts the public
realm, but has no connection to it. Parking lots are perhaps the largest

category.

In Chapter Eight these dead zones were discussed in the context of dis-
rupting connectivity and impacting the broader network of a neighbor-
hood. But relatedly, dead zones decrease security because they decrease
levels of activity. This is especially true in commercial corridors. In the
main arteries of the diverse community — the important commercial
corridors running through the neighborhood — there are gaps that
de-activate. Short of having 24-hour police patrols, the way to build
up security in these areas is to make sure they contain active uses —

not parking lots or vacant land.
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Keeping neighborhoods ‘alive’ with 24 hour police stations, like
this one in the center of Bridgeport, may not be the ideal way to
provide a sense of security in the heart of a neighborhood.

EBL

Strong commercial corridors are essential, and residents and visi-
tors have to feel secure in them. In addition to parks, the commercial
arteries of these communities constitute the primary public realm. To
strengthen security, the spaces of commercial corridors should be lined
with active uses rather than ‘dead space’ like parking lots.

by M y i l I Too much space in this main
; e — commercial section of Irving
| i L= Park is given over to cars and

the storage of cars. In these
sections alone, there are 440
spaces, as shown. Each block
contains 25 to 50 parking
spaces.
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The main commercial corridor of Irving Park has too much ‘dead space’
(shown here in red) - inactive space between buildings or given over to
cars.

EBL

Photo courtesy of the US Environment Protection Agency.
Reproduced with permission.
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To activate the commercial core and therefore increase security in this section of Irving Park,
three design strategies could be used. First, replace surface parking lofs with parking garages.

As shown here, the spaces given over to surface parking could be accommodated in two
parking garages, and sfill be within a short walk of the entire commercial area shown. Specifically
proposed here are two 4-story garages with approximately 250 cars each, which would not only
accommodate all existing surface parking but, if located as shown, would be within two blocks
of all existing parking. Garages in the area do not need to detach from the public realm, but can
be lined with commercial space, as shown in the photo of Hollywood Video (opposite). Second,
fraffic calming measures could be instituted gic locations (red circle areq, detailed
below) to reconstitute the area as a public r than a traffic artery - also important for
building a sense of security. Third, a build-to line could be put in place to give a similar effect -
creatfing a sense of secure enclosure in the commercial area.
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Dimensions of an avenue with pedestrian-oriented design, important for fraffic calming.
Drawn using dimensions from the SmartCode.
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Detail of red circle (on previous page) - a strategic section of the commercial core
of Irving Park that could function as a more valued public space if fraffic calming
measures were installed. The effect would be a greater sense that this area has
public value, thus providing a better sense of security.

EDGES

Diverse places tend to have strong edges, composed mostly of trans-
portation and industrial corridors. There are also water bodies, brown-
fields, and large impermeable districts of various kinds. The question is
whether barriers or filters are needed to soften the impact of an unde-
sirable edge. Edges are supposed to bound and give shape and identity
(or legibility) to a community, and they often do this. But where the
edges are of major proportion and impact, the important consideration
is how to buffer them. How can the community be protected from a
noisy highway, a barren industrial landscape, or a metallic railyard?

Strong edge conditions — a major transportation route like a highway
or an industrial corridor — often play an important role in providing
external connectivity, but there is a cost. In and of themselves, indus-
trial corridors near residential areas may not be much of a problem.
But highways and rail lines can be problematic for residences, schools,
and other non-resilient uses.
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Residences can be protected from harsh edge conditions by estab-
lishing a buffering greenway, or, by adding resilient building types — like
offices or light industrial buildings. Entrepreneurial start up businesses
can be accommodated in edge areas as a way of buffering harsh edge
conditions.
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Irving Park edge areas Bridgeport edge areas

Diverse neighborhoods in Chicago tend to I’EBLQQ edges running through them. Some
mitigation of their adverse affects is important for supporting diversity.
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Detail of Portage Park edge area showing
the number of residences within very close
Portage Park edge areas proximity.
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Two strategies for dealing with strong edges include buffering and integration -
softening and separating strong edg greenway (below), or locating
resilient uses like light industrial and off ings within the edge areas (above).




