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ABSTRACT 

Though its causes have been theorized, little is understood about why 

gentrification often transforms neighborhoods in radically different ways. This 

thesis links previous research on gentrification with the concept of domestic 

property interests in an effort to better understand the micro-level processes 

involved in the production of a gentrified landscape. 

Once identified as Tucson's skid row, Tucsonans now value Barrio Historico 

as a historic, Mexican-American neighborhood. Some residents argue that 

gentrification, though slow and incomplete, is destroying the neighborhood's 

sense of community and tradition. Interviews with twenty-two residents assessed 

their domestic property interests and identified the ways in which residents either 

resist or encourage development. The analysis revealed how conflicts among 

residents with differing interests and ideological perspectives contribute to the 

production of the neighborhood landscape. Though not unproblematic, the 

analysis of residents' domestic property interests complements previous macro-

scale approaches by providing a contextually based understanding of 

neighborhood change. 
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CHAPTER L: INTRODUCTION 

In 1883, the Arizona Weekly Journal of Prescott made note of the 

transformation of one of Tucson's oldest neighborhoods. Barrio Libre, meaning 

free zone-"a Hades for those who love peace and good order, and a daisy paradise 

to the reporter who loves to smile at Satan's rage and at the same time smile upon 

a corpse bristling with butcher knives and stilettos of rude manufacture"-- had 

changed (Arizona Weekly Journal 1883). 

Tucson is no longer a village, but a city, and civilization has, hand in 
hand with progress, trampled over the old order of things and very 
nearly weeded out the blooming parts of immorality. Good citizens 
have accumulated property there, having established business 
houses and residences and Barrio Libre is only the name of the 
quarter and does not represent any conspicuous features of 
immorality. Many descendents of the old time residents, however, 
still reside there and although the officers keep a close watch, they 
sometimes manage to inaugurate a few of the old customs (ibid). 

Though the term had not yet been coined when this transformation occurred, 

similar words have been used in contemporary times to describe gentrification. At 

a basic level, gentrification is an upward change in the class structure of a 

neighborhood. Sometimes the displacement of the old r esidents is said to 

accompany this change, but this is not always the case. The excerpt above, 

indicates that gentrification can involve more than just a change in class structure. 

The reporter also perceived a corresponding moral transformation and 

underneaththis veneer of morality, a more fundamental change in the use and 

ownership of property. Today Barrio Libre, now called Barrio Historico by some 
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and Barrio Viejo by others, is yet again being transformed. In 1972, an article in 

the Arizona Daily Star announced that: 

A rebirth of Tucson's oldest neighborhood, long known as the Barrio 
Libre and now redubbed the Barrio Historico, is slowly emerging 
under the skilled hands of restorers... 

For decades the barrio has been a seat of poverty, overcrowded 
living conditions and ethnic isolation. Saloons and sporting houses 
dominated a section of the barrio that was razed in the 1960s to 
build the community center complex. But through its stormy history 
the barrio remains as the city's oldest built-up district displaying the 
architecture of Tucson's earliest days. (Donovan 1972) 

The 1972 article is accompanied by a photo of crumbling adobes below which 

part of the caption reads, "The once-fashionable neighborhood is under 

restoration and will look much like it did before the turn of the century" (ibid). 

Today, the buildings in the neighborhood may look a little bit more like 

they did at the turn of the century, however, the neighborhood can hardly be said 

to have been restored. During an interview conducted for this thesis, one resident 

argued, 

[i]f you want to recreate the barrio, bring the whorehouses back in 
and the legalized prostitution that went on until the end of the 
Korean War. There was slot machines, crap tables, and poker games 
all over that area. It was Tucson's area of sin. 

The restored facades belie the transformation that the neighborhood has 

undergone since urban renewal destroyed most of the old Barrio in the early 

1970s, Later in the interview the same resident described the barrio's past and its 

"inevitable" future. 

It was markets, theatres, prostitution, Heavy prostitution...and a...It 
was alive! And whatever it ends up as, a museum piece as, is going 
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to have no life to it. It'll be the facade that once was~aesthetically 
and architecturally. But it would never look that clean and that 
pure and that proper, because it was always pulsating and moving. 

Today the slot machines, markets, theatres, and prostitution are missing from the 

barrio, replaced by apartments, attorney's offices, expensive homes, and artists' 

studios. "[T]o historicize," argues Boyer (1992:199), "is to estrange, to make 

different, so that a gap continually widens between then and now, between an 

authentic and a simulated experience." The "Hades" that was once "Libre" is now 

just "Historico." 

In the barrio, uttering the word "gentrification" is an invitation to a debate. 

For some residents, the term "improvement" better describes the changes the 

barrio has experienced over the last 20 or so years. For others, the word 

gentrification would seem to describe the neighborhood better than any of its 

various names. Whatever term is used to characterize the recent past of the 

barrio, it is clear that the barrio is changing. 

Several features differentiate Barrio Historico from neighborhoods typically 

studied in the framework of gentrification. Much of the research on gentrification 

has been done on wholly gentrified neighborhoods where the pace of 

gentrification was swift. In contrast Barrio Historico is a patchwork of gentrified 

and non-gentrified areas and the pace of gentrification has been variable over the 

past 25 years. In addition, gentrification research has concentrated on 

neighborhoods in the world's largest cities. In North America, Vancouver ( e.g. 

Ley 1980; Mills 1988, 1993) Philadelphia (e.g. Beauregard 1990) and New York 

City (e.g. Zukin 1982) are particularly prominent in research on gentrification. 

Hamnett (1991:176-177) argues that an adequate explanation of gentrification 

must among other things explain "why gentrification is particularly concentrated 
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in a small number of large cities such as Paris, London, New York, San Francisco, 

Toronto, Sydney, and Melbourne (and why it is more limited in older industrial 

cities)." One potential explanation might simply be that researchers haven't 

looked for gentrification in smaller cities. Tucson, is hardly a city on the scale of 

New York or London, yet, gentrification is slowly occurring there in Barrio 

Historico. 

That the barrio has experienced gentrification is somewhat surprising. 

Though historic, the barrio's existing housing stock is of low quality when 

compared with middle income suburban homes. While land in the barrio was 

once cheap, historic building codes often make modifications to property an 

expensive undertaking. Its adobe homes require constant maintenance. Building 

with adobe was even outlawed in Tucson until recently. Yet, restoration and even 

new construction using traditional materials and techniques has occurred. In 

terms of amenity, homes in the barrio are small, yards are almost non-existent, 

and parking spaces are scarce. With suburban growth extending further out into 

the desert, there is no shortage of housing in Tucson. Furthermore downtown 

Tucson is a relatively weak economic center when compared with other locations 

in town. Geographically it isn't a center at all. The bulk of Tucson lies to the east 

and north of downtown. Yet, people who could have a more trouble-free, 

affordable home, closer to major employment centers choose to live in the barrio. 

On the other hand, Barrio Historico's historic architecture, its diversity of 

cultures, and its communal feel make it one of the most attractive places to live in 

Tucson. In addition, although it is not close to major employment centers, it is 

close to many of Tucson's major cultural and government institutions. The barrio 

has traditionally been a place where the spheres of home and work are combined 



and for many current residents, the distance between home and work is often 

measured in feet rather than miles. This makes Barrio Historico a convenient 

place for artists who desire studio space in or close to their homes, parents who 

want to both pursue their career and maximize the time they spend taking care of 

their children, and others who eschew the car as a primary means of 

transportation. 

Some researchers have advocated structural explanations of gentrification 

that address the economic conditions under which gentrification can take place 

(e.g. Smith, 1979, 1982). Others recognize the emergence of a new middle class 

and place gentrification in the context of class struggle (e.g. Ley, 1980). Another 

approach hypothesizes that gentrifying neighborhoods are attractive to certain 

populations because they more easily facilitate the accomplishment of everyday 

tasks. This approach describes gentrification as being "chaotic" because it is said 

to comprise multiple processes working simultaneously to produce a gentrified 

neighborhood, rather than a unitary process (e.g. Rose, 1984; Mills, 1988; 

Beauregard, 1990). Most traditional approaches to the study of gentrification, 

while recognizing that gentrification is a spatial process have, with few 

exceptions, consistently ignored the significance of the space in which 

gentrification takes place . 

Recently, several researchers have begun examining how the spaces in 

which gentrification takes place are an integral part of gentrification processes 

(Mills, 1988; Smith 1992b). Beauregard, for example, complains that while much 

has been theorized about the process of gentrification on a macro-scale, little is 

understood about how gentrification works at the micro-scale (Beauregard: 1990). 

In other words, although researchers have come up with suitable hypotheses 
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about the causes of gentrification, little is understood about why gentrification's 

final form varies among different neighborhoods. Beauregard (1990), Mills 

(1988, 1993,) Smith (1992), and Rose (1984) have provided the initial building 

blocks for such an understanding. This study contributes to the recent 

theorization of gentrification at the micro-scale by adopting an analytic 

framework that integrates previous research on gentrification with Davis' (1991) 

concept of "domestic property interests" and the geographic concept of landscape. 

A domestic property interest, according to Davis, is a relationship between 

an individual and a parcel of property. Davis recognizes a multitude of types of 

domestic property interests that can be generally described as accumulative or 

accommodative. Within his framework, accumulation refers to the use of 

domestic property to create exchange value, while accommodation refers to the 

use of domestic property to create use value. He argues that the recognition of 

shared domestic property interests among residents of a neighborhood serves as 

the basis for the formation of neighborhood organizations. Additionally, he 

explains differences among neighborhood organizations in terms of differences in 

the interests that motivate their formation and their actions. In contrast, this 

thesis primarily focuses upon the domestic property interests of individual 

residents which are employed to explain the production of a neighborhood 

landscape. This approach is valuable because it allows for a deeper examination 

of how a variety of neighborhood residents, including those not involved in 

neighborhood organizations, interpret and participate in the process of landscape 

production. 

In the present context, the neighborhood landscape is defined in terms of 

both its material and symbolic form. However, the discussion emphasizes the 
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symbolic aspects of landscape; specifically, residents' interpretations of the 

neighborhood landscape. Especially important to the discussion is the idea of 

perspective-the point of view from which residents interpret the neighborhood 

landscape. The discussion is focused on the how domestic property interests 

relate to the ways residents represent and modify the neighborhood landscape. 

Traditional approaches to studying landscapes have examined their structure and 

form (Sauer 1969) in order to derive clues about the culture that produced the 

landscape (Lewis 1979). Though in Chapter Three I include a description of the 

landscape as 1 saw it during a walk through the barrio, the approach to landscape 

taken here is somewhat reversed from traditional approaches. Instead of 

"reading" the landscape to gain clues about the people that created it, I examine 

the interests of residents and make inferences about the kinds of landscapes 

residents with their particular interests might produce. This is of course a 

simplification, for I also rely on my own "reading" of the neighborhood landscape 

to accomplish this task. 

Research Problems 

Davis employs the concept of domestic property interests to explain the 

formations and actions of neighborhood organizations. In contrast, I employ 

domestic property interests to explain the production of a neighborhood 

landscape. Information obtained from interviews conducted with 22 residents of 

the barrio is used to discuss the roles that domestic property interests play in the 

production of the neighborhood landscape. Specifically, the discussion centers 

on how the domestic property interests of barrio residents provide the basis for 
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ideas and actions that either contribute to or contest the production of a gentrified 

landscape. 

Four interrelated sub-problems are discussed. First, it is necessary to have 

a basic understanding of which domestic property interests are important for 

barrio residents and what general similarities and differences in interests exist 

among members of three different domestic property classes; tenants, owner-

occupiers, and developers. One of the primary functions of the interviews was to 

obtain a sense of the domestic property interests of the residents. Similarities and 

differences in the interests that members of these domestic property classes are 

discussed in Chapter Five. 

A second but related problem, explored through the interviews, involves 

how domestic property interests contribute to what Davis (1991:244) terms 

"ideologies of property and place" or what I call landscape ideologies. In other 

words, I examine how domestic property interests structure the ways that 

residents interpret their neighborhood. Three dominant landscape ideologies are 

identified in Chapter Five that relate to accumulative interests, accommodative 

interests, and a mixture of both types of interests. 

A third problem, introduced in Chapter Six, relates to the interface between 

ideas and action. The concern here is with the question of how interests and 

ideologies relate to action. Equally important is a discussion of inaction, for not 

all residents take action either on their own or as members of neighborhood 

organizations. Interspersed with this discussion of ideas and action is a limited 

discussion of the intended and unintended consequences of acting or not acting. I 

argue that both action and inaction contribute to and contest the production of a 

gentrified landscape. 
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A fourth problem, discussed throughout Chapters Five and Six, concerns 

the conflicts that arise as residents negotiate differences in domestic property 

interests are explored. Specifically the discussion focuses on how actions, which 

are consistent with the domestic property interests of one individual or 

neighborhood organization, conflict with the domestic property interests of other 

individuals or groups and how negotiations among residents with different 

interests are related to the production of the neighborhood landscape. I conclude 

that the production of the landscape is a social process in which changes to the 

landscape are sometimes, but not always, contested, resulting in a neighborhood 

landscape that reflects not only the interests of the builders of specific landscape 

elements but those of other residents of the barrio. From the discussion that 

follows, it becomes clear that gentrification, at least in the case of the barrio, is 

negotiated and that while structural processes may encourage gentrification, the 

final form of the change is influenced by the domestic property interests of 

tenants, owner-occupiers, and developers who live in the neighborhood. 

This study will not seek to establish that gentrification is or is not occurring 

in the barrio. As was discussed earlier there is some debate among residents 

about whether or not gentrification is occurring in the neighborhood, and if it is 

what consequences it has in terms of displacement. Although a demographic 

analysis of changes in the barrio would be useful, this study does not seek to 

document the extent of gentrification or of displacement that has occurred there. 

Additionally the study does not seek to measure the opinions or perceptions of all 

residents of the barrio. Therefore statements about what residents feel or perceive 

pertain only to the residents who were interviewed. 
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Defining Barrio Historico 

I have identified Barrio Historico, a neighborhood just south of downtown 

Tucson, as the area of study (Figure 1.1). The barrio is roughly bounded by 

Cushing Street on the north, Stone Avenue on the east, 18th Street on the south 

and Interstate 10 on the west. It is a small neighborhood, consisting of only 

approximately twenty square blocks. This makes quantitative analysis difficult as 

the neighborhood cosists of only a small portion of two census tracts, and data at 

the block level is limited. Only about 3000 residents live in the barrio (Boldfield 

and Bustamante, 1994). 

The boundaries of the city defined historic district are shown in Figure 1.2. 

Although the barrio has political boundaries defined by a historic zoning 

ordinance, Barrio Historico is really a small part of a group of historic and semi-

historic Tucson neighborhoods largely populated by Mexican-American residents. 

While Barrio Historico will be the prime focus of the study, it will often be 

considered as part of a larger complex of neighborhoods including Armory Park, 

Ochoa, Santa Rita, and Santa Rosa. In addition, El Hoyo, El Membrillo, El Jardin, 

and Elysian Grove, among others, are the names of four neighborhoods that are 

sometimes identified as being within the administrative boundaries of Barrio 

Historico (Figure 1.2). 

Barrio Historico is only one name for the neighborhood. Other prominent 

names are Barrio Libre and Barrio Viejo. As will be discussed in Chapter Five, 

each name denotes both a location and a political orientation. Because there is no 

commonly agreed upon name for the barrio, it is impossible to come up with a 

politically neutral name for the study area. While the issues that this study 

addresses are important for residents living both inside and outside the officially 
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defined boundaries of the historic district, gentrification is most visible within the 

district. Therefore, the historic district has been identified as the core region for 

my research. As a result, I refer to the study area as Barrio Historico with 

awareness that for many residents this is not an acceptable name. However, 

whenever possible the study area is referred to simply as "the barrio." 
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Summary of Chapters 

This introductory chapter has framed the research problems. Chapter Two 

provides a review of literature on gentrification, domestic property interests, and 

the concept of landscape and outlines the analytic framework used to interpret the 
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interview data. Chapter Three contains a short visual description of the 

neighborhood landscape and relates a brief history of the barrio including its 

creation and the impact of urban renewal; the fight to stop the Butterfield 

Highway; the threat of gentrification; and the formation of various neighborhood 

organizations. Chapter Four, provides a discussion of the methodologies used to 

address the research problems and the analysis techniques used. Chapters Five 

and Six present the analysis and findings of the interview data. Chapter Seven, 

the concluding chapter, briefly reviews the findings and their implications and 

assesses the effectiveness of the analytic framework in addressing the research 

problems. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Gentriflcation is commonly defined as the transformation of a working-

class neighborhood, through the rehabilitation of housing, into a middle-class 

neighborhood (Smith and LeFaivre 1984:1). Over the past fifteen years 

gentriflcation has been a major research topic for geographers. Hamnett believes 

that the greatest reason for the interest in gentriflcation is 

...that it represents one of the key theoretical and ideological 
battlegrounds in urban geography, and indeed in human geography 
as a whole, between the liberal humanists who stress the key role of 
choice, culture, consumption and consumer demand, and the 
structural Marxists who stress the role of capital, class, production 
and supply (1991:174). 

Part of the difficulty of explaining gentriflcation is the multifaceted 

character of the process. For example, the types of neighborhood change that are 

grouped under the term gentriflcation vary widely. Gentriflcation has been used 

to describe the conversion of industrial facilities into residential housing and 

shopping districts (Zukin 1982, 1991; Smith and Le Faivre 1984:3). Adding to 

the complexity, both the intensity and pace of gentriflcation vaiy from place to 

place (Beauregard 1990). Whatever its specific empirical form, the central theme 

of gentriflcation is that of a change in the social composition of a neighborhood 

and a corresponding change in the neighborhood landscape. Following in the 

footsteps of others who have sought to redefine the nature of gentriflcation, I seek 

to add complexity to some of the polarized debates on gentriflcation by 

integrating explanations of gentriflcation with a theory of interests and the 

concept of landscape. 
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Gentrification 

The ideological battle over gentrification began in the 1970s when, as 

Smith and Williams observe, analyses of gentrification tended to be empiricist. 

The concern was to document and define the phenomenon of gentrification. 

Research focused on gentrifiers and celebrated gentrification as "a timely answer 

to inner-city decay" (Smith and Williams 1986:2). 

In the late 1970s, however, the focus shifted to critical examinations of the 

causes of gentrification. Researchers sought to show that gentrification resulted 

from a deeper set of social processes and structures. It is within this tradition that 

Mills (1993) identifies three broad approaches to the explanation of gentrification, 

each focusing separately on the spheres of consumption, production, and 

reproduction. 

Consumption based explanations examine the way that changing lifestyles 

create a demand for gentrified neighborhoods. Ley's (1980) examination of the 

emergence of an ideology of the "liveable city" and the corresponding emergence 

of an aesthetic lifestyle rooted in consumption, status, and the pursuit of self 

actualization served as the basis for consumption oriented explanations of 

gentrification. Proponents of this explanation argue that gentrification occurred 

because of the demands of a "new middle class" for a high quality urban 

environment. While consumption-based explanations theorize the demand for 

gentrified neighborhoods, as Mills observes, they neglect to explain how that 

demand is met. 

Production based explanations, particularly Neil Smith's rent gap theory 

(Smith 1979, 1982), describe the ways in which the State and capitalist society 

structure the process of gentrification. Smith argues that while consumer demand 
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is important in the gentrification process, it is secondary to the need to earn 

profit, which is the primary driving force behind gentrification. Thus 

gentrification is a result of capitalist accumulation. Smith's rent gap thesis 

predicts that when there is a significant difference between the potential ground 

rent level and the actual ground rent capitalized under the present land use, 

gentrification may be initiated. From this point of view, consumer preference and 

demand are not the ultimate causes of gentrification but instead determine what 

form gentrification will take. Gentrification is seen as "a structural product of the 

land and housing markets," in which "capital flows where the rate of return is 

highest" (Smith 1979:546). While the rent gap thesis identifies the structural pre

conditions for gentrification, Mills (1988:178) argues, and Smith recognizes, that 

it does not explain variations in the appearance of gentrification. 

A third, reproduction based approach to gentrification has emerged that 

traces the production of gentrifiers. First developed by Damaris Rose (1984), this 

approach has moved the debate beyond consumption and production to examine 

"how the restructuring of economic activity has transformed the division of 

labour, how practices of social reproduction are implicated in that transformation, 

and how the pattern of housing demand is changed in response" (Mills 1988:178). 

Gentrification is seen as a spatial strategy used to facilitate the reproduction of 

everyday life. While this approach is similar to the consumption-based approach, 

the emphasis is not on consumption preferences but on the necessities of 

reproduction (Rose 1984:65). Mills (1988, 1993) argues that the production of 

gentrifiers approach, by treating gentrification as a calculated strategy to 

overcome social constraints, ignores the way that culture both opens up and 

forecloses options for gentrifiers. She explains, 
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Viewed from one perspective, therefore, gentrification is an 
'environmental solution' to certain social constraints: it makes 
things 'doable.' What is legitimately 'doable', however, depends on 
what is 'thinkable' (1993:164). 

Culture structures possibilities for residents of gentrifying neighborhoods. By 

taking a landscape approach, Mills describes the role that cultural meanings play 

in gentrification processes. 

Beauregard observes that while much work has gone into identifying the 

traits of the gentrifiers and the displaced and the prior conditions and outcomes of 

gentrification, little is known about the actual process of gentrification 

(1990:855). In other words, current gentrification theory adequately explains 

gentrification at the macro-scale but does not explain micro-scale variations in the 

process of gentrification. Williams argues that local political, social, and cultural 

conditions give the process of gentrification different appearances and 

consequences in different localities and that the inability to explain variations in 

gentrification originates with our "inadequate understanding of local politics and 

local social relations" (Williams 1986:70). Specifically he observes a lack of 

research into political reactions to gentrification. In some areas political and 

social conflict is acute. In others conflict is practically non-existent. The 

conditions that lead to varying responses of residents to gentrification in different 

neighborhoods have yet to be identified. 

Beauregard seeks to lay the foundations for a theory capable of accounting 

for the varieties of processes that produce differences among gentrified 

neighborhoods. He argues that neighborhoods undergoing gentrification are 

shaped by the intersection of structural forces and the particularities of place and 

by a tension between community and accumulation (1990:856). Beauregard 
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agrees with Smith that a rent gap is one structural precondition for gentrification 

but cautions that the presence of a rent gap does not mean that gentrification will 

automatically occur. Other place-contingent circumstances must also be present. 

Furthermore he argues that "[t]he potential for gentrification is both a function of 

accumulation opportunities and the nature and strength of the 'community' as 

historically produced" (1990:856). 

Among other factors, Beauregard identifies neighborhood identity and 

community resistance as two significant place contingent factors that account for 

differences observed among gentrifying neighborhoods (1990:857). 

Neighborhood identity and community resistance may serve to encourage or 

discourage the process of gentrification. For instance, neighborhoods with a 

strong sense of identity may either attract new people or may resist the process of 

gentrification through greater community activism. Neighborhoods with a weak 

sense of identity may not be able to resist the process of gentrification. 

Alternatively, some neighborhoods may be perceived as unattractive places to live 

such that gentrification does not take root. 

Beauregard supports these assertions by comparing four Philadelphia 

neighborhoods where gentrification has varied in terms of pace and degree. 

Gentrification proceeded most quickly and more completely in Society Hill where 

there was little sense of a neighborhood identity and no resistance to 

gentrification. At the opposite extreme, he characterizes Fishtown as 

insignificantly gentrified because, "the neighborhood is very insular with a high 

degree of ethnic and neighborhood solidarity" (1990:871). Residents' resistance 

to gentrification in Fishtown has lowered the likelihood that the neighborhood 

will ever undergo complete gentrification. The comparison of four Philadelphia 
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neighborhoods suggests that a strong neighborhood identity, coupled with 

resistance to gentrification, lessens the intensity and the pace of gentrification. 

Though Beauregard does identify a basic connection between 

neighborhood identity, community resistance, and the pace and intensity of 

gentrification, he does not elaborate on how or why this occurs. Part of the 

problem may be that he does not fully specify what he means by neighborhood 

identity. At times, neighborhood identity seems to mean a recognition by 

members of a neighborhood that they have common interests. At other times it 

seems to mean the way a neighborhood is perceived by outsiders. In addition, the 

term neighborhood identity implies that a singular neighborhood exists. What is 

more likely, as some of Beauregard's examples suggest, is that residents and 

outsiders define the neighborhood in different and conflicting ways. By 

examining the multiple dynamics of gentrification Beauregard adds complexity to 

previous stage theories of gentrification, yet, his approach opens up more 

questions than it answers. 

Interests 

John Emmeus Davis (1991) helps to answer some of the questions that 

Beauregard raises about the nature of neighborhood identity and community 

resistance. Using the concept of interests, he offers a more complex theoretical 

conceptualization of the ways in which neighborhood social groups develop a 

common identity--or in his terms "consciousness,"-the ways in which 

neighborhood groups develop, and how group consciousness translates into 

activism. Although previous authors have examined activism in terms of differing 

class interests, Davis (1991:8) argues that they have neglected to examine how 

differences in interests are created, how people become conscious of locality-



based interests, how neighborhood groups come into being, and why they develop 

or decline. 

Davis argues that Marx's conception of interests provides a useful starting 

point for a theory of neighborhood-based collective action. Based on the work of 

Marx, Davis defines an interest simply as a relationship between a subject and a 

substantive object. Specific interests, Davis says, vary along a continuum 

according to their subjective or objective characteristics. They can be described as 

either being more subjective or more objective. A person is said to have a 

subjective interest when they find something "to be absorbing, desirable, or 

worthy of pursuit." At the objective end of the continuum, the object of interest 

affects the subject. "A person (or group) 'has an interest' because his or her well-

being is diminished sustained, or enhanced by it" (ibid; 16). The distinction 

between objective interests and subjective interests is analogous to the distinction 

between needs and desires. Within the Marxist framework that Davis uses, 

objective interests precede subjective interests (ibid; 19). In other words, 

objective interests must be satisfied before subjective interests can be pursued. 

You have to own a house before you can decide what color to paint it. 

According to Marx, Davis says, classes are based on common interests 

whether these interests are consciously recognized or not. While he accepts the 

Marxist interpretation of interests, Davis argues that the Marxist conception of 

class is too narrowly focused on the place of work to be useful in examining 

neighborhood based collective action. Marx defines class in terms of the 

ownership of productive property. Since collective struggles in neighborhoods are 

based on domestic property, and not over the means of production, Marx's 

definition is limited. If class is redefined in terms of the ownership of domestic 
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property, however, it is possible to build a theory of neighborhood based 

collective action by introducing the Weberian notion of domestic property classes 

and interests. 

Davis identifies four domestic property classes defined in terms of the 

ownership of property and in terms of the accumulative or accommodative use of 

property. These are summarized in Table 2.1. The first class consists of owners 

who use domestic property primarily for accumulation. The second class is 

tenants who use domestic property for accommodative purposes. Third are 

owner-occupiers who use their property for both accumulation and 

accommodation. The last property class is the homeless. Although they do not 

own or formally occupy property they do have domestic property interests (ibid; 

62-79). 

Table 2.1. 

Property Class Use 

Owners Accumulation 

Tenants Accommodation 

Owner-occupiers Accumulation & 

Accommodation 

Homeless Neither Accumulation nor 

Accommodation 

Davis identifies six objective, domestic property interests that each of these 

classes may hold to varying degrees. Equity, liquidity, and legacy are identified as 

accumulative interests. Security, amenity, and autonomy are identified as 
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accommodative interests (ibid; 43-61). Equity is defined as "the unencumbered 

value inherent in land and buildings...the value that exists once a mortgage, a 

lien, or any other liability has been paid off." Davis defines liquidity as profit from 

the sale of domestic property, the letting of domestic property, or the use of 

domestic property for collateral. Legacy is defined as being synonymous with 

inheritance of domestic property. Security is defined as a use value and refers to 

security against crime, security of tenure, and one's physical safety within the 

confines of domestic property. Amenity is defined as "the quantity and quality of 

one's living space" where living space includes not only the home but the 

neighborhood and surrounding areas. Autonomy is defined as "both the degree of 

control that one is able to exercise over domestic property and the degree of 

individuation that domestic property 'impresses' upon its residents." 

