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Studies of the political activity of both men and women have been plentiful within geographic 

research, however, a more thorough examination of the effect of gender differences on informal 

political activity has not yet been produced. This study focuses on the ways in which differences in 

women's and men's views about neighborhood structure the nature and style of their participation in 

neighborhood activism in Tucson, Arizona. Grounded theory and a feminist perspective were 

employed to explore differences in men's and women's motivations to and methods of neighborhood 

activism in an attempt to provide a greater understanding of gender differences and their effect on 

women's and men's perceptions of their neighborhoods and their approaches to neighborhood activism. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Citizen activism has long been a form of direct participation in the formal political system. 

Activism has sprung up in response to various social emergencies and threatening governmental 

operations, as well as private interests and actions. Some of these include the anti-war and stop 

poverty campaigns of the 1970s and movements to slow or stop development, including commercial and 

highway expansion, in both urban and non-urbanized areas. Activist groups form when people with a 

common goal band together to fight for a common belief or cause. Although participants in these 

groups may come together with one another because of their geographic locations, the object of their 

activism is generally not based on common geography. Neighborhood activism, however, is an 

exception; it is a form of activism which brings people of a common place together to achieve a 

common goal. 

Citizen and neighborhood activism have been examined in various settings, and the activism 

within the southwestern United States has been characterized as a response to the tremendous stress of 

rapid urban growth in these communities (Leitner 1992; Marston 1991). This stress is a result of 

several urban changes which have occurred, in the form of increased density, traffic congestion, and 

overburdened resources, as well as changes in neighborhood composition. Control over land use seems 

to be the focal point of many of these struggles, according to recent research (Leitner 1992; Marston 

1991). Tucsonans have become active for reasons similar to those stated above along with others, 

some of which are unique to the Tucson, Arizona area. This thesis examines those reasons for 

activism as well as several other aspects of the neighborhood activist experience, many of which vary 

from activist to activist. The differences among activists—the issues which concern them and the 

methods and roles unique to individual activists—have not been examined. 

While much scholarly research has examined electoral politics, there has been little attempt to 

understand and explicate political behavior outside of that arena. This thesis, however, contributes to 
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research concerning the non-electoral political sphere, which is less frequently examined, and thus less 

well understood, than the electoral arena. The more specific goal of this thesis is to explore gender 

and how men and women differ in their styles of activism and the roles they assume within their 

neighborhood groups. 

Research in the area of gender differences in local activism is important because it may tell us 

more about how people collectively, and men and women as distinct groups, perceive and interact with 

their environment. How do men and women differ in their relationship with their local environment? 

Does their activism result from similar concerns or issues? How do women and men differ in their 

political practices and aspirations? By examining these and other related questions, it may be possible 

to uncover more about women's and men's local environmental and political concerns. The importance 

of this thesis lies in its aim to explore and uncover emerging patterns among neighborhood activists, 

revealing not only their non-electoial political patterns but also the manners in which they are presently 

involved, and their potential future involvement, in the electoral political process. 

While all citizens are designated an equal voice in their government through the act of voting, 

not all take advantage of that right. Similarly, all citizens are potential political activists. Yet, all 

citizens do not become involved in partisan electoral or non-electoral politics. This thesis attempts to 

reveal more about those citizens who are motivated to neighborhood activism particularly exploring 

sex-role differences—which are present in many areas of American society—to uncover whether such 

differences are apparent among neighborhood activists, and if so, in which areas of activism gender 

differences emerge. Because neighborhood activists belong to groups of a grassroots nature, it might 

be expected that all members contribute equally to the cause. This thesis explores the roles and 

contributions of the activists, attempting to learn more about how informal political groups are 

organized and maintained. 

This thesis investigates different aspects of neighborhood activism, considering various 

elements, some of which have been examined previously. However, it combines those elements into a 



11 

single research project. By investigating gender, activist roles, and the local environment together, it 

may be possible to see and understand more clearly the interrelationships between these different 

variables. Staeheli's exploration of urban growth politics in Boulder, Colorado (1991) has done this 

somewhat by examining how men and women differently view, use, and value their homes and 

environments. By investigating different factors in combination with one another, this thesis may lead 

to new information and insights on neighborhood citizen activism. 

In this thesis I examine Tucson neighborhood activists, but both women and men, their 

interactions with the local urban environment, and how those interactions differ according to gender. 

Activist roles, and gender-based distinctions of them, are also explored, as well as possible parallels 

between activists' neighborhood and household role—a topic which has not been previously examined in 

the literature. By exploring this new territory, along with those which have been previously 

investigated—either in other locations or under other circumstances—I hope to be able to learn more 

about productive and reproductive roles, and how they affect and/or are affected by activists' 

neighborhood group roles. 

Problem Statement 

Neighborhood organizing is not a new activity in Tucson, Arizona; nor is it rare. There are 

more than 250 neighborhood groups in the city at the present time. Tucson neighborhood activism, 

particularly by women, has been the subject of recent research (Marston and Saint-Germain 1991). In 

general, however, the role of gender on the neighborhood activist experience has been neglected within 

community and neighborhood activism research. Studies of the effect of gender in other realms-

education, moral dilemmas, etc.—are plentiful, in contrast, as are studies of women's participation in 

both electoral politics and community organizing/participation (the so-called formal and informal 

political spheres). It is the goal of this thesis to bridge those two areas of research, gender differences 
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and women in politics, filling the void in both the political geography and community and neighborhood 

organizing literature, and shedding some light on them both. 

Hypotheses and Research Questions 

The underlying postulate for this research is that gander differences are present in many facets 

of human life, including the informal political sphere. The following hypotheses form the basis of my 

research. 

1. The motivations to and methods of neighborhood activism differ for men and women. Men 

seem to be motivated more by concerns about individual rights while women appear more 

concerned about relationships and responsibilities, a gender distinction which has been noted 

and researched by Gilligan (1982). 

2. Women and men activists often assume different roles within their neighborhood groups, 

relative to their (societal and) household roles. 

3. Gender differences in ideas about the value of neighborhood are also present and affect the 

reasons men and women become involved. 

From the hypotheses, the following research question was addressed: 

How do gender differences structure the nature and style of men's and women's participation in 

neighborhood activism in Tucson, Arizona? 

Research Objectives 

The main objective of this research is to provide a better understanding of neighborhood 

activism in Tucson, Arizona. Two secondary objectives are 1) to explore the way in which gender 
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informs activists' style, motivation, and objectives, and 2) to explore feminist theories of the difference 

in male and female moral development with respect to the political geography of social life. 

Grounded Theory 

Because the effect of gender on neighborhood activism is basically an unexplored topic, this 

thesis employs qualitative research to investigate it. I believe that this area of study lends itself to the 

use of a qualitative method; it is a research method which attempts to uncover the nature of people's 

experience, in this case, with neighborhood activism. And, as explained by Strauss and Corbin, 

"qualitative methods can be used to uncover and understand what lies behind any phenomenon about 

which little is yet known" (1990, p. 19). Because little is known about the effect of gender on 

activism, grounded theory is well-suited to this study. Grounded theory is designed to allow theory to 

be inductively derived from the study of phenomenon. Beginning with an area of study-in this case 

gender differences in neighborhood activism-the data are analyzed and what is relevant to that subject 

is allowed to emerge from the data, and then theory is built from that. In grounded theory, the focus is 

on the discovery of relevant categories and the relationships among them, in order to put those 

categories back together in new ways, thus developing a theory (Strauss and Corbin 1990). This is 

done by 1) asking questions about data and 2) making comparisons (for both similarities and 

differences) between each event or instance of phenomenon. Then the similar events/incidents can be 

labeled and grouped as categories. 

Feminist Theory 

Gender-based difference has become a frequent theme in feminist research in a variety of 

disciplines. Differences between females and males have been noted and examined in psychological 

theory, educational theory, electoral behavior, sports psychology and physiology, etc. Feminist theory 

has not only been at the forefront in the development of specific techniques to examine gender 
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difference, it has also been heavily critical of research in this area. Feminist theory discusses possible 

biases which can result when investigating gender difference. Alpha bias (the exaggeration of 

differences) and beta bias (minimization of differences) have both been discovered in gender difference 

research. There have, however, been critiques of works which contain those biases, and methods to 

eliminate them have also been investigated. It has been noted that when careful analysis is performed, 

both biases can be eliminated, allowing a strong, unbiased study to develop, with an unobstructed view 

of gender-based differences (Markus and Oyserman 1989). 

An examination of the effect of gender on neighborhood activism can be greatly illuminated 

through the use of feminist theory. Feminist theory has proven to be useful in bringing new 

perspectives to a variety of studies in several disciplines as well as figuring prominently in most gender 

studies. By utilizing feminist theory in this thesis, I believe I am better able to detect both gender 

differences and similarities, and be more aware of the possibility of biases. A feminist approach is also 

especially effective in dealing with the multiple roles assumed by individuals in our society (Staeheli 

1991). 



15 

CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Within geographic research, examinations of political activity have been plentiful. And, in 

recent years, a focus on women's political activity has emerged and grown rapidly. The research on 

women has covered a wide variety of topics, including, among others, women's involvement in urban 

social movements and in community and neighborhood organizing, the formal/informal and 

public/private dichotomies of political involvement, and the changing political environment due to 

women's participation. One area which requires further exploration, however, is the effect of gender 

differences between women and men on political activity, and in the case of this thesis, neighborhood 

organizing. 

The literature reviewed for this study has been divided into three sections. The first section 

deals with women and the political environment. Women's involvement in both public and private 

sector roles has been quite extensively examined. In recent years, however, feminist literature on 

women's political activity has questioned the relevance of this dichotomy and has argued for an 

integration of the two spheres. Community and neighborhood organizing literature is presented in the 

second section. Although there is a substantial amount of literature on this topic, relatively few pieces 

have covered possible distinctions between women's and men's roles in this arena. The final section of 

this literature review is concerned with the role of gender in activism. This has been an area of little 

research. No study could be located that had examined the effect of gender on neighborhood activism. 

The goal of this study is to address this gap in the activism and political geography literature. 

Women and the Political Environment 

The literature on women in politics and social movements has presented a variety of views and 

covered many diverse topics, especially in recent years. Women's methods of political resistance and 

their particular contributions have been examined, as have the actions of specific groups and 
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individuals. Hamilton (1989) finds that the unique contribution women bring to social movements is a 

set of alternative values and forms, in their nonhierarchical, decentralized means of organizing. Her 

finding, that women tend to support group needs over individual ones, supports Gilligan's theory of 

women's sense of connectedness and "other-orientation" (Gilligan 1982). Sargent (1989), with her 

examination of the direct actions of a grassroots group in the ERA campaign, demonstrates not only 

women's distinct organizing styles but also some of the obstacles to the use of direct action. Social 

class as a variable in women's informal political activity has also been examined. Susser's research on 

working-class women (1986) shows how women organize to obtain and maintain necessary services and 

to preserve their communities. Further, the organizational strategies of low-income women, for the 

purpose of acquiring two specific social goods—welfare rights and improved housing—for themselves 

and their families, have also been revealed (Pope 1989; Saegert 1987; Leavitt and Saegert 1988; 1990). 

A collection of biographical accounts of women community activists provides a look at the actions of 

individual women activists (Garland 1988). These works have all provided close-up views of women in 

politics, but their focus has been solely on women and their often distinct roles, methods, and 

motivations to involvement. 

The effect of gender on policy preferences and policy formation among state legislators has 

been recently investigated. Kathlene (1989) examines legislators' policy decision-making and reveals 

that the male and female legislators not only come to different solutions to social problems when 

making policy but that they also view those problems differently. The use of in depth interviews, and 

subsequent linguistic analysis, revealed a distinction between the manner in which women and men 

discussed the issues before coming to a decision. Kathlene discusses the lack of scholarship on gender 

differences in the political arena (reflecting my own findings), noting that the lack of a methodology 

suitable for investigating the topic is a contributing factor. 

The role of women in politics has also been explored in several recent geographical works 

(Fincher and McQuillen 1989; Brownill and Halford 1990; Calio 1990; Gale 1990; Kofman and Peake 
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1990; Pratt 1990; Marston and Saint-Germain 1991). Two review articles cover much of this literature 

in their reflections on women in the urban environment (Fincher and McQuillen 1989; Pratt 1990). 

Women's activity in urban social movements and the issues with which women are concerned have 

been explored by Fincher and McQuillen (1989). They review the organizational characteristics that 

emerge with women's participation in activist groups and provide examples of several studies in which 

it was revealed that alone, women generally form nonhierarchical groups, but with men, the gender 

relations usually reflect those of society at large. A focus on gender differences may clarify these 

different methods of organizing, and as Kofman and Peake (1990) discussed, gender perspectives can 

also challenge the traditional models and methods of political geography, providing different views of 

and perspectives on the subfield. The formal/informal dichotomy of women's involvement in politics 

has been recently re-evaluated (Brownill and Halford 1990). The authors challenge the usefulness and 

accuracy of such a division and argue that a more complex framework is necessary to comprehend fully 

the roles both women and men play in the political world. This research intends to answer that call by 

providing a more precise investigation of the informal sphere, in order to explain better women's and 

men's roles in neighborhood organizations. Social class and ethnicity have also been examined in 

combination with women's roles in politics (Calio 1990; Gale 1990), a topic which requires fuller 

examination, but which is outside of the scope of this paper due to the small size of the population 

examined. 

The public-private dichotomy is generally mentioned in any study of women's involvement in 

politics, and although this distinction has tended to be accepted unquestioningly in early works, recent 

feminist works argue for the integration of the two spheres, demonstrating an interconnection between 

the two rather than a rigid boundary separating them (Pateman 1983; Fincher and McQuillen 1989; 

Kofman and Peake 1990). Reaching and sustaining a workable relationship between home and work 

requires planning, and Pratt and Hanson (1991) reveal some of the strategies required by women in 

maintaining a household, family, and a paying job. They further stress the importance of context, as 
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opposed to universalizing theories, to demonstrate better how individual family-households are 

managed. 

Community and Neighborhood Organizing 

The importance of community and neighborhood has emerged from the literature on 

community and neighborhood activism. Research topics within this literature have varied greatly, 

ranging from definitions of neighborhood by activists (Haeberle 1988) and the manner in which citizen 

participation is structured (Haeberle 1989) to the role of housing tenure in neighborhood activism (Cox 

1982) and two works which divide activists roles into active versus token and paid versus volunteer 

involvement (Oliver 1983; 1984). Community action for social change in the urban United States has 

also been examined historically in a book covering a variety of topics, from the notion and role of 

neighborhood in U.S. cities to a direct look at community organizing in the 1970s (Fisher and 

Romanofsky 1981). Except, however, for two examinations of the response to housing abandonment in 

New York City (Leavitt and Saegert 1988; 1990), this literature has not considered the influencing 

effect gender may have on activism. 

Two books published within the past decade have examined more closely the interaction 

between the urban scene and the problems it creates. Urban protest is the theme of Castells' The Citv 

and the Grassroots (1983), which examines urban movements in several world cities in an attempt to 

create a cross-cultural theory of urban social change. Castells provides a thorough examination of 

political activism in various world cities. However, his discussion focuses little on women's 

participation except to note that women appear to be motivated primarily by concerns with improving 

living conditions for their families. Collective action and some of the theories which attempt to explain 

it, including Marxist and Weberian perspectives, are presented in Contested Ground, a recent book 

whose important contribution to activist literature lies in the in depth, historical view it provides of 



collective action in Cincinnati, Ohio (Davis 1991). It avoids, however, any examination of the cultural 

issues of gender. 

Although it has not been thoroughly explored, the subject of neighborhood activism has been 

touched upon in a few geographic works. In the introduction to their book on territory and social life, 

The Power of Geography (1989), Wolch and Dear discuss the focus of many neighborhood groups: 

improving their community. They explain that neighborhoods, especially affluent ones, often use 

defensive moves, in order to protect their status. Defensive moves may take the form of battling a 

variety of land use projects the residents view as threatening, for example, "low-cost housing and 

facilities for service-dependent populations such as the mentally disabled" (Wolch and Dear 1989, p. 

16). The placement of those facilities, including group homes, pre-release prison centers, homeless 

shelters, and soup kitchens are all issues which have been dealt with by Tucson activists. In a more 

general study, Cox (1989) has taken up the relationship between territorial politics and class, focusing 

on the many controversies that have emerged surrounding this topic since the 1960s, issues which are 

often at the heart of neighborhood activism, including urban renewal, highway construction and 

expansion, zoning, and suburban growth. 

Tucson neighborhood activism has been examined recently in a piece by Marston and Saint-

Germain (1991), that focuses explicitly on neighborhood organizing. The authors' investigation of 

women activists also examined recent historical background and the changes in the local urban 

environment which have resulted in the high degree of neighborhood activism in Tucson, Arizona. 

Although their focus was on the role of activist women in particular, this thesis draws on that study, 

especially in its investigation of changes in the urban environment and how those changes have moved 

citizens to activism. 

Two additional works by Marston (1992; forthcoming) further investigate Tucson 

neighborhood activism. One provides an excellent history of the movement and its participants, while 

the other focuses on present-day activism, combining an analysis of spatial change and popular urban 
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politics with excerpts from interviews with some Tucson neighborhood activists to demonstrate their 

perceptions of democracy, the citizen's role in a democracy, and the value of neighborhood as a place 

as a result of the effects of economic and spatial transformation on the local political scene. 