CONCLUSION

PoLicYy AND PROCESS

The viability of stable, diverse neighborhoods in 2Ist century America
sometimes seems perilous. Recently, two of America’s most promi-
nent social scientists put the idea in jeopardy. Survey work by Robert
Putnam, author of Bowling Alone. The Collapse and Revival of American
Community (2000), found a surprising level of multicultural intolerance
in his longitudinal survey of 26,000 people in 40 communities. He con-
cluded that although diversity is essential for productivity and social
well-being, people in diverse places — even non-ethnic Whites — often
become more socijally isolated. Conservative commentators picked up
on this to bolsterEBilts that multiculturalism is dead (Sailer; 2007).
Meanwhile, the Harvard sociologist William Julius Wilson published the
results of an ethnographic study called There Goes the Neighborhood:
Racial, Ethnic and Class Tensions in Four Chicago Neighborhoods and Their
Meaning for America (Wilson and Taub, 2006). In it were exposed the
worst sorts of racial prejudices. It is an alarming and bleak appraisal.

The Uptown neighborhood in
Chicago commissioned this mural
to publicize its diversity. This kind of
effort could be woven into, and
strengthened by, neighborhood
planning.




What these studies show is that neighborhood-level diversity and the tol-
erance and inclusiveness it requires is not, and never was, an easy row to
hoe. No matter how enduring the power of a shared American dream,
no matter how compelling our historical sense of the moral rightness of
American pluralism, we are always going to have to work hard to make
diversity in local contexts endure. It is not going to ‘just happen’.

| have tried to approach this challenge by looking at the role of the
physical environment. | was motivated by the view that, to some extent,
the notion of a diverse and tolerant America has been confounded
by a physical context that fails to accommodate it. And, | have argued,
there are very real ways in which design could be leveraged to provide
a much more supportive framework. Attention to design seems to be
particularly relevant in areas struggling to hold on to their diversity. As
recent ethnographies have revealed, neighborhood newcomers, espe-
cially if they are minorities, are likely to be blamed for any deterioration
in the physical quality of a place (Wilson and Taub, 2006). This makes
attention to design much more significant, not as a strategy for keeping
places homogenous, but as a strategy for sustaining diversity.

However, this boolk di t address the policy, programmatic and proc-
ess requirements E ining diversity. There should be no illusions:
it would be impossible to retain diversity via design without giving ade-
quate attention to those issues. The simple truth about neighborhoods
that possess the kind of physical design that supports diversity — good
connectivity, mix of uses, a diversity of housing types and styles, digni-
fied public buildings, what Fishman (2005, p. 363) described as ‘precious
legacies of long-lost civic idealism’ — is that they have a highly desirable
kind of character, vitality and location. Supply does not match demand,
and many people and businesses do get pushed out.

Of course, the change from diverse to non-diverse is not always toward
affluence. Some diverse places suffer from gentrification and displace-
ment pressure, others suffer from disinvestment and decline. Policy and
programmatic strategies are needed to find the right balance in either
case.There is a need to invest in diverse communities — strategic pub-
lic investment, public/private partnership, incentives that stimulate pri-
vate investment — but at the same time, there is a need to keep things
affordable for residents and businesses. If there are zoning and land use
restrictions being put in place, their effect on diversity has to be taken
into account simultaneously, since such changes often have the affect
of driving up rents and driving out poor households (Quigley and
Raphael, 2003).