Combining domestic property classes with domestic property interests 

(Table 2.2) it may be seen that owners are more likely to be interested in equity 

and liquidity while owner-occupiers would be interested in legacy, security, 

amenity, and autonomy in addition to equity and liquidity. In contrast, tenants 

would be most interested in security, amenity, and autonomy. The homeless have 

strategic interests in security (ibid; 62-79). 
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Table 2.2. 

Domestic Property Class Specific Interests 

Homeless 

Tenants 

Owners 

Owner Occupiers 

Equity, Liquidity 

Equity, Liquidity, Legacy, Security, 

Amenity, Autonomy 

Security, Amenity, Autonomy 

Security 

Davis outlines a model of collective action based on domestic property 

interest groups or classes (Table 2.3). In order to act, a domestic property group 

must first become conscious of common interests. He identifies three different 

types of property group consciousness; collective, conflict, and radical. These 

different levels of awareness of common interests correspond to three different 

types of domestic property groups: a housing improvement group, a conflict 

housing group, and a radical housing group. Housing improvement groups 

function mainly to improve the general condition of the neighborhood and are 

active in promoting social events. A conflict group tends to defend its own 

domestic property interests in the face of opposition from other domestic property 

groups. Radical housing groups act in a similar manner as a conflict group but 

their purpose is to change existing property relations. Davis argues that a 

particular group typically moves through the three stages of housing 

consciousness starting with collective consciousness and ending with radical 

housing consciousness. Davis notes that it is possible, depending upon the 

circumstances, for a housing group to skip stages or to evolve both backwards and 
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forwards along the continuum of housing groups. Within a single neighborhood 

there may be a variety of housing groups at different levels of development with 

different domestic property interests. 

Table 2.3. 

Domestic Property Group Level of Consciousness 

Housing Improvement Group Collective 

Conflict Housing Group Conflict 

Radical Housing Group Radical 

Davis' domestic property interest model can be used to add complexity to 

our understandings of the processes of gentrification. While Davis employs 

domestic property analysis to explain how and why neighborhood organizations 

come to exist, he also suggests, but does not empirically investigate, the possibility 

that the examination of domestic property interests "might contribute to a better 

understanding of other theoretical and practical problems touching upon the place 

of residence" (ibid;285). Davis' framework is powerful because it situates 

individual interests within a social framework. 

Landscape 

In contrast to Davis, this thesis evaluates the prospect that domestic 

property interests can be used not only to explain why neighborhood groups act, 

but more generally how a neighborhood landscape is produced. It is to the 

concept of landscape that the discussion now turns. 
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Like gentrification, landscape is a complex concept and defining landscape 

is often a futile exercise. Thus, Meining (1979:1-3) introduces the term saying, 

"[l]andscape is an attractive, important, and ambiguous term." Rather than 

defining what landscape is, he defines what it is not. It is related to but not 

identical with the concepts nature, environment, place, region, area, and 

geography, he says. 

Landscape has variously been defined in terms of morphology and 

meaning. Carl Sauer's The Morphology of Landscape (1969) introduced 

geographers to a distinctly artifactual definition of landscape. Drawing from 

geomorphology, landscapes for Sauer have a structure made up of various 

arrangements of forms. His analysis of a landscape proceeded by comparing the 

forms of various landscapes outside of the structure that they make up and 

concurrently uncovering the history of the structure of the landscape by studying 

the evolution of the landscape forms (ibid; 326). By studying the history of 

various landscape elements, the morphology of the landscape could be discerned. 

Duncan (1990:1) criticizes this traditional approach saying "[i]t was material 

culture and not man himself that should be the object of geographic investigation, 

Sauer admonished in 1925, and cultural geographers since that time have shied 

away from studying the relationship between social organization and landscape." 

In contrast, more recent definitions of landscape emphasize meaning. In 

this context, landscape is less a collection of artifacts than it is an image or other 

form of representation. Daniels and Cosgrove (1988:1) define landscape as: "a 

cultural image, a pictorial way of representing, structuring or symbolizing 

surroundings." However, they caution, landscapes are not immaterial. 
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They may be represented in a variety of materials and on many 
surfaces-in paint on canvas, in writing on paper, in earth, stone, 
water and vegetation on the ground. A landscape park is more 
palpable but no more real, nor less imaginary than a landscape 
painting or poem (ibid). 

This definition refuses to make the distinction between what is "real" and what is 

an "image." All images are "real" and all of "reality" is an image. Phillips 

(1993:191) admonishes, "[a] more constructive understanding of images would 

define them on the basis of their form rather than their truth, and would do so 

contextually and openly rather than universally and rigidly." Thus in terms of 

form, Mitchell (1993:81) argues that, "[l]andscape is a unity of materiality and 

representation..." and later that "...landscape binds material events and relations 

with symbolic meanings in a single concept-and in a single place" (ibid; 82). 

As an image, landscapes have been likened to texts. Lewis (1979) offers a 

few axioms for "reading" landscapes and Duncan (1988, 1990) utilizes literary 

analysis to understand the meanings that landscapes contain. The meaning that a 

landscape has for an individual or a social group depends upon the "perspective" 

from which the landscape is viewed (Cosgrove 1985). Here perspective has a 

double meaning. It is both the physical position from which the observer views 

the landscape and the ideological lense through which the landscape is read. As 

Meining (1979:33-34) observes, though a group of people may view the same 

landscape from the same position, it is likely that each individual will see 

something different. 

Take a small but varied company to any convenient viewing place 
overlooking some portion of the city and countryside and have each, 
in turn, describe the "landscape" (that stretch of "country as seen 
from a single point," as the dictionary defines it), to detail what it is 
composed of and say something about the "meaning" of what can be 
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seen. It will soon be apparent that even though we gather together 
and look in the same direction at the same instant, we will not~we 
cannot--see the same landscape. We may certainly agree that we 
will see many of the same elements-houses, roads, trees, hills—in 
terms of such denotations as number, form, dimension, and color, 
but such facts take on meaning only through association; they must 
be fitted together according to some coherent body of ideas. Thus 
we confront the central problem: any landscape is composed not 
only of what lies before our eyes but what lies within our head. 

The coherent body of ideas that Meining identifies, are ideologies. Duncan and 

Duncan (1988:125) argue that "landscapes can be seen as transformations of 

social and political ideologies into physical form," and Cosgrove calls landscapes, 

"visual ideologies." According to Peter Jackson (1989:50); 

Ideologies operate by systematically promoting certain meanings in 
preference to others according to the discernable interests of a 
dominant social group. In this sense, an ideology can be defined as 
the way in which ideas come to represent certain interests or to 
conceal them in a more or less consistent way. (emphasis mine) 

In this definition of ideology, ideas are linked with interests; ideas represent 

interests. If, as Duncan says, landscapes are transformations of ideologies into 

physical form, then landscapes represent certain interests. Speaking in terms of 

landscape as text, Duncan and Duncan argue that, "[s]ometimes there is a 

conscious application of written texts, whereas at other times the ideological 

aspects of landscapes are produced as unintended consequences of a set of social 

practices." Meanings in a landscape can either be consciously or unconsciously 

produced. 

It is clear that landscapes are structured not only by what is out there, but 

also by ideas that an observer has about what is out there. Zube (1987:39) 

arguing from the perspective of environmental perception, explains this 
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phenomenon in terms of "landscape values" rather than ideology. Something that 

is valued, he says "should make a difference in one's life." The concept of 

landscape values is similar to the concept of domestic property interests. To be 

interested in something is also to value it. How then, do interests structure the 

meaning that a particular landscape has for an individual? Zube gives some 

insight. 

The individual is sensitive to those bits of information which are 
related to his or her needs or desires and which invite the individual 
to become an active participant in the landscape. Values are clearly 
tied to the individual s personal experiences and purposes. 

Landscape then, are viewed selectively. As Ittleson (1972:14) points out, 

"[environments always provide more information than can possibly be 

processed." The information that is processed is selected based on the particular 

interests--the needs, or desires-of the observer (Zube 1987:39). 

Just as Davis identifies domestic property classes, made up of individuals 

who share particular domestic property interests, Duncan and Duncan 

(1988:117), use the idea of textual communities, derived from literary theory, to 

describe "social groups that cluster around a shared reading of a text." Social 

groups who have similar interests share a particular ideological "reading" of a 

landscape. 

In isolation, an individual's interpretation of the meaning of a landscape is 

relatively uncontroversial. Because there are as many interpretations of a 

landscape as there are interpreters, however, there is a politics of interpretation. 

"There is nothing innocent about interpretation..." Duncan and Duncan 

(1988:125) argue,"... interpretation is a political practice which has material 
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consequences." What then are the material consequences of viewing or "reading" 

a landscape? Philips (1993:187) offers a suggestion. 

The politics of seeing geographies is two-fold. First, each way of 
seeing corresponds to a particular type of observer, helping to 
constitute the observer's sensuality, class, gender, race, aspects of 
identity that form the principal axes of social politics. Secondly, 
ways of seeing define the geographies that are observed, and hence 
prescribe what those places (and peoples) can be. The most 
politically effective way of seeing is the one that makes a form of 
observer and a reading of the landscape seem realistic, natural 
rather than artificial. 

Landscapes, Duncan and Duncan (1988:125) argue, "tend to naturalize social 

relations, though they do not necessarily do so." Thus, the way that landscapes are 

interpreted corresponds to the interpreters' interests. Because to interpret the 

landscape any other way, might not correspond to those interests, the interpreter 

makes the claim that his is the true interpretation. 

This thesis, uses the idea of perspective to examine the production of 

landscape. This is accomplished by examining the statements of people who, 

though they live in the same neighborhood, have different perspectives on the 

landscape. It is argued that domestic property interests help to define the 

particular perspective from which an individual views the neighborhood 

landscape. 

In terms of perspective, gentrification has been theorized as a process that 

pits insiders, or long-time residents, against outsiders, or gentrifiers. Cosgrove 

(1984:19) points out, that the perspective of the observed is significantly different 

from the perspective of the observer. 

For the insider there is no clear separation of self from scene, subject 
from object... The insider does not enjoy the privilege of being able 
to walk away from the scene as we can walk away from a framed 
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picture or from a tourist viewpoint. He is in Relph's (1976) terms, 
an "existential insider" for whom what we may call landscape is a 
dimension of existence, collectively produced, lived and maintained. 

Framed in terms of interests, the distinctions between insider and outsider 

become unclear. When he says that for insiders, there is no separation of "self 

from scene," whereas the outsider is separated from the scene, Cosgrove implies 

that through separation, the outsider does not have interests in the scene that is 

viewed. That the outsider is a detached observer, implies that the outsider is not 

an interested observer-that there is no relationship between the observer and the 

observed. A better characterization would argue that it is not the presence or 

absence of interests, but rather that the interests of the insider and the outsider 

differ. Taking this further, the binary distinction between insider and outsider is 

relative. An "outsider" is someone whose interests differ from one's own while an 

"insider" is one who shares one's own interests. Gentrification is often 

characterized in terms of an insider/outsider dichotomy. The gentrifier is defined 

as an outsider, while a long-time resident is defined as an insider, yet, both live in 

the same neighborhood. Especially during the early stages of gentrification, 

incoming residents tend to have much in common with incumbent residents, such 

that the distinction between old and new residents is difficult to make (Rose 

1984: 59). Thus it is not enough to think of gentrification as a conflict between 

insiders and outsiders. Rather there are more subtle distinctions to be made. 

Indeed, a resident who simultaneously occupies a position in more than one 

domestic property class may simultaneously view the scene both as an insider and 

an outsider. 
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Interpretive Framework 

Having introduced the three components of gentrification, domestic 

property interests, and landscape, it is now possible to show how they combine to 

provide an explanation of some of the micro-scale processes that comprise 

gentrification. The integration begins at the macro-scale with Smith's treatment 

of the theory of uneven development in light of gentrification. He explains that: 

The logic behind uneven development is that the development of 
one area creates barriers to further development, thus leading to 
underdevelopment, and that the underdevelopment of that area 
creates opportunities for a new phase of development. 
Geographically this leads to the possibility of what we might call a 
"locational seesaw": the successive development, 
underdevelopment, and redevelopment of given areas as capital 
jumps from one place to another, then back again, both creating and 
destroying its own opportunities for development (Smith 
1982:151). 

Barriers to further development are created because : 

capital invested in the built environment is immobilized for a long 
period in a specific material form... The physical structure must 
remain in use and cannot be demolished, without sustaining a loss, 
until the invested capital has returned its value. What this does is to 
tie up whole sections of land over a long period in one specific land 
use, and thereby to create significant barriers to new development 
(ibid: 147). 

Additionally, says Davis, "the residents of some neighborhoods resist the 

disruptions and depredations of the locational seesaw; they act collectively and 

contentiously to erect political barriers to future development" (Davis 1991:288). 

Barriers to development include both the immobilization of capital and the 

resistant actions of residents. The later of these barriers are of the most concern 

here. 
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Most of the explanations of gentrification identify some type of conflict or 

struggle-between the gentrifiers and the gentrified, between accumulation and 

community, between market and place, or between structural and contextual 

forces. "A landscape," Zukin (1991:16) notes, "mediates, both symbolically and 

materially, between the socio-spatial differentiation of capital implied by market 

and the socio-spatial homogeneity of labor suggested by place" Landscapes are 

inscribed with the interests of both accumulation and accommodation and as such 

mediate between the two sets of interests. Although the terminology varies 

widely, a tension between accumulation and accommodation is central to the 

production of a gentrified landscape. 

Mitchell's definition of landscape as a site of struggle very much fits in with 

Davis' view of neighborhoods. "The landscape serves as a vortex of social 

interaction, a place of coming together and struggle, an expression of numerous 

opposed social groups each with a different access to power, each possessing 

differing abilities to affect change" (Mitchell 1993: 95). For Mitchell, 

marginalized groups are the agents that induce landscape production. He argues 

that landscapes objectify and impose order to guide social interaction. "Since the 

efficiency of capital does not necessarily match the needs and desires of workers, 

the poor, families, or other social groupings, then moves toward order necessarily 

are contested by those who would be ordered" (ibid; 96). Gentrification is one 

process through which landscapes operate to order social interaction. But because 

the gentrified landscape is only one version among many, those whose interests 

are not represented in the gentrifying landscape, may either sit idly by on the 

sidelines and watch the transformation of their neighborhood, or they may 

respond to preserve the landscape they once knew. 
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The framework explained thus far fits Beauregard's conceptualization of 

the gentrification process and Davis' classification of domestic property interests. 

While accumulation drives inner city development, accommodation (or 

community) acts as a barrier to gentrification. However this only takes care of 

one side of Beauregard's (1990) hypothesis. He argues that gentrification also 

takes place in the intersection of structural forces with "the particularities of 

place." While Smith's hypothesis involving uneven development adequately 

explains gentrification on a structural level, it does not describe how conflicts 

between accumulation and community play out at the micro-scale of the 

neighborhood. While the analyses of Harvey and Smith are useful at a structural 

level, 

Less fruitful is their understanding of these products of urban 
development-the neighborhood, groups, and conflicts that arise 
within the encapsulating structure of urban capitalism. (Davis 
1991: 288) 

To this list of products of uneven development I add the neighborhood 

landscape, the central focus of this thesis. Neil Smith (1982:151-52) explains the 

production of gentrifying landscapes in terms of the structure of capitalist society. 

Gentrification is part of a larger redevelopment process dedicated to 
the revitalization of the profit rate. In the process, many 
downtowns are being converted into bourgeois playgrounds replete 
with quaint markets, restored townhouses, boutique rows, yachting 
marinas, and Hyatt Regencies. These very visual alterations to the 
urban landscape are not at all an accidental side-effect of temporary 
economic disequilibrium but are as rooted in the structure of 
capitalist society as was the advent of suburbanization. 

Changes in the structure of capitalist society are expressed in the 

landscapes of gentrifying neighborhoods. The specific mechanisms of this 
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gentrification, a logical assumption is that accumulative interests initiate and 

guide the production of a gentrified landscape. More specifically, gentrified 

landscapes are produced when development occurs that increases the profitability 

of parcels of land such that the rent gap in a neighborhood starts to close. 

However, as was noted before, conflicts among residents with differing domestic 

property interests often present barriers to redevelopment and prevent the full 

closure of the rent gap. Given this, it is important to look both at actions that 

promote the erasure of the rent gap and actions that present barriers to the 

closing of the rent gap. Conflict and negotiation, in this sense, are important 

components of gentrification viewed at the micro-scale. 

It is somewhat surprising that analyses of the way that neighborhood 

landscapes are shaped by class conflicts have been left out of the discussion of a 

process that Smith and Le Faivre (1984: 44) define as a social phenomenon 

involving a conflict of class interests. Recently conflicts in "gentrifying" areas have 

received more attention. Neil Smith (1992b) writes of the struggle over Tompkins 

Square in New York City and Don Mitchell (1995) writes about the struggles over 

the "gentrification" of People's Park in Berkeley. In both of these examples, the 

conflict takes place in public spaces and the struggle is over these public spaces. 

However, in many gentrifying neighborhoods, public spaces are limited. Streets 

and sidewalks serve as the only space in which conflicting voices may be heard 

and the conflicts may be limited to the yards and the houses of residents. When 

Mills (1993) focuses on the meanings that gentrifiers write into and read from the 

gentrified landscape, she identifies the spaces in which gentrification takes place 

but ignores the conflictual nature of these spaces. Because determining who the 
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gentrifiers are and who the gentrified are is problematic (Rose, 1984), the 

conflictual nature of the gentrifying landscape is best revealed by looking at the 

meanings that all residents of a neighborhood write into and read from a 

gentrifying landscape. The hidden nature of conflict in the process of 

gentrification may account for the absence of a focus on conflict in literature on 

gentrification. While gentrification is a highly visible spectacle, the process of 

displacement is hidden from view and gentrification quickly paints over, in pastel 

colors, those places where former residents used to live. 

Previous research on gentrification has focused perhaps too narrowly on 

the causes of gentrification and little has been said about how gentrification plays 

out on the ground. This has led to a lack of knowledge about how gentrified 

neighborhoods develop and how gentrified landscapes are created. Recently 

though, researchers have looked beyond ultimate causes to examine a variety of 

processes that go into making a gentrified neighborhood. The fusion of debates 

over the causes of gentrification with the geographical idea of landscape and 

Davis' conceptualization of "interest" provides a more complex theorization of the 

inner workings of gentrification and furthers the project of not just explaining the 

ultimate causes of gentrification but also the processes through which 

gentrification takes place. 

Specifically, the consideration of domestic property interests in the context 

of a gentrification allows for a micro-level examination of the interplay among 

consumption, production, and reproduction and more generally between 

accumulation and accommodation. The production based theories, argue that the 

need for accumulation drives gentrification. The consumption-based hypotheses, 

argue that the consumption of amenities drives gentrification. The reproduction-
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based theories argue that gentrifying neighborhoods facilitate "important 

alternative forms and structures of reproduction." (Rose, 1984: 57). In other 

words, gentrifying neighborhoods provide a secure environment, among other 

things, for people who do not meet the norms of the suburban nuclear family 

(ibid; 63-64). While the reproduction-based approach is similar to that of the 

current approach, it only deals with one part of the neighborhood population, the 

newcomers. The current approach, by employing Davis' conceptualization of 

domestic property interests, integrates the three major theorizations of 

gentrification and gives a more detailed look at how gentrification plays out on 

the ground. 
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CHAPTER 3: THE BARRIO LANDSCAPE AND ITS HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT 

Because this study concerns the barrio landscape and its production, it is 

important to have a basic familiarity with the landscape as it appears today and 

the historic events that have influenced its development. The first of these goals 

is accomplished by a walk though the barrio. The following is an account of my 

first encounter with the barrio in the Fall of 1993. 

A Walk Through the Barrio 

As I walk through Barrio Historico, the first thing I notice is the canyon-like 

feeling of the narrow streets. The adobe row houses are built right up to the 

sidewalk. Colorfully painted doors are set back in the walls and open onto the 

sidewalk. On Convent Street, there is much restoration and renewal. The doors 

and window panes are new and white. A light fixture with a spherical white glass 

bulb protrudes from the wall guarding a doorway. Across the street there is an 

adobe facade that hasn't been restored. Addresses are painted in black on its blue 

doors (Figure 3.1). Further down the street is a brand new recreation of an old 

adobe house. I'm fooled until I notice the cinder block foundation. 

Near the intersection of Meyer and 18th streets, graffiti on a corrugated 

metal fence welcomes me to "Barrio Viejo" also the name of the neighborhood 

gang (Figure 3.2).1 Just beyond this message of welcome, on Meyer, are two 

murals depicting both the community and the religious faith of the barrio. On the 

east side of the street one of the murals comes to life (Figure 3.3). A woman 

iThis graffiti has since been painted over. 
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grinds corn. A man plays a fiddle while a blue bird rests on his bow. A child, 

carried on his mother's back, holds a blue balloon in his hand. A red car is driven 

down a cobblestone street, past the neighborhood cimmarona stand where a 

young girl purchases a snowcone. A man carrying an axe leads a donkey with 

wood strapped to its back. The other mural depicts a Christ-like figure 

surrounded by light and rain-giving clouds. 

Continuing down Meyer, I pass Jerry's Le Ho Market, one of the last 

Chinese grocery stores left in the neighborhood (Figure 3.4). Its blue tile walls 

contrast with a red pick-up truck parked out front. Across the street a brand-new-

looking building, that houses an engineering firm, adds to a feeling of temporal 

eclecticism. Nearby, banners announce the presence of an art gallery in a 

renovated row house. Metal bars, painted sky blue, cover the building's windows 

and doors. Walking further north on Meyer, I find myself in front of Teatro 

Carmen (Figure 3.5). I would later learn that it was established exclusively for 

the performance of the finest Spanish and Latin American theatrical works 

(Sheridan 1992:200). Mixed in with the graffiti marking its door is an Arizona 

history plaque. All around the neighborhood I notice the blending of old and 

new-contrasts between rundown buildings and renovated buildings. The rippled 

texture of corrugated metal clashes with smooth stucco. 

A mix of people walk the streets-business people, usually casually dressed 

in the heat of the day, neighbors meeting to talk in the center of the street, and a 

mother and her children out on an errand. 

Continuing down Meyer, I pass the Cushing Street Bar. A paloverde tree 

adds a touch of green. Near the corner of Main and Cushing, El Tiradito, the 

Wishing Shrine, is wedged between El Minuto Cafe and another building. An 



47 

Arizona historic marker, a trash barrel, and a bright red historic Tucson sign tells 

any tourist who might stop by to take a picture and perhaps make a wish, that the 

shrine is dedicated to a sinner (Figure 3.6). Wax, frozen in time, drips from the 

wrought iron candle holders and a few lit candles flicker in the wind. 

In sharp contrast to the barrio, Lot D of the Community Center is barren. A 

sign at the entrance says that the lot is full, but no cars fill its empty spaces. I 

wander toward the Community Center and into La Placita. I am greeted by a sign 

warning "Danger Chlorine" at the far end of a fountain. The natural looking rocks 

of the fountain are a stark contrast against the white concrete and the sanitary 

blue of the tile under the water. Wandering further into the center, I enter an 

area that looks like Convent Street without cars. It is obviously modeled after the 

barrio streets that originally occupied the site. Anglo business men and women sit 

outside eating their lunches. A woman waits out her lunch hour reading a novel. 

As I walk into the main plaza, a crowd gathers and a steel drum band sets up to 

do a lunchtime gig in the historic gazebo in the center of the plaza. An Arizona 

historic marker identifies the gazebo's place in history but the band starts playing 

and I decide not to read it. The Tucson Newspaper offices are located at La 

Placita along with several other offices. Most striking, however, is a shoeshine 

place. A shoeshine place? It takes up a whole store front. Renting space in this 

seemingly upscale office environment must be cheap. Nearby a sign notes that 

the development is dedicated to all those who had lived there before. 



Figure 3.1. Doors on Convent Street 

Figure 3.2. Graffiti at the intersection of Meyer and 18th Streets. 



Figure 3.3. Mural on Meyer Street. 

Figure 3.4. Jerry's Le Ho Market on Meyer Street. 



Figure 3.5. Teatro Carmen. 

Figure 3.6. El Tiradito, the "Wishing Shrine 
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Historical Development 

A fascinating history lies behind this landscape of contrasts. Fulfilling the 

second goal of this chapter, the following pages place the barrio landscape in its 

historical context. The history of the barrio starts with the construction of the 

Presidio of Tucson in 1775. It was created by the Spanish for two distinct 

reasons-the presence of the Santa Cruz River and the proximity of the Western 

Apaches (Sheridan 1992:10). The river made survival possible in the desert 

environment. The establishment of the presidio at the Apache frontier gave the 

Spanish a base of operations for offensive actions against the Apaches as well as 

providing protection for the Hispanic and Pima communities of the Santa Cruz 

Valley (ibid; 11). For the most part, the Tucson Presidio effectively limited 

Apache attacks and became a prime agricultural center (ibid; 14). After Mexican 

independence, conflict once again returned to Tucson and Mexico's northern 

frontier. The Mexican treasury had been depleted by the war for independence 

and as a result, missions were abandoned and the presidios were short on funds 

(ibid; 21). 

With the discovery of gold in California and the Gadsden Purchase, Tucson 

suddenly became important in the eyes of the United States Federal Government. 

Tucsonenses2 were somewhat relieved when the Gadsden Purchase was 

announced because times had been tough under Mexican rule (ibid; 30). Because 

few Anglo settlers found Tucson very attractive, the Tucsonenses were able to live 

in relative peace. The Anglos who did settle in Tucson ran their cattle, farmed 

crops, and mined in the ways that the Hispanics of North America had perfected 

over the last two centuries (ibid; 32). During this time a "uniquely bi-cultural, bi-

2Mexican residents of Tucson 
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ethnic elite dominated the town" (ibid; 39-40). This is in stark contrast to later 

years-shortly before and after the coming of the railroad. 

Before the coming of the Southern Pacific Railroad in 1880, the bi-

culturalism of Tucson began to break down. Until the early 20th century, Santa 

Cruz River water was distributed on the basis of need. In times of drought, the 

farmer whose fields were the driest got the water first. When Anglo settlers 

decided to dam the Santa Cruz River in 1875 so that they could operate a flour 

mill, this system ended (ibid; 64). Communal water rights which parceled out the 

water based on need were dissolved in favor of "prior appropriation" rights. By 

damming the river, farmers upstream could intensify their agricultural 

production: the predominantly Mexican-American farmers downstream, however, 

did not have enough water to irrigate their fields. Also during this period, 

Mexican farmers found that they could not compete against large American cattle 

and agricultural companies. Many were bought out by these companies. Land 

speculators also used legal and illegal means to force Mexican farmers off their 

land (ibid; 72-73). Many of the Mexican residents returned to Mexico. Those 

who remained settled to the south of the Presidio while Anglo settlers constituted 

most of the population within and directly around the walls of the Presidio (ibid; 

79-80). 

By 1881 the barrios were a rough rectangle bounded by Jackson Street on 

the north, Main Street on the west, Eighteenth Street on the south, and Stone 

Avenue on the east (ibid). Parts of this area soon became known as Barrio Libre 

or the "Free Zone." An often quoted'excerpt from the 1881 city directory gives 

testament to Anglo views of the neighborhood: 
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This designation Barrio Libre was given by the Mexican residents to 
that quarter of the city lying along Meyer and adjacent streets, 
southward of the business portion and in earlier times was allowed 
to remain without legal restraints or the presence of a 
policeman...Fandangos, monte, chicken fights, broils, and all 
amusements of the lower class of Mexicans were indulged in 
without restraint: and to this day much of the old-time regime 
prevails although the encroachments of the American element 
indicate the ultimate doom of the customs of the Barrio Libre. It 
must be understood that these remarks apply to the lower class of 
Mexicans and not to the cultured Mexican residents of the city, who, 
for intelligence and enterprise, are foremost among our people" 
(City Directory 1881:39. Quoted from National Register of Historic 
Places Inventory Nomination Form for Barrio Libre, page 4.) 

