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 Abstract  
 

During the 2005-2006 academic year, members of a research team at Georgetown 

University (GRT) volunteered in a community development project at Carver Terrace. 

Carver Terrace is a low-income housing community located in Northeast Washington 

D.C. that has suffered neglect and segregation by the D.C. city government and 

developers in the past decades. In 2002, the Telesis Corporation purchased the Carver 

Terrace properties, renovated apartment units, and re-landscaped the outdoor areas. 

Telesis plans to sell some of the units to residents well below the market value over a 

fifteen year homeownership transition period. Telesis will also sell some properties at 

market value in order to develop a mixed-income community at Carver Terrace. 

Telesis subcontracted research at Carver Terrace to the GRT in order to find out 

residents’ feelings about the Carver Terrace property, the surrounding neighborhood, and 

the homeownership project. The GRT conducted three focus groups with a total of 30 of 

residents and 92 door-to-door surveys to gather information from residents. The data 

collected allowed for more specific analysis on particular aspects of the homeownership 

project. The following research analyzes the residents’ feelings of trust and distrust 

regarding the successful transition to being homeowners. Residents were generally 

distrustful in regards to the Telesis Corporation, the GRT, and the homeownership project 

in general, presenting a serious obstacle in the successful completion of the transition to 

homeownership at Carver Terrace. 
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 Introduction to Project  
 

Carver Terrace is a housing community in Northeast Washington D.C. that was 

rehabilitated by the Telesis Corporation in 2002. Telesis reconstructed apartments, 

changed the exterior of buildings, and developed the landscaping at Carver Terrace. 

Telesis currently owns the property in equal partnership with the Carver Terrace Tenants 

and Civic Association (CTTCA). The CTTCA and Telesis constitute the Neighborhood 

Association that will oversee the transition of property ownership to the residents in a 

collective housing cooperative endeavor. The business proposal at Carver Terrace plans 

for the transition to resident ownership in 2017. The following research sought to assess 

the Carver Terrace residents’ notions of trust in the Telesis Corporation, the Georgetown 

University Research Team (GRT), and in the successful implementation of the 

homeownership project in general. Through the use of focus group transcripts and door-

to-door survey data, residents’ expressions of trust and distrust were analyzed. This 

particular research on trust was in partnership with a larger team of Georgetown 

University Researchers (GRT) under the direction of Professor Sam Marullo, to assist in 

community building at Carver Terrace. 

The Carver Terrace housing community has a great need for development in order 

to successfully complete the transition to a homeowner occupied property. Although the 

CTTCA is the business representative of Carver Terrace residents, they do not function as 

the leaders and organizers of residents in the community. A functioning residents’ 

association that brings residents together to develop positive community change is 

necessary. 
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For an introduction to all of the partners involved in the Carver Terrace 

Community Building project, please see Appendix A. The following three sections 

provide the background research used when developing this research project. The 

sections include an introduction to Carver Terrace, the theoretical and historical 

framework, and the review of related literature on trust. 

 

 Introduction to Carver Terrace  
 

Carver Terrace is located in Northeast Washington D.C. on Maryland Avenue 

between 19th and 21st streets on approximately six acres of land. The property was built in 

1945 to house African Americans in segregated Washington. In the 1970s the property’s 

upkeep declined and the neighborhood’s condition changed. In the 1980s the D.C. Office 

of Planning labeled Carver Terrace as a “hot spot” for drugs, violence, and gangs (Telesis 

2004). 

 In 2002, the Telesis Corporation physically rehabilitated Carver Terrace with 

financing by Telesis, The Fannie Mae Foundation, and the Chase Community 

Development Bank (Wong 2001). The Telesis Corporation completed a community 

center located on Carver Terrace’s grounds, and plans to develop community programs 

and services housed in the center. There are currently 312 residential units designed to 

eventually attract residents of various incomes to Carver Terrace. The community is in 

the process of finding leaders who can work with the Telesis Corporation to strengthen 

the Neighborhood Association and to plan for the transition to tenet owned properties. 

The Neighborhood Association will guide residents in regulations of a cooperative that 

will ensure that the neighborhood will remain available to low-income tenets. 
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 Some setbacks in the homeownership project have included a lack of coordination 

among residents and ineffective use of the community center’s space. The Georgetown 

University Research Team (GRT) sought to collect data on residents’ attitudes toward the 

homeownership project and the Telesis Corporation as well as their feelings about the 

Carver Terrace neighborhood. 

 The following charts were generated from U.S. census data and demographic data 

on Carver Terrace residents, provided by the resident manager prior to conducting focus 

group and surveys. 

Carver Terrace, Surrounding Neighborhood, DC, and US Averages 
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 Carver Terrace is located in Census Tract 89.03 in Northeast Washington D.C. 

This graph above demonstrates the comparison of the number of rented properties and the 

number of owned properties in Census Tract 89.03, Washington D.C., and the United 

States. Approximately 70% of residents in Census Tract 89.03 are renters, 59% of 

Washington D.C. residents are renters, but only 33.8% of US residents are renters. As a 
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nation, the United States consists of primarily homeowners. This distinguishes Carver 

Terrace residents from the majority of most Americans. 
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 The table above demonstrates that Carver Terrace’s neighborhood in Census Tract 

89.03 has a higher percentage of citizens below the poverty level than the Washington 

D.C. and United States averages. In Census Tract 89.03, 23.23% of residents’ incomes 

are below the poverty level. In Washington D.C. 20.22% of residents are below the 

poverty level. In the United States only 12.38% of residents’ are below the poverty level. 

This demonstrates that the poverty in Carver Terrace is particularly significant to the 

neighborhood and therefore should be granted special attention due to the factors that 

contribute to poverty in the area and stem from the poverty in the area.  
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Median Household Income
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Washington D.C.’s median household income is $40,127, 4% lower than the 

United States median income which is $41,994. However, to put this in context, the 

average cost of living for a family in Washington D.C. is 24% higher than the average 

cost of living in the United States (Sperling’s Best). Census Tract 89.03 has a median 

income of $29,698, 30% lower than the United States’ median income. Finally, current 

Carver Terrace residents have an even lower income than the other residents in their 

neighborhood of Washington D.C. of $27,019, 36% lower than the United States median 

income. This table represents that indeed Carver Terrace is a low-income community not 

only by national standards but also in comparison to the surrounding neighborhood and 

Washington D.C. 