There are many possible policies and programs to choose from to
attempt to stabilize and support diversity. A few examples include: strate-
gies to keep units affordable (community land trusts, inclusionary hous-
ing requirements); strategies to entice the development of affordable
units (tax credits, bonus densities); strategies to preserve neighborhood
assets (transfer of development rights, reuse of vacant and tax-foreclosed
real estate); strategies to retain rental units (condominium conversion
ordinances); strategies to keep buildings occupied (limits on the use of
restrictive covenants); strategies to revitalize the public realm (TIFs, loans,
grants, bond financing, tax abatement); strategies to distribute tax dol-
lars to the places that most need it (tax-base sharing); and integration
maintenance programs, which encourage homeowners to buy property
in places where racial/ethnic mix is needed. Organizations like PolicyLink
and the Institute for Community Economics keep track of such policies
and try to monitor their effects. They have compiled lists of actionable
tools focused on promoting social equity in urban revitalization strate-
gies (see especially Harmon, 2003, 2004; and Karlinsky, 2000).

The diverse neighborhoods studied here were often in need of public
investment — for parking facilities, for upgrades to schools and parks,
for incentives for inesses or mixed use housing developments.
It should be obviorE;B ublic investment and the private enterprise
it stimulates can result in gentrification and displacement, especially in
diverse neighborhoods that have good access to the central city, his-
toric housing stock, pedestrian quality, and lots of potential for revi-
talization. While this investment has many positive benefits, it also has
to be kept from stimulating too much growth. Rapid gentrification is
an indicator that the neighborhood is displacing rather than revitalizing
(Kennedy and Leonard, 2001). There will need to be policies aimed at
retaining rental housing and commercial space for small business, keep-
ing the pace of change slow and steady.

SUSTAINING DIVERSITY THROUGH THE
PLANNING PROCESS

There are plenty of ideas about policies and programs to put in place to
help diverse places stay diverse — but what of the planning process itself,
a process that would presumably precede implementation of policies and
programs aimed at preserving diversity! What would a neighborhood
planning process devoted to sustaining social diversity be like? There have
been many excellent studies of the procedural factors that help in revi-
talization efforts (e.g., Bright, 2003; Zielenbach, 2000; Keating et al., 996),



but diverse neighborhoods have a different set of issues, requiring a dif-
ferent set of strategies. In the remainder of this chapter, | suggest a plan-
ning process specifically geared to the diverse neighborhood.

First and foremost, sustaining diversity at the neighborhood level is going
to require neighborhood level planning. Planning at the neighborhood
scale has always been a feature of urban planning, although the support
of it rises and falls with the availability of municipal funds. Some neighbor-
hood planning approaches have become quite well known. Minneapolis’
Neighborhood Revitalization Program has been studied as a unique
model of neighborhood empowerment, where each of 66 neighborhoods
prepare a neighborhood action plan and request funds for housing, parks,
schools, security and the like (Martin and Pentel, 2002; Fainstein and
Hirst, 1996). Non-profit groups in Chicago recently established a neigh-
borhood-based planning effort called the New Communities Program,
funded by the MacArthur Foundation and LISC (Local Initiative Support
Corporation), where neighborhoods are encouraged to develop plans
for macro (e.g., job creation) and micro (e.g., block renovation) interven-
tions (McCarron, 2004). As with the Minneapolis neighborhood planning
effort, the goal is to bring residents together, build neighborhood capac-
ity among residentE power them to make decisions about their
neighborhood’s fut pment.

These neighborhood planning efforts are exemplary, but planning for
highly diverse areas may require a few extra steps. Neighborhood planning
as currently practiced does not really offer a way to account for mixed
social structure; it is mostly conceived as being neutral to population het-
erogeneity vs. homogeneity. There are strategies for getting under-repre-
sented people engaged in site planning (Lanfer and Taylor, 2006), and those
ideas are useful, but planning for the diverse neighborhood requires a spe-
cifically focused approach. In fact the experience of neighborhood planning
in diverse areas has shown that there may be a problem getting diverse
groups involved.The problem in Chicago was described like this:

At planning sessions in gentrifying neighborhoods like West Haven on
the Near West Side the word ‘condo’ is spat out like a four-letter word,
and yuppies, though key to the location’s future, are conspicuous by their
absence (McCarron, 2004, p. 12).

The fact that there are no specific neighborhood planning methods
developed with diversity in mind is curious given that a vibrant social
mix is both a normative goal of planners and a significant challenge to
neighborhood stability.