This stereotype, resulting from the need for, "colorful newspaper copy, coupled 

with the cultural stereotypes of the time," says Thomas Sheridan, "gave the 

neighborhood an aura of depravity and violence which overshadowed the 

mundane, day-to-day reality of life in the neighborhood" (1992:82). 

In truth, the neighborhood was populated with poor hard-working families, 

the foundation of Mexican society (ibid; 32). Residents of the barrio were 

"surrounded by relatives and friends, nurtured by parents who labored to provide 

their children with food, shelter, and a better education than they themselves had 

received" (ibid). One thing that made the barrio families close was that the 

houses were close. "We didn't have any sort of cooling, so the doors and windows 

were always open. Your neighbors could hear everything you were saying. There 

were no secrets. We interacted with people-that was our entertainment," said 

long time resident Henry Garcia in 1990 (Jennings 1990:bl). 

The church also supplied a necessary foundation in the barrio. The 

construction of the first San Agustin Cathedral between 1860 and 1881 was 

spurred by a grass roots initiative within the community. The men of the barrio 
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made the adobe bricks for the cathedral and the women carried them to the 

construction site (Sheridan 1992:152). In 1896 construction began on a new 

cathedral. In 1886 the old cathedral served as a hotel and a saloon. After the 

turn of the century it became a brothel and later a garage. It was finally torn 

down in 1936 (Cuming 1994:90). The new cathedral was the focus for the barrio 

community. "We were baptized there, married there, and some of us are getting 

buried there," one resident reminisced in a 1992 newspaper article (Henry 

1992:el). Though Barrio Libre may have been a poor community in the years 

before the depression, it wasn't poor in spirit. Numerous fiestas to celebrate saints' 

days, birthdays, and just about any other occasion punctuated life in the barrio. 

The barrio was also a diverse community, inhabited not only by Mexicans 

but, by Jewish, Lebanese, and Syrian merchants, Chinese grocers, and a Japanese 

barber (ibid). The Chinese were especially prominent in Barrio Historico. The 

Southern Pacific Railroad relied primarily upon Chinese labor to lay tracks across 

California and Arizona. Mexican laborers, who felt that Chinese laborers were 

taking potential jobs from them, eventually replaced the Chinese as railroad 

workers (Sheridan 1992:83). The Chinese who remained adapted as agricultural 

workers, grocers, and to other roles needed for the growing commercial center. 

As a kid living in the barrio, one longtime resident remembers summer 

skinny dipping at the irrigation ditch running parallel to the Santa Cruz River. 

During prohibition, neighborhood kids would collect bootleg whisky bottles and 

turn them in for five cents per bottle (Henry 1992:el). The Carrillo School 

opened in 1930 and provided education for the neighborhood kids. Its swimming 

pool was the preferred spot for recreation rather than the downtown YMCA. 

Although the quality of education was good, none of the pupils seemed destined 
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you wanted to go to work and help the family, and you lived at home until you 

got married," said Belen Rameirez (ibid). 

Barrio Historico was hit hard during the depression. Families mortgaged 

and lost homes. Many families remained as renters though. Over the years 

families tried to borrow money from banks to fix up deteriorating property, but 

the loans were frequently denied (Durarte and Burchell 1988:j4). Families paid 

their funeral expenses in tortillas and shopping at the Chinese food markets was 

done on credit (Henry 1992:el). 

These Tucsonenses in a struggle against poverty, institutionalized 

discrimination, and municipal neglect, survived by creating a "society within a 

society for themselves, forging a rich and complex culture rooted in the Tucson 

barrios" (Sheridan 1992:129-30). All of this changed with the coming of World 

War II. During the war, the barrio as close as it was, "became ever closer" when 

young men of the barrio went to serve alongside Anglos in the war effort (Henry 

1992:e5) Henry Garcia remembers, "We were surprised to learn that they [the 

Anglos] really weren't any better or smarter than us. Some were a lot dumber" 

(Jennings 1990:bl). After the war the Tucsonenses saw themselves as Americans 

rather than the third-class citizens they had been made to believe they were. The 

young men of the community began moving out of the barrio and buying homes 

with the assistance of Veterans Administration loans. During the war, African 

American soldiers from Fort Huachucha came to the barrio for entertainment and 

lodging because they were shunned in other parts of town. Some later settled in 

the neighborhood, increasing its diverse population even more. World War II 
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signaled the end of the protected enclave of Barrio Historico. This was both a sad 

and promising development: 

The passing of the barrios is sad because we have lost many 
buildings and locations that were beautiful and historic. On the 
other hand, to reach their potential Mexicans need to move out into 
every part of the community just as the other ethnic groups, the 
Irish and Italians, have done. They hang on to their culture, though, 
and that's what we need to do too, 

Garcia said in 1990 (ibid). 

From the aftermath of World War II until 1971, the population was 

composed of mostly life long residents who owned homes in the area and a few 

temporary residents who rented homes in hopes of finding housing elsewhere. 

Between 1966 and 1971 most of the original barrio was destroyed to make way 

for the Tucson Community Center, a convention facility and arts center, and the 

La Placita center, a mixed residential and commercial development that relies on 

aspects of the barrio for its theme.3 Residents and business interests expected the 

same scenario of redevelopment to repeat itself throughout what had been 

deemed a "blighted area" by redevelopment authorities. A 1961 pamphlet on 

urban renewal published by the City of Tucson, includes an article extracted from 

the Tucson Daily Citizen, now called the Tucson Citizen. It characterizes Meyer 

Street, in Barrio Historico, in the following way: "If Tucson has a Skid row, then 

this is it. Meyer Street and the network of alleys and avenues that surrounds it 

Sabino, Convent, Ochoa, McCormick, Franklin. Skid Row, Tucson, Arizona, 

U.S.A." (City of Tucson 1961:15) This pamphlet, espousing the virtues of slum 

3 An ironic label considering the fact that it displaced a part of the community that 
is was meant to serve. 
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rehabilitation, the historic character of the Old Pueblo District, as the entire area 

was once called, might be preserved and provide Tucson with the same "cultural, 

commercial, and political nerve center" that slum clearance might provide (ibid; 

21). As seen in the pamphlet, this mind-set resulted from a system of federal 

funds available for urban renewal combined with the dominant ideology that run 

down neighborhoods were economic wastelands. The Old Pueblo District was 

seen as a "social liability to the community" (ibid; 2). Stylized clip art, typical of 

sixties governmental propaganda, fills the pages of the pamphlet offering the 

taxpayers monolithic declarations such as, "it's YOUR pocketbook. YOU NOW 

SUBSIDIZE THIS BLIGHT" (ibid). In contrast, a statement from a 1971 newspaper 

article refutes this viewpoint, "Welcome to Barrio Libre. You are in a slum only if 

you think you are; it is an eyesore only if your perception is limited; you will be 

ashamed of it only if you deny that the past is worth remembering" (Kamman 

1971:4). 

The area was redlined in 1960s and 1970s by insurance companies and 

banks, making it impossible to get a government insured loan to build or renovate 

a home (Jennings 1990:bl). Redlining may be seen as part of the cause for much 

of the deterioration that led to the attitudes of the sixties. 

While many residents surveyed in 1971 liked the new Community Center 

because of its close location, most regretted the destruction of the neighborhoods 

and the fact that many of the neighborhood's residents were "thrown" out of their 

homes (College of Architecture 1971). Most residents did not use the Community 

Center at that time because they felt that its activities were too expensive and they 

would "feel out of place" there (ibid; 57). On the eve of the impending 
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destruction of what remained of Barrio Historico it was said that, "Poverty is 

prevalent in Barrio Historico, and with it there is melancholy and gloom as a 

result of overcrowded living conditions. In contrast, however, there is still a sense 

of pride and of dignity" (ibid). It was this sense of "pride and dignity" that would 

save Barrio Historico from further destruction. 

Saving the Barrio 

The key event in the contemporary history of Barrio Historico was a 

seemingly innocent proposal to build a highway. In 1971 plans to build the 

Butterfield Highway, a name reminiscent of the old Butterfield stage routes that 

once passed through Tucson, were being finalized. The highway would be built 

through what remained of Tucson's barrio. That year, the Arizona State Highway 

Department acquired property in the proposed Butterfield expressway corridor, 

demolished several structures, and established an information center in the 

neighborhood (Giebner and Sobin 1973:10). 

At that time little money was being spent on new businesses and homes in 

the area and what remained of the barrio had deteriorated to the point that many 

took it for granted that the area would be demolished to make way for new 

development (ibid). Still, plans for the Butterfield Expressway met with 

opposition from neighborhood residents who had already lost many of their 

neighbors to the Community Center. Efforts to save the barrio commenced in 

September of 1971. Residents marched in protest along the route of the proposed 

freeway. Neighborhood leaders met to discuss ways to stop the development. 

The College of Architecture at the University of Arizona in Tucson prepared a 

report on the potential benefits of preserving the neighborhood. Petitions bearing 
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nearly 2000 signatures protesting the expressway were presented to the Tucson 

City Council (ibid; 54). 

At this time, developer Kelley Rollings, president of Rollings Motor Co., 

and other developers, began purchasing land in the barrio and converting its 

neglected buildings into businesses and rental units, further adding validity to the 

idea that preserving the Barrio was more important to the city than the need for 

the expressway (Beard 1972). The motives of these developers were suspect in 

the eyes of many residents. Critics worried that commercial development would 

drive out longtime residents due to increasing property values. They were afraid 

that developers like Rollings would evict tenants from the homes and apartments 

that he owned to convert them into commercial uses. Rollings, who was born in 

the EI Presidio District, defended himself saying that he "bought property to 

protect it from insensitive development, not out of some grand design to reshape 

it" (Burchell 1988). In this way, Rollings, and other developers like him, came to 

be seen by residents as both the saviors of the barrio and as "the personification of 

everything they fear about the future there" (Duarte and Burchell 1988:j4). 

On October 26, 1971 residents' efforts to save the barrio were rewarded. 

The Tucson City Council voted to ask the State Highway Department to refrain 

from demolishing any structures inside the highway corridor for a period of three 

months to allow time to examine other locations for the highway outside of the 

historic neighborhood. Citing Barrio Historico's historic value, the Council in 

January of 1972, voted to ask the Highway Department to undertake an 

investigation of these alternative routes (Giebner and Sobin 1973:11). 

At the same time the El Tiradito Committee, led by committee president 

Dr. Arnulfo Trejo, a professor at the University of Arizona, worked to list the 
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Wishing Shrine on the National Register of Historic Places. The effort, started in 

May of 1971, resulted in the listing on November 17, 1971. The entry of El 

Tiradito protected the shrine against destruction by federally funded highway 

construction but a threat still loomed over the rest of the Barrio (ibid). Trejo's 

comments at the ceremony celebrating the victory emphasize this grim fact: 

With this document we protect the symbol of 100 years of tradition 
in this barrio, representing the history of Tucson and the heritage of 
the Southwest... But among us are people who are still living in 
anxiety because the fate of their homes is still in doubt. I hope that 
in the same manner as today we may gather in the near future to 
celebrate the preservation of this historic barrio (Arizona Daily Star 
1971). 

The final step in saving the neighborhood began in November of 1971 

when the Pima County Legal Aid Society, on behalf of several environmental 

groups, Mexican-American organizations, and the El Tiradito Committee, filed an 

administrative complaint with U.S. Department of Transportation arguing against 

routing the freeway through the area. Their case was based on three points: 1) 

the expressway would destroy badly needed low-income housing; 2) the freeway 

would endanger a historic area, and; 3) an environmental impact statement, 

required by law, was incomplete (Giebner and Sobin 1973:11). At an executive 

meeting on January 11, 1992, between the Arizona State Highway Department 

and members of the Federal Highway Commission, the State Attorney General's 

Office, and representatives of the Pima County Legal Aid Society, the State 

Highway Department withdrew its plans to build the highway through the barrio 

(ibid). 

The barrio was safe from destruction by the highway but it was still not 

protected from other forms of redevelopment. On March 13, 1972 Arizona's first 
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historic zone ordinance was passed by the City of Tucson Mayor and council. This 

ordinance set forth procedures under which areas of the city can be designated as 

historic zones. According to the ordinance, new structures must comply with 

guidelines on height, setbacks, roof type, and architectural detail related to the 

context and character of the existing neighborhood. Demolition of historic 

buildings is also regulated (ibid; 12). Barrio Historico was finally granted 

protected status under this ordinance in 1975. 

However, even historic preservation didn't mean the end of the 

neighborhood's troubles. Its designation as a historic neighborhood made it a ripe 

target for developers who would renovate existing buildings at the expense of the 

low income families who live there. The earlier fears that gentrification would 

destroy the community came to the forefront in the minds of the residents. A 

1977 article in the Life/Style section of the Arizona Daily Star highlighted some of 

the resident's concerns about the effects of the neighborhood's historic status. 

The Anglo people are pushing us out so we can't find any place to 
live. I wish we had started getting together in a group before so 
many had been moved out. Other people feel the same as I do. Now 
we're going to have a barrio meeting every week to talk about it, 

said a woman who once paid $48 for a six room apartment, and because of 

gentrification had to move and now paid $70 for four rooms (Arizona Daily Star 

1977b: 1).4 Another resident, a young teenage girl whose family's taxes doubled 

in the preceding year, said this of the Anglos who were moving in: 

The new Anglo neighbors aren't all that friendly... I think they're 
scared of the people here. They get out of their cars, lock the doors 
and run into the house. Some put up big spotlights or fences. They 

^The article does not specify how often the rent was paid. 
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fit in like a ditch in the middle of Sixth Avenue. There're not many 
of us left--not many of us kids, mostly old people (ibid) 

These two comments reflect on a growing division in the community that existed 

in Barrio Historico. As long time residents, they considered not the changes in the 

physical landscape so much as the changes in their family and community. In 

contrast, a couple who had just moved into a renovated grocery store in Barrio 

Historico talked of material improvements in the neighborhood. 

If the historic zoning never had taken place, these dwellings would 
have been torn down-many would have deteriorated--and the tall 
buildings would have come over here... There's no hope for a 
continuation of low rents. But that's part of history, too-the natural 
progression of events (ibid). 

This article in the Star may have been prompted by the comments of John 

P. Collins, a juvenile court judge. In February of 1977, he declared that, "Tucson's 

Barrio Historico is being taken over by "outsiders, hip lawyers and artists, people 

who are borrowing other's cultural roots because they have none of their own" 

(Arizona Daily Star 1977a:al). A letter to the editor of the Star refuted Judge 

Collins' statements, objecting to the allegation that Barrio Historico's designation 

as a historic neighborhood resulted in higher rents. Instead, the letter said, the 

close proximity of Barrio Historico to the Community Center and to city, state, 

and federal offices made it an ideal site for lawyers and businessmen because it 

satisfied the need for quality office space nearby (Lomax 1977). 

By 1988 such issues were again prominent in the minds of people living in 

Barrio Historico. Before a home tour celebrating the restorations and the general 

improvement in the quality of the neighborhood in October of that year, houses 

and businesses were spray painted by vandals. Two years later, in reaction to the 
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vandalism, developer David Carter, who lives in the Barrio, said of the minority of 

Hispanics who disapprove of Anglos living, working, and building in the barrio, 

"All they seem to be good at is spray-painting signs telling the Anglos to get out. 

They painted a sign on [the house of] a neighbor of mine who did a lot of work 

fixing his place up and he has an Hispanic surname" (Jennings 1990)5 

The Anglo influence could be seen in the streets of Barrio Historico. For 

instance, some of the buildings in the barrio have been painted in bright pastel 

colors--"pinks, greens, yellows, [and] turquoises" (Cheek 1989) University of 

Arizona architecture professor Bob Geibner said in a 1989 article: 

"We Anglos have a tendency to make our statement on the outside 
of the house, which is what I think these colors are doing whereas 
the true Mexican house is kind of anonymous on the outside and the 
statement is made inside. I think what we're seeing here is an Anglo 
interpretation of the Mexican concept of color" (ibid). 

Neighborhood Organizations 

Residents have formed neighborhood organizations in response to the 

many challenges that have faced the neighborhood since the urban renewal of the 

1970s. The 1994 Comprehensive Community Development Plan for the Greater 

Santa Rosa Area identifies 40 neighborhood organizations, community 

organizations, groups of individuals, and government agencies who have interests 

in the barrio and surrounding neighborhoods. "The Greater Santa Rosa Area is 

blessed by a wide range of agencies, organizations, and individuals who are 

actively concerned with the future of the area. Yet each of these players has a 

different set of priorities and a different agenda" (Poster 1994:124-125). The 

barrio has indeed become "Contested Ground" (Davis 1991). 

5John Jennings, "The Barrio: Then and Now." 
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Since the late 1970s three neighborhood organizations have been 

particularly active in the barrio. While there are a multitude of other 

organizations operating in the barrio, the following three have been or are 

currently the most relevant to this discussion. 

The Tucson Barrio Association fTBA) 

In response to the perceived gentrification of the neighborhood, residents 

and local developers formed the Tucson Barrio Association in 1977. Their goal 

was to accomplish neighborhood improvement from the inside fPoppies and 

Porticos 1980). A self-help housing program was started in the early 1980s with 

block grants from the federal government. Seven barrio families were given the 

opportunity to build their own homes using traditional materials. Because of poor 

management and the expense of building with traditional materials, the project 

met with delays and the costs far exceeded initial expectations. In 1985 the City 

of Tucson took over the construction and completed the homes (Coile 1985). 

Soon after the TBA faded out of existence. 

The Barrio Historico Neighborhood Association fBHNA) 

In 1989 a crime wave swept through the barrio. In response to the crime 

wave, residents, both new and old, founded the Barrio Historico Neighborhood 

Association. While its initial aim was to fight crime, its role expanded to the 

promotion of a diverse community and the preservation of the historic character. 

Its bylaws state its purposes as: 

1. To encourage and preserve the community identity and provide a 
forum for common concerns. 
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2. To promote existing businesses and services and encourage 
development that is compatible with the character of the 
neighborhood 
3. To protect the character of the neighborhood which is a mixture 
of commercial and residential interest accommodating individual 
freedom of choice. 
4. To maintain the historic character of the neighborhood by 
working closely with the Barrio Historic Advisory Board and pursue 
the designation of the neighborhood as an historic district on the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
5. To work with all levels of governments and other community 
organizations to promote the above stated purposes. (BHNA 1992) 

Membership in the association is open to residents, property owners, and 

commercial tenants of the barrio. Non-voting membership is accorded 

individuals, businesses, agencies, and organizations with an interest in the 

neighborhood or the association. According to one resident, its most valuable 

function is that of a watchdog over the city. It serves to communicate residents' 

interests to the city government. Another function of the BHNA according to 

representatives is to build community. It has sponsored the annual Barrio 

Historico Home Tour, an annual Halloween Party, tree plantings and various 

other neighborhood improvement projects. To announce its activities it 

distributes a periodic newsletter to the residents of the barrio. 

The Pima County Interfaith Council fPCIC] 

The Pima County Interfaith Council (PCIC) is made up of more than 50 

churches, synagogues, neighborhood organizations and school groups operating in 

Pima County, of which Tucson is the county seat (Barrios 1985:al). According to 

a representative of PCIC, in 1992, PCIC leadership met with the City Council in an 

effort to declare Tucson "children and family safe." The mayor formed a 

committee to look at the issues that PCIC was concerned with. Together PCIC and 



66 

the city came up with three target areas-the Carrillo-Drachman area, Pueblo 

Gardens, and the Sacred Heart area. Once identified, PCIC organizers held one-

on-one and house meetings with residents of these areas to train and recruit local 

leadership. From approximately 103 meetings with barrio residents, PCIC leaders 

defined displacement of long time residents as their main issue. Youth crime was 

a second issue defined as important. 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 

The previous chapter provided a brief description of both the barrio 

landscape and it's historical development. This chapter outlines the methods that 

are used to help to explain the production of this landscape. The purpose of this 

study is to examine how the domestic property interests of residents provide the 

basis for actions and ideas that either contribute to or resist the production of a 

gentrified landscape. Thus the focus is on the interests, ideological orientations, 

and actions of the residents of the barrio. While a simple survey of the numbers 

of residents in various domestic property classes might provide a general picture 

of the domestic property interests of residents of the barrio, such an approach 

would not generate information about resident's actions or about the meanings 

they inscribe in the neighborhood landscape. Semi-standardized interviewing was 

identified as the best method for gathering information about resident interests, as 

well as their actions, and ideological positions. Berg (1995:35) argues that, 

"Particularly when investigators are interested in understanding the perceptions of 

participants or learning how participants come to attach meanings to phenomena 

or events, interviewing provides a useful means of access." Semi-standard 

interviews start with a set of predetermined questions but allow the researcher 

and the respondent to explore other topics of interest as they come up during the 

interview. An additional benefit of the semi-standard interview is that although, 

at the beginning of a study, the researcher is likely to be familiar with some of or 

most of the topics relevant to the study, the researcher may not be aware of all of 

the important issues in advance. 
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Twenty-two interviews were conducted. Eighteen interviews were with 

current residents of the barrio. Two were with non-residents. Two were with 

former residents. It was anticipated it would be difficult to obtain interviews with 

a representative population of the Barrio primarily due to the researcher's inability 

to speak Spanish and secondarily because the researcher was not known to the 

residents prior to the beginning of the research project. A technique for gaining 

entrance into the community was needed that would also provide a chance to 

interview a diverse and spatially distributed sample of residents. Initially it was 

thought that residents could recommend others in the neighborhood for 

interviews but the problem with this snowball technique was that it might result 

in a sample of residents having similar perspectives. 

Simple random sampling by telephone also had the problem of 

incompleteness. The 1990 census reported that sixteen percent of housing units 

in Barrio Historico do not have telephones (Poster 1994: 16). In addition, the 

inability of the researcher to speak Spanish could also be problematic since it is 

impossible to predict before a call is made whether the person answering only 

speaks Spanish. 

Thus, a combination of the two sampling methods was finally developed. 

Random sampling from a reverse telephone directory was combined with a 

snowball sampling technique. A reverse telephone directory, which lists phone 

numbers by street, was used to compile a population of potential people for 

interviews from which samples could be taken. The first name was randomly 

selected and after that every tenth phone number on the list was chosen to 

produce an initial sample of 30 phone numbers. The process was repeated to 

obtain a total sample of 61 phone numbers. Because the initial focus of the study 
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was exclusively on residents, business numbers were excluded from 

consideration.6 

Initial phone contacts were made in the afternoon and at various times 

during the evening to maximize the chances that someone would be at home. 

Out of the 33 successful contacts made, fourteen people agreed to be 

interviewed.7 However, circumstances, including the death of the father of one 

resident and the failure of one resident to meet at the scheduled time, resulted in 

a total of twelve initial interviews. Although efforts were made to reschedule the 

two failed interviews, they were unsuccessful. 

When patterns in the responses started to emerge and little new 

information was being gained from the initial interviews of the randomly selected 

residents, I decided to attempt to gain interviews with people who had not been 

included in the original sample. Nine additional interviews were conducted on 

the basis of introductions or suggestions from those I had initially interviewed. 

Most of the people in the original sample were either tenants or homeowners. 

Based on the suggestions of some of them I sought out interviews with individuals 

^There was some difficulty in using the reverse telephone directory. Many of the 
addresses in the barrio were not listed in the reverse telephone directory. For 
instance, on some of the shorter streets there were only two or three listings 
available and for one street there were no listings that appeared to lie within the 
boundaries of the barrio although from a visual inspection, there appeared to be 
addresses on that street. In addition, many of the numbers had been 
disconnected. 

?Six refusals by Spanish speakers or people with a Spanish accent occurred. One 
woman insisted that her opinion was not important despite my efforts to convince 
her that it was. Others refused before I could finish introducing myself. In 
addition, a woman, who has a Chinese name and did not appear to speak English, 
refused to be interviewed. All of the phone numbers were tried at least once. The 
28 unsucessfull contacts were either disconnected numbers or people who did not 
answer. 
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active in restoration and property development in the barrio. In addition, since all 

but two of the people interviewed were not active in the neighborhood 

organizations, interviews were sought with past and present leaders of the Barrio 

Historico Neighborhood Association and with representatives of the Pima County 

Interfaith Council. Interviews with a non-resident PCIC organizer and a resident 

active in PCIC were arranged by contacting the organization. 

Table 4.1 compares the characteristics of the sample that was obtained 

with similar characteristics of the neighborhood population derived from 1990 

census data. Hispanics, Native Americans, and tenants are severely 

underrepresented and persons over 65 years of age are slightly overrepresented. 

Even accounting for possible changes in population characteristics between 1990 

and 1995, it is clear that, in a quantitative sense, the sample is not at all 

representative of the barrio population. Although the sample was not ideal in 

terms of being demographically representative, in combination with other 

documentary evidence it appears adequate in that diverse perspectives of 

members of different domestic property classes were obtained. Because the 

analysis was focused primarily upon domestic property interests and not on other 

demographic characteristic of the population, the interviews allow for an in depth 

discussion of residents' relations to domestic property. 
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Table 4.1. 

Characteristic Neighborhood, 19908 Sample, 1995 

Percent Anglo 17 70 

Percent Hispanic 

Percent Native-American 

65 30 

9 0 

Percent African-American 0 0 

Approximately 22 Percent Over 65 15 

The Interviews 

The survey instrument was designed to elicit information about the 

residents' self identity, their relationships with their domestic property, and their 

relationships with neighborhood. Demographic questions about age, sex, 

ethnicity, occupation, and length of residence were designed to gather 

information about the individual's background. Each of Davis' domestic property 

interests (equity, liquidity, legacy, security, amenity, and autonomy) served as the 

basis for one or more questions included in the survey instrument. These were 

designed to elicit information about residents' interests in the property they own 

or occupy and their interests in relation to the neighborhood in which they live. 

Additionally, a set of questions, not directly based upon Davis' domestic property 

interests, about participation in neighborhood organizations, important places, 

and about their attitudes toward the neighborhood in general were also included. 

^The 1990 Census Percentages were obtained from Poster, 1994, Comprehensive 
Community Development Plan for the Greater Santa Rosa Area. The demographic 
statistics provided in the plan only include the catagories shown and thus do not 
add up to 100 percent. 
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These were designed to assess the ways that residents read, and help to shape, the 

neighborhood landscape.9 

The interviews were conducted during the months of April and May 1995. 

They took place in the home of the respondent or in another location chosen by 

them at a time that was convenient for them. 

As the interviews proceeded, it became apparent that not every question 

would have to be asked to accomplish the objectives of the interview. The 

respondent often shared information that related to other questions when 

answering even the initial question about what they call the barrio. In most cases, 

the respondent would often provide the desired information without prompting. 

Thus, most of the interviews were guided more by the respondent and not by the 

researcher and were thus more loosely structured than anticipated. The initial 

interview script served not so much as an instrument with which to guide and 

control the interview but as a list of topics to be covered. Questions were rarely 

asked in the exact order that they appeared on the interview script and some 

questions were left out depending upon the circumstances of the interview. In 

^The interview schedule was pretested through phone interviews with three 
residents of the El Presidio neighborhood located North of Barrio Historico on the 
opposite side of downtown Tucson from the barrio. El Presidio was chosen in part 
because of its similarity to Barrio Historico in terms of the locational issues and 
the historic preservation issues it faces. From this pretesting one question about 
the importance of living in an ethnically diverse neighborhood was eliminated 
because it elicited a generally negative reaction. One resident in the pretest 
indicated that he valued diversity in general but did not think living in a diverse 
neighborhood was an overriding concern. In discussing the question, he raised 
concerns about the likelihood that other respondents would not answer truthfully 
because a negative answer to the question could be perceived as a racist response 
whether or not the respondent had racist attitudes. 
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addition, a question was added to the interview schedule when the resident had 

moved into the barrio in the recent past. These respondents were asked about 

why they decided to live in the barrio. In a couple of instances, where the 

respondents had moved out of the barrio, a question about why they moved was 

asked. These questions initially started out as unscheduled probing questions, but 

were found to elicit useful responses. 