The chance for residents to accumulate wealth with property ownership is an 

important impetus for conducting such projects in neighborhoods like Carver Terrace.  
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 Theoretical and Historical Framework of Research  
 

Social Capital Theory and Carver Terrace 
 

Social capital is a sociological term used to describe an individuals’ agency or 

ability to relate to others in a social context. Pierre Bourdieu originally defines social 

capital as “an attribute of an individual in a social context” (Bourdieu cited in Sobel 

2002:139). Social capital is established with connections and networks between the 

individual and his or her society. These types of connections could regard economic 

endeavors, political action, community education and development, or any number of 

instances in which individuals must work together to accomplish goals. Social capital is 

the ability of an individual to utilize social networks and connections to accomplish 

mutually beneficial aims. Communities will demonstrate low amounts of social capital 

when they are unable to organize, protect themselves, communicate with outsiders, make 

positive social change, and generally function in democratic society (Sobel 2002). 

Robert Putnam argues that social capital is comprised of norms, networks, “and 

social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam, cited 

in Campbell 2000: 641). The element of social trust to creating social capital has helped 

form my research question for this project. Many of the setbacks in the homeownership 

process are due to a lack of communication and networking between the residents and the 

Telesis Corporation. The theory of social capital would suggest that Carver Terrace 

residents must build strong partnerships with outside organizations in order to ensure that 

their process of becoming a homeowner occupied community is completed successfully. 

The relationships with outside organizations should not be limited to a relationship with 

Telesis but should extend to other community service organizations including the 
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Georgetown University Research Team (GRT), lawyers, youth groups, teachers, senior 

citizen service providers, and community developers. Robert Putnam wrote that the 

decline of social capital in America “threatened the quality of democracy and the quality 

of life” (Sobel 2002: 140). Social capital is necessary for Carver Terrace residents to have 

a fair deal in becoming homeowners. 

Nan Lin discusses the differences in social capital based on race or socio-

economic status by looking at social networks (Lin 2000). Lin discusses the idea that in 

order for racial minorities to attain higher social capital they must make connections with 

those outside their racial groups as lower-income people must make connections with 

people outside of their socio-economic group (Lin 2000). Cross-group ties create 

connections that can better distribute resources and outcomes for disadvantaged groups. 

 Levels of community involvement vary in neighborhoods with different 

socioeconomic levels. Homogeneous communities have lower levels of civic 

participation (Oliver 1999). In homogeneous communities, community members do not 

feel compelled to debate issues because everyone is generally of the same opinion. 

Affluent communities do not tend to have drastic needs to be addressed and therefore the 

community members are again, less likely to be active in community membership (Oliver 

1999). Carver Terrace is homogeneous both racially and socio-economically so the 

literature would suggest that residents would have low levels of civic participation. 

However, Carver Terrace is largely low-income so Oliver would suggest that there are 

more problems in the neighborhood that residents would want to work together on to 

address and improve. 
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 Carver Terrace residents will need to create relationships with many outside 

community members (lawyers, law makers, construction companies, etc.) in order to 

successfully complete the homeownership project and manage the property after the 

homeownership transition. In addition to the need for Carver Terrace residents to unite 

from a business perspective, residents should come together to gather the opinions and 

resources of their community members in order to strengthen relationships of neighbors 

and better serve the most important needs of the community. 

History of Public Housing In The United States 
 

The history of public housing in the United States provides a context in which to 

analyze the situation of Carver Terrace residents. Public housing in the United States was 

first implemented during the Great Depression after many Americans lost their homes 

and livelihood due to terrible economic changes in the country. Franklin D. Roosevelt 

responded with the Federal Housing Act of 1934 and the creation of the Federal Housing 

Association (Gotham 2000: 296). The National Industrial Recovery Act and the 

formation of the Public Works Administration created many jobs in the construction 

industry (Aiken et al. 1970). The United Housing Act provided the basic format for 

public housing in which the government subsidizes the market value of the housing 

(Trotter 1958). The Lanham Act of 1940 was established to allow servicemen leaving 

World War II an opportunity to buy public housing and The Housing Act of 1949 called 

for the production of more permanent public housing across the United States. All of 

these programs were part of the Urban Renewal Administration under the Housing and 

Home Finance Agency (Keyes 1958). 
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 Warren Dunham and Nathan Grundstein criticized many specific aspects of the 

public housing system in 1955. They considered the system tied to humanistic sentiments 

and not practical methods of assisting the poor. They claimed that the bureaucracy 

involved in the public housing system was financially inefficient and significantly 

decreased the funds that were actually used toward housing. Public housing also created 

segregated communities within cities. Finally, they criticized the demand on collective 

cooperation and unity necessary in public housing due to the close quarters in which 

tenets lived (Dunham 1955: 110). 

 The Housing Act of 1934 has been criticized as racially motivated in many ways. 

The mortgage insurance, lending policies, appraisal guidelines, and home building 

subsidies were racially discriminatory towards African Americans (Gotham 2000: 309). 

Unfortunately, the racial inequity established in the original public housing policies 

continues today. Discrimination is defined as “the behavior by which one group prevents 

or restricts a minority group’s access to scarce resources” (Doob 1999: 4).  Housing 

discrimination includes a variety of aspects, including the limiting of persons from 

receiving mortgages, from being able to rent or own property in certain neighborhoods, 

and any other limitation of a person that prevents them from living where they should be 

able to live. In Christopher Doob’s book Racism, he explains that segregation in 

homeownership leads to restriction of movement of African Americans. The restriction 

for African Americans in housing leads to limited ability in finding jobs, and further 

enforces poor economic conditions for African Americans (Doob 1999: 69-70). 

Today the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) organizes all 

public housing in the United States (Department of Housing and Urban Development 
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2005).  HUD’s office of Policy Development is currently looking into current inequalities 

in the public housing system. HUD recognizes that there are inequalities in the conditions 

of housing for racial minorities as well as persons with disabilities. 

In 2001, HUD decided to divert funds from public housing and focus more on 

homeownership (Sorohan 2001). Their budget included $80 million towards the 

"Renewing the Dream" tax credit that encourages housing developers to construct 

housing for low-income residents. (Sorohan 2001: 1). HUD’s new focus with tax benefits 

has encouraged private enterprisers such as the Telesis Corporation to do development 

programs for low-income residents. 

Current Housing Situation in Washington D.C. 

 The National Capital Revitalization Corporation (NCRC) is a for-profit company 

that works in the public sector to develop Washington D.C.’s neighborhoods. The focus 

of the NCRC is to develop neighborhoods by assisting business enterprises in low-

income and resource poor neighborhoods with the goal of attracting money and 

development to these areas (NCRC). The first Chief Executive Officer of the NCRC, 

Elinor Bacon commented that she “hopes to rebuild mixed-income neighborhoods by 

demolishing distressed public housing” (Bhambhani 2000). 