The Role of Gender in Activism 

Research on gender differences contributes a broadened view to activism studies by extending 

a singular focus on either women or men to a comparative examination of both. Although research 

exploring gender differences among activists is sparse, it does ask some vital questions. The earliest 

work on gender differences and activism looked at the internal structure of a social movement group by 

examining sex roles within a tenant movement (Lawson and Barton 1980). The authors documented 

leadership patterns and the division of labor within the tenant movement in New York City, revealing 

the presence of rigid sex roles (even) within a social justice movement. Their examination of the strict 

gender roles within the structure of tenant activism demonstrates that politics in the non-electoral 

political sphere is subject to the same cultural sex-socialization as the electoral sector. Women were 

found to be most often involved as organizers and workers while men tended to hold the leadership 

positions. Lawson and Barton further observed that men's motivation for pursuing leadership positions 

was frequently linked to future career goals, especially in politics. Unfortunately, women's 

motivations, except the finding that they did not link their activism to political career goals, were not as 

clearly ascertained. 

The effect of gender—as well as race and age--on activism, in the form of the community-

household, is examined in a chapter of Leavitt and Saegert's book on tenant activism in Harlem (1990) 

and their journal article on the same topic (1988). The authors' analysis of the effect of these variables 

on activism provides new insights into activists in one type of tenant activism—tenant managed and 

owned buildings. Their examination of gender focuses mainly on the differences in who participates 

and the degree of involvement, revealing that the majority of these tenant activists are women and that 
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they are doing the majority of the work. Their investigation of gender differences, however, moves 

little beyond that point. 

The relationship between gender and environmental concern provides another perspective of 

the effect gender differences have on activism. McStay and Dunlap (1983) examine how men and 

women differ in their environmental concern in an article which concludes that women are slightly 

more environmentally concerned than men. They also investigated personal versus public behaviors, 

finding that men were more likely to be publicly active while women were more apt to engage in 

personal behaviors to increase environmental quality. Their finding, that men are more publicly and 

women more privately involved, reflects the earlier findings of Lawson and Barton (1980). The role of 

gender in support of various energy policies in the United States has also been examined (Longstreth et 

al. 1989). Energy policy options and men's and women's support of them were investigated using 

univariate and multivariate analysis. The results of these analyses demonstrate that although gender is 

salient, it is one of several important variables (age and education, for example) in determining energy 

policy preference. 

The role of gender on different aspects of social and political activism has also been examined 

(Rochford 1985; Staeheli 1991; McAdam 1992). The recruitment process into a social movement and 

its relationship to gender is examined in a book on the Hare Krishna (Rochford (1985). The author 

investigates how the recruitment process and membership differs for men and women Krishna 

members. With gender as the mediating factor, a link is uncovered between recruitment techniques and 

women's and men's differing social roles in American society, especially in relation to "their differing 

degrees of participation in the public and private spheres" (Rochford 1985, p. 3). Although Rochford's 

findings demonstrate that there is a difference in women's and men's recruitment, he too eagerly 

categorizes his results according to a strict separation between the public and private, neglecting to dig 

deeper and reach beyond the simple dichotomy. Another aspect of the activist experience is 

investigated in an article on Freedom Summer (McAdam 1992) which examines gender differences and 



the effect of activism on activists' lives. McAdam examines how gender affected the recruitment 

process, the roles played, and the activists' own experiences at Freedom Summer. McAdam concludes 

that gender affected 1) how activists were perceived (by themselves and others) both before and during 

the experience, 2) the importance given to prior activist experience, and 3) the jobs that they were 

assigned at Freedom Summer. 

Various aspects of this study's concern for the effect of gender on activism have been 

considered in a recent geographic piece. Staeheli (1991) investigates the manner in which gender 

influences citizen activism and addresses the importance of the specific urban scene and its relation to 

gender differences in interactions with the local area. The single geographic work on this topic 

explores gender relations and urban growth ideologies, examining women's participation in a citizen's 

growth control movement in Boulder, Colorado. It focuses on how women and men were differently 

motivated to join due to distinct concerns over urban growth and explores how gender affects policies 

on urban growth. Staeheli's research reveals difference in both motivation to activism and concern for 

the local environment to be a reflection of gender relations. However, her investigation of motivation 

to activism and its link to gender differences requires a fuller examination. That women and men 

view, use, and value their environments/neighborhoods in different ways also emerges, although little 

attention was directed to exploring how they differ. With a similar vision, this paper also explores the 

effect of gender on individuals' interactions with their environment—their perceptions of it and their 

relationship to it. 



CHAPTER 3 

BACKGROUND ON NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVISM 

History of Neighborhood Organizations in the U.S. 

Volunteer citizen groups have a long tradition in U.S. cities, towns, and neighborhoods, and 

voluntary associations are very much a part of U.S. history. These types of organizations are 

established to achieve the shared goals of its members, which often include the desire to influence 

political decisions or public and economic policies (Hallman 1973; 1984; Marston 1991; Thomas 1986; 

Williams 1985). Volunteer fire departments and police protection in the form of night watches, our 

first voluntary associations, were created in the 1700s and early 1800s. These protective groups 

organized to improve conditions for city residents. Later, other associations with greater territorial 

focus formed, for example, the Committee of the Proprietors of Louisburg Square, a group of 

homeowners on Boston's Beacon Hill, which was created in 1844 to maintain the local park area. The 

first literary and educational associations for young men in Jewish communities in eastern cities were 

formed shortly thereafter, and the first Jewish community center opened in 1854. During this same 

period, other immigrant groups were also forming ethnically centered associations of their own. Many 

of these groups were not restricted by location, but because of the geographic concentrations of ethnic 

populations they had a neighborhood emphasis. Neighborhoods themselves became more of a concern 

during the middle to late 1800s, as residents began to focus on improving living conditions. Organizers 

of these groups were either residents in those poor neighborhoods or were citizens from upper-income 

levels who wanted to help the underclass, often through charity or social work organizations (Hallman 

1984; Williams 1985). 

Homeowners associations first emerged in the late 1800s. Roland Park, Maryland was the site 

of the first homes association, which was created to provide public maintenance services to the area 

because the county could not. The concept of homeowners groups quickly spread as J.C. Nichols, a 

developer from Kansas City, studied the Roland Park project and decided to use this approach in all of 
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his developments. Restrictive covenants were also in place in many of these housing developments and 

subdivisions to exclude a variety of ethnic groups, including Jews, blacks, and Asians. The majority of 

these organizations were middle and upper class groups whose goals were to "protect property values, 

keep up appearances, ward off detrimental influences, and maintain social homogeneity" (Hallman 

1984, p. 111). The concerns of all homeowners groups, however, were not focused on the 

maintenance of community, property, and social values. Some were also active in sponsoring 

recreational activities for children as well as other community projects (Hallman 1984). 

By the 1920s the focus of many communities' professional people and higher income citizens 

had turned to social service. The reformation of juvenile delinquents became a great concern across the 

country. The Chicago Area Project (CAP), begun in 1933, prompted the creation of neighborhood 

groups to organize and work with youth group activities. The CAP encouraged these neighborhood 

organizations to be independent. Each group nominated residents to be on its staff and also had the 

power to veto any staff proposed by the CAP. With the hiring of area residents and the encouragement 

of independence, a localized focus on the individual neighborhood emerged (Hallman 1973; 1984). 

The Alinsky approach, born in Chicago in 1939, is a well-known organizing technique. 

Having rejected the conventional approach of community councils because of the superficial role he 

thought they played, Saul Alinsky sent trained organizers out to various working class neighborhoods in 

northern industrial cities to help local residents become organized and involved, although in many 

instances, the Alinsky organizers were not welcome (Hallman 1984). The organizers worked in an 

anthropological manner, learning the local customs, values, and habits, as well as their unique 

locational difficulties, in order to gain insight into local problems and their solutions. What 

distinguished the Alinsky approach from others, and often damned it, was its use of outside 

representatives rather than residents as organizers. 

The post-World War II years brought a new era to neighborhood activism. City governments 

turned their attention to neighborhood organizations, especially where redevelopment and urban renewal 
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projects were concerned, as residents became concerned with the effect of redevelopment on their 

neighborhoods. The Eisenhower administration's emphasis on redevelopment changed, and a program 

of urban renewal that focused more on housing rehabilitation was recommended. With the new focus 

on urban renewal in the early 1950s, demonstrated in the revisions in the Housing Act of 1954, the 

emphasis shifted from clearance and reconstruction to housing rehabilitation. Citizen input was 

mandated by the Housing Act, which also required that a city have a workable program to qualify for 

federal funds. One of the criteria of the program was a requirement for citizen participation. In many 

of the projects born of this system, the city supplied an organizer to the neighborhood to get citizen 

action started. This method turned out to be ineffective, however, because, from the perspective of the 

neighborhood, in order for citizen participation to work, the organizers had to be independent. It was 

also during the 1950s that a national movement for the preservation of neighborhoods began to develop, 

and it grew stronger in the next decade with the assistance of a variety of federally funded programs 

(Goering 1979; Hallman 1984). 

The 1960s were a time of great social change, and this was expressed within neighborhood 

movement as well as in society in general. Neighborhood organizing became widespread, as did many 

other types of activism. In 1964 the Office of Economic Opportunity presented the first grants of the 

Community Action Program. These grants marked a pivotal point in the neighborhood movement*, this 

was the largest sum of money injected into neighborhood organizations and the services they provided 

(Hallman 1984; Thomas 1986). At the same time the Ford Foundation began offering grants to 

communities to begin programs in inner city neighborhoods, occupied primarily by minorities and the 

poor. Most of the cities receiving these funds had newly established private non-profit organizations to 

run the programs (Hallman 1973; 1984). The Model Cities Program, which was developed by the 

Department of Housing and Urban Development to deal with physical and social problems in inner 

cities, was also established during the Johnson administration (Hallman 1973). Although the program 

was initially run by local government, this soon changed as a new guideline required that neighborhood 
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end of the program (Hallman 1984). 

Some measure of community control through neighborhood groups has developed in many 

localities (Hallman 1973; 1984). The simplest forms involve voluntary, self-help activities, including 

neighborhood or block watches and patrols, fire prevention, mediation, housing maintenance, and 

neighborhood cleanup, all of which focus on increasing personal safety and security. In many of these 

instances residents realize that there is a problem, that something needs to be done, and they do it. 

This type of neighborhood self-help increased dramatically during the 1970s. During this time, two 

more types of organizations developed: neighborhood councils, which played an advisory role on policy 

issues, and neighborhood corporations, which took on the responsibilities of the actual operations. The 

main difference between these two organizations is that the neighborhood councils have official 

recognition but are not directly involved in operations. In contrast, neighborhood corporations control 

operations, but have no official ties to city government (Hallman 1984). The definition of a 

neighborhood council is a "broad-based organization of residents, usually elected, with official 

recognition by city government and assigned advisory roles on matters affecting their neighborhoods" 

(Hallman 1977). Neighborhood corporations, private non-profit groups controlled by neighborhood 

residents, increased greatly in number during this same time period. Many came about through federal 

funding programs including Community Action and Model Cities, or with the help of the Ford 

Foundation and other foundations, some labor unions, and national church boards (Hallman 1977; 

1984). 

As citizen activism burgeoned in the 1970s, the neighborhood movement increased its number 

of local coalitions and also saw the emergence of a set of national organizations (Hallman 1984). This 

was partly in response to policies of the Carter administration. In 1978 for the first time, the country 

was provided with a "comprehensive set of policies to guide federal actions and programs" in urban 

areas (Baroni 1983, p. 187). One of the objectives of one such urban policy was to encourage greater 



involvement by both neighborhood organizations and voluntary associations at various stages of the 

urban, policymaking process. President Carter also formed a new agency within the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development, the Office of Neighborhood Voluntary Associations and Consumer 

Protection, to work with inner-city neighborhoods as well as suburban and rural self-help organizations. 

This office served as an advocate for community organizations and also encouraged other agencies to 

work with them, to coordinate and expand their programs to assist the local groups (Baroni 1983). 

Congress also played a role in the significant position the neighborhood movement had attained in the 

urban strategy of the U.S. by the late 1970s. In 1977 Congress established the National Commission 

on Neighborhoods, and in 1978 they enacted two pieces of legislation of great importance to 

neighborhood groups: 1) the Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation Act, and 2) the Neighborhood 

Self-Help Development Act (Bratt 1983). Both enthusiasm for and commitment to neighborhood 

organizations were at their peak in the late 1970s. 

Neighborhood organizations of various methods and types have persisted into the 1980s. 

Neighborhood centers remain "useful service organizations, and some maintain an interest in organizing 

and advocacy" (Hallman 1984, p. 138). The number of neighborhood associations in older-, low- and 

moderate-income neighborhoods has grown in the last 20 years, and, although they vary in their level 

of activism, in some cities these groups are quite active in mobilizing to seek and claim benefits for 

their neighborhoods. Presently, there are somewhere between 15,000 and 30,000 neighborhood or 

community organizations and homeowners groups in urban, suburban, and rural communities, 

throughout the U.S. (Baroni 1983; Hallman 1984). 

With the recession of the 1980s, much of the federal funding has been withdrawn from 

neighborhood programs. This has hit lower income neighborhoods especially hard. Hallman (1984) 

noted that for most residents in poor neighborhoods working, paying the bills, and buying necessities 

are a higher priority than political action. As we move further into the 1990s, the future of 

neighborhood groups, especially those dependent on outside funding sources, is questionable. 
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Neighborhood Activism in the U.S. Today 

Neighborhood organizing, as a source of localized power within the community, is a common 

presence in many cities across the United States, and in many cases, bringing neighborhood interest 

groups into local government matters has been quite successful. St. Paul, Minnesota, for example, has 

a system of neighborhood councils, and within the city those 17 district councils provide input on 

matters concerning zoning, housing, and development projects. Each council not only selects its own 

staff but is also provided a small budget by the city government. Another example of a city's 

cooperation with neighborhood activists is the case of Portland, Oregon. Portland's Office of 

Neighborhood Associations has 5 district offices, which allocate more than $1 million and also provide 

technical assistance to the various neighborhood groups. The neighborhood groups elect a board of 

representatives which then selects its staff for their district offices and decides which issues will become 

priority. Through an annual process of determining neighborhood needs, each neighborhood has the 

opportunity to inform each city department of its own priorities (Sharp 1990). 

City officials often view neighborhood groups as an important urban interest group. The 

groups' significance is frequently acknowledged by elected officials in working with them to accomplish 

some of the groups' goals. Neighborhood organizations may play a key role in the city's outreach 

program, by being more involved in discussions of neighborhood problems and being more aware of 

information about local government programs than uninvolved citizens (Sharp 1986). However, there 

are also limitations or weaknesses to this type of citizen participation. Although neighborhood 

organizations are considered to be a type of citizen participation which compensates for the 

government's "inability to represent residents' interests adequately," the neighborhood groups 

themselves are often criticized for the same reason (Sharp 1990; p. 87). Because there is generally a 

small number of residents involved, it is difficult for city officials to know whether neighborhood group 

leaders actually speak for the neighborhood or for a narrower interest group. A related concern is that 

neighborhood organizations, especially the presence of a great number of them, might be distracting to 
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city officials and keep them from focusing on the interest of all its citizens rather than a vocal few 

(Thomas 1986). 

These types of arrangements which allow for formal involvement of neighborhood 

organizations in both the planning and budget processes exist to varying degrees in many cities across 

the country (Sharp 1990). Neighborhood activity, however, is not limited to formal roles. 

Neighborhood organizations are often involved in more controversial ways and issues, for example, 

rallying residents to stop city projects or decisions they view as threatening to the interests of the 

neighborhood. Neighborhood groups have often formed in response to city plans to change or destroy 

part of the local environment. Highway development and expansion projects, urban renewal, airport 

development, sewage and water treatment plants, landfills, drug rehabilitation facilities and halfway 

houses, and the expansion of hospitals and universities are some of the projects which have been 

opposed by neighborhoods across the country (Goering 1979; Sharp 1986). Many neighborhood groups 

have been formed for the purpose of uniting neighbors to fight a common threat or enemy, both public 

and private projects. According to Goering, it is more likely for neighborhood unity to develop out of 

conflict than from a general need for "increased involvement and primary ties" (1979, p. 508). In fact, 

Goering (1979) notes that some neighborhood groups form due to racism and their resistance to racial 

change, i.e. integration. 

Who participates in neighborhood groups has been examined by social scientists in a variety of 

fields. Much of the research on the subject has demonstrated that communal participation such as 

neighborhood organizing is a more common occurrence among citizens of higher socioeconomic status 

than among those of lower status (Sharp 1990). High income, however, is not a constant factor in 

neighborhood activism but rather it varies from setting to setting. Some studies have also found 

homeownership and residence in neighborhoods with older houses to be key factors leading to higher 

levels of citizen activity (Sharp 1986; 1990). Other research has focused on education as the key, 

determining that individuals who are more highly educated "are more likely to develop the skills and 
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attitudes that predispose one toward political involvement" (Sharp 1986; p. 59). This education 

includes not only formal academic training but also a socialization process which includes greater 

exposure to government processes, civic values, and the learning of relevant political information. By 

allowing for the possibility of a relevant socialization process, individuals of lower social status are not 

excluded, but are seen to have the capacity to develop similar attitudes and skills if they are exposed to 

the necessary political contexts (Sharp 1986). 

The composition of neighborhood organizations has also been examined in a slightly different 

dichotomized manner. Two distinct views which describe neighborhood participation are 1) that 

"neighborhood organizations represent the disadvantaged" and 2) that they "only perpetuate the 

traditional bias of urban political life," favoring the affluent, as most forms of organizing and political 

participation increase with socioeconomic status (Thomas 1986, p. 4). A third possibility, however, is 

that neighborhood organizing allows for better representation for working and middle class citizens, 

rather than for those at either extreme. This pattern is supported by Rich (1980), who argues that those 

in the middle have a higher level of involvement because they have the need for services (which the 

upper class lacks) and the initiative (which an uninterested lower class might lack) (Thomas 1986). 