There were several instances in which circumstances prevented the direct 

use of the interview script. In one case this occurred when an unsolicited 

opportunity to interview a resident was offered. 

Initially the plan was to record the responses by circling responses or by 

writing in a short summary of the response on the interview script. However, 

because of the respondent's interest in directing the interview and the complexity 

of the answers, it became necessary to record the interviews on audio tape. The 

first three interviews were conducted without the use of a tape recorder. In 

subsequent interviews, responses were still recorded on the interview form to 

serve as a back up and to direct the respondent's attention away from the fact that 

the interview was being recorded on tape. This seemed to be an effective 

strategy. During a few of the interviews the respondents asked whether they were 

talking too fast when I continued to write after they had finished responding, 

despite the fact that their responses were being recorded on tape. Additionally, 

note taking slowed down the pace of the interview and allowed respondents time 

to reflect on their initial answer to a question and modify or add detail to their 

initial response. Another benefit of this pacing was that it kept the researcher 

from prematurely changing the direction of the interview by asking an additional 

question too soon. 
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Besides the initial three interviews, three other interviews were conducted 

without the use of the tape recorder. In one case, the respondent objected to the 

use of the tape recorder, in the second instance the interview was conducted over 

the telephone, and in the third it was felt that the tape recorder might have been 

an unwelcome intrusion. 

One interview in particular might be characterized less as an interview and 

more as an exercise in participant observation. A women whom I had just 

finished interviewing introduced me to her neighbors, two women who had lived 

in the barrio for most of their lives. They started sharing information with me 

before I had asked the first question. As the opportunity arose I prompted them 

for information relating to questions of the interview schedule. After a time the 

woman who had introduced me came back to check in and joined in on the 

conversation. I found myself observing and contributing to the conversation 

rather than directing discussion. 

In addition to the interviews themselves, my own impressions of the 

interview setting were recorded shortly after the interview was conducted. This 

most often elicited clues as to the way that residents' identities were embedded in 

their homes and their interests. For example, for one interview I was let through 

two chain link fence gates and past a rather threatening dog in order to gain 

access to the respondent's home. Though the respondent did not seem to think 

crime was a major problem in the barrio, it was clear that the resident was 

concerned about security and privacy. Clues about residents' interests were 

gained through the observation of the visual landscape of their homes as well as 

through direct interviews with the residents themselves. 
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After analyzing the information collected with the use of the interview 

schedule several weaknesses were apparent. The interview process elicited more 

direct information about accommodative rather than accumulative interests. 

Information on legacy domestic property interests was only gained if it was 

offered by the respondents themselves because the interview schedule lacked a 

question dealing with future uses of domestic property. However, one question 

did capture information regarding whether previous generations of the 

respondents' family had occupied the same house in the past. The interview script 

was also weak in that it did not directly address issues of equity and liquidity. 

This is not as troubling as it might seem because of the open nature of the 

interview. Respondents often offered information regarding equity and liquidity 

in their answers to other questions. Yet, equity and liquidity were rarely directly 

addressed. 

Analysis Techniques 

Each of the interviews was transcribed from the tape recordings. Two 

slightly different analysis techniques were used which corresponded to each of the 

two main research questions. The first method of analysis was used to address 

the first research problem concerning the similarities and differences in interests 

among tenants, homeowners, landlords and developers while the second method 

was used to elicit information about how residents interpret the neighborhood 

landscape and act or do not act based upon their interpretations. 

The first method was designed to produce a summary of each interview in 

terms of the interests that each respondent revealed. This was a deductive 

approach where each interview was reviewed for clues about interests in equity, 
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liquidity, legacy, security, amenity, and autonomy. This provided a basic 

summary of the information obtained from the interviews. 

The second primarily inductive phase of content analysis was based on the 

techniques of open coding, axial coding, and selective coding suggested by Strauss 

and Corbin (1990). This provided a closer analysis and summary of the data and 

allowed patterns not already present in the pre-existing theory to be revealed. 

The process involved searching the interview transcripts for patterns of words, 

themes and ideas. Some patterns emerged directly from the data while others 

emerged only after a purposeful search initiated in response to the previously 

framed research problems and theory. Thus while primarily inductive, the second 

phase of analysis tended to shift back and forth between inductive and deductive 

analysis. 

For example it was during this phase that ideological perspectives from 

which residents interpret the landscape emerged from the interview data. While 

during the course of the interviews several dominant ideological positions had 

begun to emerge, the suggestion by one resident that the barrio was really three 

neighborhoods rather than one neighborhood prompted a more intense 

examination of residents' ideological perspectives. As the process of analysis 

continued, three dominant landscape ideologies, similar to, but not identical to 

the three neighborhoods that the resident identified could be discerned from the 

interview data. Though ideological perspectives were not purposefully sought out 

in the data at first, theoretical sensitivity to the possible existence of ideological 

interpretations of the neighborhood landscape led to the initial identification of 

similarities and differences in the ways in which residents interpreted the 



77 

landscape. The search moved from induction to deduction after the interview 

mentioned above. 

Simultaneously, the data was purposefully searched for ways in which 

these landscape ideologies and domestic property interests motivated residents to 

take actions that either contributed to or contested the production of a gentrified 

landscape. This purposeful search was motivated by the predefined research 

problems. Later, reasons for inaction were similarly examined for clues as to why 

residents were not active in directly shaping the landscape. 

Throughout the process of the analysis several well defined conflicts were 

described by significant numbers of residents. For instance, one conflict involved 

the construction of two story homes. Another concerned displacement attributed 

by some residents to the neighborhood's historic designation. A third conflict 

between the BHNA and the PCIC was also identified. Descriptions of these 

conflicts from different residents were analyzed closely. Similarities and 

differences in the residents' interpretations of these conflicts were noted and the 

conflicts were reinterpreted in terms of domestic property interests. The close 

analysis of conflicts helped to further define the domestic property interests and 

ideological positions of the residents who were interviewed, and also facilitated an 

alternative interpretation of events framed by the theory of interests. This method 

was particularly useful in analyzing conflicts between the barrio's neighborhood 

organizations. At first there seemed to be little basis for conflict when 

representatives of the BHNA and the PCIC were interviewed. However, a closer 

inspection framed in terms of domestic property interests revealed subtle but 

significant ideological differences between the two organizations. These are 

discussed in Chapter 6. 
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While the analysis was primarily focused upon the interviews that were 

conducted, newspaper articles collected and reviewed previous to the 

commencement of the interview process served both to frame the analysis and to 

provide information which helped to fill gaps in the statements of residents. 

Though it would have been useful, no formal comparison between the 

interpretations of the barrio found in newspaper records and those of the 

residents who were interviewed were made. 

A discussion of the findings and analysis are presented in the next two 

chapters. Additionally, Appendix B contains some notes about ethical concerns 

that emerged during the research process. 
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS; THREE LANDSCAPES, ONE PLACE 

This chapter discusses the findings and analyses the interview data in 

relation to the first two research problems. The chapter also introduces and 

discusses, to a limited extent the fourth research problem. The first research 

problem concerns similarities and differences in interests among members of 

contrasting domestic property classes. The second research problem concerns the 

way that landscape ideologies represent the interests of groups of residents. The 

fourth research problem is related to conflicts that arise from differences in 

interests and ideologies. Because the discussion relies heavily upon the voices of 

residents it is important first, to relate more detailed information about the 

respondents. 

The Respondents 

Twenty-two people were interviewed. A profile of their identifying 

characteristics is found in Appendix C. While the majority of the people 

interviewed are current residents of the barrio, four are not. Three of the four 

non-residents are past residents. The remaining non-resident has an office in the 

barrio but lives elsewhere. Ten of the eleven property owners who were 

interviewed live in the barrio. Among these ten, five owned properties in the 

barrio from which they derive rental income. Three of the property owners 

described their primary occupation as the restoration, development, and or 

management of property. 

The average number of years that property owners have lived in the barrio 

is 22 years. The maximum length of residence in the barrio for owners is 60 years 
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and the minimum is four years. Four of the owners described their ethnic 

background as Mexican-American or Hispanic and one said that he is of mixed 

Mexican and Anglo background. The other six property owners have Anglo 

backgrounds. The oldest property owner is 81 years old and the youngest is 38. 

Three of the property owners are women and eight are men. 

Of the eleven non-property owners who were interviewed, seven are 

current tenants, two are former tenants, one lives with her family in the barrio, 

and one lived in the barrio as a child. The oldest tenant is 69 years of age and the 

youngest is 40. The average length of time that tenants have lived in the barrio is 

six years. The maximum length of residence in the barrio for tenants is 11 years 

and the minimum is one and one-half years. All of the tenants have Anglo 

backgrounds. Six of the non property owners described themselves as artists. 

Two were retired or semi-retired professionals, and one is currently employed in a 

professional occupation. Four of the tenants are men and five are women. 

Six of the people interviewed said that they are members of the Barrio 

Historico Neighborhood Association. Four said that they are currently active or 

have been actively involved in the past. Of those who considered themselves 

members, two are tenants, one is a former tenant, and three are property owners. 

Two of the people who were interviewed are active in the Pima County 

Interfaith Council. One is a resident and the other is a former resident. 

Two of the residents interviewed indicated that they are currently on the 

Barrio Historico Advisory Board. Both are property owners. One tenant and one 

property owner indicated that they had served on the board in the past. 

The sample, though not demographically representative of the barrio, is 

representative of a variety of domestic property classes in the barrio. There are 
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roughly equal numbers of tenants and homeowners. The equality in numbers 

means that the chances of either of these domestic property classes dominating 

the findings are reduced. Although only three developers were interviewed, they 

represent a smaller proportion of the population than either homeowners or 

tenants. Although six members of BHNA were interviewed, the neighborhood 

association was discussed extensively in only in two of these interviews and they 

are balanced by the two interviews with PCIC leaders which mainly focused on 

that organization. 

Interests 

Though the discussion that follows is derived from both newspaper sources 

and from interviews, it draws more heavily on the interviews. The methodology 

used to explore the first research problem involved the inference of residents' 

domestic property interests from the interviews. During the analysis, it became 

clear that the survey instrument functioned better at providing information about 

accommodative interests (security, amenity, autonomy) than accumulative 

interests (equity, liquidity, legacy). Nonetheless, residents often referred to 

accumulative interests without prompting during the course of the interviews. In 

general, the domestic property interests that residents expressed fit the expected 

pattern. Tenants generally did not have accumulative interests and instead 

mentioned accommodative interests. Homeowners focused more on 

accommodative interests but still had accumulative interests. Developers and 

landlords, even the one who did not live in the barrio, all emphasized 

accommodative interests but also indicated they have accumulative interests. Of 

all the interests, security was shared by almost all residents. While all residents 
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had amenity interests, there were considerable differences in the types of 

amenities they valued. Autonomy was perhaps the most contentious interest. At 

the level of individual parcels of property, autonomy was highly valued by 

property owners, and is pursued by tenants. In the following pages, the residents' 

domestic property interests are discussed in detail. It is difficult to deal with each 

class of domestic property interest separately because of their relational character, 

however some generalizations can be made about each of the areas of interest, 

and similarities and general differences among tenants, homeowners, and 

developer/landlords can be inferred. Consistent with the second research 

question, the discussion is framed by three prominent landscape representations 

derived primarily from the interviews and secondarily from documentary sources. 

Three Landscapes, One Place 

In the words of one resident, "There are three neighborhoods, not one." 

One group of residents celebrated the barrio as a place of freedom. A second 

group of residents defined the barrio as the product of and the setting for a way of 

life rooted in Mexican-American culture. A third group of residents described a 

historic barrio that is home to a diverse community. 

Davis notes the existence of what he calls '"ideologies' of property and 

place" (1991: 244). 

These clusters of ideas define the nature of the neighborhood's 
problems and prospects. They explain what sort of tenurial and 
functional relation people "ought" to have toward domestic property 
if the neighborhood is to prosper. They justify a specific course of 
collective action in solving the neighborhood's problems. Defining, 
explaining, and justifying a certain "commonsense" approach to 
property and place, ideologies of this sort play a special role in 
locality-based conflict. They promote solidarity among all who 
share this particular perspective. They accentuate the differences 
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among various property interest groups. They clarify the 
impediment or threat that one group poses for the property interests 
of another. In short, ideologies of property and place help people to 
become politically conscious of both the commonality of their 
interests and the opposition of their interests. 

I consider Davis' term "ideology of property and place" to be synonymous with the 

term "landscape." The three representations of the barrio, described above, are 

"ideologies of property and place, "-ideologies that guide both action and inaction. 

Each one represents particular interests and describes a preferred relationship 

between residents and the place where they live. Each one also plays a role in 

reproducing or resisting the capitalist relations that produce a gentrified 

landscape. Throughout the discussion that follows, the predominant names 

residents give the barrio-- Barrio Libre, Barrio Viejo and Barrio Historico-serve as 

convenient labels for these ideological neighborhood landscapes. The Barrio Libre 

ideology is implicated in the reproduction of market relations. In Barrio Libre 

autonomy over private property is pursued in the interest of increasing its 

accumulative potential. Barrio Viejo is a landscape ideology that resists market 

culture. Preserving the barrio's unique way of life and community is the primary 

interests that shapes Barrio Viejo. Barrio Historico both reproduces and resists the 

capitalist relations of the market, and is a compromise between the two extremes 

of Barrio Libre and Barrio Viejo. Barrio Historico as ideology embodies the 

interest of preserving historic architecture as well as a historically diverse 

community. 

Behind each of these landscape ideologies lie a community of residents 

who share similar domestic property interests. Like the members of textual 

communities that Duncan and Duncan (1988:117) theorize, they share a common 

reading of the neighborhood landscape. Residents who have recognized their 
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common interests have formed neighborhood organizations that promote 

particular landscape ideologies. Other residents have not become aware of their 

common interests, or their interests have not been threatened and therefore they 

have not participated in neighborhood organizations. In some cases, non-

participation is an act of resistance deriving from a recognition that the interests 

of the neighborhood organizations are not those of the non-participant. The 

following discussion outlines the three landscape ideologies and the interests that 

inform them in more detail. 

First though, it must be recognized, that in many cases residents 

simultaneously accept two or more landscape ideologies and consider themselves 

members of more than one of the communities involved in the production of 

landscape. For example, one resident explained how she did not seem to fit into 

any of the "groups" in the barrio. 

As a middle person, being Anglo, being a recent mover, and 
developing my art business there, I was never in any specific group. 
So I was always in trouble with everybody. I felt like, you know, I 
was in trouble 'cause I wasn't Hispanic, from the old families, so I 
didn't fit into that group and I wasn't a wealthy developer so I didn't 
fit into that group. 

Having grown up in Tucson, surrounded by Mexican-American culture, she felt 

ties to many different communities in the barrio and as a result did not feel that 

she wholly belonged to any particular one. According to Davis, "These multiple 

"orientations" occur not only because people who occupy a particular property 

position are also members of a particular class, race, and religion, but because 

some people occupy several property positions at once" (1991:260). This resident 

simultaneously occupies the position of a buisnesswoman and a resident. 
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Barrio Libre: Accumulative Interests 

As a landscape ideology Barrio Libre is used to legitimate the free workings 

of the market, and thus the gentrification of the neighborhood. Accumulative 

interests, combined with the interests of autonomy, construct the landscape of 

Barrio Libre. Barrio Libre means "free zone" or free neighborhood. For those who 

call it Barrio Libre, it is free in the best sense of the word. "There are a number of 

vieajitas who have qualms about it [the name] because in their memory there 

have been a lot of activities in this area that they consider too Libre. But I think 

Libre can be construed in many ways. I just construe it in the best way," said one 

resident. Davis describes a similar ideology that he labels "The Market." "Not 

only is The Market a neutral force that cannot be controlled, it is a fair wind that 

should not be controlled" (1991:127). In Barrio Libre, regulation by the State, in 

the form of historic codes, is an unwelcome limit to autonomy. The ideology of 

Barrio Libre links the production of the landscape to the free working of the 

market. 

According to production-based approaches, the market's need for 

accumulation drives gentrification. One resident offered his own theoretical 

understanding of how accumulation lies behind the transformation of the barrio: 

Yeah, real estate is all Monopoly. We don't give up playing 
monopoly. I guarantee you there isn't a real estate dealer in the 
country who didn't play Monopoly as a kid. Just didn't happen. The 
Russian culture grew [up] with chess as a national sport. Us [we] 
grew [up] with monopoly, and we could never get together because 
they played chess and we played Monopoly. And now we've conned 
them into playing Monopoly and we're freaking out, and this whole 
scene is Monopoly. The barrio is Baltic and Mediterranean, and 
some people from Park Avenue and Boardwalk wanna pump some 
money in so maybe we'll come up, at least, to a Marvin Gardens 
level. It's all Monopoly-real estate you know. Its so ludicrous. You 
can't take it seriously. 
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While this man compared Russian culture to American culture, he could have just 

as easily compared the barrio culture to that of the market. His metaphor of chess 

versus Monopoly describes the tension between community and accumulation 

that exists in the barrio. In his metaphor of upgrading the barrio to the Marvin 

Gardens level, he describes the workings of the rent gap and of capitalism's 

tendency toward "equalization of conditions and levels of development" that 

"emerges from the more basic necessity for economic expansion in capitalist 

society" (Smith, 1982: 142-143). 

Equity 

Equity was most important for one particular home owner and for all three 

of the developers who were interviewed. Tenants did not mention equity interests 

except when they were considering the purchase of a home in the barrio. 

Owner-occupiers 

Only one owner-occupier emphasized equity issues. Most owner-occupiers 

tended to focus upon the use value of their properties. When equity issues did 

arise, it was often in reference to the fact that they were attracted to the 

neighborhood because it was affordable. The one resident who directly addressed 

equity spoke in terms of the neighborhood rather than his own home. He saw the 

increasing property values in the neighborhood as a positive development. 

You know people start renovating from the core out. I think the 
whole neighborhood will benefit. You know run all the rif raff off 
and the welfare families will have to relocate cause the property 
values are going up. As the property values go up, it's worth it for 
the people who own the property to fix their places up because more 
people want to live down here. Rents get higher and get them 
leased and everybody benefits, I think. 
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Here he is expressing his desire to see the neighborhood improve. Unlike 

the views of many tenants, he sees rising property values as positive. As a result, 

he perhaps overstates the benefits of increasing property values. It is clear that 

the "riff raff' and the "welfare families" do not benefit from the higher rents. 

There are costs, both emotional and financial, associated with moving from the 

barrio. 

Tenants 

For tenants equity was not an overriding interest except in situations where 

they were considering the purchase of a house in the barrio. Equity for tenants is 

related to their ability to secure and maintain tenure in the neighborhood. 

Several of the tenants are renting primarily because they prefer to live in the 

barrio although they can afford to buy a house elsewhere. Since they can not 

afford to buy in the barrio they rent. Two tenants found that they could not 

afford to buy a house in the barrio. One said that she has been "gentrified out" 

because she can not afford the houses in the areas in where she would want to 

buy. At age 68 she does not feel that she can afford to expend time or energy on 

restoring a house and was thus limited to buying already restored or new houses. 

Another tenant whose lease is not being renewed, said that she would like to buy 

a house there but can not afford to buy in the neighborhood. 

Developers 

For each of the three developers interviewed, low property values allowed 

them to gain access to the barrio and provided an opportunity to increase the 

equity of their properties. One resident and developer who has restored and 

developed properties in the barrio moved there because of the availability of low 
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cost rental properties that he could purchase and renovate. "It wasn't really the 

neighborhood I moved here for. It was more I moved here because of the cost." 

He felt his reasons for moving to the neighborhood were the opposite of most 

people. 

Most people moved here because its such a neat neighborhood and 
they think it's a neat place to live. I was more interested in a 
reasonable place to buy rental property... and rental property that 
worked. After I moved in here, and lived here for awhile, I sort of 
liked the neighborhood. 

He moved to the barrio to increase the equity and liquidity of the properties he 

was purchasing. "My concept was that I would build a house, live in it for three 

or four years, then build another house and move on. You know sell this one, 

move to the next house." Instead, he has lived in the same house for the majority 

of the time he has lived in the barrio. While the potential to create equity and 

liquidity attracted him to the barrio, the particular amenities of the house where 

he lives have kept him as a permanent resident of the barrio. 

Liquidity 

Liquidity was most important for landlords and developers. Until recently 

many of the buildings in the neighborhood had been neglected for so long that 

rents were low and amenities were few. From the comments of developers, it is 

clear that liquidity and equity are both highly dependent upon amenity. A 

developer and landlord described how he increased the liquidity of his property 

by installing basic amenities. 

When I first bought these apartments here, there were five 
apartments with outhouse bathrooms in the back, and basically, 
rents were like $50 a month, and no one wanted to rent them. 
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Cause, who wants to live in a house that you have to share 
bathrooms with five people in an outhouse in the back? So I put 
bathrooms in all of the apartments and I brought them up to a 
standard that, pretty well, most people would be happy with. 

By adding basic amenities to the property he increased the ease of renting the 

properties and the amount of rent that he could collect. 

Once the basic amenities have been provided, landlords find that they do 

not have problems renting out residential spaces. One developer and landlord 

said that he regularly gets calls from people inquiring whether or not he has 

properties for rent. As a result he does not have to advertise in order to fill his 

residential properties. Several tenants described the difficulties they had in 

finding a place to rent in the barrio. One resident said that she often saw people 

driving by looking for sale signs and asking her about any openings she knew of in 

the barrio. 

Legacy 

Legacy interests were rarely mentioned in the interviews. One man, who 

described himself as semi-retired, said that he had added value to his property 

over the years a bit at a time and that his sons will inherit it. He thought that 

they would probably sell it rather than live there. 

Although most residents did not themselves express an interest in legacy, it 

was clear that residents other than those interviewed do have legacy interests. 

When a longtime resident dies, several residents said, their children often choose 

to rent or sell the inherited property rather than take up residence in the barrio. 

On the other hand, the mother of one man who was interviewed gave him an 

adobe barn that she owned. He has worked to restore it and make it a suitable 
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living space. When asked about what he liked most about living in the barrio he 

replied that he liked the fact that he does not have a large mortgage. 

Accumulative interests are represented in the landscape and ideology of 

Barrio Libre. They guide action that increases the equity and liquidity of domestic 

property and thus help to close the rent gap. As a landscape ideology, Barrio 

Libre both legitimizes and guides the gentrification of the barrio. Additionally, 

the accommodative interest of autonomy is integral to the Barrio Libre ideology 

and landscape. (Autonomy is not discussed in detail here because it is also an 

integral part of the Barrio Viejo ideology and will be discussed later. For now it is 

important to note that the autonomy of the individual property owner is an 

important component of the Barrio Libre landscape ideology.) 

For many of the residents, Libre is a negative representation. A 60 year 

resident said: 

Barrio Libre belongs way south of us, after 10th Street, and they 
wanted to call this and we [did] not agree to it. This is not Barrio 
Libre. It had never been Barrio Libre, my husband was telling them. 
This is not a barrio libre, this is a barrio viejo-way back, and they 
never called it. I read about Barrio Libre. It's south 10th Avenue 
way down. Now its Mervin's and all those stores right there...Way 
back that was Barrio Libre, not around here. 

When I asked her why she thought people called it Barrio Libre she said: 

I don't know. I heard a lot of stories about the Barrio Libre. It 
wasn't. But we were around here. We walk around then. I don't 
remember why they called it that way, Barrio Libre. I asked my 
husband too. Why... You know he was a teenage[r] around [here]. 
Why do they call this Barrio Libre when I never seen nothing wrong 
around? And they want to call this section Barrio Libre. And we say 
no, cause it doesn't look like that. They live in little houses. They 
don't even care to fix them up...Libre you know it means freedom. If 
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people heard that, they think everybody was banging each other 
with this and that. I don't think so... when I grew up. 

In this woman's mind the term Libre is synonymous with crime and urban decay. 

Libre does not signify freedom in a romantic sense but in a negative sense. For 

her, the barrio is called Barrio Viejo. 

Barrio Viejo: Accommodative Interests 

The Barrio Viejo landscape ideology resists the capitalist relations that 

produce gentrification by presenting barriers to development. Accommodative 

interests construct the landscape of Barrio Viejo. One resident offered to draw a 

map of Barrio Viejo (Figure 5.1). For him, Barrio Viejo extends from Cushing 

Street south to 22nd Street. Stone is the eastern boundary and the interstate 

forms the western boundary. Barrio Libre lies to the south of Barrio Viejo, 

anchored at the northeast corner by Santa Cruz Church. Barrio Viejo contains 

within it the neighborhoods of El Hoyo, Barrio Membrillo, El Jardin, Santa Rosa, 

and the Connie Chambers housing projects. Barrio Viejo is larger than Barrio 

Historico but smaller than Barrio Libre. Its boundaries are defined by a shared 

way of life. Maintenance of community is more important than the preservation 

of historic buildings. For one man who represented the barrio as Viejo, the 

traditional barrio setbacks and the close proximity of the buildings are seen as a 

fire hazard rather than an amenity. For others, the unique architecture of Barrio 

Viejo, is symbolic of community. Barrio Viejo was once a secure and autonomous 

community. Security and autonomy, though, are under attack. Crime is 

perceived as a problem and newcomers, outsiders, and strangers are exploiting 

the material culture of Barrio Viejo at the expense of the community. The pursuit 



and defense of accommodative interests- security, amenity, and autonomy-

define the landscape of Barrio Viejo. 
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Figure 5.1 Resident's Map of Barrio Viejo 

Security 

Security From Crime 

Most all of the people interviewed were interested in security from crime. 

In general, residents perceive the neighborhood to be a safe place. One resident 

said he could leave his door unlocked and not worry about someone walking in 

and stealing something. 

Despite a general feeling of security, the neighborhood is not crime-free. 

Petty theft, which residents perceived as connected with drug use, is the most 

common crime, residents said. These crimes are "inconveniencing kinds of things 

where somebody might break a window and crawl in and grab your TV set or VCR 

and run away with it," a homeowner said. 



93 

Most residents felt that violent crime was not a common occurrence in the 

neighborhood. Only two of the residents interviewed had directly experienced 

violent crime while living in the barrio. Several weeks before the interviewing 

had begun, a shooting incident between two young males had occurred. For some 

residents the shooting was a sign of the growing threat of gang encroachment. 

Security and the Landscape 

Many of the residents said that security was enhanced by the close 

proximity of the neighborhood buildings. This allows for neighborly surveillance 

and provides more opportunities for residents to get to know their neighbors. 

Because they know their neighbors, they are able to spot people who do not seem 

to belong in the neighborhood. This watchfulness was described by one resident 

who said, "The barrio has a set of eyes. You don't realize it but your neighbors 

know more about you sometimes than you know about yourself." Respectful 

relationships among neighbors make up for the lack of privacy that the high 

density encourages. One woman gave an example of how both watchfulness and 

respect for each others' space helps to maintain security without compromising 

privacy. 

Everybody kind of looked out for each other, but there was enough 
respect for personal space... Like one time this guy came by, who 
was schizophrenic and on medication, and he started just screaming 
at me on the streets, and people came over to see if I was all right. 
And so they had screened it. They perceived from what was going 
on, that I was uncomfortable and feeling threatened, and that this 
guy was a menace. It wasn't someone I was dating. So it wasn't like 
a personal argument where they would let it slide and just let us 
have our fight, because we needed to fight. They had made that 
judgement and knew I needed some help, and they came over. It 



94 

really felt like I had this little protection-like we were watching out 
for each other. 

Generally residents perceived that most crimes were committed by 

individuals from the neighborhood and that they often knew who committed 

specific crimes. One homeowner said "pretty much everybody knows who the 

trouble makers are which I think is an advantage of living in a community where 

you sort of know your neighbors." Another homeowner said, "the criminals that 

are really looking for something are coming to neighborhoods that they are 

assured have more valuables." 