 From 2000 to 2001, housing prices in Washington D.C. increased by 18.6% (Hill 

2001). Despite general economic problems in the rest of the country, the housing market 

has been quite strong in Washington D.C. (Hill 2001), (Ramstack 2005). People who 

owned property in 2000 were able to make significant gains on their investments, 

sometimes being able to sell their property for a price twice as high as their original 

buying price (Hill 2001). This market however, has left many people behind and the 



 

 15 

development of affordable housing has become a minor issue in the federal government’s 

planning (Broder 2002). Because of the prosperity of the housing market in Washington 

D.C., builders have focused on building up-scale residences and therefore have neglected 

developing affordable housing. “With prosperity, builders moved to the upscale market, 

prodded not just by the pursuit of profits but by the NIMBY factor -- not in my backyard 

-- that made locating moderate-priced units increasingly difficult” (Broder 2002). 

 Today, more than eighty percent of the properties for sale in Washington D.C. 

were out of reach for the average city household (Stewart 2005). Stacy D. Stewart, the 

President and CEO of the Fannie Mae Foundation commented that the D.C. government 

is struggling to develop a way to provide affordable housing for residents who are part of 

this eighty percent who cannot afford to buy properties (Stewart 2005).  Stewart 

mentioned that limited-equity cooperatives might be a successful way for renters to attain 

affordable housing because “they allow already existing residents to purchase their own 

units, and gain an equity stake, as opposed to potentially being displaced” (Stewart 2005). 

The proposal of the Carver Terrace project is to develop a limited-equity cooperative in 

which residents collectively own the properties on the Carver Terrace premises. That 

way, when residences are resold, the sale prices will be restricted so that some residences 

will remain as affordable housing. 
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 Review of Related Literature on Trust  
 
 The concept of social trust can be conceived on an individual level, in social 

relationships, and as part of a larger social system (Misztal 1996). Taken on in the 

context of a larger social system, trust is an important and valuable public good (Misztal 

1996). Social trust must be sustained by specific actions of different individual members 

of a society (Misztal 1996).  There are several different definitions of trust applicable to 

the study of trust of residents in public housing projects. Trust can be conceived as a 

belief among individuals in the integrity of other individuals. This belief in integrity 

would include the individuals’ belief that they can depend on others, they have faith in 

others, and have confidence in others (Rotter cited in Ross et al. 2001: 569). Trust can 

also be conceived as the willingness to cooperate with others in order to complete a 

mutually beneficial goal (Outhwaite cited in Misztal 1996: 18). 

The element of time in the definition of trust is also important. Part of Webster’s 

Dictionary defines trust as “dependence on something future or contingent; confident 

anticipation” (Webster’s Dictionary cited in Misztal 1996: 18). Trust requires a time 

lapse between the expectation of an obligation and the fulfillment of that obligation 

(Misztal 1996: 18). Elements of trust include expectations in relationships, duration and 

stability of social relationships, understanding of mutual obligations, feeling of fairness, 

and understanding of motives. Although trust can be conceived in a larger context of 

group social interactions and networking, it is essentially an individual human experience 

(Misztal 1996: 22). 

 Social distrust is not simply the opposite to social trust (Earle et al. 1995). Distrust 

is displayed with the avoidance of risks to seek safety (Earle et al. 1995: 46). Earle and 
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colleagues argue that distrust is a learned behavior that is influenced by social institutions 

such as family, school, sports, politics, etc. (Earle et al. 1995). Distrust can be quite 

detrimental to a community because it prevents the community from working together 

and developing (Ross et al. 2001). Distrust is more likely to occur when resources and 

opportunities are scarce and in situations of disorder and danger when risk-taking can be 

particularly detrimental (Ross et al. 2001: 570).  

 Bruce Rankin and James Quane studied social isolation which is defined as “the 

lack of contact or of sustained interaction with individuals and institutions that represent 

mainstream society” (Wilson cited in Rankin et al. 2000: 140). They discovered that 

social isolation is higher in poorer neighborhoods and lower in more affluent 

neighborhoods (Rankin et al. 2000: 149-150). Social isolation leads to impoverishment of 

neighborhoods and more distance between individuals. Social isolation may be a reason 

that residents are distrustful of outsiders. 

 In a situation such as the Carver Terrace housing project, trust may be a 

significant factor because of the social isolation of the community. Although Carver 

Terrace is in the nation’s capital and in close proximity to the House of Congress, 

residents themselves do not have social interactions with the principle decision makers in 

Washington D.C. Washington D.C. is unique in its small size and the fact that the most 

powerful people are members of Congress who are not from the area. The residents of 

Washington D.C. who grew up in the city have been denied the ability to participate fully 

in democracy without voting representation in Congress. The D.C. government has 

generally neglected poorer neighborhoods in Washington and continues to cut funding 

for D.C.’s poorer residents. The need to work with the Telesis Corporation demonstrates 
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a significant change in Carver Terrace’s historical method of functioning as a 

community. The role of other outsiders involved in the homeownership project such as 

the GRT has also changed the dynamic at Carver Terrace and could cause a strain on 

other relationships and with outsiders. The homeownership project will present certain 

issues of trust among residents and also between residents and outside organizations. 

The issue of time lapses (see Misztal above) in regard to trust is extremely 

important in Carver Terrace’s case because of the need for residents to commit to the 

homeownership project fifteen years prior to the actual turnover of property ownership. 

Residents at Carver Terrace are asked to sign on to the project without seeing the results 

for a number of years. This requires a significant amount of trust by Carver Terrace 

residents’ in the Telesis Corporation. The level of crime and general instability of 

Northeast D.C. also contributes to a possible lack of trust that Carver Terrace residents 

may be experiencing as suggested by Ross et al. 
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 Research Question and Subproblems  

The following main research question and subproblems include hypotheses 

generated before data collection: 

Research Question: 

To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or distrustful in the ability to 

become homeowners? 

Subproblems: 

1.Trust in Telesis/The Neighborhood Association 

1a. To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or distrustful of the Telesis  

      Corporation? 

Hypothesis: Carver Terrace residents will be somewhat trustful of the Telesis 

Corporation.  

1b. What are the factors that contribute to the residents’ level of trust in regard to the 

Telesis Corporation? 

Hypothesis: The Telesis Corporation is offering the residents a unique opportunity 

and offering services in assisting residents to own their property. Excitement and 

support in the project will make residents trustful of the Telesis Corporation. The 

fact that the CTTCA is composed of residents and works directly with Telesis will 

make residents somewhat trustful of Telesis due to the fact that some members of 

the community already have relationships with Telesis. However, Telesis’ 

outsider status in the Carver Terrace community may present a distance and lack 

of trust between the Carver Terrace residents and the CTTCA. 
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2. Trust in the Georgetown University Research Team 

2a. To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or distrustful of the  

      Georgetown University Research Team? 