Planning for places currently composed of a complex mix of peo-
ple requires something beyond inclusive exchange, or a focus only on
empowering the under-represented. Because engagement in the planning
process always runs the risk of being motivated by a desire for group self-
preservation — protecting one group from another in ways that are not
mutually reinforcing — something more strategic is required. Those advo-
cating various consensus-building approaches have recognized that dealing
with diversity is likely to require something beyond merely democratiz-
ing and opening-up public engagement, or simply having a more broad-
minded view about the legitimacy of alternative cultural expressions
(Innes and Booher, 1999). What needs to be worked out is an approach
that enlists ideas about consensus-building and collaborative planning in
ways that support socially diverse neighborhoods specifically.

Formulating a planning approach that supports diversity will require
an integration of centralized (‘top-down’) and localized (‘bottom-up’)
approaches. Neighborhood planning is sometimes dichotomized into
these two categories: centrally led planning activities that are decen-
tralized at the neighborhood scale, and community-based neighbor-
hood planning, directed by and intended for neighborhood residents.
The former is gen itten off as too controlling, while the latter is
seen as empowerin eckoway, | 984; Peterman, 1999). But in a diverse
neighborhood, both may be required. To begin with, local government
planners are needed to help jumpstart the process and help diverse
groups come together, since diverse places are prone to apathy and low
levels of collective efficacy. In their recent study of diverse neighborhoods
in Chicago, Wilson and Taub wrote about the changes that occurred in
a neighborhood that had experienced high levels of ethnic in-migration:
‘Residents invested little effort in the social organization of the neighbor-
hood ... there was little collective supervision of community activities,
and little participation in voluntary organizations such as block clubs, civic
and business clubs, parent-teacher organizations, and political groups’
(Wilson and Taub, 2006, p. 173). At the same time, neighborhoods with
strong community-based capacity and strong resident control have been
shown to be the most successful at solving problems (Bright, 2003).

Neighborhood planning for social diversity should embrace difference
and work to sustain it. It should do this not by focusing on the empow-
erment of any particular group, but by ensuring that people are well
informed about the diversity at hand, what that diversity means for the
future growth of their neighborhood, and the positive ways in which it
can be viewed. Tensions and conflicts that arise should not be neutralized



or assumed away, but confronted straightforwardly. As much as possible,
conflicts that affect the social make-up and well-being of the neighbor-
hood should be put into context and prevented from undermining the
diversity of the neighborhood.

Neighborhood planning for diverse areas could, for example, consist of
five basic steps:

| Target diverse neighborhoods. The first step would be to decide
which neighborhoods should be targeted for a neighborhood plan-
ning effort directed at sustaining diversity. This is not the usual pro-
cedure. Most often, neighborhoods are selected for planning work
based on level of distress or opportunity to stimulate private invest-
ment (see, for example, Richmond LISC, 2005, and McCarron, 2004).
Taking a somewhat different approach, planners could identify neigh-
borhoods with high levels of social diversity, defined either by income,
race, ethnicity, or in relation to some other diversity criteria. Planners
could also consider threats to existing diversity and the potential for
instability (gentrification, displacement, disinvestment), and the likeli-
hood of success (citizen interest, active and engaged local leadership).
Depending on a esources, a number of diverse neighborhoods
could be targete ial planning effort and focus.

2 Appoint a citizen’s planning group. The second step would be
to assemble a citizen’s planning group composed of local leaders
who represent the diversity of the neighborhood. This group would
be formally and strategically recruited, something that research has
shown is critical for building citizen participation at the neighborhood
level (Marshall, 2004b). The group would be enlisted to support the
diversity-sustaining process being proposed. This would be essential
given the reality that effective social organization and neighborhood
diversity do not generally correlate. As Wilson and Taub (2006) put it,
‘strong neighborhoods ... work against the notion of intergroup har-
mony and integration’ (p. 181). One way to counteract that tendency
would be to develop a set of shared goals, around which diverse resi-
dents could unite. The citizen planning group would be the catalyst
for formulating that shared set of objectives.