Though the barrio may have eyes during the day, vision is hampered at 

night. One long-time resident perceived the threat of crime to be greater at night 

than during the day. He said that he did not feel it was safe for either he or his 

wife to walk outside at night but that in the past he could remember; 

as kids walking over from our house to visit our grandmother in the 
home next door. You could go out there any time day or night and 
not be plagued with gangs or be afraid of any homeless coming after 
you or something like that. They were at the time called hobos and 
they minded their own business. You could do anything you want 
you know up and down the street whatever time you wanted and 
there was no problem. Everything was just safe. Now even 
grownups can't walk and go out at night and do what they really 
want but we took some walks out at night and its pretty peaceful. 
That's the trouble, you don't know what crazy could be lurking 
behind the wall or something like that. We sort of try to keep 
within our limits. Unless we go in a car or something like that, but 
it's too bad that it's gotten to be like that. 

A perceived lack of security at night limits this man's mobility. 

Interestingly, this account stands in contrast to historic tales that the barrio was a 

crime ridden slum. A longtime resident and her daughter seemed intent to 

disprove notions that the barrio was an unsafe place in the past. The daughter 
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said, "That was a rough district right where the Community Center is. I was never 

scared [of the people there]. I would say 'Hi.' They would say 'Hi' to me. I felt 

comfortable." To this, her mother added, "Now you can do nothing like that. And 

they asked me cause we were so close to the black people you know they were so 

loud and they drink a lot. There were kids but they never bothered me." These 

comments in part suggest that racism was a the root of past negative perceptions 

of the barrio. 

Perhaps to make up for the fact that neighborly surveillance is not a fool

proof security measure, some residents have taken additional steps to secure their 

homes against crime. Common security features include chain link or wrought 

iron fences, iron gratings on windows and doors, dogs, and walls. At one 

residence, a gate blocked entrance to one of the few driveways that can be found 

in the barrio. In another case, entrance to the house was gained by entering first 

a chain-link enclosure protecting a car and then through a second enclosure 

surrounding the yard where a dog is kept. 

The historic compatibility of these security features is a concern to some 

residents. The historic guidelines discourage chain link fences and stipulate that 

the front of the house should be visible from the street (City of Tucson Planning 

Department, Barrio Historico Historic District Design Guidelines'). 

One resident and landlord integrated both historic compatibility and 

security into a house he has restored. The front of the house faces a semi-public 

courtyard separated from the street by an ocotillo fence. 10 The historically 

compatible fence provides privacy but also allows his neighbors to see into the 

courtyard. 

l°Ocotillo is a spiny desert shrub found throughout the Sonoran Desert. 



We could have built a big masonry wall but we saw a certain value 
in having his (the neighbor across the street) eyes being able to look 
into that courtyard so you know if he saw anything strange going on 
in there he could alert somebody. And he likes us being able to 
watch the front of his building. 

Response to a Loss of Security 

Security issues were the catalyst for the formation of the Barrio Historico 

Neighborhood Association. One of the founders and a past president of the 

association described the circumstances of its formation. 

In 1989 there was a big rash of petty burglaries and robberies and it 
was all drug related. People breaking into people's houses and 
stealing for their drug habits. People just got really fed up with it 
and so we called a meeting with the police department down at 
Carrillo School and from that built a liaison with the police 
department. We decided to incorporate and do bylaws and the 
whole nine yards and to actually create a neighborhood association, 
for protection, and also for a voice in city government... and I think 
that's been very effective. So it was a rash of petty crime that 
brought people together. And there were a lot of people down at 
Carrillo School. All ages, all colors, and male and female. It was 
neat. It was a real coming together of the community. 

The neighborhood association facilitated greater sharing of information among 

residents and provided them with a voice to petition the state for greater police 

protection. Currently officers patrol the neighborhood on bicycle and on foot. 

Many believe that the security of the neighborhood has increased as the 

neighborhood has improved. A nine year resident said that when he moved in, 

"on each block there was some kind of a drug dealing scene with guys hanging out 

on the street all of the time and cars coming and going at all hours and that's kind 

of moved away slowly but surely." However, even with the increased police 

presence some residents still do not think that it is enough. One resident who was 



97 

mugged said, "There might be bicycle patrols here and there but I don't see them 

here." 

Several residents mentioned that they had attended a meeting to organize 

a Neighborhood Watch. The meeting was held partially in response to a shooting 

involving two young boys that occurred during the day on April 18, 1995. One 

resident who works at a woodworking shop near where the shooting took place 

said that a coworker had witnessed the shooting and that friends of his knew the 

two boys involved in the shooting. His friend has, 

seen the kid who did the shooting many times. His home is directly 
across the street from her office. So it was all kind of shocking. 
[My co-worker] had the story of how he saw the kid get shot down, 
and she had the story from the parents and the family who lives in 
the house across the street, about what happened. So I was flooded 
with all of this information. That was kind of shocking. I hear shots 
a lot down here, but I kind of expect that. I'd like to think that it's 
just drunk kids shooting in the air or something, rather than 
somebody being blown away. But even after this guy was shot 
down, I didn't feel any less safe than I did before. It didn't really 
seem to change my attitude or anything like that. 

Perhaps because the circumstances of the crime were well known, this man 

did not feel his security was threatened. Other residents who did not know the 

details reacted with a greater concern for their security. 

Security of Tenure 

Tenants. Tenants were most concerned with security of tenure. Of the 

seven tenants and two past tenants who now live outside the barrio, four said that 

they had been forced to move or will have to move soon because of evictions, 

large rent increases, or because their lease was not renewed by the owner. 
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Several tenants expressed a desire to keep living in the neighborhood and 

when forced to move sought out a new apartment or house in the barrio. One 

tenant whose lease will not be renewed said that she might move to Mexico but 

expressed hope that she could continue to live in the barrio saying that "because 

I'm, you know, pretty nicely involved in the neighborhood and I know people who 

are in the process of or in the business of buying houses, fixing them up, renting 

them, and stuff like that, there could be another place for me." The house she is 

in now is especially well suited to her needs because it is big enough to both serve 

as a home and as a space for her business. Because of this she said that she would 

like to buy the house but that "the house across the street sold less than a year ago 

for $165,000 and this is a bigger house, a much bigger property, so there's no way 

I'll be able to afford what they'll be asking which will be $175,000 to $200,000. 

It's just totally out of the question." 

Owner-Occupiers. Homeownership provides a much greater sense of 

tenure security. This can be seen in the words of a former tenant who has just 

bought a house in the barrio. She and her husband were forced to move from the 

house they were renting because the owners decided to sell. As renters, they had 

lived at several locations in the barrio before buying. When asked about a place 

in the neighborhood that was especially important to her she said; 

My home is real important to me-and my yard. Yeah, I have a real 
strong sense of-I love to travel. I have a pretty active life. I mean I 
feel like I have a full life. I feel very fortunate. I go overboard 
sometimes and work myself till I'm ready to drop, but as long as I 
have [a] home to come to and sort of check in, it all feels OK. I like 
that a lot. For me a real sense of place, and a sense of home, and a 
place for my family to be is like essential. 
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She said that homeownership provides a different sense of security than living in 

an apartment. 

For all the residents of the barrio, security of tenure is seen to be 

threatened by the State, and more specifically historic zoning requirements. One 

resident, who is an architect, explained that; 

You have a historic neighborhood with a population that has lived 
there for a long time. They have historic roots. They might be low 
income or they are not well-to-do like some of the newer people like 
myself moving into the neighborhood. I'm not saying that I have a 
lot of money either. I like to work on my own buildings so it doesn't 
cost me as much as it costs somebody to hire a contractor and then 
come in and just do the whole thing in one fell swoop. Anyway, 
these people that have been there a long time, they don't often 
understand all the new requirements, the historic requirements, and 
the procedures of going through the advisory boards. So they have 
an aging relative that they want to have move in with them and they 
need to add a room on the back of the house and they discover they 
can't do it because they have all these restrictions that are being 
controlled by the new elite, or by the controlling Anglo group or 
whoever the group is composed of. [This group] is dictating what 
they can and can not do, and they cannot hire an architect to 
present the plans that will sell the idea to the advisory board or to 
whoever it is downtown. So suddenly they are being scrutinized 
much more closely because all this other development is going on 
and they just can't take care of their grandmother out back by 
creating a little... enclosing the porch that was there and giving her 
a little room. It's not as easy as it used to be. As a result they blame 
the change and all that is happening on a certain group and they 
feel like they are completely responsible and that we are affecting 
their lives. It's all understandable. You can see what they are 
saying when you start looking at it from their perspective or imagine 
what their perspective is. So I think there needs to be a lot of 
mending of relationships. Someone needs to help some of those 
people, understand what their needs are, and help them achieve 
their needs so that there is a give and take going on in this process 
rather than just turning a deaf ear and saying if you can't do it and 
can't follow our rules you are not going to do it at all. So pretty 
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soon they sell the house and they move further south or whatever 
they have to do. 

Here tenure security is related to a lack of amenity and to autonomy. The 

historic requirements limit the autonomy of residents to do the repairs and 

modifications that they need. For some residents, this lack of autonomy makes 

living in the barrio impossible given their need for basic amenities. Thus the 

historic zoning is perceived as a threat to tenure security for low income 

homeowners. 

Another ever-present threat to security of tenure is the direct action of the 

State. For long-time residents who remember the construction of the Community 

Center, the State remains the biggest threat to tenure security. One of the 

purposes of the Barrio Historico Neighborhood Organization, said representatives, 

was to make sure that the city did not complete the destruction of the barrio. The 

Community Center was only the beginning. The plans for the Butterfield Highway 

would have resulted in the displacement of many of the current residents of the 

barrio. The building of the police station, near the barrio, said some, also resulted 

in displacement of residents. Most recently, plans for the expansion of the Tucson 

Water facility in the barrio forced some residents to move according to a 

representative of the PCIC. 

Amenity 

The amenities found in the barrio were important for all of the residents 

who were interviewed. When asked what drew them to the barrio, most residents 

mentioned any number of the various amenities that exist there. Consumption-

based approaches to the study of gentrification argue that the consumption of 

amenities, including, among others, historic character, and proximity to cultural 
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institutions, is the driving force behind gentrification. Zukin (1991) links the 

conspicuous consumption of food and the conspicuous consumption of 

neighborhoods. "Gourmet food-specifically, the kind of reflexive consumption 

beyond the level of need that used to be called gastronomy-suggests an 

organization of consumption structurally similar to the deep palate of 

gentrification" (1991:206). One resident made a similar connection: 

This [the barrio] is more my style. And I have...urn, I don't know, 
maybe I romanticize this, but I'm a Midwesterner and there are 
certain things... When 1 go back to the Midwest, that I savor... 
Certain neighborhoods and foods, and my son lives in Santa Fe, on 
the Indian reservation. So I was sitting with his mother in law and 
she said that she made cowboy coffee. So I wrote all my friends and 
told them how, what a great time, it was having, you know, eating 
their food and drinking cowboy coffee. 1 like to savor what's left of 
regionalism. And I don't want to give you a big lecture here, but I 
feel that mass communications and that... All this regionalism is 
being flattened out and disappearing, and I hate all of the Kmarts... 
Like I don't go into Kmarts or those kind of places if I can avoid it. 

Here she savors cowboy coffee in much the same way as she savors "what's left of 

regionalism." Neighborhoods like Barrio Historico are all part of a circuit of 

uniqueness. While neighborhoods like the barrio have different names and may 

look a little different from each other, they too are like the Kmarts that this 

woman despises. This resident's interests in amenity lend support to the 

consumption-based theory. 

In terms of amenities there are downsides to living in the barrio. One 

woman who is a Hispanic newcomer said that she wished she had more closet 

space and perhaps a bigger garden. Often the cooling and heating in her adobe 

house doesn't work ideally. It's too hot in the summer and too cold in the winter 

but "it has a charm you can't fake. It's just there or not." The historic character of 
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her adobe house and the unique almost haphazard arrangement of the rooms in 

the house made up for the absence of other amenities. In general residents were 

less likely to mention the amenity of their own home than they were to mention 

amenities found in the neighborhood in close proximity to their homes. 

Proximity 11 

Most of the amenities of living in the barrio are locational and do not 

inhere in domestic property itself. Mills (1993:163) argues that gentrifying 

neighborhoods offer the advantage of being "strategically situated." The central 

location of most gentrifying neighborhoods enables residents to "articulate their 

daily 'paths' of reproductive practice with their longer-term goal-oriented 

'projects." Thus the residents' emphasis of the locational advantage of living in the 

barrio lends support to reproduction-based theories of gentrification. 

Proximity to Culture For many residents proximity to the downtown area 

cultural and other entertainment opportunities was an important amenity. The 

barrio is located near the Temple of Music and Art, the Community Center, 

numerous museums and art galleries, the Fourth Avenue Arts District, and is a 

short distance from the University of Arizona. 

As much as I dislike the Convention Center and I wouldn't have 
voted to have it there, I do like that I can walk to the Music Hall, the 
symphony and the opera. And I like being close to the Temple of 
Music and Art. I support all these little amateur groups, the equity 

11 The locations of many of the proximate amenities discussed in the following 
section are indicated in Figure 1.1. Map of Barrio Historico and Downtown Area. 
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actors. I go to the AKA theatre and the screening room and then 
they have a cabaret kind of theatre at TMA, 

said one resident. Because she does not have a car, she relies on the bus to get to 

events that are nearby but not within walking distance. 

Proximity allows residents to happen upon events that they wouldn't have 

known about otherwise. The availability of entertainment opportunities allows 

residents to find something without planning in advance. One resident described 

how she happened upon an event at the Tucson Children's Museum. 

I hadn't even known about it and I'd read the newspaper and all that 
and I didn't hear, or it didn't sound like what it turned out to be. 
And it turned out to be quite a large event. So we kind of happened 
on that. We went to a concert, a children's concert, that day... And 
walking by it on the way home. I participate when I kind of fall into 
things although I do seek out concerts. I mean, yeah, you've got so 
much. You know there is all of that so nearby; the Children's 
Museum, the concert halls, the Community Center, and there's 
downtown or Fourth Avenue which is pretty close. It's all part of it. 
Sometimes I seek it out. Sometimes I fall into it or somebody says 
hey "let's go," this is happening. I really think it's a terrific 
neighborhood. It's just you are surrounded by it in any given week. 
I mean a lot of times I have to work through the weekend and I 
don't have the time to pursue [activities], but when I do there is 
always something there and I really like that. 

Although proximity to the Community Center was generally seen to add to 

the amenity of living in the neighborhood, noise and parking problems associated 

with the Community Center detract from the amenity of living in the 

neighborhood. One resident who lives in an apartment across the street from the 

Community Center said that sometimes the music from the Community Center is 

loud enough that she can hear it. In addition, she lives near the Cushing Street 

Bar and the noise from bands playing on the outside patio sometimes bothers her 

even though the speakers are pointed away from the neighborhood. "It just 
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bounces off the walls of the center," she said. Parking and traffic problems 

associated with the Community Center were often mentioned by residents who 

lived in the northern and central areas of the barrio along Cushing, Convent, 

Main, Kennedy, and Simpson Streets. A homeowner who lives about two blocks 

from the Community Center said; 

It's hard to get in and out when the Community Center is having 
something going on. I don't know what anybody can do to solve it. 
Sometimes they will park in front of my gate. I can't even get into 
my driveway when there is something on. And they park in front of 
the fire hydrants. If there was a fire, the fire department couldn't 
get to it and it's just a mess down here when there's a big concert. 

Proximity to Work. Proximity to the work place was an important 

amenity. The barrio is a place where the spheres of home and work are 

combined. Ten of the people interviewed worked in their homes, studios, or 

offices located in the neighborhood while four people worked nearby in the 

downtown area. One former resident who now rents a combination studio and 

apartment in Tucson's arts district said; 

It's the old style neighborhood where you used to have your 
apartment over the grocery store and, you know, [you could] walk 
across the street to get something... 

...I hate to generalize, but maybe artists more like that space. 
Because I don't like to be separate from my work. It's my lifestyle 
and so it's inclusive. I like the ability to be able to be with the work 
and have the work there. 

One homeowner and his wife, whose family has resided in the barrio for 

several generations, have created a studio and gallery space in a house that his 

father purchased in 1904. They live next-door and enjoy the convenience of being 
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close to the studio. "It's nice because we live right next to where we work, where 

my wife teaches and where we have our gallery. So if anyone calls up and wants 

to see our paintings, well, we will just meet them there. It's the same phone 

number." 

Artists are not the only ones to take advantage of the combined commercial 

and residential zoning in the barrio. All of the developers and a few of the 

professionals who were interviewed either had their offices in their homes or in 

offices located in the barrio. 

Only three residents said that they worked a significant distance away from 

the barrio. For two of them, the barrio's location near to Interstate 10 allowed 

them to get to work quickly. In addition, because they are commuting from the 

center outwards, they miss the heaviest traffic on the way to and from work. For 

the third resident, there was a tradeoff between the other amenities that the 

barrio offered and the distance to his work place. 

We were renting on the other side of town and we happened to 
stumble across this place and my wife and I both fell in love with it. 
I was a little bit against it at first because of the distance from here 
to my work but that really isn't a problem. I don't know its just the 
general atmosphere of the house itself. It's got a lot of history in it. 

Other Advantages of Proximity. Proximity was especially important to the 

elderly residents who were interviewed. One interview was conducted with an 81 

year old Hispanic woman and her daughter. The woman has lived in the barrio 

most of her life. After her husband died a few years ago, her adult daughter 

moved in with her. Both valued the fact that everything is convenient. The 

daughter liked the proximity of the Community Center and San Augustin 
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Cathedral. However, the apartment they live in now is too small for their needs 

and they are contemplating a move to a larger house outside of the neighborhood. 

They had been having difficultly finding a suitable house partly because they 

hadn't really looked but also because, as the mother indicated, "I go out a whole 

day looking for where to buy and I can't find nothing. You know why? I've been 

here so long that everything is so far from me...So far everything you know. For 

me, I'm so used to being around, but I'm going to sell God willing." In part her 

statement reflects a certain attachment to the barrio. But the statement also 

reflects the fact that a move would limit her mobility even though she says that 

she doesn't go out as much since her husband died. She has gotten used to living 

in a neighborhood where everything is close by. 

Both the woman and her daughter expressed a nostalgia for the past when 

Tucson's finest department stores, theatres, and a soda fountain were located 

within walking distance in downtown Tucson. Although these particular 

amenities have vanished from the downtown area, they are still able to take the 

bus from the neighborhood to the El Con Mall, a contemporary equivalent of the 

downtown business district of the past. In terms of amenities, such as these, 

downtown Tucson has declined. In the words of another resident, "[T]here's no 

good shopping downtown." 

An elderly resident who has lived in the barrio for about four years, 

abandoned her car as her primary means of transportation when she moved to the 

barrio. Her car had "died" before she moved to the barrio from a far-flung 

apartment complex. She shopped for a new car a couple of times but decided not 

to replace it when she moved to the barrio preferring to take the bus to go 

downtown and to the University of Arizona rather than driving. She feels that the 
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bus service to her house is quite good and it allows her to get along without a car. 

She also values the proximity of San Augustin Cathedral. 

She relied on the Farmer's Market in the nearby Armory Park neighborhood 

for groceries and often visited the B&B Cafe located next-door to the market. She 

said, "I used to go there every Saturday and it was a great kind of socializing place 

and I made a lot of friends there. I loved that the post office was next door. 1 

used to write postcards every Saturday. I could almost fantasize that I was in a 

little European cafe and I loved the products-- you know the fresh veggies." 

Unfortunately, she has begun to suffer from an arthritic condition that limits her 

mobility. As a result she has not been able to visit the cafe and market for the 

past few Saturdays. The Farmer's Market and the B&B Cafe were popular places 

for several of the residents interviewed. With a sense of loss, they told me that 

the Farmer's Market is going out of business and the cafe is moving. 

One of the disadvantages of not having a car in the barrio is the lack of 

suitable grocery stores in the neighborhood itself. The closing of the Farmer's 

Market will mean added difficulty for residents of the barrio who want fresh 

vegetables. While the last of the Chinese markets in the neighborhood, Jerry's Lee 

Ho Market, is still in business, most residents felt that it didn't suit their needs. 

"From a yuppie point of view it's a pretty horrible place to shop. The fruits are 

never prime like you would get at Safeway. They mainly serve the diminishing 

Spanish community. It was built on serving that community," said one resident. 

Another resident said that she valued the store but that it doesn't really have a 

complete "shelf of produce and so forth and as a result a lot of the stuff goes bad," 

and suggested that, 
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"Maybe with more capital, he [the owner] could make it a much 
more rounded grocery store. And I think there are lots of people 
who would love to have a well stocked grocery store in the 
neighborhood. I would love it. And that's a good location. It's a 
grocery store and it's been a grocery store for a long long time." 

One resident said that the market was not a place where she would go while she 

had the option of getting in her car to go to larger grocery stores and drug stores 

outside the neighborhood. Several people mentioned that they thought it was 

dirty and one even exaggerated saying that she had to hold her nose every time 

she went in there. 

Not all residents rejected the neighborhood grocery stores. One resident 

likes "the amenity of having a couple of little grocers in the neighborhood." 

Another said that it was one of her favorite places in the barrio. One of the 

former residents who was interviewed said that he sometimes goes back to Jerry 

Lee Ho's Market to hang around for an hour or so "just to stay in touch." 

In addition to the disappearance of the neighborhood grocery stores, two 

residents expressed regret at the disappearance of vendors offering fresh fruits 

and vegetables, homemade tortillas, or tamales door-to-door. One man even 

offered knife sharpening at the door. Surprisingly, this door-to-door service 

economy has only disappeared in the last two years. In the past, the barrio was 

not only conveniently located in relation to stores and businesses, but residents 

didn't have to walk further than their doorstep to obtain some goods and services. 

Residents appreciated the fact that there are several good schools nearby. 

Both Carrillo School and Drachman School were regarded positively. One 

resident was looking forward to having her son attend Drachman school the next 

school term and liked having her son attend Carrillo. Another was looking 
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forward to her daughter attending Carrillo in the future in part because of its close 

connections with the neighborhood. 

I like Carrillo School. The principal there is a former neighbor and a 
former student at Carrillo so he's gone full circle too and he's great. 
He really cares a lot about the neighborhood, about the school, 
about the kids, and about them really developing a sense of pride in 
their neighborhood. And so that's neat. I think that's a real 
important dynamic for our future kiddos. Our kiddos today are 
going to be our future. 

Another resident felt that Carrillo School "unifies the whole area and makes it a 

neighborhood." 

Other nearby amenities residents often mentioned were the El Minuto 

restaurant, the La Suprema tortilla factory, and a now closed snowcone stand. 

The proximate amenities discussed above make the barrio an ideal place 

for older people with limited mobility, professionals who work downtown, artists 

who want to live close to the arts district, university students, and people who like 

the general density of an urban environment. This fits reproduction-based 

theories of gentrification in that the neighborhood's centrality helps residents with 

special locational needs articulate their daily life paths. The barrio's central 

location alone makes it an ideal place for many people. While these locational 

amenities are important, for many residents the most important amenities found 

in the barrio are a sense of community, history, and culture that cannot be found 

anywhere else in Tucson. 

Historic Character and Community 

Many residents said that they were initially attracted to the barrio because 

of its historic character. When asked what the most important qualities of his 

home were, one resident placed its historic character first. "Historic character is 



\ 

110 

really important and I think that includes the neighborhood... the historic 

character in the neighborhood." Thus, historic character as an amenity refers not 

only to one's own property but that of all other residents in the neighborhood. 

Beyond historic character, the historic culture of the barrio was greatly 

valued. For most residents interviewed, historic preservation meant more than 

just the preservation of buildings but also the preservation of a way of life 

centered in the neighborhood. Earlier it was noted that some residents felt the 

density of the barrio contributed to security. The dense structure of the 

neighborhood also provides residents with a greater opportunity to enter into 

relationships (both good and bad) with their neighbors. For many this was the 

most important amenity of living in the barrio. One resident, when asked what he 

most liked about the barrio, said: 

You know your neighbors if you live in this neighborhood. If you 
live on the North Side you don't know your neighbors. You don't 
hate them, you don't like them... You don't even know who they 
are so you can't have a relationship with them. And 1 think when 
you have relationships with people you have good relationships and 
bad relationships. So I think that you have that tendency in this 
neighborhood. You have relationships with people. Some of them 
are good. Some of them are bad. There's always squabbling and 
fighting about something so I think that's one negative aspect and a 
positive at the same time depending upon what day it is and what 
year it is. 

According to a life long resident, this nature of these relationships among 

neighbors has not changed over the years. One of the most positive things about 

the barrio for him was: 

That everybody gets along. Everybody looks out after each 
other...It's, you know like in olden times. You know, years ago 
where they used to cook and send it [meals] to their neighbors so 
you know it's friendly. 
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Another resident describes the way his barrio 'family' engaged in weekend 

celebrations. 

Right next to us there's fourteen one room apartments, very low 
rent. It's predominantly Hispanic and poor. And that was kind of 
our family. So culturally, every weekend, we'd sit in the garden and 
play music and just be good neighbors. It was a tribal affair. So 
when you're in that situation, you don't look for the touristy things. 
You hope they don't come. I would say there were twenty-five to 
thirty people in our immediate family-our neighbors-and we 
partied communally together at least once a week. We were a 
community. A real good one, the likes of which 1 haven't seen since 
I was a kid in New York. 

Many residents felt that the unique proximity between neighbors in the barrio 

contributed to the sense of community. One tenant said; 

I like being where all of these unusual buildings are and there is 
something about the high density, you know. They are all right next 
to each other-there are no yards between. So everyone is fairly 
closely packed and because of the close proximity, you get to know 
people easier and you do feel more like a cohesive unit and 
everyone feels as though they belong to the barrio like it's a definite 
neighborhood identity. 

History and culture are linked in the minds of residents. The proximity of 

neighbors is perceived to contribute to the barrio's communal culture. This 

culture is also inscribed in the architecture of the barrio. Without historic 

preservation the culture of the barrio would have been completely destroyed, 

some residents argued. One resident felt that historic preservation was 

"paramount" and said that if the neighborhood "had not been designated as a 

historic district it would be gone." But he also had reservations about efforts to 

recreate the barrio. 

The alive part of town was in the barrio~or what was destroyed to 
put up the Convention Center and office buildings. They just wiped 
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the barrio. It was seen as culture. It was life. It was unbelievable 
life and the Community/Convention Center destroyed that part of 
the cultural heritage. It's pretty aesthetically. Tucson doesn't have a 
decaying downtown. If the barrio survives with no Spanish 
speaking people, it's going to be another Old Tucson-just another 
movie set-building a museum piece-no sense of culture. You know 
in 50 years they'll parade out some dances and some real polished 
professional people and say this is what our culture was. No it 
wasn't. 

Here he echoes the sentiments of most of the people who were 

interviewed. Historic preservation without preservation of the cultural heritage 

will mean death for the barrio. To remain a vital neighborhood some sense of the 

"tribal" community must remain alive. He agrees with another resident who said, 

A lot of beauty is in the eye of the beholder and I find a great deal of 
beauty in this neighborhood~in the people, in the history, in the 
diversity, in the fact that you can still walk down the streets and 
hear two or more languages being spoken. I like that. 

A measure of the neighborhood's vitality, they both said, is that Spanish is still 

spoken in the barrio. 

This same man, when asked what he calls the neighborhood, replied that 

there wasn't one neighborhood but three-the commercial neighborhood, a yuppie 

encroachment, and what he termed the "underbelly" neighborhood. He described 

the community he calls the underbelly as "tribal" and compared it to the diverse 

communities he had experienced as a child growing up in New York City. 

It's a good loving tribal community. It's one of the last few tribes we 
have left in Tucson. Really tribal, the society in the inner cities has 
gotten screwed up because we've forgotten that we're tribes. When I 
grew up as the son of an immigrant in New York City in the twenties 
and thirties, every tribe had its area. There was the Italian 
Community and that was split up between the Sicilians and the 
Italians. There was a Polish community and they split up. It was 
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tribes; the Hungarians, the Czechs, the Estonians, the Jews. But if 
you were a German Jew you were in one neighborhood and if you 
were an Eastern European Jew you were treated differently--you 
were in another neighborhood. But it was a real tribal concept and 
you felt secure in your tribe. The Supreme Court wiped away our 
tribes, tried to create the Tower of Babel and screwed us up and 
that's what you find in the barrio. 