A variety of other factors, besides income and education, affects who becomes politically 

involved. When examining any type of political activity and the individuals involved, it is important to 

consider that it rarely occurs in isolation. Social context is an important element in determining the 

degree to which an individual will participate in politics. Personal attributes and characteristics are also 

important as are the elements of class and ethnicity, although it is the diversity of the neighborhood 

movement which has led to it being viewed as fragmented. The fragmentation between various groups, 

including those concerned with community vs. workplace and a variety of racial and ethnic tensions, 

makes the creation and maintenance of a coherent unified movement unlikely (Sharp 1990). As noted 

in Hallman (1984), however, pluralism is at the root of any social movement, and while unity could 

strengthen the various groups and perhaps help them confront their opponents, it can also be an asset to 
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the movement to have individuals and/or groups dedicated to their own concerns who come together 

with others on issues of concern to all. 

Neighborhood groups, whether due to the members' high income level or other factors, have 

often been labelled conservative. Such conservatism is especially true of suburban, property-oriented 

groups although it is also noticeable in low- and middle-income neighborhoods (Hallman 1984). It is 

interpreted as a response to the perception of the neighborhood as a fixed place, where both the 

building and the land are mostly privately owned. The focal point of these groups, as well as their 

impetus for action, is generally the preservation of property values and some degree of control over 

neighborhood projects. Although protest actions may be used to gain some control, according to 

Hallman, "once these groups are in charge of operations or have some stake in the neighborhood 

program, they become part of the system and settle into more conservative ways" (1984, p. 139). 

As noted earlier, neighborhood groups have emerged in two distinct manners. Some began 

through grassroots activism among neighbors, and others were established by the city government, 

which supplied organizers to individual neighborhoods. Depending upon the extent of their relationship 

with local governing bodies, neighborhood organizations take one of two approaches to activism. A 

collaborative approach exists when organizations receive government funding and coordinate work with 

the city, often on joint projects. A major criticism of these types of organizations is their tendency to 

lose the grassroots, participatory nature due to their connections with government agencies. They 

become more like the public agencies they deal with, with greater professionalization and 

bureaucratization, as they develop and move away from their "populist roots" (Sharp 1990; p. 88). 

Although many community organizations have adopted this approach, a loss of power and independent 

purpose is often the result, although not an inevitable result of working with government institutions. It 

is possible for neighborhood groups to be successful and also to avoid "antipopulist tendencies" as long 

as the group is consciously committed to keeping the organization focused on the concerns of the 

residents. In several cities the neighborhood movement did not begin at the grassroots level; for 
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example, the community council system in Birmingham, Alabama and the Wichita Citizen Participation 

Organization were both set up by the city governments. These government-created arrangements 

sometimes incorporate pre-formed citizen groups, but the general effect has been the management of 

citizen input by the government and a political system dependent upon the government's support for its 

success (Sharp 1990). 

In contrast to government sponsored and supported neighborhood organizations, others are 

created and maintained by grass-roots organizing. These community organizations remain autonomous, 

totally separate from any government agencies. Such an approach is described as "advocacy" 

organizing. It allows neighborhood groups to maintain their independence, so they are not distracted 

from pressuring city officials on issues concerning the neighborhood and its residents. They emphasize 

community empowerment, self-help activities, a desire to confront directly institutions that threaten 

neighborhood interest, and the creation of coalitions among neighborhood groups (Sharp 1986; 1990). 

A well-known community organizer from the late 1930s to the early 1970s, Saul Alinsky, prescribed 

the model upon which many of these organizations are founded. 

The difference in results of both the collaborative and the advocacy approaches can be 

demonstrated with a comparison of the neighborhood movement in the U.S. and similar developments 

in Germany. Although the grassroots movement in both the U.S. and western Europe grew out of the 

"centralization of political and economic power" which is characteristic of all advanced industrial 

societies, the German movement, which maintains a confrontational approach, helped neighborhood 

groups to become part of a significant national-level political movement (Baroni 1983, p. 190; Sharp 

1990; Franz and Warren 1987, p. 237). Due to their professionalization, U.S. groups in contrast, have 

been criticized for having attained more of a "rhetoric of empowerment" rather than any actual 

autonomous power (Franz and Warren 1987, p. 237). 

The degree of success of neighborhood groups and coalitions has also been debated. Although 

some researchers have judged these organizations to be successful (Franz and Warren 1987; Sharp 



1990), according to Thomas (1986, p. 5), despite the "exuberant rhetoric," there is little evidence that 

neighborhoods have any real influence over urban policy. It is indisputable, however, that these groups 

play an active role in the urban political process in their attempts to influence it. 

A variety of accomplishments, not including the acquisition of power, are also of importance 

to localized activist groups. That neighborhood organizations have become channels of citizen input 

into policy and planning decisions cannot be ignored, nor labelled failure. Neighborhood groups have 

become an important means of "involving citizens in areas that have been ignored or overlooked by the 

local government" (Sharp 1990, p. 90). In many cases it is more than issues that have been ignored; 

citizens and their complaints have also not been dealt with effectively by local officials. Neighborhood 

activism is a response to that and is one way for individual citizens to band together and make their 

communal voice heard. 

The effect of neighborhood organizing, as well as its success, "may yield very different results 

in different settings or under different circumstances" (Shaip 1990, p. 95). Neighborhood organizing 

has been strong and produced important results in some cities, and in specific areas of others, perhaps 

because those organizations existed before the government required their development. In other cities, 

such neighborhood groups have failed, generally because of a lack of sustained citizen interest or 

involvement. However, there have also been both successes and failures among those initiated and 

supported by the governments. It is thus very difficult to summarize about neighborhood organization, 

or citizen participation, because of the different goals in the various efforts as well as differing degrees 

of experience and expertise with the various organizing strategies. Any judgment about the merit of 

citizen participation is also complicated by varying expectations about the extent of change possible 

through such action. Some analysts applaud each incremental change while others await more radical 

changes (Sharp 1990). 
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Tucson Neighborhood Organizing 

For more than twenty years, individuals representing neighborhoods in an organized political 

manner have been active in local political issues in Tucson. Federally mandated programs for public 

participation sponsored by the Office of Economic Opportunity and Model Cities were an early 

influence on neighborhood organizing. The purpose of the Office of Economic Opportunity program 

was to improve social service delivery while Model Cities aimed to bring disenfranchised groups into 

the local political process by demonstrating how the process worked and how individuals could become 

involved in it. The focus of the OEO program was on nine inner city areas which included African 

American, Mexican American, and Native American populations. Community organizers and 

neighborhood residents decided to house the local coordinating community action agency, the 

Committee on Economic Opportunity (CEO), within the City of Tucson administration. Once the funds 

were granted, the nine neighborhood councils met and elected representatives, some of whom were sent 

to the CEO. The role of the CEO was to manage the operation of the OEO program, from the budget 

to citizen participation. The neighborhood councils were independently and with the CEO to improve a 

variety of services in the targeted neighborhoods (Marston forthcoming). 

Tucson was selected as one of the 150 demonstration sites for the Model Cities program in 

1969. This federal program was also designed to demonstrate how neighborhoods could work together 

with local governments to alleviate economic and social problems. Six inner city neighborhoods were 

included in the Model Cities program. The nine which were originally selected under the OEO were 

roughly incorporated into these six areas and a task force created for each. The purpose of the task 

force was to create model land use plans in each neighborhood as well as to address various social and 

economic issues. By 1972, the program had expanded to include several other low income 

neighborhoods. However, in 1974 Model Cities funding was cut off (Marston forthcoming). 

By the early 1970s, middle class groups also began to organize, mainly through homeowners 

associations, groups created by housing developers to allow homeowners to maintain their common 
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areas. In 1975, after the Model Cities Program was dissolved, city officials worked to maintain the 

concept locally by identifying local wards as neighborhood planning units, creating a neighborhood 

planning division within the city planning department, and setting up the Citizen Participation Office to 

provide organizing support to the neighborhoods (Marston 1991). Today, more than 250 neighborhood 

groups are registered with the CPO in the Tucson metropolitan area (including city and county 

organizations) many of them playing a significant role in local planning and policy making. 

The research on the historical and present day community and neighborhood organizing 

research has covered a wide range of activist activities, issues, and locations. However, few studies 

have explored a single city in depth and fewer still have examined how contributions by men and 

women may differ. This thesis does both. It provides an in depth examination of several activists 

living in various neighborhoods in Tucson, Arizona. It also examines the ways in which women and 

men differ in their organizing roles and techniques which, aside from Lawson and Barton (1980) and 

McAdam (1992), no literature has explored. 

My research builds on those activist works mentioned above. However, it goes further than 

they do, bringing together variables which have not previously been examined simultaneously. It 

investigates the interactions of gender, activism, and the local environment. By investigating the 

neighborhood activist experience from a perspective of gender, I hope to provide some new insights, to 

both gender and activism studies. 



CHAPTER 4 

METHODOLOGY 

Feminist Theory 

Feminist theory, in both its view of the relationship between the public and private spheres and 

its discussion of gender differences, is a significant influence in my research. Context and the 

interrelationships between the home, community, and paid laborforce have been examined, and their 

importance noted, by several feminist geographers (Bowlby 1990; Fincher 1990). Feminist geography 

has also emphasized that a distinction between the public and private sphere is a false dichotomy and 

has argued for the two to be viewed in combination, as part of a continuum (Brownill and Halford 

1990; Kofman and Peake 1990). 

Gender differences have become an important and increasingly common research topic since 

the publication of Chodorow's The Reproduction of Mothering (1978). Since that time, academics in a 

variety of fields have taken up questions on the theme. Gilligan's In a Different Voice (1982), which 

focuses on moral development, being one of the most influential and controversial works. She 

examines the processes underlying female and male moral decision making, disagreeing with 

Kohlberg's hierarchical model of moral development. Gilligan's criticism of Kohlberg's model 

emphasizes his use of only male subjects in determining both male and female development and also his 

failure to acknowledge the influence of differences in gender-socialization on moral development. 

Gilligan promotes the theory that women's moral development occurs in a very distinct manner 

from men's; she concludes that while men tend to approach moral dilemmas from a perspective of 

justice and individual rights, women examine the same circumstances with a greater concern for 

personal responsibility and caring for others. My research aims to explore whether a similar pattern 

emerges among the activists in their actions and their explanations of how and why they became 

involved in neighborhood politics. As previously stated, gender differences have been examined in a 

variety of different works and disciplines. Several feminist works draw upon Gilligan and her 



examination of rights vs. responsibility as a starting point for their own research and analysis. 

Although becoming involved in neighborhood activism does not equate to a moral dilemma, I believe 

citizens may become active out of a sense of obligation or duty to their community. But do the 

activists view their activism as a responsibility or a right? I examined neighborhood activism from this 

perspective in order to discover whether activists' motivations could be conceptualized as stemming 

from either the exercising of a right or the assuming of a responsibility. For this reason, and despite a 

number of criticisms of Gilligan's work, I utilize some of her concepts in this thesis. 

Feminist theory has approached gender differences in various manners. Alpha bias 

(exaggeration of differences) and beta bias (minimizing of differences) have emerged as two negative 

possible results of this research (Hare-Mustin and Marecek 1988). Gilligan's research is among those 

criticized for alpha bias as well as for other reasons. Three major concerns are raised: 1) she too 

eagerly dichotomizes the differences; 2) she neglects to take into consideration race, class, and 

education—factors which have been show to diminish gender differences when they are considered; 3) 

she makes indirect comparisons—this is especially obvious in her abortion study in which she interviews 

only women (Crawford 1989; Markus and Oyserman 1989; Moody-Adams 1991). Her work has also 

been criticized for being "insufficiently critical of stereotypical notions" that base women's identity on 

biology and for a "false unity" by her neglect of the heterogeneity of women (Moody-Adams 1991). 

Gilligan's work contains much merit despite these shortcomings, particularly since they can be 

controlled. A simple dichotomy, an example of alpha bias, need not arise if the differences among 

females (and males) themselves are fully examined. Other variables which may affect the presence or 

degree of gender difference must also be considered. In my research, they include education, 

household division of labor, lifestyle, number of children, etc. The problem of indirect comparisons 

easily disappears when men and women are interviewed in equal numbers. 

In my use of feminist theory, I examined differences, and similarities, for what they are~a 

gender-based distinction-one particular piece of the activist puzzle. Responses to each question were 
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analyzed and conclusions were drawn from them separately first, and then in relation to others' 

responses. While, however, I make some very basic generalizations-about the 22 activists 

interviewed—generalization to a larger group, even of other Tucson neighborhood activists, should be 

tentative until more gender-based research has been performed on neighborhood activists in larger 

number and in a variety of locations. 

Grounded Theory 

Grounded theory is often used in qualitative research studies which examine new territory, or 

familiar territory from a new perspective. The approach has been well documented and presented in a 

number of books on qualitative research, beginning with The Discovery of Grounded Theory by Glaser 

and Strauss (1967). The method is one of theory building. A grounded theory is 

"inductively derived from the study of the phenomenon it represents. That is, it is discovered, 
developed, and provisionally verified through systematic data collection and analysis of data 
pertaining to that phenomenon. Therefore, data collection, analysis, and theory stand in 
reciprocal relationship to each other. One does not begin with a theory, then prove it. 
Rather, one begins with an area of study and what is relevant to that area is allowed to 
emerge" (Strauss and Corbin 1990, p. 23). 

Through the use of grounded theory, it is possible that a theory of gender differences in neighborhood 

activism will emerge from the data. This is in contrast to imposing a theory onto the data, which could 

perhaps result in an imperfect fit. 

The importance and relevance of using grounded theory in this thesis lies in the lack of 

research on how gender informs activism—in the geographical, or other social science literature. Its 

application may make it possible to begin to construct a gendered theory of neighborhood activism. 

Using Marston and Saint Germain (1991) as a basis for my research, I will examine Tucson 

neighborhood activism, focusing, however, not only on women's but on both men's and women's roles 

in their neighborhood groups. Through survey research in the form of in depth interviews with male 

and female neighborhood activists, I explore the similarities and differences in their approaches to, and 



methods of, activism, as well as perceptions of activist work and neighborhoods. Interview subjects 

were selected from among those activists who responded to a 1990 mail survey sent out to all Tucson 

neighborhood activists by Marston. I interviewed a total of eleven men and eleven women 

neighborhood activists from 21 different neighborhoods. First, I randomly chose 22 neighborhoods. 

Then, I randomly selected one activist from each of those neighborhoods which had more than one 

respondent to the survey. Due to a problem with data coding, two activists from the same 

neighborhood were chosen, however, this discrepancy was not noted until the time of the interview 

with the second activist. After the interview, I decided to include both interviews despite the fact that 

that one neighborhood is the residence of, and described by, two activists. 

Interviews consisted of fifteen questions exploring several different aspects of the activist 

experience. The topics covered include present neighborhood involvement as well as neighborhood 

activist history; the political aspect of the neighborhood group and any past, present, or future 

involvement by the activist in electoral politics; attitudes about neighborhood and the perception of 

public and private space; activism as a right vs. a responsibility; and household division of labor. The 

questions were designed to cover a broad range of the neighborhood activist experience, but focused on 

how and why the activist became involved, the manner in which s/he is active—their roles in the 

organization—and the interconnections among activist work and productive and reproductive work, 

searching for similarities and differences among males' and females' responses. During the interview I 

also asked for an update on the household demographic data which the respondents had provided to 

Marston's mail survey as well as household income level information. (See appendix B.) 

The interviews were taped and later transcribed to enable content analysis to be performed on 

them. (One respondent, however, would not allow the interview to be taped nor his name to be used. 

In that instance, I took notes which were later analyzed in the same method as the transcribed tapes.) 

This method of analysis is a means of processing information to allow the content of a verbal 

interaction to be transformed into data that can be summarized and compared (Holsti 1969). Use of 
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content analysis in this research includes some elemental analysis (the examination of word frequencies) 

but the focus is instead on structural analysis, which allows for the relationships between elements 

(individual words) to be examined for their content significance. One important use of content 

analysis, as noted by Weber (1985), is the generation of culture patterns which can reveal the state of 

beliefs, values, or ideologies, and this method of analysis is thus useful in attempting to reveal 

gendered culture patterns of activism. 

My analysis of the data included examinations of the formal interview transcripts and the 

demographic data. In some cases, I also had the opportunity to interact informally with the activists. 

Comments on those interactions were also noted and considered along with the formal responses to the 

interview questions. Generally the informal comments added a slightly fuller profile of the activists' 

personal lives,outside of the topic of neighborhood activism. The transcripts comprise the major part 

of the data collected, and I read them several times to acquire a sense of each activist's neighborhood 

involvement and perceptions of and feelings toward their neighborhoods, as well as the physical 

location of the home and their responsibilities there. I also listened to the interview tapes, when 

necessary, to understand the nuances of the activists' comments and analyzed the responses to each of 

the questions in an attempt to construct a coherent portrait for each activist. 

The demographic data analysis allowed for some comparisons and contrasts of several aspects 

of the activists' home lives to emerge. The demographic questions were aimed at uncovering variations 

in household income, marital status, family and household size, length of residence in present home and 

neighborhood, and level of formal education. (See appendix B.) 