Planners could help the group work toward an appreciation of what
diversity brings to the neighborhood. Rather than being problema-
tized, diversity would be considered as an asset and an essential part
of the solution to community problems. Instead of viewing diver-
sity as an imposed condition, whereby income and racial integration
is forced by government fiat, diversity would be cast as something



positive and unique. A sense of reciprocity and interdependence has
to be established, so groups can easily recognize and act on their
shared concerns. The group could help articulate, for example, the
ways in which the goals of diversity are interrelated: a neighborhood
that is open to a range of groups translates to improvements in
neighborhood services for all groups. A mix of uses that is good for
the economic vitality of a neighborhood adds interest and oppor-
tunity for every resident. Diverse people are more likely to have
diverse schedules, thereby increasing the ability of the neighborhood
to informally patrol its streets at all times of the day. Diversity helps
stimulate an expanded set of locally-based social networks, which
may be viewed positively by many residents. A community that wants
to retain affordability for its children, the workforce, and the elderly
is going to have to publicly acknowledge the value of diversity.

Build public awareness. One of the first tasks for the citizen’s plan-
ning group would be to look for ways to increase public awareness
of neighborhood diversity. Researchers who study diverse neighbor-
hoods have argued that the maintenance of diversity requires ‘a pub-
licly stated commitment’ to inclusiveness, and that ‘image creation and
marketing’ are i strategies (Maly and Leachman, 1998, p. 154).
There needs toE rt to increase recognition and understand-
ing of the kinds of diversity present, which residents may only have
a vague notion of. The ideas to be communicated would need to be
simple, straightforward, and visually interesting, presented in a manner
that is readily understood, and suitable for publication and exhibition
throughout the neighborhood. It should highlight racial, ethnic, income,
age and household diversity, and include some explanation about
how the level of diversity has changed over time. Graphical output of
various kinds could be exhibited in well-traversed public spaces and
places, including websites.

The citizens planning group could tap the efforts of local schools.
Often, local schools and libraries are involved in projects devoted
to celebrating diversity. Children are making art, writing poetry, and
finding different means of expression about their cultural identi-
ties. They are encouraged to react to their differences with others
in positive, affirming ways. Planners should help the citizens planning
group spotlight these efforts and integrate them into the neighbor-
hood planning process.

Planners could also help the citizens planning group set up a web-
site that highlights diversity. The website could be used to expose
the life stories of a wide range of residents, thereby taking a step



toward building familiarity amongst people who otherwise would
have no exposure to each other. It is widely recognized that a suc-
cessful urban neighborhood has a variety of spaces for social and
cultural transaction. Planners can make use of technology as one via-
ble ‘place’ for exchange.

Produce a neighborhood plan. With a citizen’s planning group in
place, and the establishment of pre-plan activities focused on build-
ing public awareness of neighborhood diversity, the next step would
be to formulate a neighborhood plan. A neighborhood plan puts the
idea of a shared future in concrete terms. The plan would be used as
a framework to channel individual ideas toward something tangible —
collectively realized, positive outcomes for the diverse neighborhood.
Collaborative planning efforts of this type, often in the form of char-
rettes, are now recognized as indispensable (Lennertz and Lutzenhiser,
2006). The trick would be to orient them to the specific needs, issues
and constraints of the diverse neighborhood.

This is likely to be especially important in a socially diverse neighbor-
hood where lower-valued homes and businesses are seen as a threat
to higher-valued ne study showed that the neighborhood plan
was critical for E:B\ support for affordable infill housing, because
it embedded the infill within a larger context — i.e., the affordable
housing was contextualized and planned for (Deitrick and Ellis, 2004).
The plan makes it possible to ‘envision each building, each develop-
ment project, in relation to a positive ideal’ (Brain, 2005, p. 32). Doing
away with negative feelings about subsidized housing, small family-run
businesses, or social service agencies in favor of positive feelings about
diversity is going to require strong conceptualization of neighborhood,
and the plan would be an essential means for accomplishing that.