These three communities, he said, do not exist in isolation from each other but 

come into a conflict that he described as analogous to colonization."Now you got a 

yuppie encroachment on the heart of the underbelly." Later in the interview he 

described it more fully. 

It's a community and the yuppie invasion is destroying that sense of 
community. It has its own little enclave that's no different than the 
19th Century British going into Rhodesia or going into Uganda or 
Germany moving into its Colonies. Kenya, I think, and Uganda were 
both former German colonies during World War One. But it's kind 
of White Man's burden. We're civilized and we're going to teach you 
savages about life and it doesn't work. And the underbelly is going 
to lose because the yuppies are going to end up buying the whole 
place. They're the only ones with the money to buy it and as they 
do, there will be less Spanish spoken in the barrio... 

I was very interwoven with the community and its just a deja-
vu situation for me because I've always been around when the 
yuppie encroachment on the slums happens. You see it's a natural 
thing. Every generation produces its own entrepreneur and they've 
always got to find their statement. So every generation will find a 
new generation to rehab. Its a kind of self cleansing of the cities. 
You know we can't get on a Conestoga wagon and go west anymore 
so the only way we can pioneer is to go back into the cities that we 
deserted twenty years ago. And some of us with that kind of 
pioneer zeal, with that you know, I can make it work. I'm not going 
to be afraid of you because you're a different color, different 
language... And there has to be a place where cultures meet and 
there's usually a lot of good energy that goes into making those meet 
because they're people who are not that intolerant that they can live 
in the community and they usually have very good intentions... And 
not only here, but that's repeated in every emerging from the shit, 
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you know, real piece of real estate. There has to be somebody who 
can live with the savages. That's the way society functions. 

Smith (1992) analyses gentrification similarly in terms of the "Myth of the 

Frontier:" 

As a new frontier, the city bursts with optimism. Hostile landscapes 
are regenerated, cleansed, reinfused with middle-class sensibility; 
real-estate values soar; the new urbanites are upwardly mobile; elite 
gentility is democratized as mass-produced distinction. The 
contradictions of the actual frontier are not entirely eradicated in 
this imagery, but they are smoothed into an acceptable paradox. As 
with the old West, the frontier is idyllic but dangerous, romantic but 
ruthless, (ibid; 70) 

Unlike the mythmakers that Smith describes, this resident is troubled by and 

critical of the contradictions inherent in the frontier myth. The barrio is a place 

where cultures meet and in that sense it is a frontier. More specifically, it is a 

colonial frontier where old ways are replaced by the new. This resident, like 

researchers of gentrification, theorizes a struggle between accumulation and 

community in which community is always lost. 

Loss of Community. Indeed a few residents, who live near Cushing Street 

on the edge of the neighborhood, either had experienced a decline in the sense of 

community in the barrio or never came into contact with it because it has already 

disappeared. Two people said that they did not really have any neighbors and felt 

that there wasn't much of a sense of community in the barrio. One was an older 

woman who had been living in an apartment on Cushing street for two years. Her 

neighbors are businesses, professional offices, and the Cushing Street Bar. She 

came to the barrio to be closer to the arts community but feels that she has gotten 
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as much out of the arts district as she can. As a consequence of this and because 

of a feeling of isolation, she is planning to move back to her foothills home. 

Another man, who owns a house on Meyer not far from its intersection 

with Cushing Street, also said that he did not really have any neighbors, but that 

he did know the few people who lived close by. Some of his neighbors were 

seasonal residents, migrating South to Tucson for the winter and back North for 

the summer. The majority of his other neighbors were renters whose short term 

presence in the barrio did not make them easy to get to know. 

A third resident who lives on Convent Street moved into the barrio because 

of the sense of community and because he could find work helping with 

restorations as a contractor. As a result of his involvement with numerous 

restorations in the barrio, he feels he knows just about everyone who lives there. 

On the other hand, he has noticed that in the eleven years he has lived there, 

most of his neighbors, who were tenants, have been forced to move out because 

the buildings around him have been converted to commercial use. 

It's changed a lot in the last ten years. It's getting to the point where 
I think I would like to move because it doesn't feel like a 
neighborhood anymore. It feels like some sort of real estate 
adventure and that's a drag. A lot of the people have moved out. A 
lot of the artists have moved out. In fact where I live right now, 
opposite me, is I guess some sort of gallery and all on the other side 
of the street is offices now. All the way down to Cushing Street is 
pretty much offices now. There used to be people that lived over 
there. Now they are all gone... Used to be families and stuff...So it 
seems like people are becoming secondary in the neighborhood and 
property is becoming primary. 
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View 

Culture, history, community, and economic interests all converge in the 

amenity of view. Three residents mentioned that views of Sentinel Peak, also 

known as "A Mountain" after the whitewashed University of Arizona "A" located 

on the slope facing Tucson, or the Santa Catalina Mountains, were important 

amenities for them. For one resident the view was even historic. "I could stand 

on the corner of Meyer and 17th Street and look out toward "A" Mountain and I 

saw exactly the same thing that somebody saw a hundred years ago saw. Very 

little change. That was very comforting." Another resident, when asked, realized 

during the interview that she considers "A" Mountain to be part of the 

neighborhood both in terms of it being a landmark and as being literally a part of 

the neighborhood. "From the front yard you can see it. I do feel like it's part of 

the neighborhood. That's an interesting concept, cause I've never really thought 

of that before. A lot of the foundations for the homes are from Sentinel Peak so 

that's certainly contributed to this neighborhood from the foundation up." In the 

barrio, even the view is historic. On the Fourth of July, "A" Mountain becomes a 

focus for the whole neighborhood. When asked about significant cultural events 

in the neighborhood, several people mentioned the Fourth of July fireworks on 

Sentinel Peak. "People around here put their chairs out on the street and on the 

sidewalks and watch the 4th of July celebration and to me that's a real neat time 

of coming together for the neighborhood." Community and history are linked in 

the view of Sentinel Peak. 

Autonomy 

As a domestic property interest Davis (1991:61) defines autonomy as both 

the freedom of an individual to exercise control over domestic property and the 
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independence that the ownership of domestic property affords an individual. 

Thus as self-government, autonomy often becomes synonymous with control over 

private property. At the level of the neighborhood, autonomy can mean the 

freedom of neighborhood residents to govern their neighborhood. 

Autonomy is perhaps the most contentious interest in the barrio. While 

none of the residents interviewed said that historic preservation was unimportant, 

a few homeowners and developers said that the current regulations restrict their 

autonomy too much. Other residents said property owners and developers have 

too much autonomy and as a result are bringing about the gentriflcation of the 

neighborhood through unhistoric construction that appeals to a higher income 

population. 

Tenants 

The autonomy of tenants is limited to the private sphere. They have little 

power to shape the neighborhood landscape on their own. The autonomy that 

they do have is negotiated by a lease agreement. The modifications that they 

make to the leased property are more often than not hidden from view and are 

temporary in nature. One tenant said, "Tenants have no say at all. I guess you've 

got to be an owner and even then you aren't likely to get much [say]". The 

developers, he said, "they are the ones that are really ruining the neighborhood 

because they are buying, they are physically changing it. They have the money 

and they are doing it." 

Property Owners 

Property owners have considerably more autonomy over their property 

than do tenants. Their autonomy though is limited by the historic zoning codes. I 
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asked one resident if homeowners had trouble modifying or building on their 

property. He said, "No, they can do it as long as they don't change too much of 

the front." Even the autonomy of homeowners over the visible landscape is 

limited. When homeowners or developers want to undertake any repairs that 

become visible from the outside they must get the approval of the neighborhood 

advisory board, a historic commission, and the planning department. Some 

homeowners think this is too much. 

I know from personal experience when I got the permits to build this 
addition I had to go through five separate committees and have five 
rewrites of my plans and it's a major pain in the ass because the city 
doesn't have one committee that can look at it or all five committees 
don't look at it and share information. They go one at a time, one 
by one, and you have to jump through every hoop that each one of 
them has for you. So they each recommend their own little 
modification of your plans and then you have to go back to your 
architect, get a rewrite and then you go for their stamp. And then 
you go to the next committee and they make you rewrite again. 
Then you go to the next committee and they make you rewrite 
again. It's an effort in futility. If they had one committee that you 
only have to go through this once, I think it would... Well it took me 
eleven months to get my permits. 

Though developers have to go through the same review process, their 

greater resources in terms of money and experience allow them more control over 

modifications to their property. A developer said that if a property owner "asserts 

himself and is willing to perhaps go through a lot of committee meetings," he can 

obtain more control over the nature of modifications to his property. He 

continued, 

But most ordinary people are not involved in the full time business 
of developing and redeveloping properties down here. They are not 
familiar with the regulatory routine and if some advisory group tells 
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them they have to do such and so, they feel obliged to do so. They 
swallow the expense and it's not worth the time and effort they 
would have to put into it from scratch to learn how to get around 
it... If you are experienced, if you know all the hoops and buttons to 
push, you can get around it. 

Another developer who is on the historic advisory board said, 

The more tenacious you are the more likely you are to be able to do 
what you want with your property... I mean certain people in this 
neighborhood wanted to rip down a house. We fought it, fought it, 
and fought it and they just fought back and they ripped it down. 
Basically you get to the point if you want to try hard enough you 
can do it. If you know how to do it and you've got the time and the 
energy and you really want to do it, you can basically do, I wouldn't 
say whatever you want with your house, but you know, you can 
probably rip down houses. 

Even though developers have greater resources with which to negotiate their 

autonomy, one developer is unhappy that this negotiation must take place. He 

criticized the advisory board saying that it; 

served a function when it was originally set up in helping to steer 
people to appropriate redevelopment and avoid say a bunch of Taco 
Bells down here. It's now something that should be put mercifully 
to sleep. It's a bunch of busybodies imposing their personal 
prejudice on a whole series of other people who are simply trying to 
do what they think is best for their own property. And except for 
folks like Habitat for Humanity and the City of Tucson, most of what 
people want to do down here, I think very much, is within some 
reasonable notion of what's appropriate. 

The three developers who were interviewed aren't in total agreement on this 

point. A developer who is a member of the advisory board, wouldn't agree with 

this depiction of the board. He feels that the board works "quite well." 
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I mean it has its good and bad things and I always think they treat 
me unfairly when I do my projects, [laughing] But in general I 
think it's a fairly fair group and most of the new stuff built in the 
neighborhood isn't bad. It's hard. It's a hard thing to do. [A hard 
thing to do] is [to] try to tell someone in America what they can 
build and what they can't build on their lot. And it's like it's my 
property I should be able to do what I want. It's sort of like the 
American idea but it's not like "hey who are you to tell me that I got 
to build a house that looks like the rest of the houses in the 
neighborhood I want to build this other thing." In general, I think it 
works and I think that it hasn't antagonized too many people, but it 
has antagonized some people. 

Neighborhood Autonomy 

Conflict has centered around the autonomy of the neighborhood as a whole 

to govern its affairs as well as around the autonomy of individual property 

owners. Some residents perceive that the once relatively self-governing 

neighborhood has increasingly come under the control of outsiders as it has 

become more accessible. According to one longtime resident, a sign of increased 

accessibility and consequent loss of autonomy was the inauguration of the annual 

home tour sponsored by the BHNA. He feels that the annual home tour sponsored 

by the BHNA threatens his privacy, security, and autonomy and labeled it 

"exploitation." He didn't like the fact that hundreds of people were walking past 

his property and that they were taking pictures of his home. People should ask to 

take pictures of his home, he said. Autonomy is gained through the ownership 

and control of property. For this homeowner the invitation for hundreds of 

people to walk through the neighborhood threatens a sense of control over his 

property and more generally a the influx of outsiders represents a loss over the 

neighborhood's self governing ability. 
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In contrast, an artist who has represented the barrio through photographs 

and writing and who conducts walking tours of the barrio for the Tucson Arts 

District partnership felt that the neighborhood's emergence from isolation was 

positive. 

I think that (the walking tours) and the combination of the 
neighborhood association having home tours, welcoming people 
into the neighborhood and past the front door, I think a lot more 
people have been here and even people who have lived in Tucson 
for many years who never would have ventured down here. I think 
it's opened some people's eyes. I think in some very good ways. I 
think it's, I mean this is my hope anyway... But based on feedback 
I've gotten from a lot of people, it's made a historic area more 
accessible to a number of people. They are just not as afraid to 
come here and look and learn. 

On the other hand, she said," A lot of people still think of it as a slum and there 

are some very top dollar homes in this neighborhood at this point, maybe too 

much so." 

When I asked her about why the perception of the neighborhood has 

changed she said; 

The perception is that is was slums because it was Barrio Libre until 
urban renewal basically and-that's probably an oversimplification 
but...--and it was a world unto its own and people who didn't live 
here didn't really venture here. It's fear of the unknown a lot of it I 
think. And by having home tours and those sorts of things people 
from all over the city, actually some other towns have scheduled it 
in their books.... I think there are a lot of people who are interested 
in history and who are interested in historic architecture and the 
multi-diversity the multi-ethnicity of communities and this is just an 
opportunity to view that. 

The barrio, once an invisible space, has now become a highly visible landscape. 

She said that this visibility has some disadvantages; 



In some ways maybe it's made the neighborhood a little more 
commercialized and I personally don't feel like it's commercialized. 
There are tour buses that come through sometimes and that's a little 
weird. It is you know when you are walking around the block to 
your studio or office and there is a tour bus going by. I always wave 
you know because I just figure they think we are all weirdos or and 
we are kind of weird but.... That feels a little weird sometimes but 
I'm not terribly bothered by it. It doesn't create traffic jams or 
anything. 

Perhaps, more than any of the residents, the State has the most control 

over the neighborhood landscape and is an ever present threat to autonomy. 

That's how the whole Convention Center was done. They did that 
whole Convention Center expansion and they built that in the late 
eighties which was heavy duty construction and turbulence and 
more. It riled up a lot more of the old anger about the Convention 
Center. And then they promised the parking structure that was 
going to go with it. And so they vote the money and get the whole 
thing under construction and then they canceled the parking 
structure that goes with it. And they say, oh well now we don't have 
the money for that. And then they do the whole plans on the police 
department and they have several hundred employees and vehicles 
that come with the police department. They've got the police cars 
and the investigation unit vans, and all those vehicles, only when 
they built the building they included very limited parking for their 
own vehicles and so anyone who is employed there goes and parks 
on the street in the neighborhood in front of someoody's house. 

One longtime resident remembered the building of the Community Center. 

Well in the sixties when they came over and started buying all of 
these houses or condemning the houses and giving the people next 
to nothing and then taking over their houses and then just really 
bulldozed them all over so that they could build the Community 
Center... 

....They came into here, like I say, and just really literally threw the 
people out from the houses that were in the area of the Community 
Center because they wouldn't sell for the price that they wanted. 
They would condemn the houses. Naturally you'd have to sell. So 
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those were the tactics that they were using because they came in 
and said O.K. well then were going to plow down all of these houses 
here. This is where the Community Center is going to be. So they 
go out there and buy theses houses. They don't want to sell the 
price that we give them, we'll condemn them and they have to sell 
out. So that's what they did to a lot of the houses, they just 
condemned them. 

Like most neighborhoods, neither owners nor tenants by themselves hold 

autonomy over the visible spaces of the neighborhood. Rather, as individuals 

their autonomy is limited to the property they own, or in the case of tenants, the 

property they occupy. Through neighborhood organizations residents have the 

opportunity to gain some measure of control over the autonomy of the 

neighborhood. A representative of the BHNA related the way that tenants in 

combination with other residents have made the organization a success. 

That's always been a real strong force in the neighborhood, people 
who could not afford to buy but were willing to put energy into the 
neighborhood. And that's why the neighborhood association has 
been a success is that we gather in a very broad base of individuals. 
People who are artists, some of them who don't even live in the 
neighborhood, people who are renters, people who are owners, and 
so anybody who is willing to put forth the energy and the work. 

The landscape ideology of Barrio Viejo represents accommodative interests 

rather than accumulative interests and emphasizes the iandscape of the 

community over the architectural landscape. The autonomy of individual 

property owners and the neighborhood as a whole help to define the boundaries 

of Barrio Viejo. As was discussed earlier, most residents of the barrio have both 

accommodative and accumulative interests. Thus residents tend to view the 

barrio from two perspectives at once. These at times incompatible perspectives 

are simultaneously represented by the landscape of Barrio Historico. 
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Barrio Historico: Accumulation and Accommodation 

The Barrio Historico landscape ideology embodies simultaneously the 

interests of accumulation and accommodation, and thus both resists and 

contributes to the gentrification of the neighborhood. It embodies the interests of 

historic preservation and of the preservation of a diverse community. To say that 

residents guided by the ideology of Barrio Historico value history does not mean 

that they do not also accept change. In the words of one resident, 

I'll fight down to the wire for preservation but I'm not like a woman 
I met who believes history means that we should live and not 
change and be exactly as we were 30 or 40 or 50 years ago when 
she was being raised in Tucson. And so I've met people in historic 
preservation who never want to change and they are so rigid in their 
traditionalism that they never want anything to change and I don't 
fit in that category. 

The ideology of Barrio Historico also incorporates the interest of creating and 

maintaining a diverse community. The following comments of one resident 

demonstrate this recognition of diversity. 

If you can visualize the fact that it's this mosaic, and this 
neighborhood used to be much more racially balanced than it is 
right now as far as Hispanic, Black, Chinese, Lebanese, White 
Russian. All part of this neighborhood. Now it's more Anglos. 
There's a lot of gentrification which is not particularly positive. It's 
becoming very yuppified. And I'm losing a lot of neighbors either 
through the attrition of death or being bought out-family members 
that don't want to keep the houses so they sell them... The 
gentrification is sort of positive in the sense that the buildings are 
being preserved but it's not necessarily preserving the heart of the 
neighborhood which are the people. 
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Though some residents described the barrio in terms of the Barrio Historico 

ideology, the ideology can also be seen to embody a conflict between the Barrio 

Libre and Barrio Viejo landscapes-between accumulation and accommodation. 

One example of how the ideologies of Barrio Libre and Barrio Viejo are 

inscribed in the Barrio Historico landscape is found in the observation that 

property owners have considerations other than the building's historic value to 

take into account when doing modifications. One developer said that when he 

develops a historic property he has to take into account the market for particular 

land uses, the structural integrity of the building that is being restored, economic 

feasibility, and personal needs of the current occupants of the property, in 

addition to historic preservation issues. One resident said that one particular 

developer 

is a tremendous landlord that way, where he has had people live in 
his house for 25 years and he's never raised the rent and I mean 
they are paying really undervalue rent... And I think there is a 
percentage of people that see this and deal with those people on 
that basis. You know [people] that [have] lived there 20 years and 
now [have] nowhere to go and they are not throwing them out. 
They are letting them stay in their apartments and when they move 
they upgrade them. I think there is also another place where 
someone is buying the apartments and they are going like, "Hey, 
everyone's got to leave"... I don't know any solution to it. I mean 
I'm hopeful some of these people buying these apartments and stuff 
will financially be able to and also morally want to keep the older 
people that have lived there forever in there and get rid of the 
sleezeballs at the same time. 

Time, money, knowledge of the review process, structural integrity, and other 

factors limit their ability to maintain and build historically compatible buildings. 

Therefore owners try to preserve and recreate historic buildings to add to their 
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amenity and the amenity of the neighborhood as a whole, but because they also 

have other interests in equity, liquidity, security, and autonomy, the historic 

integrity of their product is often compromised. However, there are developers in 

the neighborhood who do make an effort to accommodate the interests of low 

income tenants who have lived in the neighborhood for a long time. This may be 

in part because these people are their neighbors. 

While this may be true, one resident active in the BHNA felt that the 

primary interest of developers was economic. 

Which there's nothing wrong with an economic element in the 
neighborhood as long as it's not at the expense of everybody else 
around you. And there's two developers in the neighborhood who 
basically have that economic bent to them and it's not positive. All 
you have to do is look around. They've rebuilt the face of Convent 
Street. Convent-a lot of buildings are not what they originally 
were. Its Disneyland basically. From a historic preservation 
standpoint there's a lot of buildings that should no longer be on the 
historic register. 

When I asked if perhaps the developers had a different definition of "historic" she 

replied, 

No it's economic. It has nothing to do with historic preservation. 
Yeah, well you know its pseudo historic. It's like doing the false 
fronts. They are probably about like Old Tucson, only in this case 
its pseudo Sonoran-pseudo Neo-Sonoran. You know it's a style but 
it's not what was in the neighborhood originally. It's visually 
pleasing and a lot of people come down and take photographs and 
think that these buildings are representing the neighborhood 
architecturally and they're not. So you have to look hard on 
Convent to find the real buildings....Older buildings are what people 
come to see. They don't come to see parking lots, they don't come 
to see attorney's offices, they don't come to see little cute shops. 
They come to see homes and neighborhoods that are preserved, not 
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gentrified, but they come to see actually functioning neighborhoods 
where people live. They aren't ghost towns after five o'clock.12 

The conflict between accumulation and accommodation that is inscribed in 

the Barrio Historico landscape is found in a recent controversy over the 

construction of two story buildings. Because many of the buildings in the barrio 

are small, and lack the space that contemporary lifestyles demand, they are being 

altered. One resident said, 

I think it's sort of interesting that now the houses are becoming 
mondo houses. You know everyone wants 2000 square feet or 3000 
square feet. You can't maintain a historic house you know if you've 
got a 1000 square foot house and you make it a 3000 square foot 
house. Most people are maintaining the original house but they put 
this big addition on the back and it's sort of hard on the 
neighborhood. It's a trend. I just see that on every single thing 
that's happening lately. Anything that comes to the advisory board, 
it's big money-hundreds of thousands of dollars whereas before it 
was like I came here to buy a house for $10,000 and put twenty-five 
thousand into it over 3 or 4 years and so you'd have a 40 or 50 
thousand dollar house. 

This statement illustrates the way that increased amenity is associated with 

affluence, and how affluence is perceived as a threat to the culture of the barrio. 

The increased demands for amenities that aren't present in the original 

architecture of the neighborhood are changing the character of the neighborhood-

-a negative change according to some residents. In the pursuit of increasing the 

amenity floor space, one developer has started building two story additions. 

It happened to the property I lived in. When I moved into that 
house, from my back yard, I could see the tops of the Catalinas. I 
could see snow on the Catalinas. There is an Arizona room at the 
back of my house there. And I really, you know that was one of the 

l^oid Tucson is a famous movie studio located near Tucson. It was largely 
destroyed by a fire in the spring of 1995. 
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big things coming from back east was the great panorama of the sky 
we have out here. But he built this house in the back and put a two 
story wall right on the property line so I can't even see the sky 
anymore. I used to be able to see the Catalinas but I can't see the 
sky. He stole the sky with his construction and a lot of people resent 
him for that. 

While the two story building had increased amenity in terms of floor space 

and in terms of the views from the second story, it obstructed the view of this 

resident. The developer does not see this as a problem because in his words, 

There are no views. You can't see things from this area. Two story 
housing allows you to have views that you wouldn't have otherwise, 
and roof terraces behind parapets allows you to have views that you 
don't have otherwise. And if you don't like the density, then you 
ought to go buy ten acres in Sonoita where you'll be all by yourself. 
But this is the most urban place in Tucson-well its barely 
urban...The whole structure of the framework of buildings was very 
close knit, tight together, and basically these people who are trying 
to impose this suburban mentality just don't understand anything 
about the historical roots of this area. 

He defends the construction of the two story buildings in terms of the historical 

roots of the neighborhood. During the interview he pulled out maps showing that 

indeed there were two story adobe, brick, and wood-frame buildings in the barrio 

negating claims by one resident that, "this neighborhood never had two stories." 

He also defends the construction of two story buildings by citing the urban 

character of the neighborhood. Though the barrio may be "the most urban place 

surviving in Tucson" one resident appreciated its rural characteristics. 

I loved being able to hear the roosters crow in the morning, which 
they did every morning when I lived there. Where else in the 
middle of Tucson can you hear roosters crow in the morning. It's 
like sitting in a D.H. Lawrence novel. Stand out and hear the train 
going through town. Roosters crowing. 
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If the conflict were over historic congruence of two story buildings, the 

debate should have ended there. But historic congruence was not really at the 

root of the conflict over two story buildings. Rather, the conflict was about the 

loss of amenity due to the blockage of the views that construction of two story 

buildings caused. In addition, it was about a threat to the community and culture 

of the neighborhood. 

According to one resident, another developer who had built his own two 

story house, 

suddenly had it reach around and bite him in an appropriate place 
cause he suddenly found himself in the shadow of one of these two 
story monstrosities. So he was the first one to come out and get 
petitions and get several hundred of us to sign against two story. 
And that went to mayor and council and we lost but suddenly it 
dawned on people what was going on. It was one developer against 
another and I don't think he would do two stories, although his two 
stories are the least offensive of what's going on. 

On the surface, this conflict would seem to be about historic character and 

authenticity. But looking at it through the lens of differing domestic property 

interests, it becomes a question of a loss of amenity and autonomy for a home 

owner and a gain of equity, liquidity and amenity for a developer and the future 

owners. 

This dispute over two story buildings and view is a dispute over landscape-

over who has the freedom to control the view. Underlying this dispute is a 

conflict among accumulative and accommodative interests. The landscape of 

Barrio Historico simultaneously represents both interests of accumulation and of 

accommodation. 
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Summary 

Three landscape ideologies guide the production of the barrio landscape. 

At the current moment in time, no one of these three landscape ideologies 

dominates the production of landscape. Instead residents are engaged in a 

process of negotiation The contrasts in the material landscape reflect 

corresponding contrasts in the ideologies that govern its production. For example, 

infill houses in the barrio contain the amenities that contemporary consumers of 

housing demand. By including these amenities, developers satisfy their interests 

in equity and liquidity. Rather than building in the contemporary suburban style, 

though, developers also satisfy their own and other residents' interest in 

preserving the historic architecture of the barrio, by enveloping the amenities in a 

historic facade. The contemporary amenities contrast with the historic facades. 

Thinking about domestic property interests in terms of landscape 

ideologies makes it easier to understand how the residents of the barrio have 

helped to shape their neighborhood in response to the promise and pressure of 

gentrification. As was shown, and as will be further demonstrated, actions are 

rarely related to a single particular domestic property interest, but derive from a 

variety of interests represented by what I have chosen to call landscape ideologies. 

As will be discussed in the following chapter, the perspective from which a 

resident reads the neighborhood landscape may influence the actions that resident 

takes in shaping the neighborhood landscape. 
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CHAPTER 6: ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS; INTERESTS, ACTION, AND GENTRIFICATION 

Introduction 

The preceding chapter explored the similarities and differences in interests 

among residents of the barrio and presented three landscapes that seem to 

represent the interests of residents. It also introduced a discussion of the fourth 

research problem, concerning conflicts over the production of landscape. The 

discussion in this chapter focuses on the third and fourth research problems by 

exploring how domestic property interests provide the basis for action or inaction, 

and how the actions (or non-actions) of residents are implicated in the production 

of a gentrifled landscape. I argue that domestic property interests create a basis 

for landscape ideologies, social relationships, and political struggles that either 

obstruct or encourage the free development of capitalist relations that, according 

to production-based explanations, drive gentrification. 

Linking Interests to Action and Inaction 

So far I have described the accumulative and accommodative interests of 

residents of the barrio and the way that these interests are represented in three 

different landscape ideologies. The question I address in the following pages is 

how interests and ideology translate into action or inaction, and how the action 

(or inaction) of residents contributes to the production of the neighborhood 

landscape. 