Hypothesis: Carver Terrace residents will be somewhat distrustful of the 

Georgetown University Research Team. 

2b. What are the factors that contribute to their level of trust in regard to the 

Georgetown University Research Team? 

Hypothesis: As the Georgetown University Research Team is not a member of  

the Carver Terrace community, there will be a barrier between the research team 

and the Carver Terrace residents. The Carver Terrace residents’ lack of 

information on what is involved in the study may also present a lack of trust from 

Carver Terrace residents. The Georgetown University Research Team members 

are not low-income, and most are not D.C. natives, which may present another 

conflict for some of the Carver Terrace residents in establishing a relationship 

with the Georgetown University Research Team. 

 
3. Trust that the homeownership project will be successful 

3a. To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or distrustful that the  

      project will be completed as planned by 2017? 

Hypothesis: Carver Terrace residents will be very distrustful that the project will  

be completed by 2017. 

3b. What are the factors that contribute to their level of trust in regard to the 

homeownership project? 

Hypothesis: Carver Terrace residents do not have enough information about how  
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the project will be completed. Due to the history of neglect and abuse of residents 

in low-income housing projects, Carver Terrace residents will be reluctant to 

finally trust that their housing will actually be of good quality and available for 

them to own in thirteen years. 

 

 Research Methods and Data Analysis  

 
The primary goal of the research was to understand the residents’ attitudes of trust 

towards the Telesis Corporation, the Georgetown University Research Team (GRT), and 

the trust in the homeownership projects’ successful completion as a whole. The goal was 

to test the hypotheses on the residents’ feelings of trust by examining their responses to 

focus group prompts and survey questions.  

Research Methodology 

The data used to complete the analysis of residents’ trust and distrust in their 

ability to become homeowners consists of three transcribed focus group sessions and 

ninety-two door-to-door surveys in which surveyors delivered a thirty minute structured 

interview. To recruit community members as researchers and as participants, the GRT 

also conducted two Community Forums and a Survey Training Session at Carver 

Terrace. The Community Forum consisted of a report of focus group results and 

recruitment of residents to participate in the door-to-door surveys. The Training Session 

at Carver Terrace brought university students to the neighborhood to be trained with 

residents for conducting the door-to-door surveys. Although not measured in the data 
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analysis, observations at these events were utilized in the discussion of results and 

conclusions of this research. 

Focus Groups 

The GRT conducted focus groups at Carver Terrace to gather information on 

residents opinions of the Carver Terrace neighborhood, the homeownership project, 

community development, and leadership in the Carver Terrace community. The 

flexibility afforded in focus group protocols allowed residents to cover many more issues 

than the questions originally prompted by the GRT, including issues concerning trust and 

distrust. From October 2005 to January 2006, the GRT conducted four focus groups at 

Carver Terrace. The methodology for choosing residents varied for each focus group, but 

residents were always contacted by letter (please see Appendix H) inviting them to attend 

the focus group at the Patsy Hartsfield Community Center located at Carver Terrace. The 

GRT offered residents a twenty dollar stipend to participate in the survey with the hope 

of increasing resident participation. Each focus group lasted approximately one and a half 

hours. Residents signed an informed consent form (please see Appendix C) before 

participation and then the GRT prompted residents’ with the focus group questionnaire 

(please see Appendix D). The focus groups were recorded on tape and then transcribed by 

the GRT. 

The first focus group was conducted on Saturday, October 22, 2005. Eleven 

residents were invited to attend this focus group. The names of these residents were given 

to the GRT by the Carver Terrace resident manager who found these residents to be 

leaders in the community and suggested they would be vocal in the focus groups. Only 

three of the invited residents attended the focus group. 
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Residents of Carver Terrace who lived in the neighborhood prior to the 

renovations are considered “protected residents.” (For more information please see 

Appendix A) The full list of residents provided to the GRT by the resident manager 

identified 31 protected residents. All 31 of these residents were invited to the second 

focus group conducted on Thursday, November 10, 2005. Twenty-two residents attended 

the focus group, however seven of the participants in the focus group were not invited by 

the GRT to attend the focus groups. These residents had found out about the focus group 

by word of mouth and they insisted that they should have been invited as they were 

protected residents. 

The 33 residents invited to the third focus group (conducted on January 17, 2006) 

were randomly selected from the resident manager’s list of Carver Terrace residents 

without the protected status. Five residents attended the focus group although one of 

those in attendance was not invited but had heard about the focus group by word of 

mouth. 

The transcripts of the three focus groups were coded and analyzed for this 

research on trust and distrust, for another senior thesis project regarding residents’ 

attitudes towards homeownership, and for the Telesis Corporation to identify community 

needs. 

Individual Surveys 

The implementation of the structured individual surveys consisted of selecting 

and organizing student and resident volunteer surveyors as well as choosing a sample of 

Carver Terrace residents to survey. The surveys were conducted by door-to-door 

interviews as well as phone interviews. The door-to-door surveys took place on 
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Thursday, February 23, 2006 and Saturday, February 25, 2006. The surveys conducted by 

phone took place on Tuesday February 28, 2006 and Thursday March 2, 2006. The same 

survey questionnaire was used for the door-to-door surveys and the phone surveys. 

(Please see Appendix F). The survey plan was developed in collaboration by the GRT, 

the Telesis Corporation, and residents of Carver Terrace as a means to gauge the 

residents’ interest in community activities and homeownership. Questions also covered 

the residents’ feelings of trust and distrust in working with an outside organization to 

complete their homeownership project and their confidence in the homeownership project 

as a whole. 

Using a computer program, 260 residents were randomly selected to be contacted 

by the volunteer surveyors to conduct an individual survey. The GRT wanted 100 

completed surveys for data analysis and purposefully over-sampled the population taking 

into account the low participation rates from the focus groups. 

Forty students from Georgetown University, Trinity University, and George 

Washington University were selected to conduct the surveys at Carver Terrace. Student 

surveyors heard about the project through emails and word of mouth through other 

students and university professors. (Please see Appendix K and L) These students were 

paired with residents who were recruited at the Community Forum and mass mailings. 

(Please see Appendix I, J, and M) Students and residents were trained at the Survey 

Training Seminar by the GRT on how to properly conduct the survey. Surveyors were 

paid a thirty dollar stipend for the two hour training session and they received an 

additional ten dollars per interview to encourage effective and efficient survey collection. 