During the creation of a neighborhood plan in a socially diverse area, it
may be especially important to employ participatory methods that avoid
‘the tyranny of structurelessness’ (Sirianni and Friedland, 2001, p. 24).
A variety of methods are possible, from week-long intensive char-
rettes to months-long visioning efforts. Whatever process is used, the
key point for planning would be to keep informed about the trade-
offs involved in whatever is being proposed — how the proposals being
advocated have consequences for other people in the neighborhood
as well as people in the surrounding neighborhoods. If some residents
propose, for example, to downzone portions of the neighborhood
so that multi-family units are disallowed, or to limit the ability to add
accessory units, they need to be made aware of the effect this might



have on reducing diversity, the ability to retain essential services they
might deem important, the ability to sustain a walkable environment,
the increase of traffic arterials through the neighborhood, or the cost
of housing for their children, the workforce, and the elderly.

Of course, planners should be well informed about the various design
strategies that could be used to stabilize and promote diversity, ideas
advocated in the chapters of this book. They should illuminate the
importance of housing mix, business mix, facilities that support con-
nection, and the potential benefits of breaking through residential
enclaves. They can suggest locations for new non-residential growth —
strategically targeted in function of the housing diversity that sur-
rounds them.They could suggest ways to intersperse different housing
types,and show how codes could be important for supporting the mix.
They could show how strategically placed public investment can sup-
port diversity. Planners could be an essential resource on design ideas,
pointing out when and where specific ideas being proposed may have
the effect of undermining or supporting diversity.

Implement the plan. Implementation of the neighborhood plan
could focus on t hings: (1) establishment of a process for shared
management of gBit environment as an ongoing neighborhood-
stabilizing strategy; (2) regulatory reform including new types of codes
that encourage a coherent yet flexible guide for the built environment;
and (3) recommendations for public investment that stimulates positive
change, giving the neighborhood the kinds of improvements it needs
without undermining its diversity.

Many studies have shown that implementation of the best laid plans
doesn’t work if residents aren’t directly involved in the process
(Halpern, 1995). Going one step further, a neighborhood plan that
supports diversity should lay out a process of collaboration whereby
the diverse nature of the neighborhood is borne in mind as proposals
are presented and responded to.The emerging ‘collective intelligence’
of recurring responses should not devolve into control by one group
or another. There needs to be an operating system that implements
whatever shared commitment to place is possible. This could take
different forms. A citizen’s review committee could be established
to provide some oversight of physical change in the neighborhood.
Community-based institutions — schools, neighborhood associations,
faith-based organizations and the like — could be enlisted to promote
participation. Residents in diverse neighborhoods need to be engaged
in the shared management of everyday issues.



In fact there are some very creative strategies that have been devised
to bring neighborhood residents together to work collectively and
implement neighborhood plans. Sometimes these efforts revolve
around ‘placemaking’. A recent publication by the Project for Public
Spaces called The Great Neighborhood Book: A Do-it-Yourself Guide to
Placemaking (WValljasper, 2007), is full of interesting ideas, like how to
create ‘places to hang out’, how to ‘nurture pleasure and pizzazz’ and
how to organize a neighborhood event in nine simple steps. Strategies
like these devoted to bringing residents together to work collectively
to strengthen neighborhoods as places are likely to be useful in the
effort to stabilize and promote diverse neighborhoods, even if extra
effort is likely to be required to get a diverse population involved.

Another appropriate focus of the plan would be to suggest new
types of regulatory codes.As argued in this book, diverse neighbor-
hoods need to simultaneously support homeownership and rental
housing, integrate a range of housing types, densities, and levels of
affordability, and foster a mix of uses, services and facilities. Codes
will be essential for making this diversity work. Part of the effort
involves getting rid of excessive regulations, like exclusionary zon-
ing and overbeaEgBiIiitng codes. Or it involves reversing the rules
by which socialSegregation occurred: allowing multi-family units
where they have been excluded, and eliminating minimum lot sizes,
maximum densities, minimum setbacks, and other rules that work
to prevent housing type diversity. The diversity of uses needed also
requires greater flexibility in codes, accompanied by some design
control to ensure neighborhood compatibility.