Davis offers some initial clues. First, domestic property interests are 

socially constituted, meaning that they are "contingent upon and conditioned by 

numerous factors in the social environment surrounding any parcel of domestic 

property" (1991:58). However, "[t]he stability of one's tenurial and functional 
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relation to domestic property, accompanied by the stability of the advantages 

intrinsic to that position, fosters the illusion that one's stake in domestic property 

is a private, autonomous affair" (1991:264). The secure hold over tenure and use 

of domestic property provides an illusion of autonomy. When security of tenure 

or use are threatened however, the contingent nature of interests is revealed. 

Action is more likely when interests are threatened. Davis assumes that the 

converse is also true. Inaction is more likely when interests are not threatened. 

But there is another element. Residents act to enhance their well being 

and; 

[T]o the extent that one's well-being is tied to his or her 
entrepreneurial stake in domestic property, whatever happens to 
threaten or, possibly, to enhance the equity, liquidity, legacy, 
security, amenity, or autonomy of a person's property position will 
tend to prompt an active response from the "interested" party. 
(Davis 1991:59). 

There are, then, two links between domestic property interests and action. The 

first is that residents generally act to enhance their well being which is closely 

related to a secure hold over tenure and the particular use they make of domestic 

property. The second link is that when well being is threatened, residents are 

more likely to take action. 

The likelihood of such action, particularly defensive action, is made 
greater (and somewhat predictable by the precariousness of these 
domestic property interests, (ibid) 
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Resistance Versus Reproduction 

A second concern of this chapter is the link between the actions of 

individual residents and the production of a gentrified landscape. Actions (or 

inaction) might be said to either resist, by creating barriers to development, or 

reproduce, by encouraging development, the capitalist relations that produce a 

gentrified landscape. At a general level, individuals acting to further their 

accumulative interests may contribute to gentrification, while individuals acting to 

further their accommodative interests resist gentrification. This generalization is 

not specific enough to capture the relationships among actions and the production 

of a gentrified landscape. Just because an action is motivated by an interest in 

accumulation does not mean that its consequence contributes to gentrification. 

More specifically, it might be hypothesized that actions that help to close any rent 

gap that exists in a gentrifying neighborhood contribute to gentrification and 

actions that preserve the rent gap resist gentrification. A difficulty with these 

hypothesis is that there is no clear way to determine whether or not an action 

contributes to or resists the gentrification of a neighborhood. Zukin (1987:133) 

captures this difficulty when she says; 

When they [pre-gentrification residents] mobilize to defend a 
neighborhood "as it is," they exclude the "improvements" identified 
with gentrification. Chief among these improvements, in the 
gentrifiers' view, is the restoration of historic architectural detail. 
Yet if existing residents join gentrifiers in associations that support 
the "historic" community, they may be aiding a process that causes 
property values to rise and leads to their own displacement. 

Actions meant to resist gentrification may have the unintended consequence of 

actually intensifying the process of gentrification. What can be measured are 

resident's conscious motivations for action, or inaction, and the consequences they 
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consciously expected to occur as a result of their actions. The following 

discussion of interests, actions, and consequences is limited by these constraints. 

Inaction as Resistance 

Davis' goal was to describe the ways in which domestic property interests 

provide the motivation for communities to act collectively. Here I argue that 

domestic property interests also help to explain why neighborhood residents often 

choose not to act collectively. Throughout, I argue that, just as community action 

reproduces and resists the structures that create a gentrified landscape, inaction is 

implicated in the same processes of reproduction and resistance. 

During the interviews, residents were asked if they participated in any 

neighborhood organizations. If they did not participate, they were questioned 

about their decision not to participate. Some residents saw their decision not to 

become a member of a neighborhood organization as resistance to the forces that 

are transforming the neighborhood. As Jackson (1989: 53) argues, "Resistance 

may not always be active and open. Often it will be latent and largely symbolic." 

One woman, who is a four year homeowner, said that she and her husband 

have been purposely "very uninvolved" in neighborhood politics. When PCIC 

became active in the barrio, she said, there seemed to be a shift in the social 

climate of the barrio. She witnessed eggs thrown at houses, windshields broken, a 

mesquite tree being cut down, and noted that now certain neighbors don't talk to 

each other. While the various neighborhood organizations do have valid 

concerns, she said, their members actions are "childish and silly." From this 

description, it might be inferred that one reason that they do not participate is 

that the conflicts generated by the neighborhood organizations, although 
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sometimes resistant to forces of accumulation, also are perceived to threaten 

security and a feeling of community. 

Resistance through non-participation was also prominent during an 

interview with a resident who had been employed by the old Tucson Barrio 

Association. He compared the TBA to the current Barrio Historico Neighborhood 

Association. 

I think its just—I think the Barrio Association was more political. I 
think when I first got here, there was a guy named Carlos that was 
running the [Tucson] Barrio Association. He wasn't running it but 
he had a lot of power. I'm not sure how it went, but the gist of it 
was that he got money from the Federal Government and he started 
building that little complex down there on Kennedy and Main, and 
he got cheap loans and self-help and they built those buildings...and 
that was the Barrio Association. Its main thrust on things, was to 
make the people that were living here able to own their own 
homes... so the barrio was more of a community. 

I think the neighborhood association is more, not political anymore, 
it's more bickering, more whining, more powerplays. It's not a 
cohesive unit anymore. It's people looking out for their own self 
interest. That's what I get. I've been to both their meetings and I 
can't handle it. Its too white oriented, I think that's what bothered 
me. 

This excerpt encapsulates the conflict between accumulative and accommodative 

interests. The TBA is portrayed as helping people who would have been displaced 

to construct and buy homes. This might be interpreted as an action that resists 

forces of accumulation that drive gentrification and, as he indicates, strengthens 

the community. Specifically, the development of low-income housing preserves 

the rent gap in that the TBA did not maximize the profit that could be obtained 

through some other use. Thus, the resident may have described the TBA as 

political because of its resistant role. 
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In contrast the BHNA is described as apolitical and composed of people 

who are active because they pursue their "own self interest." In labeling the 

organization, "white oriented," though, he implies that non-white residents do 

not look out for their own self interests. However, his comments on the TBA 

suggest that "non-whites" do pursue their self interests. Hidden in these 

statements is a racial stereotyping of interests. Anglos are thought to pursue 

accumulative interests while Hispanics pursue accommodative interests. That this 

is a stereotype and not an accurate reflection of reality is confirmed by the fact 

that the resident has an Anglo ethnic background and indicated that he values 

community over accumulation. Thus, the phrase, "white oriented" is a code word 

for accumulation. 

This particular resident has resisted gentrification not only by choosing not 

to participate in the BHNA but also as a contractor by rejecting offers of work 

from developers he sees as driven by the interest of accumulating property. 

They've tried to get me to work for them but they just want a 
worker. They don't want me. The people I like to work for are the 
people that want me as well. It becomes a personal thing as well as 
just a job and that's important to me. I think that's one of the 
reasons I moved into the neighborhood too, was the work here. I 
got to know the people and I enjoy it... So you make friends that 
way and it becomes a neighborhood. 

By refusing work from individuals whose interests are primarily, in his 

opinion, accumulative, this resident erects a small barrier to the production of a 

gentrified landscape. 

Refusal to participate in neighborhood organizations is more than symbolic 

resistance. Neighborhood organizations rely on the support and human resources 

of residents in order to act and even to exist (Davis 1991: 86; Hasson, 1994: 12-
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13). The BHNA relies on human resources more than anything else. "There isn't 

a lot of money but there's a lot of energy. So that's been our bane as well as our 

asset," said a neighborhood association leader. A lack of resources, in terms of 

time, led the BHNA to decide not to have its annual home tour this year. 

"Normally for the last four or five years we've had it the first Sunday in April, and 

sort of, nobody had time this year. I didn't. I simply did not have time, you know 

to help orchestrate it, so it just didn't happen." 

Inaction as Reproduction 

Residents through inaction allow the reproduction of capitalist relations 

that prompt gentrification. In several instances, tenants said that they did not 

participate because they do not own property in the neighborhood. In this case, 

domestic property class serves to reinforce the market ideology of Barrio Libre and 

thus reproduce capitalist relations. One tenant said: 

I never went to the, I never joined the meetings, but I really... 
because I really don't like joining groups. I didn't have time to put 
into (dog barks) [it]. And I felt it should only be people who own 
property. I... and I didn't own property, and I really didn't feel like 
it was my space to tell somebody who's got a capital investment in 
property what you can or can't do with the place. 

Here membership in a domestic property class, along with a dislike for joining 

groups and a perceived lack of time, precludes resistance. Most significant, for 

the present moment, is this resident's feeling that only people who own property 

should participate. This attitude signals the presence of an ideology that helps to 

reproduce the capitalist relations. Davis identifies this ideology which links 

property ownership with citizenship. "Those who exercise greater control over 
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their private space, by virtue of owning domestic property, are believed to 

participate more freely and fully in the locality's public affairs" (Davis, 1991: 54). 

Another resident expressed this same ideology. 

I never go to the Barrio Neighborhood Association meetings, and I 
find out about things more on a personal level than on a society of 
the neighborhood level. Which those issues are spoken about at 
these meeting and they have them quite frequently. And I'm always 
reminded when they would be. Someone puts a message in my mail 
box and I know when they are and I don't go. I'm sure that if I 
actually owned property in the barrio I would be far more involved 
than I am now. I would go to all of these meetings. 

Later when I asked him if he is a member of the neighborhood association he said, 

"I guess by proxy because I live down there. But I have chosen not to participate." 

More often than not, though, inaction did not have its origin in ideology, 

and thus serves neither to reinforce or resist the market forces that drive 

gentrification. When I asked one resident who rents an apartment why he 

decided not to become a member of the BHNA, he replied: 

I didn't decide not to [become a member]. I just haven't done it. 
I'm interested, very much, in what goes on here. I should become 
more involved. It seems like there is so much else going on between 
work and family and that sort of thing. So I just don't do it. My 
wife is more apt to do it than I am. 

Previous commitments of time to the pursuits of "work and family" were often 

implicated in non-participation. When asked about his participation in the BHNA 

one homeowner said; 

Yeah, I was a member of that. I've been to a couple of their 
meetings. I never paid any dues. I went to a couple of the meetings 
and I think it's a good idea. I'm just... I run my own business so I 
don't have a lot of time to be civically minded. I'm pretty much a 
twelve, fourteen hour-a-day guy. 
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His interests in the BHNA are not sufficiently great to cause him to act. However, 

interests in security, led him to attend a Neighborhood Watch meeting. 

I think it's a good idea. I think it's a real good idea. I was there at 
the meeting when the officer came and talked-spoke to people 
about it. Unfortunately its a shame that people don't decide to take 
action until after there have been some break-ins. This place we've 
been real fortunate. It's never been broken into, but you can see, 
I've got iron on all my doors. So yeah, I think it's a great idea. 

This resident's action in attending a Neighborhood Watch meeting demonstrates 

the way that a threat to a particular domestic property interest motivates action. 

In contrast, the same interest in security did not produce the same response from 

one woman who rents a house. She decided not to participate in Neighborhood 

Watch even though she sees it as beneficial. 

I've been solicited for the Neighborhood Watch, and I just haven't 
gotten involved. I was in other Neighborhood Watch organizations 
and I wasn't able to contribute anything to them. And it seemed 
like...I was in Venice California and we did in fact get rid of a crack 
house at the end of the block. I say we but the neighborhood did 
because of the guys who just were totally vigilante about it, and I 
wasn't one of those, so I couldn't contribute what would really be 
helpful. I don't feel that I can be a contributor and what they can 
offer me by way of information on how to secure my home, I 
already know... And there is somebody I don't like who's in it. 

Here, based on past experience with participation in similar organizations, she has 

decided not to get involved. Though during the interview she expressed a 

concern for her security, she does not perceive the potential benefits she can offer 

to or the benefits she can gain from the organization are great enough. 

Though it is somewhat clear how participation in the BHNA or PCIC would 

either be an act of resistance or of promotion of gentrification, it is not as clear 

how participating or not participating in a neighborhood watch either reinforces 
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accumulation or accommodation. Security, as defined by Davis is an 

accommodative interest. Therefore, actions which fight crime would seem 

naturally to be motivated by a concern for security and the preservation of the 

community. However, one resident felt that this was not the case. He believes 

that the desire to increase security in the barrio was less motivated by a fear of 

crime than it was by a concern for property values and that a more secure 

neighborhood facilitates the gentrification of the neighborhood. He feels that 

development is changing the whole character of the neighborhood for the worse 

and that when the developers and owners started buying properties and changing 

the 

basic character of the neighborhood more and more, the first thing 
that I've noticed is that they wanted the heroin addicts out... 

...So I guess that's another motivation to clean it up. But I guess if 
people weren't interested in the property values, they wouldn't be 
interested in the heroin addicts either, and they'd still be here. 

This resident links accumulative interests with security. He did not view the 

heroin addicts as a threat to his security and views their removal as a symbol of 

the declining sense of community in the neighborhood. Rising property values 

and increased security are associated with gentrification. "I guess that's always 

why I liked heroin addicts, because they slow down gentrification." Although, this 

resident did not indicate whether or not he is involved with the neighborhood 

watch, it seems likely that he is not. In this case the particular action of attending 

the meeting does not clearly resist or contribute to the gentrification of the barrio. 
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Action as Resistance 

The Pima County Interfaith Council is one primary shaper of the resistant 

landscape of Barrio Viejo. For members of PCIC, the barrio is old, not historic. 

Historically significant buildings should be preserved, not old buildings. The 

difference is subtle but significant. For example, said one PCIC representative, a 

building is historically significant if someone famous lived there or if it is a 

significant style of building. PCIC's primary involvement with shaping the 

neighborhood landscape has been through petitioning the City Council and 

becoming involved in the planning process for the neighborhood. Leaders from 

PCIC participated in meetings that were conducted as part of the drafting of the 

Santa Rosa Plan. By mobilizing the residents of the neighborhood they have been 

able effectively to petition the Tucson City Council for changes to the historic 

district codes. The Tucson Citizen reported that more than 100 residents 

attended a January 1995 city council meeting at which the council voted to 

provide grant and loan programs for low-income property owners of the 

neighborhood. In addition the council directed city officials to find ways to 

standardize design guidelines and streamline the historic review process (Graham, 

1995). PCIC's ability to effect change in the neighborhood landscape is 

legitimated through the authority of the sponsoring religious institutions, schools, 

and other organizations as well as through the support of a wide base of 

neighborhood residents. 

Besides PCIC another organization guided by the ideology of Barrio Viejo is 

Habitat for Humanity. On April 25, 1994 a Tucson Citizen article reported on 

conflicts around the construction of four houses by Habitat for Humanity 

(Boldfield and Bustamente, 1994c:a7). The City of Tucson provided Habitat with 
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land for the houses for one dollar and exempted the organization from the historic 

review process. The article reported that neighborhood developers and residents 

objected to the plans for the houses which called for wood siding, shingles, and 

large square windows. Alternative plans were presented to the non-profit 

organization that advocated the use of stucco siding, tin roofs, and skinny vertical 

windows. Under pressure from developers and residents, Habitat spent extra 

money to use stucco siding. However, they did not incorporate the tin roofs and 

did not install the narrow windows that would have been more historically 

compatible. Their primary interest was in providing low cost housing, and by 

inference in preserving the culture of the barrio by allowing current residents to 

stay. 

Action as Reproduction 

Freedom is a synonym for autonomy and as has been shown, autonomy 

over domestic property is the greatest for property owners. Thus, property 

owners are the primary agents in the production of the Barrio Libre landscape. 

They modify the landscape directly through restorations and through the 

construction of infill housing. In developing properties they actively participate in 

the reproduction of the capitalist relations that drive gentrification. Their power 

to do so, though, is mediated by historic district codes. When these codes overly 

limit autonomy, property owners engage in various strategies to increase their 

autonomy over their property. A representative of PC1C said that one developer 

was working with the organization to help revise the historic zoning codes. 

Several developers and property owners participated in meetings which were a 

part of the process leading to the development of the Santa Rosa Plan. Perhaps 
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because developers have the power to shape directly the neighborhood landscape 

through ownership they don't have a specific organization that represents their 

ideological vision of the neighborhood. 

Nevertheless, actions taken to loosen restrictions to autonomy may actively 

remove barriers to further development. Alternatively, such actions could be, and 

often are, interpreted as resistant actions if the restrictive codes are perceived as 

part of the cause of gentrification. An argument is often made that one of the 

reasons houses have become more expensive is because the cost of building 

historically compatible buildings and the cost of the review process are included 

in the final selling price. In this way the same actions may be seen as either 

reproducing or resisting the relations that drive the gentrification of the 

neighborhood. 

Action as both Reproduction and Resistance 

The BHNA and the Barrio Historico Advisory Board are two organizations 

that simultaneously reproduce and resist the gentrification of the barrio. The 

neighborhood association was formed in response to a threat to security. It also 

acted to fight insensitive redevelopment of land by the State and private 

developers. But there was a third interest that drove the formation of the 

neighborhood association. 

We started out as neighbors just living there wanting like a 
neighborhood watch or a neighborhood group that campaigned 
together to be community involved. Especially being, it was the first 
time I was alone and I was working there self employed. So I just 
wanted more of a community feeling... So we started the 
neighborhood association with that goal in mind. 
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In this way, the BHNA served to erect barriers to redevelopment by strengthening 

the sense of community among neighbors. However, the process was anything 

but simple. In 1989, when the neighborhood association was formed, the 

founders were presented with a dilemma; they needed a name for the 

association. The name they chose to use was Barrio Historico. One of the co-

founders of the neighborhood association gave some insight on the appropriation 

of "Barrio Historico" as the name of the neighborhood association. 

In talking to different people over the years, you could tell almost all 
their politics and where they live by what they called it [the 
neighborhood]. It was an emotional subject. When we started the 
neighborhood association, we wanted to name it and we asked 
everybody what we should name it. And we named it Barrio 
Historico based on what the older Hispanic people said. It wasn't 
something that we just came up with and they had said that because 
it was lots of little neighborhoods that-there's Elysian Grove and 
then there were Barrio Membrillo and Viejo and you know so there 
were all these names for it. And so Historico just included a broader 
section which was, you know, the idea of making a neighborhood 
organization was to be inclusive not to be exclusive. But we took a 
lot of flack for it for years because everybody wanted to fight over 
the name. It's that turf gang stuff, they all wanted to fight over, this 
is our name so we want it on everything. So it got to be a turf war 
just with the name alone. Taking flack for having called it 
something. 

The name Barrio Historico denotes both a "politics" and a place. The founders of 

the neighborhood association connected the name with an ideology of inclusion 

and an acceptance of diversity. Because of its openness to diversity, BHNA at 

times represents widely different interests. 

Not everybody is going to agree but you try and bind up those 
differences and work for some sort of consensus that works for 
everybody and I'm not saying that everybody is going to agree. 
There are some very spirited arguments. That's part of it being 
alive. If everyone agreed it would be dull. 
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Though the primary interests of the association's founders may be 

described as resistant to gentrification, its ideology of inclusion meant that it had 

to accommodate a variety of interests. Therefore, its position as a resistant or a 

reproductive organization is ambiguous. 

Though they are separate entities, the function that the Barrio Historico 

advisory board serves closely matches some of the goals of the association. For 

years, there were no guidelines for historic development in the barrio. People 

doing restorations and city officials saw this as a major problem with the historic 

review process. Through the cooperative efforts of the neighborhood association, 

interested residents, and the advisory board, design guidelines were drafted. 

Meeting the interests of creating a diverse community, Spanish and English 

versions of the guidelines were written so that they would be accessible to both 

the Anglo and Mexican-American populations of the Barrio. The guidelines codify 

the Barrio Historico landscape ideology. Although the guidelines primarily govern 

historic architecture, they also provide a vision of the social characteristics of the 

barrio. 

While the Barrios were primarily working class Mexican 
neighborhoods, the residents enjoyed a surprising diversity of ethnic 
backgrounds, including Chinese, African-Americans, Anglo and 
Native Americans. The working men and women of the Barrios 
labored in a wide variety of professions, usually right within the 
areas in which they lived. This resulted in not only an identity for 
the residents, but also provided a complete economic base within 
the confines of the neighborhood. Many residents rarely left their 
neighborhoods to shop, since local merchants and craftsmen 
provided all that was needed, including credit. (City of Tucson 
Planning Department, Barrio Historico Historic District Design 
Guidelines") 
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The guidelines link the neighborhood's diversity, its autonomy, and the economic 

base with the historic landscape. The guidelines enable the creation of landscape 

forms that are compatible with the Barrio Historico ideology while constraining 

the construction of those that are not. The power of the advisory board to both 

enable and constrain development in the barrio is granted by the State. However, 

there is only a tenuous link between the guidelines and the maintenance of the 

community of the barrio. While the resulting buildings my fit the guidelines there 

is no necessary correspondence between a building's architectural style and the 

maintenance of community. 

Barrio Historico is the newest name for the barrio. Its limits are defined by 

the boundaries of the city historic district. The name appeared concurrently with 

the neighborhood's historic designation which unified places that were not and to 

a degree are still not perceived to be unified regions by some residents. 

You have a whole series of small neighborhoods that people say they 
are from or a part of. Sometimes they are no more than a street 
long. We have an administrative boundary on 18th Street. So if 
you go south of 18th even though it really has been one 
neighborhood historically, you get into Santa Rosa Neighborhood 
and that's another administrative thing for the city, but if you talk to 
people yeah its Santa Rosa and it's sort of this moveable feast and 
you have various boundaries. 

Efforts to clarify the identity of the neighborhood have at times created conflict 

among residents. This has often prevented active resistance to gentrification. At 

the same time the creation of a neighborhood identity is perceived by residents as 

an act of resistance. The act of defining boundaries seems to both reproduce and 

resist the production of a gentrified landscape. 



147 

Summary 

Now that the model has been outlined it is useful to ask, what can it tell us 

about gentrification in Barrio Historico? Beauregard (1990: 872) noticed, the 

pace and intensity of gentrification seem to depend on who is in control. "Even 

though capital accumulation is central to the process, it takes quite different forms 

depending on whether developers, governments or households are in command." 

If developers are in control, gentrification is fast and complete. If households are 

in control, gentrification probably won't occur. If both are simultaneously in 

control, then gentrification is slow and patchy. Here I argue, that it is not who is 

in command but the interests of those in command that determine the outcomes 

of gentrification. In Barrio Historico, neither the interests of accumulation nor 

accommodation dominate the production of landscape. 

One reason for this is that, for the most part, developers live and work in 

the neighborhood and thus have interests other than accumulation. Even the 

developer I interviewed, who doesn't live in the neighborhood, works there, and is 

concerned about accommodative interests. Thus the developers in the 

neighborhood wear two hats. When they wear their developer's hat, they further 

the project of Barrio Libre, they reproduce capitalist relations and help to produce 

a gentrified landscape. However, when they wear their resident's hat, they might 

find themselves resisting capitalist relations and thus resisting the production of a 

gentrified landscape. This is especially evident in the case of the developer who, 

as a developer, built a two story home to live in thinking he would sell it later and 

move on. In his role as a resident however, he grew attached to his home and the 

neighborhood, decided not to sell the house, and later led the petition drive 

against two story buildings. 
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This duality of interests is also found in the case of the developer who is 

building two story houses. About three years ago, he and other residents were 

worried that commercial development was going to turn the neighborhood into a 

ghost town. He was proud of his role in leading the fight to change the zoning so 

that commercial development is now discouraged. 

Extending these observations even further, a developer who was converting 

many of the former residences that he owns into offices, was also at the same time 

keeping rents low for low-income long-time residents who lived in apartments he 

owns. All three have multiple interests in accumulation and accommodation. 

Each both resists and contributes to the gentrification of the neighborhood. 

Of course, developers are not the only ones who act to shape the 

neighborhood landscape. For example, Habitat for Humanity has built houses 

that satisfy the interest of providing secure tenure for low-income residents. The 

houses reflect the Barrio Viejo landscape ideology by placing the interest of 

housing future low-income residents inexpensively above those of historic 

character. The use of stucco, however, indicates that the houses also embody the 

Barrio Historico landscape ideology. Like the neighborhood landscape as a whole, 

the houses are the product of negotiation between competing landscape 

ideologies, informed by domestic property interests. 

The present day barrio landscape represents a temporary consensus among 

three landscape ideologies. That no one of these ideologies currently dominates 

the production of the neighborhood landscape helps to explain the slow pace and 

incomplete nature of gentrification in the neighborhood. While the Barrio 

Historico ideology emphasizes historic preservation, which many residents feel 

contributes to gentrification, the preservation of a diverse community in terms of 
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both class and ethnicity is an interest that counters gentrification. While the 

autonomy present in Barrio Libre allows developers to design a gentrified 

landscape, it also allows them the freedom to design a landscape that 

accommodates long-time and low-income residents. While the shapers of Barrio 

Viejo advocate the removal or relaxation of historic requirements, which could 

allow for insensitive development, the same action also allows property owners 

already in the neighborhood to stay because they can afford to improve their 

property. 

This chapter has presented a discussion of the third and fourth research 

problems based on interviews with a limited sample of residents and secondarily 

from written sources on the barrio. The discussion primarily focused on how the 

interests of residents motivate them to act (or not to act) in reproducing or 

resisting the capitalist relations that produce a gentrified neighborhood landscape. 

Second, the chapter has again discussed how conflicts among the interests of 

accumulation and accommodation help to shape the neighborhood landscape. 

Because of the limited scope of the discussion, however, it is difficult to come to 

any final conclusions about the interfaces between interests, action, and the 

gentrified landscape. It is difficult to say that a particular action contributes to 

the gentrification of the neighborhood at times, because the same action may also 

be viewed from another perspective as resistant to gentrification. The discussion 

of security issues and the architectural guidelines highlighted this difficulty. 

Despite the difficulty encountered in unraveling the relationships between 

interests, action, and gentrification, the discussion brought to light one 

particularly important observation that residents, at times, may have multiple, 

and sometimes contradictory, interests. This helps to explain why, as some 
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residents indicated, the actions of developers, neighborhood organizations, and 

even their neighbors at times seem likewise to be contradictory. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 

The four research problems, outlined in the introduction, set forth an 

ambitious research project. Despite the wide focus and difficulties encountered 

with the interview method, the approach taken here has provided some important 

insight into the process of gentrification at the micro-scale and more generally 

into the production of a neighborhood landscape. This chapter briefly recounts 

the findings, evaluates how well the research problems were addressed, and 

highlights the advantages and disadvantages inherent in both the interview 

methodology and the interpretive framework. 

In response to the first research problem, the discussion focused upon the 

domestic property interests that were important for residents of the barrio and 

explored similarities and differences in interests among members of domestic 

property classes. A basic understanding of resident interests was a critical 

prerequisite for the discussion of the remaining three research problems. 

Consequently the majority of questions on the survey instrument were designed to 

elicit information about the domestic property interests of residents. Overall, the 

interviews were effective in accomplishing this task. They more successfully, 

however, assessed accommodative interests than accumulative interests. There 

are several possible explanations for this disproportionate focus. The primary 

cause may be the inadequacy of questions pertaining to accumulative interests on 

the survey instrument. Due to the fact that the interviews did not strictly adhere 

to the predefined questions and were often guided by the respondent, there are 

two other potential interpretations. The first, and least likely, is that the residents 

who were interviewed do not have interests in accumulation. The second, is that 



152 

the residents either were not conscious of their accumulative interests or were 

uncomfortable discussing them. 

The disproportionate focus on accommodative interests during the 

interviews brings to light one of the major difficulties of the interview 

methodology in assessing interests. The interviews most effectively capture 

information about conscious interests. Not surprisingly, developers, for whom 

issues of equity, and liquidity are a daily concern, tended to make statements that 

revealed their accumulative interests. Similarly the one resident who expressed 

an interest in legacy was an older homeowner. Most of the other homeowners 

who were interviewed are younger and are still raising children. Thoughts of 

their children inheriting their property are not likely to be a part of their everyday 

life though they may actually have interests in legacy. As a result they would be 

less likely to mention legacy interests unless questioned. 

The interview method would have been more effective in eliciting 

information about legacy interests had it included a question for property owners 

about the potential that their children would inherit their property. Likewise 

similar questions that more directly focused on property values and the use of 

property as a source of income would have provided more information about 

interests in equity and liquidity. 