The use of a qualitative method enabled me to gain greater insight into neighborhood activism 

on the personal level, and it allowed those interviewed a small degree of introspection as well as the 

opportunity for detail and description in their responses. At the same time, however, this technique has 

some constraints. When conducting in depth interviews, it is never possible to know whether the 

respondents are speaking freely and honestly or if they are responding to the questions in a manner that 



they think they should. In an attempt to minimize this possibility, the first few questions of the 

interview, although structured, were designed to put the activist at ease, allowing her/him to give mini 

oral histories of how and why s/he became active in their neighborhoods, as well as a short personal 

history of the various roles s/he has played in the present, or any past, neighborhood group. 

Considering the amount of detail and description responses to these questions entailed, I hoped they 

would enable the activists to become comfortable in the interview setting and answer all of the 

questions as openly as possible. The interviews generally lasted an hour, although some were shorter 

and some considerably longer, and while most took place in the activists' homes, some were performed 

in public settings, usually in a restaurant. 

My focus in the data analysis phase was to construct a complete portrait for each of the 

activists. By examining each interview in its entirety, I was able to gain a sense of the individual 

activist and what made him/her similar to, and different from, the others. I then moved away from 

those singular histories, views, and reasonings to piece together the similar themes from the collection 

of individual histories. I first grouped the activist responses by gender and other characteristics related 

directly to the demographic questions, e.g. number of adults and children in the household, number of 

years in home and neighborhood, income level, etc. Some of the interview questions were also 

analyzed in a similar manner, using simple grouping techniques. This allowed for any general 

similarities and differences among the activists to emerge. In order to compare quickly the activist 

interviews, I tallied their responses to some of the questions under the columns of "male" and 

"female,1' looking for differences between the two groups, e.g. "male responses" and "female 

responses." Once the differences between the two groups were noted—if any—then the responses were 

re-examined for any similarities. After both similar and gender distinct responses were noted, any 

especially insightful responses were extracted from the transcripts to be used in the analysis section to 

demonstrate or amplify a particular situation, attitude, or concern. I then moved on to the use of 

grounded theory, identifying the issues each activist worked on and grouping them into categories 
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according to the various types of issues involved. I developed several different categories and then 

checked them against the actual activist data. These categories were then used to describe the activist 

issues and the activists' roles and to develop the activist theory. 

To examine the particular roles of the activists, I went through each interview and extracted 

the various tasks the activists described performing as a member of their organization, thus creating a 

list of actions for each activist. These actions were then made consistent among the activists and 

categories of actions were created, according to the particular project or issue concerned, e.g. a 

reclaimed water project or zoning/development issues. These categories were then used as a means to 

compare and contrast the specific tasks the activists performed, as well as the issues/projects in which 

their neighborhood groups became involved. I must point out here that I do not believe I elicited a 

complete listing of the issues or tasks performed-either by the group or by the individual-from most of 

the activists. While some activists were quite willing to discuss their individual efforts and 

responsibilities within the group, others seemed hesitant to take credit for their personal roles in the 

various issues. Others, however, willingly spoke of their specific roles, but also freely noted that there 

were issues on which they were inactive. Several of the neighborhood groups have been through many 

individual "battles" concerning a single issue, e.g. zoning, which have arisen in various neighborhood 

locations and at various times over the course of the neighborhood organization's history. In these 

instances, some activists detailed each occurrence while others simply stated that it was a common issue 

in their neighborhood and then provided me with a general scenario or neighborhood response to the 

issue. 

Limitations 

Limitations include any factors which may affect the internal and external validity of a 

particular research project. They affect how the study is interpreted as well as the degree to which the 
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results can be generalized. Generalizability is always an issue when qualitative research is used. The 

following factors should be considered before attempting to generalize the findings of this study: 

1. The findings may only be applicable to an activist population residing in Tucson, 

Arizona. Tucson is where die interviews were conducted, and interview responses 

may be influenced by, or a result of, the local conditions. 

2. The interviews were conducted during winter and early spring of 1992 and may 

reflect specific conditions in effect at that time. Neighborhood groups become 

involved in response to different problems and in various ways at specific times when 

those issues arise. 

3. Interviews are subject to weaknesses that are typical of survey research. The 

respondents may have given answers that they thought the researcher wanted or 

expected to hear. 

4. Content analysis is limited by the selection of terms which the researcher defines as 

pertinent to the topic, here, the activist experience. 
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CHAPTER 5 

PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

The data I gathered on the activists includes both the interview and demographic material. At 

the time of the interview, I collected a variety of demographic information about each activist. Of the 

22 people interviewed, all are Anglo except for one Mexican American woman. The majority are in 

their 50s and 60s. The youngest are 29- and 34-year-old males, and the oldest are a 79-year-old 

woman, and a woman and a man who are both 71. The men interviewed are, in general, younger than 

the women. Everyone was either employed, at least part-time, or retired. Two of the men are self-

employed, working out of their homes, one of whom was disabled by a heart attack and works only to 

the extent that he is able. Of the employed activists, two of the women and one of the men have young 

children in the household. Most people have lived in their neighborhood about ten years, but the two 

extremes are a woman who only moved into her neighborhood a few months ago, and another who has 

lived in her neighborhood for 38 years, still living in the neighborhood where she was born. I asked 

about the size, dimension, and location of the neighborhoods in order to map the neighborhood 

organizations. (See Figure One.) Everyone interviewed graduated from high school, most have had 

some college (19 of 22), and almost half have had 17 or more years of education. Of those with 17 or 

more years of education, two are professors and one is a physician (all three are men). Household 

incomes vary greatly. The majority of the people interviewed are middle-class homeowners living 

within Pima County. Most households earn between $30,000 and $40,000 a year, and while the lowest 

household income is in the $10,000 to $20,000 range, the highest income range, more than $90,000 a 

year, is reached by 3 households. I interviewed both homeowner and neighborhood association 

members, however, the neighborhood association members outnumbered the homeowner association 

members fourteen to eight. 

In this chapter I discuss activist responses to interview questions and their relationship with and 

distinctions from previous studies. Some of the responses revealed very distinct gender differences 
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Tucson Neighborhood and Homeowner Association (NAs and HAs) Map Legend 

NA/HA Number NA/HA NAME 

1 Tucson Mountain Association (Part of the Westside Coalition) 
2 Tucson Park West 
3 Tucson Park West #3 
4 La Canada-Ina NA 
5 Friendly Village of the Catalinas 
6 Silvercroft NA 
7 Barrio Historico 
8 Armory Park 
9 Sunnyside 
10 Tucson Foothills Townhomes 
11 Tucson-Prince NA 
12 Winterhaven 
13 La Madera NA 
14 Colonia Solana 
15 Green Valley NA 
16 Sunrise Presidio Townhomes 
17 Old Fort Lowell NA 
18 Loma Verde NA 
19 Bear Canyon Nhd Master HA 
20 Houghton NA 
21 Curly Horn Ranch HA 
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while others were less telling. I have divided this chapter into two parts. The first section discusses 

aspects of the activist experience which demonstrated gender differences among the activists. 

Dimensions of neighborhood activism in which gender-based distinctions are unclear are covered in the 

second part of this chapter. 

Gender Differences Apparent 

Neighborhood Roles 

The particular roles assumed and the tasks performed by the activists comprised a large part of 

the interview. I was interested in the various roles assumed by the activists and examined both their 

elected and/or appointed positions and the tasks they performed external to those positions. In this 

section, I will first discuss the activists' roles and then the specific tasks they performed. I first asked 

for the activists' current position in the neighborhood association and then for an activist history, (a 

mini oral history), of the roles played. I asked both "Are you still a in your neighborhood 

association? If not, what is your current position?" and "Could you provide me with a history of the 

roles you have played in your neighborhood association, starting with your first involvement in your 

present or previous neighborhood?" These questions also enabled me to learn how long the activists 

have been involved in neighborhood organizing. Further, in order to explore motivation to activism, I 

asked, "Who prompted you to get into the roles you took on? Was it of your own accord, or did 

someone else support (push) you into assuming the role you did?" To provide a broader view of their 

experiences, I also asked specifically about current neighborhood issues. "During the last project on 

which your neighborhood association was active, could you describe for me what tasks you performed? 

Is this the type of work you generally do within your neighborhood group?" 

The activists differed in the amount of work they've done as well as the amount of credit they 

would take for the roles they played and the tasks they performed in their neighborhood groups. While 

some activists were quite willing to discuss their individual efforts and responsibilities within the group, 



others were hesitant to take credit for what they personally did on the various issues. Rebecca 

Quintero responded with "we" to most of my questions directed directly to her, and despite my 

prompting about individual tasks, she responded. "We kind of all worked together" and "I didn't, by no 

means, do anything myself (sic). We had a lot of people helping..." And Catherine Scott and Joy 

Abbott made it clear that although they may have been more active than others in the neighborhoods, 

that was only because they were retired and had more time to spend on their neighborhood work. 

Catherine Scott mentioned that she was often much more involved than others in the neighborhood 

because, "I had the time" and "...everybody else works." Similarly, Joy Abbott noted, "I carried the 

load simply because the ones that were interested and wanted to usually were working." Others, 

however, willingly spoke of the individual roles they played and also freely noted that there have been 

some issues their neighborhoods dealt with on which they were inactive. Teresa Shank and Christopher 

Berglund, the only two activists to form their neighborhood associations single-handedly, 

straightforwardly told me what they themselves did—which appeared to be most of what was 

accomplished by their neighborhood organizations as well. 

When I analyzed the answers to these questions on neighborhood roles, a natural division 

among the tasks performed became obvious, so I split the tasks into two separate groups—official and 

ad hoc—in order to clarify the work done by the activists. Official tasks are those that are related to, 

and often designated by an appointed or elected position of an activist. These include the jobs 

associated with president, vice president, secretary, treasurer, sergeant at arms, board member, 

committee chair, street captain. These tasks are generally of a long duration—one year or more, 

depending upon the length of office term allowed. Ad hoc tasks are then those that are not necessarily 

designated by the activist's position. Rather they include the tasks outside of those associated with the 

posts listed above. These might include canvassing the neighborhood for signatures on a petition, 

contacting members about a meeting, organizing special neighborhood activities such as a party, 
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potluck, or neighborhood yard sale, etc. These tasks can be short or long term, depending upon the 

issue involved. Whereas planning a party or picnic would be a short-term commitment, circulating 

petitions or researching a traffic problem generally requires a longer range commitment. Ad hoc roles 

were less clearly gender distinct and are therefore discussed in the following section along with the 

other areas in which gender differences were unclear. 

In my discussion of neighborhood roles, as in all other sections of this thesis, my only 

knowledge of the activists and their neighborhood groups is from the interaction with the activists 

themselves and their mail survey responses. I could only draw conclusions from what they revealed. 

Thus, it is possible that these groups and their members were involved in more issues and more tasks 

than I was able to ascertain. For example, it is possible that more than three of the neighborhood 

groups—as mentioned below—produce newsletters. However, since only three activists discussed their 

newsletters with me, I assumed that the other groups do not produce and distribute neighborhood 

newsletters. 

Official Tasks 

Most of the activists interviewed have played very active roles within their neighborhood 

organizations. Although many are still quite active, some have moved aside to allow other members to 

play a more prominent role, and still others have been intermittently active and inactive, generally 

depending upon the demands of their careers and other aspects of their lives. Several activists have 

taken on various positions throughout their neighborhood activism tenures, including both volunteer and 

elected positions, and all of the activists have held at least one official position at some point in their 

activist careers. The activists' various functions have ranged from president and vice president 

positions to committee chairships to simple membership within the association. At the present time, all 

of the men hold official positions as do most of the women. 
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The activists presently occupy the following positions in their associations: president/chair, 

secretary, treasurer, and secretary-treasurer, board member (non-officer position), street/neighborhood 

watch captain, sergeant at arms, and committee chair. Just under half of the men interviewed currently 

occupy the position of president or chair of their organizations. Three of the men are board members 

and one is a sergeant at arms. In contrast, only three of the women are in a presidential position. 

There are one secretary, two treasurers, and one secretary-treasurer among the activists, all women. 

Street/neighborhood watch captain and committee chair are the only two positions filled by an equal 

number of women and men. One woman and one man fill each of those posts within their respective 

neighborhood organizations. Finally, three women, Alice den Dooven, Joy Abbott, and Catherine 

Scott, are currently active members but do not maintain a titled position. The latter two are the oldest 

activists interviewed and both decided it was time to let others in the neighborhood play a greater part. 

While Ms. Abbott noted that her neighborhood group is inactive at this point, Ms. Scott, who initially 

quit her presidential post for health reasons, explained, "It's just too much. And now that he's doing it 

(her husband), J just don't want to. I feel I've done my part.' 

Most of the activists occupy a single official position at the present time. Rebecca Quintero is 

the exception. She is currently the secretary-treasurer and neighborhood watch captain, as well as the 

most active member of the graffiti committee. Although she does not chair that committee, much of 

the responsibility for maintaining the project has fallen upon her. 

Examining past positions is somewhat more complicated because several of the activists have 

assumed a variety of functions since they first joined their neighborhood groups. A look at past 

presidents/chairs is nearly the inverse of the present situation. Five of the women are former 

presidents while only two of the men are, and while four women activists were previously members of 

the board, only one man is a past board member. Of the women, one is a former vice president, one a 
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former secretary, and two former secretary-treasurers. One of the men used to be treasurer of his 

association, and two men and one woman are past committee chairs. 

An examination of changes in neighborhood organization roles shows a striking contrast 

between the men and women. Many of the men are in the same position they have had since their 

introduction to the group. Women, however, have played a greater variety of roles, sometimes 

simultaneously, as well as at different times in their neighborhood activism careers. The difference in 

number of past positions occupied by the activists is one simple way to demonstrate the variance. The 

women activists have been involved in more than twice as many roles as have the men. Women have 

assumed a total number of fourteen positions in six different official posts: they include five former 

presidents/chairs, one former vice president and one former secretaiy, two former secretary-treasurers, 

four former board members, and one former committee chair. Men, in contrast, have assumed six 

positions in four different official posts: two former presidents/chairs, one former treasurer, one 

former board member, and two former committee chairs. 

Although many of the activists have held several different positions throughout their tenure in 

the neighborhood group, others-mostly men-have remained in a single position the entire time. 

Women have covered a variety of positions and have moved from one position to another. They also 

appear to demonstrate a broader commitment to organizing, without a singular focus on a particular 

position. Instead the women have filled various positions covering the whole spectrum of official roles, 

showing their interest in a wider variety of aspects and tasks in the neighborhood experience. Men, in 

contrast, have tended to move into a single position and stay there, showing persistence in a single 

official role. Some of the men have been in the same official position for 4, 5, 9, 11, and 13 years, 

the latter two holding the title of president. Although neither the women nor the men appear to move 

in a vertical fashion up the hierarchy of positions, the women's tendency to move about laterally more 

suggests that they view the various positions as interchangeable and non-hierarchical. 



In order to gain a clearer perspective of the activists' involvement, I also investigated whether 

the activists volunteered for the positions they have held, or were prompted or pushed into them. The 

different official positions in the neighborhood groups have been filled in a variety of manners. 

Sometimes people volunteered to sit on the board or to chair a committee. Other times they were 

"volunteered," prompted, or appointed to a position, by someone else. And, finally, some took the 

post simply because no one else would; this was the case for both Teresa Shank and Christopher 

Berglund (who formed their neighborhood groups) as well as Rebecca Quintero (who is active in the 

greatest number of different roles). The activists volunteered for their positions in almost equal 

numbers. Almost all of the women volunteered for their position. The one who did not, Margaret 

Fowler, said she was prompted by her husband, who thought it would be a good idea if they became 

involved so they would "have input in how our property is going to be looked on in the future." He is 

supportive of her neighborhood work, however, he is not involved himself. The majority of the men 

also volunteered, however, in slightly smaller numbers than the women. Carol Garr remarked that she 

became active strictly of her own volition,"/ believe that you don't have a right to bitch unless you get 

involved." She also noted, "1 don't respond well to peer pressure. ...When somebody...pushes me, I'm 

more apt to back off than to respond. I do my thing." For Jean Henderer "It seemed natural. It 

seemed inevitable, you know. There's a vacuum, you fill it." And Walter Karnas "jumped into it with 

both feet," after someone mentioned the current neighborhood issues to him. Of course, voluntary 

participation also occurred not out of a desire to participate but rather from the need that someone do 

something about an issue. Robert Edison volunteered for the positions he took on within his 

neighborhood group, but" Usually it was because there was nobody else to do it. It was not something 

I really wanted to do... So it was kind of a negative thing in a way. I didn't really want to do it 

because of the impact on my work...but it was just something that I felt needed to be done, and there 

way nobody eke to do it. So that's what I did." Although Rebecca Quintero said she was prompted to 
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take on the roles she did, she admits that 'If nobody else will take it, I don't want it to die. So, yeah, I 

do it." Thus, although she feels she did not volunteer, it is obvious that she feels a strong need to 

follow through, taking on jobs because no one else will. Frank Hill has a very strong opinion on why 

activists should be prompted by others. "Ijust don't volunteer it...on my own, because I think it's up 

to (the) people. If they want you to head something and do something...let them ask you to do it. And 

if you want to do it, you do it." This then is how he became involved. His neighbors came to him—a 

man with much experience in homeowners associations in California, including assisting in the writing 

of Proposition 13. He was approached by neighbors to assist in organizing his mobile home park 

around their conflict with the city over nearby road construction. 