Finally, the neighborhood plan would be implemented through tar-
geted public investment. In particular, diverse neighborhoods need
an infrastructure that supports positive social connection, and that
means paying particular attention to the public realm. Parks, plazas,
streets, and other elements of the public realm sustain diversity by
offering shared space as opposed to places of privatized residen-
tial space. This stimulates informal, collective control and a sense of
shared responsibility. Since diversity decreases distances between
elements whose compatibility may be questioned, investment in
the public realm may be essential for holding disparate elements
together. If residents do not value the external context in which
increased proximities occur, instead focusing on the isolated value of
the individual dwelling, social diversity may eventually lose support.



Sustaining mixed housing type in a diverse neighborhood is also depend-
ent on strategic investment because diverse neighborhoods are prone
to gentrification and displacement pressures. Targeted public investment
should be used to ensure that diverse neighborhoods are not permitted
to just appreciate beyond the means of middle and lower-income groups.
If diverse neighborhoods are also to be well planned and serviced, there
will necessarily need to be a political commitment to maintaining their
social diversity. This commitment becomes more real if such policies are
embedded in the neighborhood plan.

A neighborhood plan with the goal of supporting diversity could also
include strategies to increase the viability of mixed-use, mixed-income
projects. If presented in the context of a neighborhood plan, diversity-
sustaining development projects are likely to engender greater support.
Planners could assist residents in laying out strategies for development
support, from technical assistance to tax incentives and grant monies,
to make it easier for developers and individuals in diverse neighbor-
hoods to combine funding in effective ways.The plan could help ensure
a balance between support for larger-scale development and funding
for small,independently run businesses.

Above all, planning ighborhoods that are socially diverse requires
a shift in emphasis. There needs to be a focus on stability: how to keep
a place diverse and prevent it from being taken over by one particular
social group or one particular land use. In such cases, the goal of plan-
ning is to encourage change that supports a stable heterogeneity, while
discouraging change that undermines it. This will require constant mon-
itoring and strategic thinking. Support of a diverse neighborhood always
runs the risk that targeted planning effort will ultimately undermine the
very diversity planners and residents had hoped to protect.

CONCLUSION

Design for diversity may be asking the impossible — that urban dwell-
ers use place as a connector rather than a divider. Residents of diverse
neighborhoods are being asked to reverse the usual association between
place and difference, where attention to one has meant delimiting the
other. They are being encouraged to have a heightened sense of place,
and at the same time, have a more relaxed attitude about difference.

The strategies of working-class neighborhoods to distance themselves
from the ghetto next door are illustrative of this paradox. In Kefalas’



study of the working-class ‘Beltway’ neighborhood in Chicago, residents
possessed a strong and distinctive sense of place that tended to sepa-
rate Beltwayites from residents of poorer neighborhoods nearby. Their
strategy for maintaining the health of the neighborhood ‘relies on creat-
ing social and symbolic distances between themselves and the dispos-
sessed’ in an effort to ‘deny their own marginality’ (Kefalas, 2003, p. 155).
Given that the most diverse places in Cook County were often located
in neighborhoods adjacent to much poorer ones (Chapter 5), this find-
ing has special relevance.

There is always a danger that designing for social diversity will entail an
unacceptable level of control. Many will wonder: How can diversity be
‘designed’ in any ‘authentic’ sense! Isn’t diversity a product of minimal
intervention? (Hough, 1994). And yet, supporting diversity with vague
notions about infusing ‘discontinuities and inconsistencies’ with ‘life-
affirming opportunities’ (Durack, 2002, p. 67) does not sound like much
of a strategy. As Kelbaugh writes, such strategies amount to an eleva-
tion of the importance of the ‘mythic aspect of the ordinary and ugly’
(Kelbaugh, 2002, p. 287), not unlike the view that strip malls merely rep-
resent a new, as yet under-appreciated, esthetic ideal (Kolb, 2000).