Though improvements in the survey instrument would have provided a 

more complete understanding of each respondent's interests, problems 

encountered in gaining access to the community limited the sample to a select 

population of residents. The greatest difficulty encountered was first determining 

what a "representative" sample of residents is and then obtaining that sample. 

The sample was adequate but not ideal for the purpose of discussing the 
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similarities and differences in interests among members of contrasting domestic 

property classes. Though roughly equal numbers of tenants, owner-occupiers, and 

developers were interviewed, the sample is not representative of all the possible 

domestic property classes in the barrio. In particular the interests of the homeless 

as a property class are not discussed because no homeless people were contacted. 

Though the homeless do not own or formally use domestic property, they still 

have domestic property interests in security (Davis 1991:77). According to the 

interpretive framework, the perspectives of the homeless who live in and around 

the barrio are important to the discussion of domestic property interests. Most all 

of the residents 1 interviewed were concerned with security. Because no homeless 

people were interviewed, it is unknown how the security interests of the homeless 

as a property class compare to those of other residents. An even more interesting 

question is whether homeless people share the same kinds of interest in the 

barrio's history and amenities as the residents who were interviewed. 

Beyond the realm of domestic property class, there are also serious silences 

in regard to the interests of non-Anglo residents of the barrio. This may be due, 

more than anything else, to lingual and cultural barriers that made obtaining 

interviews with a portion of the barrio's Mexican American community difficult. 

In combination with such barriers, domestic property interests themselves may 

have contributed to the difficulty. The interview process is accompanied by a loss 

of privacy and may be perceived as a threat to security. This became apparent on 

several occasions when residents asked for identification or asked for other 

confirmation of my identity and raised concerns that my research violated their 

own and other residents' privacy. The possibility exists that the interview 

methodology excluded people who greatly value privacy and security and would 
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perceive the intrusion of an interviewer as a threat. Despite these difficulties, the 

interviews provided enough information about the domestic property interests of 

barrio residents to discuss the three remaining research problems even if only in a 

limited fashion. 

The second research problem was addressed in the identification of three 

dominant landscape ideologies from the interviews. Barrio Libre, Barrio Viejo, 

and Barrio Historico were employed as conceptual labels for the dominant 

perspectives from which residents described the barrio. Barrio Libre, represents a 

combination of interests in accumulation and in autonomy. Barrio Viejo is used to 

represent accommodative interests and emphasizes autonomy and a concern for 

the maintenance of community, over historic preservation. Barrio Historico is the 

ideological crossroads between the ideologies of Barrio Libre and Barrio Viejo. It 

represents interests in historic preservation as well as the preservation of 

community and diversity. 

The identification of these dominant views of the neighborhood is one of 

the most important findings of this thesis in that it helps to explain conflicts 

among neighborhood residents and calls into question the very concept of 

neighborhood itself. The utility of domestic property interests in the analysis of 

conflict will be discused shortly. In regard to the second observation, most case 

studies of gentrification use the neighborhood as the region for analysis. A 

neighborhood is assumed to exist. However, in many cases it is more likely that 

the neighborhoods discussed are the theoretical constructs of the researcher or 

official definitions accepted uncritically by researchers. When studying 

gentrification at the micro-scale it is important to interrogate critically the concept 

of "neighborhood." The discussion of the landscape ideologies suggested that the 
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diverse ways that residents interpret and define their neighborhood are likely to 

affect the actions that they take to either encourage or contest the production of a 

gentrified landscape and thus influence the final form of the gentrified landscape. 

The discussion of the third research problem addressed the relationship 

between ideas and action and explored the consequences of acting or not acting. 

This is a large research problem and a complete discussion of the interface 

between interests and action was not accomplished. Part of the difficulty in 

addressing this problem is the fact that the survey instrument was oriented 

primarily toward determining interests and only secondarily toward gaining 

information about action or inaction. The only questions that addressed this 

research problem concerned participation in neighborhood organizations. Other 

potential forms of action, including those taken by individuals were not directly 

measured. 

The relationship between interest and action remains ambiguous. The 

limited cases that were reviewed indicate that domestic property interests are 

implicated in decisions to act or not to act. Some residents with interests in 

security attended the initial BHNA meetings and have more recently become 

involved in forming a Neighborhood Watch. Developers concerned with 

enhancing the liquidity of their properties have renovated and modernized houses 

in the barrio. Two residents said that they purposely do not participate in 

neighborhood organizations and suggested that participation would not be 

consistent with their domestic property interests. 

More often than not, domestic property interests were not the reasons that 

resident's gave for inaction. Other commitments, including work and family, were 

perceived as being more important for some residents. This suggests that more 
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than domestic property interests must be examined in explaining why individual 

residents act or do not act. This contrasts somewhat with Davis' framework in 

regard to neighborhood organizations. Davis concludes that leadership, 

resources, and ideology constrain and enable the formation of neighborhood 

organizations but that domestic property interests motivate action (1991:272-76). 

While neighborhood organizations may be said to act primarily upon domestic 

property interests, individuals have other interests that they take into account. 

Indeed, as one resident suggested, even the dislike of a current member of a 

neighborhood organization may discourage residents from joining. Thus, it seems 

that the interface between interests and action at the level of the individual is 

more complex than at the level of the neighborhood organization. 

A second concern of this research problem is the link between action or 

inaction, and the consequences of action. This is especially difficult in the case of 

inaction. The interviews were inadequate for establishing definitive links between 

actions and consequences. However, it has been possible to infer potential 

consequences from the actions that residents described. For example, many 

residents said that they attended Neighborhood Watch meetings. At one level it is 

logical to infer that the intended consequence of forming a Neighborhood Watch 

is to fight crime and thereby increase the security of the neighborhood. However, 

the interviews did not measure changes in crime rates in the barrio either before 

or after the formation of a Neighborhood Watch. Thus an increase in security can 

only be inferred. 

The unintended consequences of forming a Neighborhood Watch are even 

more ambiguous. One possible unintended consequence is that Neighborhood 

Watch increases the sense of community among neighbors. Another possible 
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unintended consequence is that, because of at least a perception of increased 

security, property values increase. It is not clear whether these two possible 

consequences are either intended or unintended. Some residents may have been 

motivated to join the Neighborhood Watch specifically because they wanted to get 

to know their neighbors or because they felt that decreased security threatened 

their property values, and not primarily because they felt that their security was 

threatened. 

It is difficult to determine which interests motivate action and what the 

intended consequences of action are. However, from the discussion, it is clear 

that interests and intended consequences are linked. The discussion indicates that 

residents acting on the basis of their interests expect that their actions will help to 

fulfill an interest. This was illustrated particularly well in several residents' 

descriptions of the formation of the neighborhood association. According to these 

residents the intended consequence of the BHNA's formation was to stop a wave 

of drug-related thefts in the neighborhood. One resident indicated that an 

unintended consequence of this action was that it strengthened the community. 

However, another resident suggested that strengthening the community was also 

a primary motivation for the formation of the BHNA and that her participation 

was motivated more by an interest in community than in security. The same 

action taken by different residents may be motivated by different interests and 

may have different intended consequences. 

The specific focus of the discussion of the third research problem was upon 

actions that either encourage or contest the production of a gentrified landscape. 

Key to this discussion was the assumption, derived from production-based 

explanations of gentrification, that the reproduction of accumulative relations 
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encourages gentrification. This is a large assumption that substitutes for a deeper 

understanding of the relationship between socio-economic processes and 

individual action. The relationship between the actions of residents and the 

consequence of a gentrified landscape is likely to be much more complex. The 

interviews suggest, but did not prove, that accumulative interests, either 

intentionally or unintentionally, contribute to the production of a gentrified 

landscape. Because increased security may result in higher property values, one 

consequence of increased security may be the further gentrification of the 

neighborhood. A few residents, though they eschew the term gentrification, 

actively support improvements and view rising property values and the 

displacement of lower-income residents as a positive and natural consequence of 

improvement. Other residents were either ambivalent about rising property 

values and displacement or saw these consequences as negative. Yet both groups 

of residents were concerned with increasing the security of the neighborhood by 

reducing crime. For the first group, gentrification might be seen as an intended 

consequence of increasing security while for the other group, gentrification is an 

unintended consequence. The relationships among interests, actions, and 

consequences is not easily revealed through the examination of the interview 

data. 

The fourth research problem concerns the way that the neighborhood 

landscape emerges through negotiation and conflict. The discussion of this 

research problem linked interests, ideology, and action with the production of the 

neighborhood landscape and emphasized the social nature of landscape 

production. Although individual property owners have the autonomy to modify 

their own property, it is socially constrained. The historic review process most 
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significantly constrains the autonomy of property owners. They negotiate with 

the various committees that govern the review process in order to make desired 

modifications to their property. Thus the final form of property use is likely to 

reflect not only the interests of the property owner, but also the interests of a 

wider community that are formally codified in the neighborhood's historic review 

guidelines. 

The discussion also brought to light the observation that the property 

owner's skill in negotiating and access to resources tends to determine the extent 

to which the owner maintains autonomy over the use of his/her property. 

Inexperienced negotiators with few resources are not likely to modify their 

property or are more likely to make modifications that more closely match the 

historic guidelines. More experienced negotiators are more likely to make 

modifications that reflect their interests. While the historic review is a formal 

process of negotiation, conflict and negotiation among residents is also informally 

constituted. The example of conflicts over the construction of two story buildings 

serves as an illustration. Though the two story houses were approved by the 

advisory committee, neighbors objected and took action. 

Domestic property interests were particularly useful for interpreting this 

conflict. The participants in this conflict did not frame it in terms of domestic 

property interests, rather residents discussed the issue of two story buildings in 

relation to historic compatibility. The blockage of valued views, and the increased 

value of the homes which some residents linked with gentrification were 

subsumed by a concern for historic compatibility. Framed in terms of domestic 

property interests, the conflict is less about historic compatibility than it is about 



160 

the pursuit of one residents' interests at the expense of the interests of other 

residents. 

Though by no means complete, the discussion of gentrification in terms of 

domestic property interests has given some insights into the four research 

problems. Framed in terms of domestic property interests, the process of 

gentrification at the micro-scale becomes a bit less mysterious. The discussion 

suggests that domestic property interests are effective in explaining why a 

neighborhood landscape develops in a particular way. 

Effectiveness of the Interpretive Framework. 

Domestic property interests are useful in explaining the production of 

landscape in one particularly important respect. They serve as a concrete 

intermediary between culture and landscape. Culture, according to Sauer 

(1969:343), "is the agent, the natural area is the medium, the cultural landscape 

is the result." Lewis (1979:15) argues that "the culture of any nation is 

unintentionally reflected in its ordinary vernacular landscape." Both of these 

statements uncritically define culture as the agent of landscape production. While 

an individual's culture may influence them to shape the landscape in a particular 

way, culture itself does not shape landscapes. In this way, domestic property 

interests help to specify the relationships among culture, individual actions, and 

the landscape. 

Both production-based and consumption-based approaches to the study of 

gentrifying neighborhoods follow this determinant logic of cultural production. In 

these frameworks, the gentrified landscape takes on a specific form because 

gentrifiers who subscribe to a common culture move in or start to develop 
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properties. As was discussed in the literature review and as was revealed through 

the interviews with barrio residents, it is at times difficult to discern who the 

gentrifiers are, or, indeed, if there is a culture of gentrification. Originally, this 

thesis was to concentrate upon differences in the domestic property interests of 

long-term residents and newcomers. The assumption was that the most recent in-

movers were gentrifiers. This proved impossible because it was difficult to 

differentiate among gentrifiers and non-gentrifiers. Newcomers and long-time 

residents often seemed to have similar interests. Even the developers who are 

relative newcomers share many interests with the long-time residents who were 

interviewed. While the Barrio Libre landscape ideology is implicated in the 

production of a gentrified landscape, most residents are not committed to one 

ideology to the exclusion of all others. Rather, residents hold multiple views of 

the barrio and they belong to a variety of different "cultures." Thus it was 

impossible to identify a culture of gentrifiers or even people who could be 

described as gentrifiers. Instead it was found that a single resident often acts in 

ways that both encourage and resist the gentrification of the neighborhood. The 

concept of domestic property interests allows for the contextual definition of 

gentrifiers. 

While domestic property interests are useful for gaining a greater 

understanding of gentrification at the micro-scale, they are not sufficient. The 

analysis of domestic property interests does not address interests rooted in class, 

ethnicity, gender or other common boundaries of social conflict except where 

these interests coincide with those of domestic property (Davis 1991:95, 258). It 

would be useful to look at interests other than those of domestic property. This 

would generate questions about how membership in specific, identity-based social 
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groups influence interests. Additionally, the examination of interests related to 

membership in various social groups might give some insight into why residents 

pursue certain interests in domestic property more vigorously than others. 

For instance, one woman who was interviewed pointed out that the BHNA 

was started by herself and four other women. 'You know a couple of Hispanic 

women and... all women actually." When asked why she thought this occurred 

she explained: 

Well, I think that's normal. I think worldwide and historically 
women are always the caretakers of the neighborhood. Definitely a 
lot of free time stuff. And the guys that would come [to the BHNA 
meetings] would always be like "hey, if I'm not paying big bucks to 
develop this spot"... They would only show up and vote if they had a 
personal interest. And it was to the advantage if you knew what 
their interest was and where they wanted to help, then they would 
volunteer for things but very rarely. It was mostly the women who 
would spend the time and take care of the neighborhood because 
they worried about the children. And it was the Hispanic tradition, 
all the grandmothers were the caretakers. They usually took care of 
all the grandchildren and so its more of a... Women taking care of 
each other on the streets. 

Here participation in a neighborhood organization is explained as an extension of 

the "caretaking" role of women while the participation of men is explained in 

terms of their "personal interests" in developing property. The contrast between 

developing property and caretaking the neighborhood is very similar to the 

distinctions made here between accumulative interests and accommodative 

interests. Men are said to have accumulative interests while women have 

accommodative interests. In addition the caretaking role is characterized as that 

of Hispanic grandmothers. Constructions of gender, ethnicity, and age play a role 

in the process of gentrification. 
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At this point, the use of domestic property interests for understanding 

gentrification becomes inadequate. The key weakness is the emphasis on 

domestic property class as the determinant of domestic property interests. While, 

as Davis demonstrates, membership in a domestic property class may largely 

explain one's interests in domestic property, it is also clear that there are other 

explanatory factors including one's identity. 

Addressing issues of identity in the barrio, the same woman said: 

And so it's the, you know, the classism. I went to dinner parties 
with the Anglo developer boys who all sit around and compare. 
They sit there and tell you how many thousands and hundreds of 
thousands [of dollars?], and how many properties they have, like 
you are supposed to be all....You know like their ego things, how 
many toys they have. "I have five buildings on this block." "I'm 
worth a million dollars." You know. 

And then you go the next neighbor and she tells me that, "I only 
hang out with lesbian Hispanics." Talk about your narrow segment 
of the population. But she's comfortable there and so I could 
understand it. But, in essence, she was telling me that, you know, 
since I wasn't a lesbian or a Hispanic that I couldn't associate. She 
would never associate with me. 

This woman's descriptions of "Anglo developer boys" and "lesbian Hispanics" 

suggests that interests other than those of domestic property influence 

relationships among neighbors and thus the production of the neighborhood 

landscape. Residents are linked by a common interests based not only upon 

domestic property but upon identity. At the same time, divisions are based not 

only upon differential domestic property interests but also upon perceived 

differences in identity. The concept of interests when divorced from a concern 

with domestic property may provide an avenue to explore further the way in 
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which perspective influences the perception and construction of neighborhood 

landscapes. 

While the analysis of domestic property interests may serve to further 

clarify the relationship between culture and landscape, the framework only allows 

the exploration of one dimension of human relationships with the land. Evidence 

from the interviews suggest that objects of interest other than domestic property 

are relevant to the production of neighborhood landscapes. 

A Drive Through the Barrio: Two Views of the Barrio Landscape 

Three ideologies are simultaneously inscribed upon the barrio landscape 

creating sharp contrasts. Evidence suggests that the neighborhood has been 

slowly undergoing gentrification for twenty or more years and a visual inspection 

of the neighborhood landscape reveals contrasts between gentrified and non-

gentrifled areas. That there are potentially three landscape ideologies, 

representing multiple and conflicting interests and guiding the production of 

barrio landscape, suggests that the complete gentrification of the barrio is not 

inevitable. The possibility exists that the neighborhood will become, as a Tucson 

Citizen article speculated, a hybrid model that stresses "cross-cultural harmony 

and accommodation rather than displacement" (Boldfield and Bustamante, 

1994a:al). Equally the possibility exists that it will become a fully gentrified 

neighborhood like those in cities across the nation. More likely, the neighborhood 

will be some combination of both. 

I write these comments the day after revisiting the barrio with a friend who 

knew about the barrio but had never really seen it. As she drives around 1 point 

out various landmarks, relate surprising facts and intimate histories imbedded in 
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the landscape. "One resident said that he thinks the barrio is a safer 

neighborhood than those around the university," I tell her. Stopping to take a 

photograph of the now empty B&B cafe store front, I relate the story of the 

resident who used to sit at a table in the cafe, write postcards, and mail them at 

the post office next door, all the while fantasizing that she was in a European 

Cafe. I point out the palm tree standing alone in a vacant lot where one resident 

said he enjoys watching the sun set over the Tucson Mountains. I point out a 

single candle burning at El Tiradito as we speed past at 35 miles per hour. 

We cross the freeway and drive up the road that winds around the top of 

"A" Mountain. Stopping just below the whitewashed "A" I get out of the car and 

survey the sprawling city of Tucson that lies before me. To the south 1 spot the 

towers of the San Xavier Mission as a couple of white dots near the horizon. San 

Augustin Cathedral is more prominent in front of me just beyond the interstate. 

To the north suburban subdivisions stretch to the horizon. To the East, the 

subdivisions slowly give way to the rugged slopes of Mt. Lemmon. I frame the 

barrio in the view finder of my camera. With a soft click, I create an image of the 

barrio on film. My interest is in the barrio and it is this interest that directs my 

camera. 

For a moment my gaze wanders to my neighborhood near the University of 

Arizona. From up here the two neighborhoods do not look much different than 

any of the rest of Tucson. As I reflect on my drive through the barrio, 1 am 

surprised at how much more meaning the barrio landscape has for me. Somehow 

gentrification, domestic property interests, and landscape seem to be amazingly 

awkward abstractions of reality just as the image of the barrio from the top of "A" 

Mountain seems an inadequate representation of the barrio. When Mills (1993) 
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says that traditional approaches to gentrification do not discuss the meaning that 

residents read from and write into the neighborhood landscape I think this is what 

she means. The view of neighborhoods presented in macro-scale studies of 

gentrification is like the view of the barrio from the top of "A" Mountain. The 

subtle variations among neighborhoods are not visible. Rather than 

neighborhoods, I see a city. Only when I am down there do I notice the 

differences in the morphology of the landscape. Only through the practice of 

everyday life, or through interviews with the residents of the barrio do I perceive 

some of the meaning inscribed in this morphology. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Interview Script Barrio Historico Resident Interests and Actions 

The information you provide in this interview will be used to understand the 
variety of ways that people take an interest in and shape the neighborhood where 
they live. The information you provide will be treated in the strictest confidence. 
Your name and other identifying information will not be used in the final 
publication of this research. 

1. What do you call the neighborhood where you live? 
a. Barrio Historico 
b. Barrio Libre 
c. Barrio Viejo 
d. El Hoyo 
e. Other 

2. How long have you lived in Barrio ? 
a. Less than 5 years 
b. More than 5 but less than 10 
c. More than 10 but less than 15 
d. More than 15 but less than 20 
e. More than 20 but less than 25 
f. More than 25 but less than 30 
g. Other (moved away but returned) 

3. What do you think are the most important issues facing your neighborhood 
today? 
a. Affordable Housing 
b. Commercial Development 
c. Crime 

What kinds of Crime? 
a. Assault 
b. Drugs 
c. Gangs 
d. Graffiti 
e. Murder 
f. Theft 
g. Vandalism 
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d. Ethnic Tensions 
e. Gentrification 
f. Historic Preservation 
g. Housing Quality 
h. Lack of basic infrastructure 
i. Traffic/Transportation 
j. Other 

4. Are you a member of any organizations that address issues facing your 
neighborhood? Probing: For instance are you a member of the Barrio Historico 
Neighborhood Association or the Pima County Interfaith Council? 
a. No 
Are you aware that a neighborhood organization, the Barrio Historico 
Neighborhood Association exists here? 
a. No (Next question) 
What influenced your decision not to become a member of the BHNA, PCIC, or 
Other? 

Even though you are not a member, do you participate in BHNA, PCIC or Other 
organized activities? 

b. Yes (list them) 

a. BHNA b. PCIC c. Other 
In what way/ways are you active in the BHNA/PCIC/Other? 
a. Attend meetings 
b. Attend sponsored activities 
c. Serve in a leadership role 
d. Not active 
e. Other 

How often do you participate in 
a. Daily 
b. Weekly 

(the activity identified above). 
c. Monthly 
d. Yearly 

Why did you decide to join the BHNA/PCIC/Other? 

5. Would you like to see the neighborhood become.. 
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a. A residential neighborhood with no commercial activity? 
b. A residential neighborhood 
with some commercial activity? 
c. An even mix of residential and commercial activity? 
d. A business district with a 
few residences? 
How come? 

6. What do you do for a living? 

7. Where is your workplace located? 

8. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
a. Less than high school education d. Graduated from college 
b. Graduated from High school e. Graduate education 
c. Some college but did not graduate 

9. Do you live in a house or in an apartment? 
Do you own or rent your house? 

House Apartment 
a. own house c. own apartment 
b. rent house d. rent apartment 
e. Other 

10. From the following list, what are the three most important qualities of your 
house or apartment in order of importance? 
a. Its central location 
b. Its location relative to businesses 
c. Its location relative to schools 
d. Its historic character 
e. Its market value 
f. The neighbors/neighborhood 
g. It is where previous generations of your family lived 
h. Its location relative to your place of 
work 
i. Other 
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11. How important do you feel it is to provide affordable housing in your 
neighborhood? 
a. very important 
b. somewhat important 
c. not important 
Why is it very/somewhat/not important. 

13. How well do you know your immediate neighbors? 
a. Very well, like another member of your family 
b. Well, your neighbors are good friends 
c. Pretty well, you know them but wouldn't consider them as close friends 
d. Not very well, you recognize them but don't really know them 
e. Not well, you don't know your neighbors 
How come? 

14. What do you think are the most important cultural events in your 
neighborhood each year? 
a. Halloween Celebration 
b. Los Posadas 
c. Home Tour 
d. Other 
Do you attend these events regularly? 

15. Do you attend events sponsored by neighborhood schools? 
No 
Yes 
Which events? 

16. How important is preserving the historic buildings in the barrio? 
a. Very important 
b. Somewhat important 
c. Not important 
How come? 

17. How important do you think it is that residents keep their houses and yards 
looking clean and neat? 
a. Very important 
b. Somewhat important 
c. Not important 
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How come? 

18. What is one particular place in the neighborhood that is important for you? 
Could you describe that place for me? 
What makes this place important? 

19. Is there another place in Barrio Historico that is important for you? 
Could you describe it for me? 
What makes this place important? 

20. What do you think is the most important change that the neighborhood has 
experienced? 

21. Did you have any connections to the part of the barrio that was destroyed to 
make way for the Tucson Community Center? 
How did you feel about the destruction of the barrio and the construction of the 
Community Center? 
What did you do? 

22. What do you like about living in Barrio Historico? 
or if newcommer why did you chose to live in Barrio Historico? 
if native why do you remain in Barrio Historico? 

23. What do you dislike about living in Barrio Historico? 

24. Is there anything else that you think would be helpful for me to know about 
your neighborhood? 

25. Do you know of other people who you think I should interview? 

26. Do you want me to share the results of my interviews with you when I am 
done? Y N 
27 Age: 
28. Sex: M F 
29. Ethnicity: 
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APPENDIX B: ETHICAL CONCERNS 

In this study, I have not used the names of the people who were 

interviewed and I have tried to ensure confidentiality. However, because of the 

close community of the barrio, it is clear that residents who read the study will 

recognize participants through a combination of their manners of speech, events 

they describe, their particular circumstances, or even by their ideological 

positions. Thus while anonymity can be fairly easily obtained, confidentiality can 

not. 

This approach was chosen for several reasons. First, as some residents 

indicated during the interviews, the research process is perceived as a threat to 

both security and privacy. In terms of security, I wanted to avoid as much as 

possible the possibility that residents who expressed unpopular opinions were not 

punished by their neighbors for saying what they feel. Second, privacy is highly 

valued among some residents of the barrio. While in the end, none of the 

residents interviewed shared any information that the researcher would consider 

intensely personal or private, the determination of what is private information 

should be left up to the residents themselves. Because of this, privacy was 

protected as much as possible through anonymity. 

There are several disadvantages to this approach. First, is that because the 

residents are not identified by name, their identity as coauthors of this study is 

diminished and their voices are less prominent. Though their names could have 

been changed to create a greater impression of authorship for the reader, this 

method was felt to be too manipulative. A second concern was that residents 

would lie because they would not be directly accountable for what they said. 



173 

Balancing this concern is the possibility that residents would not be as willing to 

participate or to express their opinions out of a fear that possible harm might 

result from making their opinions known publicly. 

Finally, ethical concerns became part of the writing process. On several 

occasions, participants in the interviews expressed opinions about easily 

identifiable individuals in the barrio that would be hurtful to the individuals if 

they were to read the thesis. While such statements could have been used to 

illustrate racist attitudes or as graphic illustrations of particular conflicts, the cost 

in terms of potential harm to the identified individual (and possible retaliations 

against the participant who made the statement) was seen to be greater than the 

benefit to the research project. 

While all these ethical concerns translate into censorship by omission, the 

researcher wanted to avoid being a participant in disseminating hurtful attitudes 

and prejudices. The inclusion of such statements, was not absolutely necessary to 

further the research project. It is important to include this discussion because the 

intent is not to deny that the particular attitudes expressed do not exist, but rather 

to acknowledge that they exist while not contributing to their reproduction. 



APPENDIX C. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 



Demographic Characteristics of the Sample1 

Residency Property 
Class 

Years lived 
in BH 

Occupation Sex Ethnicity Age Participation 

1 former 
resident 

NA community 
organizer 

female Hispanic PCIC 

2 resident owner-
occupier 

15 semi-retired male Anglo 

3 resident owner-
occupier 

4 education female Hispanic 

4 resident owner-
occuper 

female Hispanic BHNA 

5 resident owner-
occupier 

50 retired female Hispanic 81 BHNA 

6 resident owner-
occupier 

11 contractor male Anglo/ 
Hispanic 

39 

7 resident owner-
occupier 

13 professor male Anglo 51 

8 resident owner-
occupier 

60 artist male Hispanic 60 BHNA/ 
Adivisory 
Board 

9 resident owner-
occupier 

8 artist/teacher female Anglo 43 BHNA 

10 resident owner-
occupier 

34 construction male Hispanic 38 PCIC 

1Wliere information is lacking, table entries have been left blank 



11 non
resident 

owner, 
developer, 
landlord 

20 developer male Anglo 43 

12 resident owner-
occupier, 
developer, 
landlord 

13 developer male Anglo 44 BHNA/ 
Advisory 
Board 

13 resident owner-
occupier, 
developer, 
landlord 

17 developer male Anglo 45 

14 former 
resident 

tenant 3 poet,artist, 
social activist 

male Anglo 69 

15 former 
resident 

tenant 9 artist female Anglo 44 BHNA 

16 resident tenant 2 artist female Anglo 68 
17 resident tenant 1.5 artist female Anglo 48 
18 resident tenant 9 woodworker male Anglo 40 
19 resident tenant 11 contractor, 

woodworker 
male Anglo 47 

20 resident tenant 4.33 retired female Anglo 64 BHNA 
21 resident tenant 4.5 semi-retired 

accountant 
male Anglo 

22 resident tenant 11 archeologist female Anglo BHNA 
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