My findings show some similarities to those of other researchers. Differences in the tasks 

performed by women and men activists emerged in both the Lawson and Barton (1980) and McAdam 

(1992) studies. Lawson and Barton found that the majority of the official leadership roles in the tenant 

organizations they investigated were almost always filled by men. Often these men used their positions 

in their organizations as a step toward future career goals, especially in politics. The women, however, 

did not display this tendency. The authors also noted that within the tenants organizations examined, 

men tended to hold official (leadership) positions while the women did more of the lower level 

organizing. This appears to be the case in neighborhood groups as well. Most of the women were 

involved in a variety of different tasks, many of which involved organizational and maintenance 

activities. The men, in contrast, were more likely to hold a single official position and to focus on the 

tasks which that position entails. McAdam's results were similar. He noted that the women he 

interviewed were "largely confined to clerical work" (1992, p. 28). My study also reflected 

McAdam's findings in this area, in that the women I interviewed were more likely to perform the 

secretarial/clerical work of the organization than were the men. 
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The greater variety of roles assumed by the female neighborhood activists I interviewed 

paralleled McAdam's (1992) results, although Lawson and Barton (1980) found the reverse to be true. 

Similar to my findings, McAdam (1992) found that female activists belonged to a greater number of 

organizations and had more well established histories of activism and involvement prior to Freedom 

Summer. Although I did not find that the women neighborhood activists belonged to more 

organizations (activist and otherwise) than the men, my research reveals that the women are involved in 

a wider variety of activities/roles within their respective neighborhood groups. 

The women and men also spoke differently about their roles in their neighborhood groups. 

The men detailed their official tasks much more so than the women did. This is perhaps because the 

men have spent longer amounts of time in official positions and focus more on official tasks even 

if/when they also perform ad hoc tasks. Whether this means that men and women have different 

perceptions of their activism or not is not discernible. 

Discussions of a public/private split in activist experience in McAdam (1992) and Rochford 

(1985), include task differentiation. Their research revealed that the men were more active in the 

public sphere while the women performed more of the roles in what they consider to be the private 

arena. The male Freedom Summer volunteers were more directly engaged in the political aspects of 

the project, performing the duties that were in the "public eye," including the task of registering voters. 

Meanwhile, the women mainly performed clerical and educational work. The neighborhood activists 

interviewed demonstrated a similar dichotomy. The men are more active in the formal/official aspects 

of their organizations, including maintaining the role of president, speaking at mayor and council 

meetings and making contact with other outside organizations—either other neighborhood groups or the 

media (often as a result of being president). In contrast, fewer of the women are presently the heads of 

their neighborhood groups. Although many have maintained that role in the past, they have not 

continued in the same position during their activist tenures as many of the men have. Lawson and 

Barton's research (1980), which examined specifically the division of labor within the tenant 
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movement, also revealed this discrepancy between male and female activist roles. They found that men 

tend to be in leadership roles, especially when contact with formal institutions (e.g. legislatures and 

government bureaucracies) is required, and the women to be more strongly involved at the local level, 

forming more ties in their buildings and local communities. This distinction appears to be related to 

the male activists view of their tenant activism as a step toward their "future career goals, especially in 

politics" (p. 242). When asked whether their motivations to activism resulted from career goals, 34% 

of the men said yes, but only 3 % of the women agreed. The authors view this to be a result of social 

structures outside of the movement and sex-role socialization. Kathlene's findings reflected these 

results, demonstrating that "the males define themselves and the world around them in their own career 

terms" (1989, p. 416). She also revealed that the male legislators' speech demonstrated that they 

define themselves more by their political careers than the women do and men equate their lives and 

worlds in more political terms than the women as well. 

The findings of Lawson and Barton (1980) also suggest that there is a tendency for women to 

be the organizers and followers and the men to be the official/formal leaders of tenant organizations. 

The organizing performed by the women can be divided into two distinct roles: the initial organizing 

of people into local groups and the daily organizing and maintenance necessary to keep the group 

running. My research indicates that women neighborhood activists are especially active in the second 

role, daily organizing. Although I did find the women performing much of the organizational and 

maintenance work, they also took on positions of leadership. They, however, moved on to other roles 

more quickly, while the men tend to remain in such leadership positions indefinitely. This is a stark 

contrast to Lawson and Barton's results, which demonstrate a much higher turnover among men in the 

tenant organizations—80%--compared to the turnover rate of 50% for women (p. 245). 
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Social. Political, and Other Aspects to Neighborhood Activism 

One of the interview questions I asked the activists was to characterize their involvement in the 

neighborhood. "How would you describe your involvement in your neighborhood?" If they had 

difficulty in responding, I prompted them with, "Is it a social or political activity? Both? Or 

something else?" With these questions I wanted to access their own perceptions of their activism. 

The greatest disparity between women's and men's responses has appeared in their view of 

neighborhood involvement as something social—a means of social interaction—political, or something 

else. While just under half of the women termed their neighborhood involvement political, all of the 

men did. For those who view their neighborhood work as political, their involvement appears to help 

them acquire a sense of power in the community. They want to have the ability to influence the 

decisions made—especially in local government—which affect their neighborhoods. And even when they 

cannot effect changes, the neighborhood groups are still a means of providing a voice to people who 

might otherwise not be heard. Two people summed up what several responses suggested. Sharon 

Welch explained, "The neighborhood association is the way that people who normally don't have much 

political power can get a little of that back," and Christopher Berglund noted, speaking of his 

neighborhood's interaction with the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality, "/ personally 

feel that office is going to give us more credence than if I were to write that letter as an individual." 

All but two of the men also said their work has a social aspect to it, as did most of the women. Two 

women, however, did not see their neighborhood work as social. They said their involvement is 

neither social nor political. Joy Abbott insisted emphatically that it was "simply a civic duty," which 

was required of a good citizen. 

The difference in responses, with many more men than women viewing their activism as 

political, again reflects the results of Lawson and Barton (1980) and Kathlene (1989). Lawson and 

Barton's research revealed that male activists tend to be more involved with formal political institutions. 
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Kathlene's findings also reflected these results, demonstrating that the male legislators she interviewed 

both define themselves more by their political careers than the women do and equate their lives and 

worlds in more political terms than the women do. Her conclusion that "gender differences do 

manifest themselves in important ways regarding political issues," (1989, p. 418) appears to be present 

among neighborhood activists as well as among elected officials. 

The Link Between Neighborhood Activism And Formal Political Activity 

Neighborhood activism is generally described as informal political involvement. Taking this as 

a given, I asked the activists about their interest in formal/electoral politics. Looking for a possible 

connection between the two, I asked, "Do you think that your neighborhood work could lead you to 

become (more) active in electoral politics?" 

The extent to which neighborhood involvement could lead people to become active, or more 

active, in electoral politics, either running as a candidate or working for one, yielded a great variety of 

responses. A gender distinction emerged in responses to this question. Although only a few of the 

women said their neighborhood involvement could lead them to become more active in that realm, 

twice as many men said it could. The men's comments ranged from three outright "Nos" to Allan 

Malvick's "No, it could lead some people to, but I'm not the type," and Murray De Armond's comment 

that, "It conceivably could, but it's really a matter of time." Randall Stenquist considered the prospect, 

"Possibly. It's crossed my mind" while Walter Karnas noted, "If there's a need for it." The most 

assertive statement in response to the question came from the youngest of the activists, "It was not my 

intention in the beginning, but I have to admit it has intrigued me. I may get involved in local politics 

at some time and decide I want to move into either regional, state, or national politics." This last 

statement was made by Christopher Berglund. He is 29, married, with 2 children, and he became 

involved in his neighborhood when he learned that the federal government wanted to put a groundwater 
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recharge reservoir in the neighborhood. In fighting that project, the neighborhood discovered that the 

intended location is a toxic waste site. 

More women, in contrast, would not consider becoming (more) involved in electoral politics. 

And their comments ranged from several "Nos," Carol Garr's "I really doubt I would be interested," 

and Margaret Fowler's comment, "I have been asked, but no. For some other people it might lead 

them (to that), but I have no political aspirations whatsoever" to Penelope Porter's "I've thought about 

it, and maybe at some future point when I have more time I might consider that* and Alice Den 

Dooven's statement, "I've considered it, for many years. I thought of running for constable, but I'm 

still employed by the tribe (Pascua Yaqui), so maybe if I retire early, I'll run for something." This last 

statement is a comment by one of two women who are involved in the most community and political 

activities outside of neighborhood activism. She is a 62-year-old social worker, and her work and 

much of her activism involves dealing with drug and alcohol abuse treatment, especially among the 

Pascua Yaqui tribe. 

The greater tendency for the male activists to consider serious involvement in electoral politics 

again supports the findings of Lawson and Barton (1980). Their study revealed that the men involved 

in tenant organizing often did so in order to propel their careers, especially in politics, demonstrating a 

greater focus on what their activism might do for them personally. The differences they found were 

also quite distinct, with 34% of the men interviewed motivated to tenant activism by career goals and 

only 3 % of the women so motivated (Lawson and Barton 1980, p. 242). The results of Kathlene's 

research (1989) supports these results as well. The male legislators, by defining themselves more 

closely in association with their political careers and viewing their lives and worlds in more political 

terms than the women, demonstrate a gender distinction similar to the neighborhood activists. A 

gender difference in the sense of connection to the political is apparent among the men and women state 

legislators, tenant activists, and neighborhood activists—political actors in a variety of arenas. 
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Neighborhood Activism: Right or Responsibility? 

In order to further understand why the activists had become involved, I asked "Do you think 

of your neighborhood work as asserting a right, assuming a responsibility, or both?" With this 

question I aimed to make some connections to Gilligan's work (1982). The work of Carol Gilligan 

examines the distinction between men's and women's focus on right and responsibility, respectively, on 

the topic of moral issues. While neighborhood activism might not be defined as a moral dilemma, it is 

an activity in which some people choose to participate while others do not. My question aimed to 

uncover if the activists consider their neighborhood work to be either a right of a responsibility. 

The activists responded differently, very much along gender lines, to my question "Do you 

think of your neighborhood work as asserting a right, assuming a responsibility, or both?" No one 

answered that it was a right, without also terming it a responsibility. In other words, of the 3 possible 

responses—right, responsibility, or both—I received only two different responses. The activists think of 

their neighborhood work as either a responsibility or both a right and a responsibility. Here, too, 

however, there was a distinction between men's and women's views of their neighborhood work. 

More than twice as many women as men view their work to be a responsibility. Conversely, just over 

half of the women view their involvement as both a right and a responsibility while almost all of the 

men see it in those terms. Thus, it appears that the men are more focused on rights although not to the 

exclusion of also viewing their activism as a responsibility. Of those who view their involvement as a 

responsibility, the general opinion was expressed by Jean Henderer who said, "Ifelt very strongly that 

people have a responsibility to their environment, to protect it and do something about it. And where 

you live is the beginning of where your environment is." She also said, "1 feel it's important to 

demonstrate that you care about where you live, not just about your home, but about the area" (original 

emphasis). Of those who see their work as both a right and a responsibility, the general consensus was 

that everyone has the right to be involved, but not everybody takes the responsibility of actually getting 
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involved, which was often equated with good citizenship. Some of the comments included, David 

King's statement, "Some of the things we've done as a neighborhood association has been an assertion 

of rights. And I think some of us have done that because we felt a responsibility to do it." Harrison 

Shaffer noted, "The work, I suppose, is a responsibility. It's taking on the responsibility of asserting 

the right." Sharon Welch also commented, "I think if people do not band together and speak out that 

their rights will be trampled on. And I think it's the responsibility of good citizenship to participate in 

your community in some way" (Her emphasis.) This sentiment was echoed by Frank Hill, "It's a 

responsibility, that you contribute something to the community." 

The manner in which women and men viewed their rights and responsibilities also differed. 

When speaking of their involvement as either a responsibility or a right and a responsibility, some of 

the women spoke about caring for the neighborhood, Rebecca Quintero said, "I guess it's just like 

people have rights, and it's their right to be able to take care of what's around them," and Jean 

Henderer explained, as noted above, that she believes it is important for people to show that they care 

about where they live. None of the men, however, talked about caring for the neighborhood in 

describing their feelings toward their activism or their neighborhood. 

Although the activists' responses do not reflect a sharp distinction between a male focus on 

individual rights and female concern for responsibility, as Gilligan's research revealed (1982), a gender 

difference is noticeable. While both the men and women view their activism as a responsibility, the 

focus of the women activists appears to be more on responsibility than rights, and the men appear to 

view their involvement as more right than responsibility. This is less divisive than Gilligan's results, 

demonstrating perhaps that female and male activists are more similar than different in their perceptions 

of neighborhood activism—more a public activity than a personal moral dilemma—as a citizen's 

responsibility. 
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The Neighborhood: Public or Private Space? 

This thesis also investigated activists' perceptions of the openness of their neighborhoods. To 

find out how they view their neighborhoods-as either public or private space—and their attitudes about 

the use and control of space, I asked them, "Do you consider your neighborhood to be a public or a 

private space?" I was also looking to confirm Marston and Saint-Germain's findings (1991) on the 

Tucson women activist's perception of a link between the neighborhood/community and the home. 

Both women and men activists view their neighborhoods as both public and private spaces. 

Some see their neighborhoods as essentially private places, exclusively the domain of neighborhood 

residents. Others, in contrast, view their neighborhood space as a public area, where everyone is 

welcome. And, according to some activists, their neighborhoods are a combination of the two. These 

activists explained that while the streets are public, each individual home is (a) private space. I took 

those responses as statements of the "publicness" of the neighborhood because those activists viewed 

only their individually owned property as private, interpreting that to mean that the rest of the 

neighborhood space, in contrast, is public. 

Nevertheless, some differences emerged in women's and men's perceptions of their 

neighborhoods as public or private space. Women overwhelmingly described their neighborhoods as 

private spaces, viewing them as extensions of the home. This was stated directly by two women, one 

of whom, Sharon Welch, asked, "Why is a person's home important? ...it's the same reasons that 

your neighborhood is important. It's just an extension of your home. And your home is very sacred to 

you." Two of the women who view their neighborhoods as private spaces, however, live in townhome 

developments which are, indeed, very private and pay for their own road repair, etc., which, in other 

parts of the city, would be paid for through public funds—taxes. The men, in contrast, were very much 

divided on this issue. Just under half of the men consider their neighborhoods to be private spaces. 

One of those men resides in a mobile home park which is privately owned. Of the men who view their 
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neighborhoods as public area, however, the majority of them remarked that it is not solely public but 

rather a combination of individual private spaces—houses and yards—within a larger public space, 

including the streets and boulevards. Murray De Armond, who responded that his neighborhood is a 

private space, saying "It's our neighborhood,* also commented on the division between public and 

private property. Another male activist considers his neighborhood to be private but also made 

reference to this public/private division, noting that the streets are public as well as publicly 

maintained. 

The integrated public/private aspect of the neighborhood was explained by Harrison Shaffer in 

his discussion of the effect the neighborhood has on its individual residents, "I'm affected by a lot more 

than just what's from my property line to my house." He considers the two to be interconnected in a 

way in which his neighborhood is an extension of his home, much in the same way as Sharon Welch 

explained. This is also a motivating factor for neighborhood involvement. Because people are 

interested in and concerned with more than what goes on inside their houses, but are also aware of 

what occurs in their neighborhoods, they become involved. This might be a differentiating factor 

between activists and non-activists. Activists do not feel that their interests end with their property 

lines, and they are willing and able to commit some time and energy to effecting the changes that they 

feel are necessary for a safe, clean, and comfortable local environment. 

The women activists' view of the neighborhood as an extension of the home confirms Marston 

and Saint-Germain's results with the Tucson neighborhood activists they interviewed (1991). Their 

results suggest that women are motivated to activism primarily as a result of viewing the neighborhood 

and community, as part of their private space, and not separate from their homes but as an extension of 

the home and family. The women activists I interviewed spoke of their neighborhoods in a similar 

manner. They did not speak dichotomously of public and private spaces as the men did, and two 

women, Joy Abbott and Sharon Welch, mentioned that their neighborhoods are important for the same 
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reasons as their homes are. The activists' reflections on the importance of neighborhood—which are 

discussed later in the thesis—also demonstrates the distinction in views on public and private space. 

Kathlene (1989) also revealed that women do not appear to distinguish as strictly between the 

public and the private, as do the men state legislators she interviewed. She found that the women were 

more likely than the men to compare a problem with their own personal experience, to personalize 

social problems as well as to empathize. The men, in contrast, maintained rigid distinctions between 

private (family) problems and the public sphere, and in some instances were unable to see how 

another's private difficulties are the responsibility of a public servant. 

Gender Differences Unclear 

I also investigated several other aspects of neighborhood activism during the interviews. 

However, gender-based distinctions in those areas were slight or not apparent. The topics which 

women and men differed little in their responses to my questions include: introduction to the 

neighborhood group, life stage at the time of first involvement, reasons for involvement, ad hoc tasks 

performed, involvement in other community or political activities, the importance of neighborhood, and 

the relationship of the activist role to paid labor and household roles. Differences between 

neighborhood association and homeowner association members are also discussed in this section. 

Although there are distinctions between the two groups according to neighborhood group type, or 

perhaps because of them, it was difficult to determine the extent of the role gender played in 

combination with that. 