Only two residents actually conducted surveys so students were partnered with 
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each other to conduct door-to-door surveys despite the Community Forum and 

Recruitment Seminar and mass mailings. On the survey days in the field, surveyors were 

based at the Patsy Hartsfield Community Center. After a pair completed their first survey, 

they returned to the Community Center and their survey underwent an evaluation by the 

Principle Investigator to ensure that the team delivered the survey accurately.  

The paired surveyors received a list of residents to contact and request their 

participation in the survey. (Please see Appendix N) If residents did not agree to 

participate, they were thanked for their time and the surveyors went to the next name on 

their list. If residents agreed to participate, the surveyors set up an appointment for a half 

hour interview on one of the two door-to-door survey dates. 

The GRT instructed surveyors who found the residents they had made 

appointments with unable or unwilling to conduct the survey to knock on the next door in 

the building of the resident who they had planned to survey. This accounted for a higher 

number of completed surveys, and hopefully for the most fair distribution of residents 

considering that the “cold call” surveys were from the same building as the anticipated 

survey.  

Surveyors interviewed 8 residents by phone from the Georgetown University 

Sociology Department after the door-to-door surveys were completed. Surveyors called 

residents from the original sample list who were not interviewed on the survey dates in 

the field because they could not meet at appointed times or were never reached by the 

surveyors.  

Residents signed an informed consent form (please see Appendix E) before 

participating in the survey and were notified they had no obligation to complete the 
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survey. Phone surveyors obtained informed consent verbally. Residents were given the 

opportunity to ask questions of the interviewers so that they fully understood that their 

participation was voluntary and confidential. Surveyors also notified residents that they 

would receive a ten dollar gift certificate to a local grocery store in appreciation of their 

participation in the survey.  

 The resident’s names and personal information were kept confidential by the 

GRT. In data analysis, residents were given a coded name composed of numbers and 

letters that only identified them as Carver Terrace residents and as either male or female. 

The key to the coded names was kept under lock and key in Professor Marullo’s office in 

the Sociology Department at Georgetown University. 

Surveyors were able to complete interviews with 70 of the residents originally 

sampled and collected an additional 22 interviews through “cold calls.”  

Research Participants 

The research participants were Carver Terrace residents over the age of 20. They 

completed an Informed Consent Form before participating in the focus group and survey. 

(please see Appendix C and E) Residents were given the opportunity to ask questions of 

the interviewers so that they fully understood that their participation was voluntary and 

confidential. 
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Data Analysis 

Focus Groups 

 This focus group data was analyzed by assessing residents’ responses and 

developing generalizations about the residents’ feelings of trust and distrust. The 

transcripts of the focus groups were coded based on the following coding scheme.  

Excerpts of the transcripts organized by their coding can be found in Appendix G. 

The coding scheme was developed based on literature reviewed (Earle 1995 and Mistzal 

1996) concerning trust and research on past studies concerning trust in community 

projects. To develop trust between two organizations, the first step is to establish a 

relationship between these two organizations. Categories in the coding that demonstrated 

that a relationship was established between Carver Terrace residents and an outside 

organization (Telesis and the GRT) included basic knowledge of the outside organization, 

communication with the outside organization, and information sharing with the 

organization. The categories for coding that reflected trust an outside organization 

included confidence in that organization’s aims, faith that the organization will deliver on 

promises, and support in the organization. 

 Similar coding schemes were developed to gauge resident’s feelings of trust in the 

homeownership project in general. The categories regarding knowledge of the project, 

information sharing, and cooperation towards successful project completion were used to 

measure the ability of residents to establish relationships among the Carver Terrace 

community and with outside organizations that are excluded from the study of this 

research. Trust that the project would be completed successfully was determined by the 

residents’ responses that indicated support of the project, confidence, and faith in the 
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project. These markers of positive feelings toward the project were considered to reflect 

residents’ trust in the project. 

Indications of residents’ feelings of distrust towards outside organizations (Telesis 

and the GRT) were measured largely by the opposite coding schemes that were used to 

gauge residents’ feelings of trust. Lack of knowledge, information sharing, and 

unwillingness to communicate with outside organizations demonstrated residents’ 

feelings of unease in working with outside organizations. Residents expression of 

suspicion of the outside organization as well as doubt in the organizations’ aims also 

indicate distrust toward the outside organization. Expressions of frustration with the 

outside organization were also considered markers of distrust because it again indicated 

unhappiness with the outside organization and demonstrated feelings that the relationship 

between the residents and the outside organization was weakened to the point that 

residents’ needs were not addressed. 

 Residents’ feelings of distrust towards the project were indicated by the same 

coding that measured their feelings of distrust towards outside organizations. The focus 

on their feelings towards the project as a separate entity from the outside organizations 

involved in the project indicated a broader sense of distrust towards the concept of the 

homeownership project, and not specifically the organizations involved in this particular 

project. Residents who expressed distrust towards the project need not necessarily distrust 

Telesis or the GRT, but may have reservations about homeownership projects in general. 

Each focus group question allows residents to address issues of trust in the open-

ended responses, so the focus group transcripts as a whole were used to look for 

expressions of trust rather than only analyzing particular prompts. The six different 
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categories for the coding are trust in Telesis, distrust in Telesis, trust in GRT, distrust in 

GRT, trust in the homeownership project, and distrust in the homeownership project. The 

basic tally of the number of expressions of trust and distrust answer all three 

subproblems’ part “a” components: To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful 

or distrustful of the Telesis Corporation/of the GRT/and that the homeownership project 

will be completed successfully. The answer to part “b” of the subproblems (What are the 

factors that contribute to their level of trust in regard to Telesis/the GRT/the 

homeownership project) is found in the more specific coding elements seen in the charts 

below. These specific elements of trust were chosen based on the literature review on 

trust (see above) that gave guidance on the definition of trust and distrust. 
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Categories for Focus Group Coding 

Trust and Distrust in Telesis 

Subproblem 1a: To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or distrustful of the  

Telesis Corporation? 

Subproblem 1b: What are the factors that contribute to the residents’ level of trust in  

regard to the Telesis Corporation? 

Concept Explanation Code 
Expression of Trust   
Support of Telesis Residents express approval of Telesis’ aims. SUPPTELE 
Knowledge Residents demonstrate knowledge of the 

Telesis corporation. 
KNOWTELE 

Information Sharing Residents demonstrate open information 
sharing with Telesis. 

INFOTELE 

Communication Residents demonstrate past or willingness for 
future communication with Telesis. 

COMMTELE 

Confidence Residents express confidence in Telesis’ work 
and abilities. 