Designing for diverﬁy may be problematic for those bothered by the
notion of ‘order’. Order has been equated with the attempt to deny
social conflict and control the unexpected, whereby humans are organ-
ized, but alienated (Boyer, 1983). Planners and designers are viewed
as imposers and stiflers who are threatened by the unknown and the
uncontrolled. It is a critique legitimately rooted in the fact that many
ideas about the spatial planning of cities have been linked to some form
of social manipulation (Kostof, 1991).

Yet order is not the enemy of diversity — a point Jane Jacobs cogently
made — and | hope that this book has offered a further refinement of
this essential theme. Some recognizable sense of order is needed to be
able to identify the ‘collective’ aspects of urbanism. Order is what con-
veys its public purpose. It allows us to grasp a shared construct, a col-
lective expression that counter-balances the individualism of diversity.
Order is what allows diverse urban elements to relate to each other
in some way. This implies the need for some control, a point even Jane
Jacobs admitted. Left unplanned, profitable uses can start to take over,
housing of one kind can begin to dominate, sorting into one primary
use can occur, or the scale of building can start to undermine a suc-
cessful street. Diversity is perfectly capable of self-destructing.



In highly diverse areas, there are special challenges to forming a unified
vision of what the neighborhood should be and how it should grow.
This makes public participation even more essential, since the ability
to take control of neighborhood change may very well be the best
strategy for sustaining diversity. Diverse neighborhoods already have to
work through social mix on a daily basis. It seems that planners could,
at a minimum, ensure that there is a process in place for dealing with
conflicts over issues having to do with the design and use of space.

There is evidence that prejudices are declining, and that tolerance for
diversity has increased (Farley et al, 1997). And yet, embracing place
diversity requires not just a tolerance for diversity, but a tolerance for
conflict. It may also require a recreated notion of community. If the basis
for commonality is not linked to a common race, ethnicity, social class,
occupation, or stage in the life cycle, can it be based on common space?!
Bella et al. (1996) argued that community is indicative of a withdrawal
from social complexity, and admittedly, the ability to translate notions of
community beyond nostalgia, conformity and control has been difficult
to pull off. But what if community can be based on the overlapping space
that diverse groups occupy? And what if planners can help motivate that

approach by promElalt: the physical design required for diversity
and the process ne its shared management!?

Recently, there has been a sense of idealism about diversity that has
been reverberating throughout planning scholarship, albeit from differ-
ent angles. Dowell Myers (2007), for example, writes about the need to
recognize interdependencies and mutual self-interest among the grow-
ing ‘immigrants and boomers’ that will define metropolitan society in the
coming decades. Robert Fishman (2005) hopes for the ‘reurbanism’ of
our cities into diverse, mixed-income neighborhoods through a combi-
nation of what Jacobs called ‘unslumming’ and, if need be, a softer form
of gentrification. Nan Ellin’s (2006) ‘Integral Urbanism’ is defined by net-
works, relationships, connections and interdependencies that counteract
separation and retreat. These are part of an emergent, sophisticated dis-
course about diversity that goes beyond what has been discussed before.

And yet, we can take comfort in the fact that the quest for diversity
has always been part of the planning profession, from Garden Cities
to British New Towns to New Urbanism. And there has always been
recognition of the significant challenges it entails. It has always been
difficult to translate ideals into actual physical form, moving from the
rhetoric of ‘communities of tolerated difference’ to the provision of an
actual context for them to grow and flourish.



Harvey Warren Zorbaugh (1929) wrote in the early 20th century that
‘the march of the city’ was wiping out the ‘visible and permanent sym-
bols’ that had provided the physical framework for unified communities.
Expansion was resulting in the loss of common economic activities and
recreational spaces that previously provided a place for ‘spontaneous
communal activity’. There was no more ‘physical basis of local cultural
unity’ to provide ‘unifying and controlling traditions’. Our design challenge
now is to see if this physical framework — or some form of it — can be
reconstituted.This time, there will be a different twist, one that the Chicago
School sociologists may not have thought possible: holding together the
community of diversity.
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