Introduction into the Neighborhood Group 

One of the first questions I asked in the interview was "How did you become involved in your 

neighborhood? Through family, or friends?" This question was designed to reveal the manner in 

which these people first learned about and became involved in their neighborhood groups. In their 
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organizations in a variety of manners: communication with neighbors or a neighborhood organization 

meeting notice, moving into a new neighborhood, a notice of impending legal action by the city of 

Tucson, friends/business associates, or by establishing the group themselves. Half of those interviewed 

became aware of their neighborhood group through personal connections or some form of neighborhood 

communication. Neighbors, neighborhood group, and notices from the group were the primary source 

of information for the largest number of activists. Most of the men became involved in this manner, 

however, the involvement of only two of the women activists was a result of neighborhood 

communication. Several others became involved upon moving into a new neighborhood or 

development. This was especially true of those who are members of homeowner associations because 

residents in those communities are generally required to be members and must pay dues to maintain the 

property and to allow them use of the common facilities, usually a clubhouse and pool. Membership, 

however, does not mean that the residents are required to be involved. Some simply pay their dues but 

are uninvolved in the actual management of the association. A move into a new neighborhood provided 

the basis for most of the women's learning about and becoming involved in their neighborhood groups. 

Four of those five women are members of homeowner associations, and thus, were required to become 

members. In contrast, only one of the men, Frank Hill, a homeowner association member, was 

introduced to his neighborhood group in this manner. A notice from the city to residents of their 

neighborhoods led two of the women to become involved. Margaret Fowler received an announcement 

regarding the city's decision to annex land in her part of Tucson, including her neighborhood region, 

which motivated her to become active. She, along with many other residents were opposed to this 

action and organized themselves in order to make their opinions heard. And Joy Abbott was moved to 

action after receiving a deed restriction renewal notice. Both of these situations, which resulted from 

legal action by the city, encouraged neighbors to gather to discuss the situation and their options, and 

moved them to action. Penelope Porter was the only activist interviewed who learned of her 
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neighborhood upon purchasing property in the area and is the only activist who was involved in a 

neighborhood in which she did not reside. At the time of the interview, however, she had recently 

moved into that neighborhood and now both resides and conducts business there. Finally, the 

involvement of two other activists was due to their own initiative. Both Teresa Shank and Christopher 

Berglund contacted the Citizen Participation Office and started their neighborhood organization 

themselves. In both cases, the activist saw the need for action, either to clean up the neighborhood, as 

in Teresa Shank's neighborhood, or to fight a governmental action which would adversely affect the 

neighborhood, which occurred in Christopher Berglund's neighborhood. Differences in the reason for 

their action aside, both took the initiative in deciding to bring neighbors together and to establish the 

neighborhood group. However, both have had difficulties in keeping the organization going. They 

receive little assistance in their endeavors, and both implied that they would appreciate more support 

from the rest of their neighborhoods, and require it to keep their organizations operating. "I feel 

nobody does anything unless I prod them noted Ms. Shank. Mr. Berglund made similar 

references to his role in his neighborhood. "I'm still doing stuff. I will write that letter (to the Pima 

County Department of Environmental Quality). I am the only active neighborhood person." 

Activist recruitment has also been discussed in McAdam (1992) and Rochford (1985). Their 

results are similar in that they both reflected the public sphere man/private sphere woman dichotomy. 

Rochford found that men were most often approached to join the Hare Krishna through contacts with 

Krishna members recruiting in public places. Women, in contrast, were more likely to be recruited 

through their social networks, either by a personal friend who was a Krishna member or who knew 

one. Rochford views this split in terms of the public/private dichotomy. His research, however, 

demonstrates that he views American culture to be divided into two separate and distinct spheres. He 

comments that the differences in recruitment results from men's and women's different "degrees of 
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participation in the private and public realms" and also notes that the differing recruitment structures 

"speak to the differences between the sexes with regard to their participation in and experience of 

contemporary culture" (p. 3, p. 148). McAdam's results also demonstrate that the socially assigned 

public and private roles of men and women affected the activist roles to which the Freedom Summer 

volunteers were assigned. However, the activists he interviewed participated in a project almost three 

decades ago, and at that time there were more specifically designated female and male roles in society 

as a whole, also affecting that activist group. The results of both McAdam and Rochford confirm my 

own results that female and male activists are recruited into a movement in different manners. My 

results, however, do not indicate that a public/private split dictates recruitment type for neighborhood 

activists. In fact, men became involved more often through neighborhood contacts and women mainly 

by moving into a new neighborhood, both of which consist of social contacts. My research results may 

differ because the activists, especially the women, are less likely to adhere to a strict role definition 

according to male/female assignments in the public/private sectors in the 1990s than they were in the 

1960s. 

Life Stage at the Time of Involvement 

In order to better understand both why and how these neighborhood activists became involved 

in their neighborhoods, especially since many were busy with careers, families, and other aspects of 

their lives-I asked about any outside determining factors, things not directly related to the 

neighborhood itself, but of a more personal nature, which may have influenced their decision to 

become active. To get at this dimension of their activist experience, I asked, "What was happening in 

your life at this time that may have affected your decision to become involved? For, example, how did 

your career plans or family life determine this decision?" 

Neighborhood involvement entered the lives of many of the activists at an inopportune time. 

Several of the activists became involved in their neighborhoods although they had no time for any extra 
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involvement as a good activity to become involved in and/or a natural course of action for them, 

despite a lack of free time. They either thought it "looked like a good thing to do", as one man 

commented, or it was "just our natureas Murray de Armond noted, speaking of both his wife and 

himself. The involvement of a few of the women also began when they had little time for the 

activities. They, generally, considered their activism to be the result of necessity also. As Penelope 

Porter noted, despite a lack of free time to devote to the organization, she felt "a need to do it". 

Having a sizeable amount of free time, however, was an influencing factor for many others. The 

majority of the women believe their involvement to be a result of having increased free time, whether 

as a result of retirement, increased job stability, or in the case of Alice den Dooven, needing a part-

time job (and having the time for one). For Joy Abbott, becoming involved in her neighborhood was 

"easy and logical," in part because she was retired and had the time to spare, but also because she had 

worked with the public at one time, selling real estate. Neighborhood work, to her, seemed like a 

natural extension of the work she had done years before, even though she had only worked outside of 

the home "at times" when she was younger. Responsibility to the community was mentioned by Jean 

Henderer as a driving force in her decision of how to spend the free time she had-working in her 

homeowners association. The responsibility of taking part in her neighborhood prompted her to 

become more aggressively involved in her homeowners association, by taking on a board membership 

role. Mary Timberlake, also a homeowners association member, is retired, but after two years of not 

doing much, she decided she'd "been retired long enough" and became a member of her group's board 

of directors. Both Jean Henderer and Mary Timberlake also view their involvement as a means to be 

more involved in local/neighborhood activities. 

Free time also played a role in the decision of several of the men to become involved. They, 

however, were generally more descriptive of how this resulted from their personal lives; divorce and 
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the death of a spouse moved two men to greater involvement because they "had a lot of time* on their 

hands. Frank Hill noted, "And so during the following year or two (after his wife's death)...I devoted a 

lot of time to it..." For him, neighborhood work was something which "partly kept me busy, kept my 

mind on other things." Divorce was a factor for at least one activist. Following his divorce, Harrison 

Shaffer "had a lot of time on my hands. ...So I volunteered to become a member of the board of the 

neighborhood association." So although many of the activists chose to become involved because of the 

issues at stake as well as the time to participate, there are some who were moved to action, at least in 

part, by default—a need to do something, either to be productive with spare time or to busy themselves 

in order to escape some part of their lives (they did not want to deal with). Two activists made no 

mention of either free time or a lack of it. Teresa Shank, attributes her involvement to her Pima 

College course, and Allan Malvick, sees the purchase of an historic house to be the greatest influence 

in his desire to become involved in his neighborhood group when he did. 

The family structure was an influencing factor in the decision of some activists to become 

active. For many, their children were grown by the time they first became involved, allowing the 

parent/activist more time to her/himself, time to donate to a cause if s/he wished to do so. And, as 

previously mentioned, a change in the family situation as a result of divorce and death of a spouse was 

an influencing factor for two of the men. For those activists whose children are still minors, their 

decisions to become active resulted in part from concern for their own children as well as for the other 

children in the neighborhood. Christopher Berglund, Rebecca Quintero, Harrison Shaffer, and Teresa 

Shank all commented on the safety of the neighborhood children in discussing issues on which they 

have been active. 

The activists' careers also affected their move toward involvement. Some had part-time jobs 

which allowed them the freedom to take an active role in their neighborhoods. Randall Stenquist, 

however, despite working only part-time, noted that he "would like to think that regardless of what I 
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attainment of a stable career position to have been an influencing factor in her move to activism, "I 

have been—for many years—in a stable position in my career, and I perhaps would have time to deal 

with these things more so than I might have had at an earlier stage in my life. So, you know, I am 

very settled, so it allows me the luxury of spending time on these issues." For Alice den Dooven, 

however, her position as secretary in her homeowners association was somewhat of a career move. 

Part of the reason she wanted the job—a paid position—was because she needed part-time employment. 

For three of the activists, their careers suffered as a result of their neighborhood work. 

According to David King, who mentioned that he didn't have the free time for neighborhood 

organizing, rather he took the time, "some things were not going well...at work, and I think 

psychologically I was getting more strokes in the neighborhood association. So it was land of an 

alternative occupation for me at the time." Another man remarked, "I had had it with my career. I 

was ready to quit my salaried position and go into business for myself. (It way a time for) self-reliance. 

And it (the neighborhood association) looked like a good thing to do, be political." Neighborhood 

activist work also negatively affected Robert Edison's career. "It (neighborhood work) way really a 

drain on my resources as far as my work, my job performance. It probably hurt my career to a certain 

extent." 

Schooling, as mentioned above, also had an effect on activism, in the case of at least one 

activist. For Teresa Shank, a Community Organization and Development class at Pima Community 

College gave her "some real tools" and made her aware of the citizen participation process. "I think if 

I hadn't taken the class I wouldn't have known how to do it or felt like I could..." So for Teresa Shank 

at least, acquiring the knowledge and the confidence played a role in her decision to become active and 

form her neighborhood association. 
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Christopher Berglund, also a student, became active although "everything in my life was 

suggesting that I should not get involved." He had virtually no free time, being a student, working 

full-time, and with two small children. He did, however, make the time for his neighborhood work. 

This is a common occurrence. It was often the case that those whose lives were already quite lull take 

on even more responsibilities in order to acquire some control over what goes on in their 

neighborhoods. Rebecca Quintero worked (part-time) and was busy with other volunteer activities, yet 

because of her concern for the safety of the children in the neighborhood, she was moved to, and found 

the time for, her activism. "I was busy. At the time, the kids were involved with 4H, and 1 was PTO 

vice president at the time. And then this issue came along (the homeless housing project)," motivating 

her to become involved in her neighborhood association. 

Age appears to correspond directly with activist involvement, increasing with the activists' age. 

The mean age of the men is 52 and the mean age of the women is 56, revealing little difference by 

gender. However, some of the oldest activists are the most active, and according to the activists' 

comments, their activity either increased or came about as a result of retirement. Thus, although age 

correlates somewhat with involvement, it is an indirect relationship, with increased involvement 

occurring due to retirement, which in turn is a result of increased age. 

Reasons For Neighborhood Involvement 

Because I was interested in learning what led these people to become neighborhood activists, 

another of my preliminary questions was "Why did you become involved in your neighborhood?" 

Although they had responded to this question in the mail survey, many gave only short replies. In the 

interview I asked them to elaborate on their earlier responses, sometimes prompting them with "Did 

you see this as a threat to your home or family?" 



The activists were motivated to become involved in their neighborhood organizations for a 

variety of reasons, ranging from a move into a new neighborhood, development and zoning issues, 

annexation by the city, and to either improve conditions of the neighborhood or to keep a project out of 

the neighborhood. The most fundamental reason behind involvement was a move into a new 

neighborhood. This is the reason most members of homeowner associations got involved—because of 

the membership requirement. Four of the five activists who stated this as their reason for becoming 

involved are members of homeowner associations. (Again, four of the five are women.) The other 

activist, Carol Garr, is the only member of a neighborhood association who became involved solely for 

that reason, however, her neighborhood group operates much like a homeowner association, with a 

focus on maintaining home appearance and common areas. Although two other neighborhood 

association members, Randall Stenquist and Allan Malvick, also first became involved upon moving 

into their respective neighborhoods, in these cases, preservation of the historic character of their houses 

and neighborhoods affected their decisions to move into the neighborhood, and to become involved its 

organization. Both also mentioned other reasons for their involvement, which they deemed more 

important. 

Zoning and development issues prompted several activists to neighborhood involvement, more 

than any other single issue. While some involved new zoning and others re-zoning of property, the 

activists responded similarly in viewing these changes as threatening to their neighborhoods. Deed 

restriction renewal inspired three of the activists to become involved. However, in two of the cases, 

the activists—Joy Abbott and Walter Karnas, both of Curly Horn Homeowners Association—worked to 

maintain current restrictions, while in the third Allan Malvick became involved to maintain parts of the 

restrictions but also to remove others-some of which were racist and illegal, dating back to the 1920s. 

Development, and proposed development, in response to proposed zoning changes is a related issue, 

which moved four activists—all men~to action. I should also mention here that although the majority of 
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the activists named (re)zoning an issue in, and a threat to, their neighborhoods, it was the impetus to 

action for fewer activists. 

A move by the city to annex their neighborhoods prompted two of those interviewed to become 

involved. Both Margaret Fowler and Richard Edison were opposed to the city's move to annex their 

respective neighborhood areas because of the re-zoning and commercial development that could and did 

follow the annexation. 

Protection of the neighborhood by keeping out unwanted elements was also mentioned as a 

reason behind activism. While Penelope Porter fought to have a soup kitchen moved out of her 

downtown neighborhood, Rebecca Quintero struggled to keep a homeless housing development out of 

her southside neighborhood, which already has its share of halfway houses and other similar 

developments. Two men were also motivated to get involved by threatening actions in their 

neighborhoods. Christopher Berglund became involved to keep a landfill site out of the neighborhood 

and Randall Stenquist, to eliminate the criminal activities. Safety was an issue for many. The safety 

of the neighborhood itself, and of the family or the children, in particular, was also mentioned as 

influencing neighborhood involvement. 

The issue of neighborhood improvement motivated some of the activists. Poor upkeep and a 

lack of pride in the neighborhood was an issue of importance to Teresa Shank, whose main concern is 

the neighborhood children. "I think it would be real good for kids in the neighborhood to...feel a little 

more control over their environment, and have something to take pride in instead of being embarrassed 

about where they live." Increased neighborhood contact was another means of improving the 

neighborhood that was mentioned. Two activists, both men, were interested in meeting and interacting 

with the neighbors, although this was not necessarily the primary reason for their involvement. 

Increased contact with neighbors and 'a desire to belong" factored into David King's and Randall 

Stenquist's decisions to become active. The making of friendships through their activism was noted by 
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both Margaret Fowler and Randall Stenquist as a positive and important result of neighborhood 

involvement. Ms. Fowler stated that although she was not introduced to neighborhood activism by 

friends, 'through the process I've made some very good friends, and it's been maintained all these 

years. ...I've gotten to know my neighbors real well." 

Several activists also mentioned that their involvement was a result of threatening action, 

whether a threat to their neighborhood in general, their home or property values, or their family and/or 

children. Most of the men became active in response to some action they viewed as threatening; in 

contrast, just over half of the women did. This is explainable when it is noted that the actions most 

often cited as a threat involved development and (re)zoning projects, and this was the reason the 

majority of the men—but only one woman—became involved in their neighborhood organizations. 

The research of Marston and Saint-Germain (1991) discusses women's motivations to 

neighborhood activism. Their findings reveal that women's motivations stem primarily from the view 

of the neighborhood and community as an extension of the home and family. These results reflect the 

findings of this thesis. However, the connection between the home and the neighborhood is more 

clearly described in activists' responses to whether they view their neighborhood to be a public or 

private place. All of the women interviewed by Marston and Saint-Germain were prompted to action 

by a change in land use and the perceived negative effect it would have on neighborhood quality of life. 

My results show that both men and women were prompted to activism for this reason. In fact, more of 

the men named a threatening action as motivation to activism. However, the majority of the activists 

found it to be an issue which their neighborhoods had to deal with at some point. Threats took several 

forms as noted above, including annexation, (re)zoning and development, crime, and the move to locate 

a soup kitchen and a homeless housing site in the neighborhoods. 
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Ad Hoc Tasks Performed 

As stated previously, the tasks performed by most of the activists have been numerous and 

quite varied. This is especially true of the ad hoc tasks of the neighborhood activists. Although there 

are many defined tasks associated with the specific offices and positions, for example, a committee 

chair or board member, even more tasks are not designated by an activist's position but rather are 

taken on by any member of the neighborhood group; I have termed these ad hoc tasks. They include 

but are not limited to: working at yard sales; organizing potlucks, picnics, parties, games nights; 

collecting signatures on petitions; writing letters and/or speaking to the mayor and council, Pima 

Department of Environmental Quality, sign code board of appeals, etc.; conducting a raffle; various 

types of fundraising; removing graffiti from the neighborhood; contacting people both within and 

outside of the neighborhood organization; etc. These jobs may or may not be assigned to a specific 

person. Often, however, an activist volunteers for these jobs if s/he is interested in participating in a 

particular project. 