CONFTELE 

Faith Residents express faith in Telesis’ promises 
during research. 

FAITTELE 

Cooperation Residents demonstrate willingness to 
cooperate with Telesis. 

COOPTELE 

Expression of Distrust   
Frustration Residents express frustration and disapproval 

of Telesis’ project. 
FRUSTELE 

Lack of Knowledge Residents demonstrate lack of knowledge of 
the Telesis corporation. 

LKNOTELE 

Lack of Information 
Sharing 

Residents demonstrate lack of open 
information sharing with Telesis. 

LINFTELE 

Suspicion Residents demonstrate suspicion in Telesis 
project and aims. 

SUSPTELE 

Doubt Residents express doubt in Telesis’ ability to 
successfully complete work. 

DOUBTELE 

Unwillingness to 
Cooperate  

Residents demonstrate unwillingness to 
cooperate with Telesis. 

UNCOTELE 
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Trust in Georgetown University Research Team (GRT) 

Subproblem 2a: To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or distrustful of the  

Georgetown University Research Team? 

Subproblem 2b: What are the factors that contribute to their level of trust in regard to the  

Georgetown University Research Team? 

Concept Explanation Code 
Expression of Trust   
Support of GRT  Residents express approval of GRT’s aims. SUPPGURT 
Knowledge Residents demonstrate knowledge of GRT 

project. 
KNOWGURT 

Information Sharing Residents demonstrate open information 
sharing with GRT. 

INFOGURT 

Communication Residents demonstrate past or willingness for 
future communication with GRT. 

COMMGURT 

Confidence Residents express confidence in GRT’s work 
and abilities to conduct research. 

CONFGURT 

Faith Residents express faith in GRT’s promises 
during research. 

FAITGURT 

Cooperation Residents demonstrate willingness to 
cooperate with GRT. 

COOPGURT 

Expression of Distrust   
Frustration Residents express frustration and disapproval 

of GRT’s project. 
FRUSGURT 

Lack of Knowledge Residents demonstrate lack of knowledge of 
GRT project. 

LKNOGURT 

Lack of Information 
Sharing 

Residents demonstrate lack of open 
information sharing with GRT. 

LINFGURT 

Suspicion Residents demonstrate suspicion in GRT 
project and researcher’s aims. 

SUSPGURT 

Doubt Residents express doubt in GRT’s ability to 
successfully complete work. 

DOUBGURT 

Unwillingness to 
Cooperate  

Residents demonstrate unwillingness to 
cooperate with GRT. 

UNCOGURT 
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Trust in the Homeownership Project 

Subproblem 3a: To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or distrustful that the  

project will be completed as planned by 2017? 

Subproblem 3b: What are the factors that contribute to their level of trust in regard to the  

homeownership project? 

Concept Explanation Code 
Expression of Trust   
Support of Project Residents express approval of project and 

support projects’ aims. 
SUPPHOME 

Knowledge Residents demonstrate knowledge of project. 
 

KNOWHOME 

Information Sharing Residents demonstrate past or willingness for 
future information sharing about project. 

INFOHOME 

Confidence Residents express confidence in projects’ 
successful completion. 

CONFHOME 

Faith Residents express faith in projects’ 
completion and delivery on promises. 

FAITHOME 

Cooperation Residents demonstrate willingness to 
cooperate in order to complete project. 

COOPHOME 

Expression of Distrust   
Frustration Residents express frustration and disapproval 

of homeownership project. 
FRUSHOME 

Lack of Knowledge Residents demonstrate lack of knowledge of 
project. 

LKNOHOME 

Lack of Information 
Sharing 

Residents demonstrate lack of past or 
willingness for future information sharing 
about project. 

LINFHOME 

Suspicion Residents demonstrate suspicion in projects’ 
aims. 

SUSPHOME 

Doubt Residents express doubt that project will be 
successfully completed. 

DOUBHOME 

Unwillingness to 
Cooperate  

Residents demonstrate unwillingness to 
cooperate in order to complete project. 

UNCOHOME 
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Survey Data Analysis  

The survey data generally provided quantitative answers used to assess residents’ 

feelings of trust. The following survey question and valid responses were used to answer 

subproblem 1a: “To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or distrustful of the 

Telesis Corporation?” 

2.12: Would you be willing to have an outside organization work with the resident to 
help work through a homeownership process for Carver Terrace? 

Valid Responses Coding Number 
No 0 
Yes 1 

 

The following survey question and valid responses were used to answer 

subproblem 3a: “To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or distrustful that 

the project will be completed as planned by 2017?” 

2.20 Do you have confidence that there can be a successful transition to 
homeownership here at Carver Terrace? 

Valid Responses Coding Number 
No 0 
Yes 1 
Don’t Know 2 
 

This question also prompted residents to elaborate “why or why not” they have 

confidence that there can be a successful transition to homeownership at Carver Terrace. 

in regard to their answer to 2.20. The qualitative information provided in this answer was 

analyzed to look at subproblem 3b: “What are the factors that contribute to their level of 

trust in regard to the homeownership project?” The following coding scheme was used to 

analyze residents responses to the open ended questions:  
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2.20 Why? 
Valid Responses Coding Number 

Financial Benefit 1 
Characteristics of Buildings, Carver 
Terrace, Management, Property Owner 

2 

Characteristics of Neighborhood, Location, 
Washington D.C. 

3 

Residents/Neighbors 4 
Will be successful if some changes take 
place/fix problems 

5 

Positive feelings/perceptions 6 
 

2.20 Why Not? 
Valid Responses Coding Number 

Financial Problems 1 
Characteristics of Buildings, Carver 
Terrace, Management, Property Owner 

2 

Characteristics of Neighborhood, Location, 
Washington D.C. 

3 

Residents/Neighbors 4 
Changes Need to be made 5 
Negative feelings/perceptions 6 

 

Finally, the following question and valid responses were also used to analyze 

research subproblem 3a: “To what extent are Carver Terrace residents trustful or 

distrustful that the project will be completed as planned by 2017?” 

2.6 Are you aware of the possibility of purchasing this unit? 
Valid Responses Coding Number 

No 0 
Yes 1 

 

After coding, general conclusions were drawn from looking at trends across focus 

group transcripts and the surveys. These conclusions address the research question and 

subproblems concerning residents’ trust towards Telesis, the GRT, and the 

homeownership project. In order to reduce subjectivity in the coding, multiple research 

partners coded data according to the preceding coding scheme. 
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 Results  
 

 This section will review the subproblems generated to assess the residents’ 

feelings of trust and distrust based on data collected in the focus groups and survey. 