I have divided the various ad hoc roles into several general topical categories, some of which 

are then broken down further into more specific neighborhood issues. They include: 

• Forming/Maintaining the Neighborhood Association 
Forming Neighborhood Association 
Re-incorporating Neighborhood Association 

• Legal Issues 
Annexation 
Area Plan 
Deed Restriction Renewal 
Groundwater Recharge Project 
Zoning/Development Issues 

Sign Codes 

• Local Environmental Issues 
Natural Areas 
Protecting Natural Environment (general) 
Saguaro National Monument Buffer Initiative 
Slope Ordinance Restrictions 
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Trail Maintenance 
Wash Project 
Yuma Mine Project 

Urban Areas 
Crime Prevention 

Neighborhood Watch 
Historic Preservation/Designation 
Neighborhood Beautification 
Neighborhood Preservation 

Neighborhood Maintenance 
Neighborhood Clean-up 
Graffiti Problems 

• Neighborhood Social Activities 
Neighborhood Socializing 

• Neighborhood Information 
Inside Neighborhood 
Newsletter 

Outreach 
Neighborhood Home Tour 
Neighborhood Tour 

• Traffic Issues 
Parking Problems 
Road Construction 
Traffic Problems 

• Miscellaneous 
Soliciting Donations for Neighborhood Activities and Scholarships 
Contributing Money to Neighborhood Activities and Scholarships 
Hosting Neighborhood Meetings 

Of the issues which the activists deal with, some are, of course, very localized and quite 

specific to their neighborhood environments. For example, those neighborhoods which are on the edge 

of or outside of the city have a greater rural/environmental protection component. Many of the 

activists from those neighborhoods are intent on maintaining that rural character and have thus dealt 

with issues which involve protecting the natural environment in general and with specific matters, for 
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example, slope ordinance restrictions. Annexation is another issue which was dealt with specifically by 

neighborhoods located on the margins of the city. 

Some of the issues the neighborhood activists are involved with are fundamental to the 

existence of their organizations. The most basic—a prerequisite to organizing, in fact-is the formation 

of the neighborhood group. Re-incorporation also falls into this category and was required of one 

homeowners association because the previous officers had allowed the association's status to lapse when 

they neglected to pay the required yearly fee. These two tasks are similar in that both forming and 

maintaining the groups requires contact with the Citizen Participation Office to attain some sort of 

formal, legal designation. Disseminating neighborhood information is another task which is elemental 

to the organizations. A few of the groups produce newsletters—two homeowners associations and one 

neighborhood association—either on a regular (monthly) or not so regular basis, as a means of keeping 

neighbors informed about their neighborhood. However, a slightly smaller number of activists are 

actually involved in the production of their neighborhood group's newsletter. Some neighborhoods also 

work to inform those from outside the neighborhood about the unique aspects of their neighborhood. 

This was done through neighborhood home tours in two neighborhoods and a neighborhood tour in 

another, all of which have an educational aspect, allowing tour takers to learn about those 

neighborhoods and their history. All three tours are in local historic areas, including the neighborhood 

tour, which takes place in the Old Fort Lowell neighborhood, focusing on the historic site at Fort 

Lowell Park. 

The legal issues all required interaction with government entities, and sometimes also with 

private business interests as in the case of zoning and development issues. Involvement as a result of 

legal issues was most often in response to zoning and/or development in the neighborhood. Almost 

half of the neighborhoods have dealt with (often repeated) attempts to develop the neighborhood or 

change zoning in a manner that the activists believe would adversely affect their areas. Maintaining 

sign code restrictions is another aspect of the zoning and development issues. This has been an issue in 



77 

only one homeowners association, in the far northeast area of the city. There, a desire to protect the 

natural areas and to maintain a particular ambiance drives Bear Canyon Neighborhood Master 

Homeowners Association to control strictly the colors allowed in advertising signs, as well as to restrict 

the size of the signs. Two other legal issues some neighborhoods have responded to include annexation 

and the writing of area plans. Three neighborhoods have fought and lost annexation attempts by the 

city, and those three along with two other neighborhoods have been involved in the writing of area 

plans. Finally, deed restriction renewal is a topic which has been dealt with by three of the activists-

two of whom are from the same neighborhood—and one became active in response to the government's 

plan to locate a groundwater recharge project in his neighborhood. 

Much of the activists' time and energy is devoted to making their neighborhoods safe, pleasant 

places to live. Their efforts are spent on both the natural and the built up areas. The difference 

between the two is that the activists often spoke of the natural environment issues in terms of protecting 

it. This does not mean that the urban locale was not protected; through various forms of crime 

prevention, historic preservation, and neighborhood maintenance and clean-up, it is obvious that those 

activists in the urban areas care about their environment. They, however, did not speak of protecting 

the environment as did those residing in more rural areas, tending to focus instead on protection of the 

people in their neighborhoods, especially the children. Teresa Shank and Rebecca Quintero spoke 

specifically of their concern for the safety of the children in the neighborhood, including their own, and 

while Harrison Shaffer and Christopher Berglund also mentioned being concerned about the 

neighborhood children their comments were less explicit. 

Natural environmental issues mentioned include specific projects as well as the general desire 

to protect the natural areas. Saguaro National Monument was mentioned by two activists as natural 

areas their organizations were involved in protecting. Richard Edison worked to have the Saguaro 

National Monument Buffer Initiative passed, to maintain natural areas and low density development 

around the perimeter of Saguaro National Monument East while Sharon Welch is concerned with the 
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Yuma Mine Project and the adverse affect it could have on Saguaro National Monument West. Her 

involvement also entails the maintenance of trails in that area. Carol Garr took up the issue of 

protection of the Tucson Mountains through the use of slope ordinance restrictions. Finally, concern 

over maintaining neighborhood washes in their natural, unpaved state is an issue on which David King 

was active. He has been involved on the neighborhood planning committee to maintain and manage the 

wash in his neighborhood. 

The urban areas also receive attention in the form of maintenance and preservation. Crime 

prevention is one important aspect of several neighborhood groups, some of which have begun 

neighborhood watches in their areas. In Teresa Shank's neighborhood, however, despite a concern 

over local criminal activities and a desire for a neighborhood watch, not enough people were willing to 

participate and so they have not been able to form a neighborhood watch program. Historic 

preservation and/or designation is an issue in the neighborhoods which have held home and 

neighborhood tours. They are older and officially recognized as historically significant neighborhoods. 

In these areas, the activists' focus has been on either local, state, or federal historic designation. 

Neighborhood beautification and preservation are two other issues on which the activists spend 

considerable time. Beautification most often took the form of tree planting projects. Through Trees 

for Tucson, the neighborhoods put up fluids to purchase a certain number of trees, and their funding is 

matched by the city. Under the requirements of this program, however, the trees must be planted in 

public domain. This requirement has kept some neighborhoods from participating in the project; they 

would prefer the freedom to plant the trees wherever they wish. Most maintenance has taken the form 

of neighborhood clean-ups. These are generally annual events organized by homeowners associations. 

Neighborhood maintenance has also involved cleaning up the neighborhood graffiti. Two activists have 

dealt with graffiti problems in their neighborhoods. For Carol Garr's neighborhood, it was only one 

incident. In contrast, eliminating the graffiti in Rebecca Quintero's neighborhood has become a 

neighborhood association project, complete with its own committee and enlisting the time, energy, and 
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support not only of neighborhood members but also of local schoolchildren. Ms. Quintero not only 

organizes the repainting but has also gone to the schools in the neighborhood to invite the students to 

take part in their project, which they manage through donations of the necessary supplies. 

Traffic has been a problem in some of the neighborhoods also. Both Teresa Shank and 

Harrison Shaffer contacted the city to find out about having a 4-way stop sign put in at busy 

intersections in their neighborhoods, mainly as a means of protecting the children there. Four of the 

five activists who have been involved in traffic issues have young children in the home. The other 

activist, Frank Hill, lives in a mobile home park for senior citizens and is concerned for the safety of 

its residents. Road construction is the issue there, and with the widening of Prince Road, his 

neighborhood is concerned about the increase in traffic, especially with the city's refusal to put in a 

traffic light at the affected intersection. Neighborhood parking is another issue affecting some 

neighborhoods. Randall Stenquist worked to have his downtown neighborhood's streets designated 

parking by permit only 24 hours a day. It is the first project of its kind in the city and was a pilot 

project when it began. Because of the neighborhood's proximity to the convention center and the 

parking problems which occurred whenever an event was held there, his neighborhood needed a sound 

solution. The permit project appears to have solved their problems. Parking problems also affected 

Allan Malvick's and Penelope Porter's neighborhoods. Mr. Malvick's neighborhood, located in 

Colonia Solana, is adjacent to Reid Park and the baseball stadium, and the neighborhood is affected 

every time a highly attended ball game or park event takes place. There is a similar problem in Ms. 

Porter's downtown neighborhood, which is close to the Arts District where increased parking space is 

needed when special events take place. 

The concern for the local environment was also mentioned by Marston and Saint-Germain 

(1991). Their research revealed that an emphasis on the importance of community and neighborhood 

was shared by all the activists, both those in urban and more rural locations. My findings are similar. 

Almost all of the activists I interviewed mentioned concern for the environment, community, and/or 
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local environment either as a primary motivation to activism or an issue which the neighborhood had 

dealt with in some manner. This occurred in both urban and rural neighborhoods as Marston and 

Saint-Germain revealed. 

The planned activities within the neighborhoods are varied, yet similar for most of the 

neighborhoods. These generally include a variety of social activities which bring the neighbors 

together: potlucks, parties for different occasions, games nights, and rummage sales. Parties have 

been held for various holidays, such as Labor Day and Halloween, and just for fun. Robert Goff is a 

master optician who works with telescope mirrors, and he intermittently holds stargazing parties on 

clear nights for the neighborhood children. In addition, two of the neighborhood organizations sponsor 

scholarships for local children to enable them to take part in school activities which require 

student/family funds. 

Some of the issues and tasks the activists and their neighborhood organizations were involved 

in defied the above categorizations. These I grouped together into the miscellaneous category which 

includes the following: contributing money to the neighborhood association, talking to or contacting 

neighbors, dealing with little issues and problems that arise, writing or speaking to one's councilperson, 

attending city council meetings, board meetings, and public hearings, circulating petitions, organizing, 

maintaining a scrapbook of neighborhood group work. 

I examined the group and individual tasks taken on by the activists for similarities and 

differences among the women and men. There are, however, few differences outside of those 

associated with the official/ad hoc split, with the women more active in ad hoc roles than the men and 

the men tending to focus more on their official roles than their ad hoc roles. Differences are greater in 

the tasks performed by the activists' groups as a whole than in those performed by the individual 

activists. The few gender differences which are evident are so slight as to show no distinct pattern. 

Men were slightly more involved in legal and environmental issues, but this edge occurred because of 

one man. Although he was involved in both, it was as part of his official role. He did not choose the 
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task as ad hoc. Without that activist, the numbers are almost identical, leaving no real differences 

between men's and women's involvement on ad hoc issues. 

A definite distinction has emerged between members of neighborhood associations and 

homeowner associations. The neighborhood association members seem to be more intensely involved 

on a personal level than the members of the homeowner associations. This is an understandable 

consequence of the homeowner associations requiring membership and the paying of dues, but not 

requiring any real involvement unless one is a member of the board of directors. Homeowners 

associations also appear to focus more on internal activities. Those groups seem to have greater 

interest in, and contact with, what occurs within their neighborhood and less to do with outside forces. 

Their main concern appears to be the maintenance of their property and organization. Neighborhood 

associations, in contrast, are more involved with both public and private entities outside of their local 

areas: the city, developers, planners, etc. 

Involvement in Other Community or Political Activities 

Whether neighborhood activists play a part in other activities was another area of concern. I 

wanted to know if these people are singularly active in their neighborhoods, or if they are involved in 

other volunteer groups as well. I specifically asked, "What other kinds of community or political 

activities have you been involved in, if any?" 

Many of the activists are involved in much more than their neighborhoods. They are also 

involved in other local groups and organizations. Most of the women and men have been involved in 

some other community and/or political activities. There appears to be little difference here; both the 

men and women have been involved in both political and community activities. Some of the men and 

women are involved in representational activities, serving on city or county committees, either as 

volunteers or as appointees, while others are involved as individuals, working at a homeless shelter, 

visiting nursing homes, working with 4-H, Campfire Boys and Girls, and Cub Scouts, reading to 
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children at elementary schools, and working with environmental groups such as the Audubon Society or 

the Sierra Club. The only distinction which has emerged in this area among is that the women appear 

to be active in a wider range and greater number of activities. 

The Tmnortance/Value of the Neighborhood 

To explore the topic of the importance of neighborhood, I asked, "Why is your neighborhood 

important to you? In what ways is it important?" The neighborhood is important to many people for a 

variety of reasons, and all of the activists mentioned verbally, and demonstrated physically—through 

their activism—that the neighborhood is an important aspect of their lives. There is, however, variation 

among the activists in why and how their neighborhoods are important to them. 

The most common response was "because I live there," in one form or another. This answer 

was given by almost half of the activists, just over half of the men and slightly fewer than half of the 

women. Several activists were quite descriptive in their discussions of the importance of their 

particular local environment. "Why is a person's home important? ...it's the same reasons that your 

neighborhood is important. It's an extension of your home," declared Sharon Welch. She 

demonstrates that she is aware of connections between her home and neighborhood although she does 

not explain their specific association. Her home and neighborhood are both important, and for the 

same reasons, because one is simply an extension of the other. Joy Abbott's response reflected a 

similar attitude. Her neighborhood is important to her in "the same way that anybody's home is or 

should be important to them," again noting the link between home and neighborhood, but not providing 

details on those interconnections. 

The natural environment and various elements within it are of great significance to most of the 

activists. Nature, the desert landscape, vegetation, and wildlife were frequently mentioned as important 

aspects of the neighborhood, especially by those who live on the outskirts of Tucson or in more natural 
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areas within the city limits. Many of those same activists also spoke of both the openness and quietness 

as two additional important and positive qualities which they value in their neighborhoods. There was 

little difference, however, between those residing in urban and rural areas or between women and men-

-except in the manner in which they spoke of their neighborhoods. More of the women spoke 

specifically of caring for the environment, while both men and women discussed general concerns with 

protecting it. 

The Relationship of the Activist Role to Paid and Unpaid Labor 

The connection between activist work and house work was examined in an effort to uncover 

any similarities between the two. Along with the right/responsibility question, I hypothesized that a 

gender difference would also arise in the responses to these questions. I asked three questions on this 

subject area: "Do you (and your partner) work outside of the home? If so, could you describe the 

type of work you do?" "What are your primary chores in the home?" To this question, I also 

prompted, when necessary, "Are there jobs in the household that you routinely do, or that your partner 

routinely does?" And, "Could you describe a 'typical* day for you? What would you do at work, at 

home, for your neighborhood group, or any other activity?" 

Most of the activists are actively employed outside the home. Slightly more than half of the 

women are in the paid laborforce, one is currently student teaching, and several are retired. A much 

greater number of the men are involved in paid labor—all but one—and the remaining male activist is 

retired. Of all of the activists who are paid laborers, four own their own businesses—one woman and 

three men. Additionally, those three men work out of their homes, although all were previously 

employed by other companies before starting their own. They engaged in RV and pool maintenance 

and repair, grinding/resurfacing light telescope mirrors, and electronics design engineering. The men 

involved in the latter companies are assisted by their wives as full-time business associates. Penelope 

Porter is the one woman who owns her own business, a small veterinary practice, which handles both 
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medical and surgical problems. These entrepreneurs, however, appear to be no different in their 

activism than the others. Again the only apparent distinction is that the men maintain the same official 

roles they've had since their introduction to their neighborhood groups. The woman, in contrast, has 

held a variety of positions. 

Within the households of both the women and men activists, there is generally a traditional 

division of labor when the activist has a partner. The indoor/outdoor split into female and male tasks is 

the usual means of apportioning the household chores. Both Margaret Fowler and Sharon Welch 

defined their household responsibilities as "housewife" chores. While the men did not use the same 

description of the division of tasks in the household, most have a similar household arrangement. 

They, however, referred to a distinction based on the location of the tasks. Murray De Armond noted, 

"It's kind of traditional. I'm the outside man." Another man mentioned, "My wife and I have an 

indoor/outdoor separation." Richard Edison also talked about the division of labor in his household in 

a similar manner although he was less specific. "I probably do more things like cutting the grass, for 

example. Maybe some of the heavier work. She probably does more around the house than I 

do...because she has more free time, with that part-time job." Some of the households seem to have 

moved away from this division, however. Christopher Berglund does almost everything in his family's 

home. Although he admits that he and his partner "share a lot of the responsibilities." He also noted 

"I do everything... The only activity I consistently don't do is the shopping. Other than that I do most 

all the laundry...most of the cooking...most of the cleaning." In activist households of only one 

member—the activist~s/he does all of the tasks, although two, Frank Hill and Penelope Porter have 

someone come in to clean. This is also the case in the Scott household, and has been for many years. 

Catherine Scott, who has had arthritis for about thirty years explains, "...we've had a cleaning person 

for years. 



85 

The activist households generally maintain very traditional roles. In male and female activist 

households, the tasks reflected the traditional sexual division of labor. Although some of the men 

commented that they do quite a lot around the house, when they described their actual chores, it 

appeared that their partners do most of the day to day chores and maintaining of the household. This 

reflects the traditional division of labor and demonstrates that the remnants of a public/private split is 

still in operation in activists' households. Although generally both the men and the women in the 

households are income-earners, the women do most of the reproduction of the household. While 

political activists, including neighborhood activists, may appear to be outside of the mainstream society, 

more socially and politically progressive, the data on household and paid labor roles appear to affirm 

Lawson and Barton's results that both sex role socialization and social structures from outside of the 

activist groups influence the activists in maintaining a traditional means of dividing up the labor/tasks 

both within the household and the neighborhood group. 

Neighborhood Associations vs. Homeowner Associations 

Some variations in activism and neighborhood view emerged between those activists belonging 

to neighborhood associations compared with homeowner associations. A few obvious differences were 

easily noticed and demonstrated some basic differences between the members of these two types of 

organizations. The number of years activists have spent in their homes and neighborhoods varies 

slightly. Although homeowner association members have lived in their present houses slightly longer 

than neighborhood association members have, members of neighborhood associations have lived in their 

present neighborhoods somewhat longer than have members of the homeowners groups. This 

discrepancy arises because one neighborhood association member has lived in her present neighborhood 

her entire life—38 years—but has only lived in her present home for 18 years. Without data on this 

activist, the balance shifts, and homeowner association members have lived in both their present homes 

and neighborhoods longer than have the neighborhood association members. A related point of interest 



concerns the length of residence in both home and neighborhood. All homeowner association members 

have spent an equal number of years in their homes and their neighborhoods, presently living in the 

same house they moved into when they moved into the neighborhood. Similarly, most of the 

neighborhood association members also are living in the houses they first moved into when they moved 

into their present neighborhoods. 

Homeowner association members appear to have a greater concern for property values and 

neighborhood appearance. However, although homeowner association members are somewhat more 

focused on the issue of property values as well as neighborhood appearance, household income level 

does not appear to be a distinguishing factor. If people's housing values are considered to correlate to 

income level, one might surmise that living in higher priced housing (and thus, having a higher income 

level) could be a factor in people's greater concern with their property values, and serve as a reason for 

becoming active in their neighborhoods. This, however, does not seem to be the case. Only two 

members of homeowner associations have household incomes of $50,000 or more while almost half of 

the neighborhood association members' household income levels are in that range. The greater 

emphasis on property values by homeowner association members appears to be more likely a result of 

their greater age and the slightly higher number of years they have lived in their houses and 

neighborhoods. The main factor, however, seems to be that the purpose of the homeowner associations 

is the upkeep of the property, which is interrelated with a greater focus on property values as well. 

I include this section comparing neighborhood association and homeowner association members 

because while there are significant differences between men and women in many aspects of 

neighborhood organizing, there are also many differences which result from organization type. These, 

however, are structural and goal-oriented differences as opposed to the sex role socialization differences 

revealed in Lawson and Barton (1980). Further, while members of both types of neighborhood groups 

differ on the basis of organizational type and focus, the men and women within both groups display 

several differences that reflect their gender. Thus, both neighborhood group type and gender are 
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neighborhood association members and homeowner association members separately to unravel the 

intricate interconnections between gender and neighborhood group type in order to piece together a 

clearer picture of the effect of gender, and neighborhood group type, on neighborhood organizing. 



CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

Gender-based differences within neighborhood activism are present in some aspects of the 

movement and absent or imperceptible in others. The gender differences which have emerged in this 

study do not appear to be as obvious as those in Gilligan's work (1982). My analysis suggests that this 

is a very complex topic, more so than Gilligan's results imply, perhaps because this deals with an 

activist population, a special segment of the general population. While Gilligan's results suggested that 

men's and women's views on moral issues could be dichotomized, what has emerged in my research 

suggests that within an activist population there are differences between women's and men's 

contributions to and views of their involvement but also ways in which women and men activists are 

similar, and where differences among activists may reflect variables other than gender, such as 

education .or income level or residential context. The examination of other variables allow for a clearer 

image of the effect of gender on neighborhood activism to emerge. 

The hypotheses state that 1) the motivations to and methods of neighborhood activism differ 

for women and men—men being motivated more by concerns about individual rights and women's 

concerns lying more in the area of relationships and responsibilities, 2) men and women activists often 

assume different roles within their neighborhood groups, relative to their (societal and) household roles, 

and 3) gender differences in ideas about the value of neighborhood are also present and affect the 

reasons men and women become involved. The findings demonstrate that, in some aspects of all three 

of these questions, men and women differ in activity in their neighborhood groups. 

Gender-based differences emerged among the activists in several areas. The activists' 

responses to five of the interview questions demonstrated the greatest gender distinction. These topics 

include neighborhood roles; the characterization of their activism as social, political, or something else; 

the link between neighborhood activism and electoral politics; the view of the neighborhood as a public 

or private space; and the definition of neighborhood activism as a right or a responsibility. 
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Neighborhood activism, according to the activists, is either a responsibility or a combination of 

right and responsibility. Neither the men nor the women consider their neighborhood work to be solely 

a right. Still, a gender difference also emerged. While almost half of the women view their activism 

as a responsibility, only two of the men did, and conversely, the remaining half of the women and most 

of the men consider it to be both a right and a responsibility. Although this distinction is not as rigidly 

defined as that which resulted from Gilligan's research, it does appear that the men are more focused 

on rights than the women, although they are open to the view that their activism is also a responsibility. 

Gender distinctions emerged in the neighborhood group roles assumed, both in the amount of 

time they maintained a particular role and in the number and variety of different roles they assumed, 

reflecting the results of Lawson and Barton (1980). The roles the activists take on within their 

neighborhood groups demonstrate a distinct variation on the basis of gender. Lawson and Barton's 

examination of tenant groups in New York City revealed that the men more often filled the official 

positions, especially president of the organization. The neighborhood activists appear to be following a 

similar pattern, taking on different roles, according to the degree of public contact involved. Although 

several women have been president of their associations, at the present time more of the men are in 

that position. Further, the women have taken on a wider variety of roles, both official and ad hoc than 

have the men. During their activist careers, the women have held more than twice the number of 

different positions as the men have. The men, in contrast, have tended to move into the official 

positions, especially president, and stay there indefinitely. This is possibly a result of those 

organizations being less inclined to maintain specific limitations on tenure of office, which is more 

often the case in neighborhood associations—of which more men are members—than of homeowners 

associations—of which more women are members. Ad hoc positions varied greatly both among and 

between the women and men activists. The differences do not appear to be gender distinct, however, 

with the majority of the issues arising from unique qualities of the neighborhoods themselves. 

According to the activists' responses, it is obvious that both the women and men find their 
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neighborhoods to be important to them. However, although the neighborhood is valued by all of the 

activists, the men and women explained its value differently. Again the women demonstrated that they 

perceive a connection between the home and neighborhood. Some women explicitly described their 

neighborhood's importance by comparing it to their homes, saying the neighborhood is important for 

the same reasons as one's home is. Other women, however, made the connection indirectly. In 

contrast, none of the men described their neighborhoods in relation to their homes, focusing instead on 

a strict separation between private and public space. 

Differences among the men and women were also apparent in other aspects of neighborhood 

activism including the activists' view of their involvement as social, political, or something else; the 

likelihood that the activist would move into electoral politics; and their perceptions of public and private 

space. 

The activists' perception of their involvement varies according to gender as does their 

consideration of involvement in electoral politics. While fewer than half of the women view their 

neighborhood activism as political, all of the men consider their involvement to be political. This 

reflects the findings of Lawson and Barton (1980), whose research revealed that the men involved in 

tenant organizations often considered their involvement to be a stepping stone to a formal/electoral 

political career. When I asked the activists whether they would consider greater involvement in the 

formal political arena, I received similar responses. The men were more open to the possibility of 

someday running for a political office. In contrast, few of the women said that they could perceive 

themselves as becoming active in electoral politics. These difference also confirm Kathlene's findings 

(1989) that men are more likely to define themselves in political terms, perhaps viewing the electoral 

arena as more political. Another possibility is that the women neighborhood activists are similar to 

those interviewed by Marston and Saint-Germain and view their neighborhood activism as "worthwhile 

in and of itself," not aspiring to higher political planes (1991, p. 234). 



My findings on the public/private perceptions of activists reflect and reinforce the feminist 

literature's emphasis on the interconnections between the public and the private. Although many of the 

men and women commented that their neighborhoods are important to them because they live there, 

some of the women I interviewed displayed a tendency to see the private and the public as connected, 

making the connection between home and neighborhood by viewing the neighborhood as an extension 

of the home—both as private space. In contrast, none of the men mentioned such a relationship. 

Instead, the men activists' comments demonstrate that they view the home and neighborhood—and 

hence the private and the public spheres—as separate and distinct. The men, however, were more 

inclined to see an integration of public and private spaces within their neighborhoods, seeing the home 

as private and the rest of the neighborhood as public space. 

Although other aspects of neighborhood activism exist in which gender differences are 

indeterminable or non-existent, examination of these variables has created a fuller picture of the activist 

scenario. These, however, are areas which require further investigation. The activists' introduction to 

their prospective organizations and their reasons for involvement do not appear to be gender distinct. 

Although most of the men learned of their neighborhood groups through neighbors or notices from the 

neighborhood association, the women most often became involved as a result of moving into a new 

neighborhood with a homeowner association which required membership (but not involvement). 

Reasons for involvement in the neighborhood groups also revealed differences on the basis of gender 

although they are not as distinct as they are for other questions. The most frequent reason the women 

became involved was because they had moved into a new neighborhood. The majority of the men, in 

contrast, were moved to act as a result of (re)zoning and development issues, including deed restriction 

renewals. Common ground was reached, however, in that the majority of both men and women 

viewed the issue that led them to become active as a threat, either to their neighborhoods in general or 

their families in particular. 



The purpose of my questions on productive and reproductive work was to explore any possible 

connections between those roles and the activist roles. No real connections emerged concerning paid 

labor roles although I did notice some similarities between the activist and the household tasks. It 

appears that the women not only perform a greater number of ad hoc tasks in the neighborhood groups, 

but that they also perform most of the tasks of a similar nature within their households. These tasks 

often entail organizational and daily maintenance activities. The men, in contrast, more often perform 

the intermittent neighborhood tasks, such as speaking on behalf of the neighborhood, and the seasonal 

household tasks, both of which are less time-consuming than the day to day tasks performed by the 

women. 

Many of the activists began their neighborhood involvement at a time when their lives were 

already full and they had little spare time to devote to activism. Yet, in part because of the age 

difference between the women and men, more of the women had the free time to spend on their 

neighborhood groups, since several of them are retired. All but one of the men, in contrast, are in the 

paid labor force. 

According to my findings, women and men neighborhood activists demonstrate slight 

differences in their motivations to activism. Generally, however, they are prompted to action by 

similar events, especially threatening actions in the form of changes in zoning and development. The 

activists' perceptions of their neighborhood work as right or responsibility showed that they view their 

activism differently according to gender although the men and women were not specifically divided 

along a right/responsibility partition. Instead, most of the activists-both men and women—view their 

activism as a responsibility, and in some cases, the duty of good citizenship. The difference, however, 

lies in their definition of their activism as a right. The men were much more likely to label their 

neighborhood activism a right than were the women. According to Gilligan's thesis (1982), this 

demonstrates their greater concern for individual rights. Combining men's emphasis on rights with 

their perceptions of the private/public split of home/neighborhood reinforces the findings of Gilligan's 
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research. Viewed together these two variables show that the men's focus is on distinguishing the 

individual, with an emphasis on separation not connection, as is demonstrated by the women's 

responses to these two questions. 

Although the men and women view the public/private tension differently, they each perform 

similar tasks in their roles in both spheres. This reflects the relationship between spheres that the 

women verbalized. The women are more involved in the organizational and group maintenance tasks 

within the neighborhood group, confirming Lawson and Barton's results (1980), and also in the home. 

The men activists also appear to be taking on activist roles similar to those they perform within the 

household. While the women perform most of the daily maintenance, the men are more involved in, 

and spend greater amounts of time on, the "big" events-non-daily, infrequent tasks. At home these 

might include yardwork or cooler maintenance while within the neighborhood groups it involves 

speaking to mayor and council. 

This thesis has aimed to explore differences among neighborhood activists, and several 

distinctions have emerged. That the activists are very similar in various manners is also obvious. In 

most neighborhoods the activists' involvement is a result of a desire to have a voice, a say, in matters 

which affect them and their local environment. Whether they are working to clean up their 

neighborhood, fighting re-zoning and development, attempting to solve traffic problems, the activists 

are moved to action in order to have some control over their local area, in both keeping out that which 

might negatively affect them and bringing in that which is positive. The activists demonstrated not only 

a great propensity to fight against a variety of zoning and development projects, to keep them out of 

their neighborhoods but also a willingness to voice their opinions on matters concerning bringing 

positive attributes into their neighborhoods, such as historic designation or a local library branch. 

This thesis contributes to the feminist body of knowledge concerning both women in politics 

and the public/private dichotomy. Interestingly as the literature reveals that feminist scholars are 

calling for the public and the private to be viewed as connected, this research demonstrates that the two 
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spheres are indeed being bridged by women active in their neighborhoods. Their words and actions 

demonstrate that real women do not view the world as dichotomized. However, the men activists 

appear to maintain the distinction to a greater degree. 

The use of grounded theory was essential to my findings. In depth interviews enabled me to 

learn important details about the activists' methods and motivations which would not have been 

revealed through an impersonal survey. The use of a grounded approach also facilitated my 

comparison and contrast of the activists, especially through the categorization of activist roles, and was 

instrumental to the examination of the activists at both an individual and a group level of activity. 

This study examined only a small number of activists in a single city. Conclusions drawn 

from these results can refer only to this small group. Larger scale studies, as well as research in other 

cities will be necessary in order that comparisons and contrasts can be made for gender differences 

within neighborhood activism on a broader scale. 

The results of this research suggest that there are different ways of looking at activism which 

have not been examined before. This thesis adds to activist research literature and demonstrates that 

there is still a great deal to investigate-different aspects of activism and different activist methods and 

techniques. By examining activism from a variety of perspectives and by considering different 

variables as well as the different contexts within which activism arises, a great deal more may be 

learned about activism and illuminating theory developed. 
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APPENDIX A 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVISM/PARTICIPATION 

1) Why did you become involved in your neighborhood? In the mail survey you answered two 
summers ago (1990), you stated that prompted you to become involved. Could you 
elaborate on that? Did you see this as a threat to your home (property values), your children, or your 
family's safety? 

What was happening in your life at this time (that may have affected your decision to become 
involved)? e.g. how did your career plans or family life determine this decision? 

2) How did you become involved in your neighborhood? Through family? Friends? 

NATURE AND STYLE OF ACTIVISM 

3) Are you still a in your neighborhood association? If not, what is your current 
position? 

4) Could you provide a history of the roles you have played in your neighborhood association? Start 
with your first involvement in your present or previous neighborhood. Who prompted you to get into 
the roles you took on? Was it of your own accord, or did someone else support (push) you in 
assuming the role you did? 

5) During the last project on which your neighborhood association was active, could you describe for 
me what tasks you performed? Is this the type of work you generally do within your neighborhood 
group? 

THE POLITICAL ASPECT OF NEIGHBORHOOD WORK 

6) How would you describe your involvement in your neighborhood? Is it a social or political activity? 
Both? Or something else? 

7) Do you think that your neighborhood work could lead you to become (more) active in electoral 
politics? 

8) What (other) kinds of community or political activities have you been involved in? 

PUBLIC VS. PRIVATE SPACE (Attitudes about the use and control of space) 

9) Why is your neighborhood important to you? In what ways is it important? 



10) Do you consider your neighborhood to be a public or a private space? 

11) Would you define the boundaries of your neighborhood for me? On what basis do you define 
them? e.g. school attendance area? 

12) Do you think of your neighborhood work as asserting a right or assuming a responsibility, or both? 

HOUSEHOLD DIVISION OF LABOR 

13) Do you (and your partner) work outside of the home? If so, could you describe the type of work 
you do? 

14) What are your primary chores in the home? PROMPTS: Are there jobs in the household that you 
routinely do, or that your partner routinely does? 

15) Could you describe a typical day for you? What you would do at work, at home, for your 
neighborhood group, or any other activity? 



APPENDIX B 

Respondent Interview Date 

Address 

Neighborhood Association 

Demographic Information 

In the 1990 mail survey, you answered some background questions. Has any of the following 
changed? If so, please describe your current situation. 

1) Marital status 
2) Number of adults in your household 
3) Number of children in your household 
4) Number of years at present home 
5) Number of years in present neighborhood 
6) Number of years of education 

Household Income Information 

Please circle your household income range (before taxes). 

Below $9,999 $50,000 to $59,999 
$60,000 to $69,999 
$70,000 to $79,999 
$80,000 to $89,999 
Above $90,000 

$10,000 to $19,999 
$20,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 to $39,999 
$40,000 to $49,999 



APPENDIX C * 

Tucson Neighborhood Activists and Their Neighborhood Organizations 

NA/HA Number NA/HA NAME 

Sharon Welch 1 Tucson Mountain Association 
(Part of the Westside Coalition) 

Catherine Scott 2 Tucson Park West 
Carol Garr 3 Tucson Park West #3 
Anonymous Source 4 La Canada-Ina NA 
Frank Hill 5 Friendly Village of the Catalinas 
Teresa Shank 6 Silvercroft NA 
Randall Stenquist 7 Barrio Historico 
Penelope Porter 8 Armory Park 
Rebecca Quintero 9 Sunnyside 
Mary Timberlake 10 Tucson Foothills Townhomes 
Murray de Armond 11 Tucson-Prince NA 
Alice den Dooven 12 Winterhaven 
Harrison Shaffer 13 La Madera NA 
Allan Malvick 14 Colonia Solana 
Christopher Berglund 15 Green Valley NA 
Jean Henderer 16 Sunrise Presidio Townhomes 
David King 17 Old Fort Lowell NA 
Robert Goff 18 Loma Verde NA 
Margaret Fowler 19 Bear Canyon Ntad Master HA 
Richard Edison 20 Houghton NA 
Joy Abbott 21 Curly Horn Ranch HA 
Walter Kamas 21 Curly Horn Ranch HA 

* These numbers correspond to the neighborhood numbers on the map legend on page 46. 
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