Although the focus groups consisted of different types of residents (acquaintances of the 

resident manager, protected residents, and new residents) there were no significant 

differences in their responses regarding trust and distrust towards Telesis, the 

Georgetown University Research Team (GRT), and the homeownership project. 

Therefore, all the focus group data was analyzed as a whole, not as three separate focus 

groups. To demonstrate the similarities in distribution of expressions of trust and distrust 

in the focus groups, please see the following chart: 
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Trust and Telesis 

There were five expressions of trust towards the Telesis Corporation in the three 

focus groups. Three comments regarded knowledge of the Telesis Corporation and these 

came from two residents who were outspoken in their focus groups. These residents 

demonstrated knowledge of Telesis’ partnership with the residents in owning the 

property. One resident also expressed past communication with Telesis in regard to 

building a playground on the premises. The fifth mention of trust was a resident 

expressing a desire to cooperate with property management in order to make changes at 

Carver Terrace. 

Number of Expressions of Trust in Telesis

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

Support Knowledge Info Sharing Communication Confidence Faith Cooperate

 

The residents overwhelmingly expressed distrust towards the Telesis Corporation. 

There were twenty-five expressions of distrust, most of which residents expressed 

frustration with Telesis (10). Residents were frustrated with the way that the contractors 

built the apartments and the decisions that were made regarding where residents would be 

replaced after the renovations. Residents also expressed that Telesis did not understand 
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the situation of the residents and did not care about them. Residents felt that Telesis 

simply cared about renting the properties for profit. Residents also expressed direct 

suspicion of the Telesis Corporations’ aims (7). Residents felt that Telesis was giving 

empty promises and that their aim in the homeownership project was to price out 

residents. Residents also demonstrated a serious lack of knowledge about Telesis. 

Residents did not know that they had a corporate partner or did not know the name of the 

corporate partner. Three residents (with a total of four comments) demonstrated a lack of 

information sharing with Telesis that limited them from completing projects they had 

tried to start in the community. One resident mentioned that the residents’ association 

was tired of bickering back and forth with Telesis. Two residents doubted that Telesis 

actually cared about the project and residents. They again commented that they doubted 

the promises of affordable housing were legitimate. 
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Based on the survey data, 15.7% of residents were unwilling to work with an 

outside organization to complete the homeownership project (frequency: 13). 

Approximately 84% of survey respondents were willing to work with an outside 

organization to complete the homeownership process. 

 
Willing to have outside organization help with ownership process 

 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid NO 13 14.1 15.7 15.7 

YES 70 76.1 84.3 100.0 
Total 83 90.2 100.0   

Missing REFUSED 8 8.7     
System 1 1.1     
Total 9 9.8     

Total 92 100.0     

 

NO
YES
Missing

Willing to have outside organization help with ownership 
process
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Trust and the Georgetown University Research Team 

 Residents generally questioned the GRT’s motives at the beginning of the focus 

groups. There were two mentions of trust in the GRT; one mention of confidence in the 

GRT and one expression of desire to cooperate with the GRT. Residents encouraged the 

research of GRT and our ability to successfully collect data in the neighborhood. 
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Again, the residents for the majority did not trust the GRT (12). Residents 

expressed suspicion in the GRT (7). They questioned the monetary backing of 

Georgetown’s research and the connections the GRT seemed to have with the 

neighborhood. One resident questioned the purpose of the focus group and accused the 

GRT of trying to undermine the current residents’ association (although it was unclear 

from the GRT data whether there was a functioning residents’ association). Residents 

were also curious about where the data that was being collected was going. Residents 

demonstrated a lack of knowledge (1) and information sharing with the GRT (1). One 
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resident was frustrated with the GRT and said that she was “very upset” with the GRT at 

the focus group. Residents also expressed doubt that the GRT would complete the 

research project properly (1) by commenting that community development could not be 

done from Georgetown University. One resident also expressed unwillingness to 

cooperate with the GRT by commenting that she had little patience with the aims of our 

research. 
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Trust and the Homeownership Project 

There were seven comments in the focus groups of trust that the homeownership 

project would be completed successfully. Three residents supported the project and were 

interested in the ability to be homeowners, participate in cooperative property ownership, 

and to live in a mixed-income community. Two residents demonstrated knowledge about 

the housing situation in D.C. and commented that the opportunity in Carver Terrace was 

unique and profitable. There was one mention of confidence that the homeownership 
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project would be completed successfully and the resident demonstrated interest in owning 

the property if the neighborhood was improved. One resident demonstrated willingness to 

cooperate to complete the homeownership project by proposing ways that the community 

could come together to work on the project. 
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Residents’ comments in the focus groups indicated that they generally did not 

have faith that the homeownership project would be completed successfully (22). Eight 

residents were frustrated with the homeownership project, with their main complaint 

being the condition of the apartments. There were six expressions of doubt that the 

homeownership project would be completed successfully, with particular emphasis on the 

high probability that the neighborhood would be gentrified over the next few years. There 

were four comments that were directly suspicious of the aims of the project and residents 

often repeated that they were being “priced out” of the neighborhood. Three residents 

demonstrated lack of knowledge about the homeownership project and in particular the 

cooperative ownership endeavor. Finally, one resident demonstrated a lack of interest in 
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cooperating in the homeownership project by expressing no interest in buying property at 

Carver Terrace because she felt that the materials of the apartments were of poor quality. 
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. 

Fifty-eight of survey respondents (67.4%) believed that there could be a 

successful transition to homeownership at Carver Terrace. The most common response of 

why the homeownership project would be completed successfully was that it could be 

successful if various problems were fixed. 

Seventeen survey respondents (19.8%) did not believe that the homeownership 

project would be completed successfully. The most common response of why the 

homeownership project would not be completed successfully was the behavior of other 

residents that would hinder the project’s successful completion. 

Eleven survey respondents (12.8%) were unsure if there could be a successful 

transition to homeownership. 
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Confidence there can be a successful transition to ownership? 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid NO 17 18.5 19.8 19.8 

YES 58 63.0 67.4 87.2 
DON'T 
KNOW 11 12.0 12.8 100.0 

Total 86 93.5 100.0   
Missing REFUSED 5 5.4     

MISSING 1 1.1     
Total 6 6.5     

Total 92 100.0     
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Why will transition be successful? 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Building/CT/MGM

T/OWNER 7 7.6 14.9 14.9 

NBD/DC/Gentrific
ation 2 2.2 4.3 19.1 

Residents' chars 15 16.3 31.9 51.1 
If problems fixed 19 20.7 40.4 91.5 
Feelings and 
perceptions 4 4.3 8.5 100.0 

Total 47 51.1 100.0   
Missing 99.00 45 48.9     
Total 92 100.0     
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Why will transition not be successful? 

 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Financial 2 2.2 2.9 2.9 

Building, MGMT, 
Owners 13 14.1 19.1 22.1 

DC/Nbd/Gentrific
ation 5 5.4 7.4 29.4 

Residents' chars 22 23.9 32.4 61.8 
Problems 21 22.8 30.9 92.6 
Negative Feelings 5 5.4 7.4 100.0 
Total 68 73.9 100.0   

Missing 99.00 24 26.1     
Total 92 100.0     
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Only 18.5% of residents were aware of the ability to purchase their property.  

Aware of the possibility of purchasing CT unit 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid NO 75 81.5 81.5 81.5 

YES 17 18.5 18.5 100.0 
Total 92 100.0 100.0   

 

NO
YES

Aware of the possibility of purchasing CT unit

 

 

 Limitations  

In this project, the Georgetown University Research Team (GRT) came across 

several limitations in conducting research as planned due to residents’ objections and lack 

of involvement in activities. Without a residents’ association, the GRT struggled to 

maintain a reliable contact at Carver Terrace which impeded the delivery of focus groups 
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and surveys. After the GRT conducted the community forum and recruitment seminar at 

Carver Terrace in January 2006, the relationship between the residents and the GRT 

became more fluid. The GRT was able to use the community center space to train 

surveyors and successfully coordinate the large scale door-to-door survey. At the time of 

the survey’s completion, over one-third of residents at Carver Terrace were familiar with 

the GRT by their participation in the focus groups, survey, or from contact with the GRT 

at the community forum. 

 

 Discussion and Conclusions  

 An initial look at the focus group and survey data provide some contradictory 

conclusions on the residents’ trust and distrust in their ability to become homeowners at 

Carver Terrace. While the focus group coding generally indicated large levels of distrust 

among residents towards the Telesis Corporation, the Georgetown University Research 

Team (GRT), and in the homeownership project, the survey data indicates that residents 

are confident that the project can be completed successfully and are willing to work with 

an outside organization. The following section provides an interpretation of these results 

and a discussion of these findings in the framework of social capital theory and the 

literature on trust. 

Trust and Distrust in the Telesis Corporation 

 The original hypothesis was that residents would be somewhat trustful of the 

Telesis Corporation because of the exciting opportunity for homeownership. Residents in 

the focus groups had low levels of trust in the Telesis Corporation although Telesis’ 

mission is to serve the residents and assist them in becoming homeowners. The literature 
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indicates that due to the high poverty level at Carver Terrace, residents would be willing 

to work with outside organizations to develop their neighborhood. Indeed, 84% of the 

survey respondents said they would be willing to work with an outside organization to 

complete the homeownership project. The focus group indications of distrust towards 

Telesis included residents expressing distrust of the building contractor, property 

management, and maintenance. Residents’ unfamiliarity with Telesis may include their 

misunderstanding that an outside organization does operate all property management at 

Carver Terrace.  

Possible factors leading to residents’ distrust of Telesis include the fact that 

Carver Terrace residents are extremely disconnected from Telesis and only 18.5% of 

survey respondents are aware that they have the possibility of purchasing their unit. The 

residents’ closest interaction with Telesis is their experience with management and with 

the construction and maintenance of the Carver Terrace properties. Dissatisfaction with 

these parts of their housing at Carver Terrace is the root of Carver Terrace residents’ 

dissatisfaction with Telesis. As Carver Terrace is so disconnected with Telesis, they are 

not familiar with the homeownership opportunity or the Telesis mission to assist 

residents. In order for residents to remain at Carver Terrace they must be familiar with 

the homeownership process and therefore with the Telesis Corporation, which begs the 

question of why Telesis has not been more open in the community. Telesis may be fearful 

of the need to respond to the many complaints about the management of Carver Terrace 

properties, but it is also significant that the vast majority of residents are willing to work 

with an outside organization to become homeowners. 
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Trust and Distrust in the GRT 

At other sessions at Carver Terrace with more open discussion between residents 

and the GRT, residents questioned the motives of the GRT and individual researchers in 

particular. The expressions of distrust were not always unfriendly, but some residents 

made it clear that they considered the Georgetown researchers outsiders. The evidence 

gathered from the focus groups would suggest that the residents are generally suspicious 

of an outsider who claims to be involved in the community for the sole benefit of the 

community. Residents needed the GRT to share their personal interest in working at 

Carver Terrace such as a monetary stipend or research for schoolwork in order for them 

to be comfortable with the GRT’s involvement. 

 Although no data was actually collected in regard to residents’ feelings of trust 

and distrust towards the GRT in the door-to-door surveys, other experiences as a 

researcher at Carver Terrace demonstrated the residents’ suspicion of the GRT. The GRT 

conducted a community forum in which the GRT reported back findings from the focus 

groups and also attempted to recruit community members to participate as surveyors in 

the door-to-door survey. There were approximately twenty-five residents who attended 

the community forums, but only two residents actually ended up participating as 

surveyors. There was one incident during the second community forum on January 31st 

in which a resident accused a member of the GRT of being a “carpet bagger” who had no 

business being in the community. Other community members refused to work with 

Georgetown University students, a requirement of the surveying methodology. One 

resident refused to give the GRT her social security number, although the GRT promised 

her it would be kept confidential and was necessary in order for her to paid as a surveyor. 



 

 50 

The hypothesis on residents’ feelings of trust towards the GRT was accurate, that they 

would be somewhat distrustful of the GRT due to their outsider status in the Carver 

Terrace community. 

Trust and Distrust in Homeownership Project 

 The original hypothesis suggested that residents would be extremely distrustful of 

the homeownership project due to the history of neglect and abuse of their neighborhood 

by the D.C. government and the public housing system. The residents’ level of 

knowledge in regard to the project and housing in D.C. both contributed and limited their 

level of trust. Residents in the focus groups who knew about the Telesis Corporation and 

the details of the transition to homeownership seemed more involved in the community 

and willing to cooperate to complete the project. However, many residents in focus 

groups mentioned having done their own research in order to better understand the 

housing situation in D.C. These residents seemed much less willing to participate in the 

homeownership project and were more suspicious of the aims of Telesis based on their 

knowledge of the gentrification of D.C. 

 At the end of working at Carver Terrace, the residents’ suspicion seems warranted 

in many facets. The D.C. government’s development over the past years does seem to 

benefit middle- to high-income residents rather than low-income residents. Telesis’ lack 

of openness with residents and the lack of information sharing is also of concern, and has 

created serious hindrances to the residents’ ability to remain in the neighborhood and 

understand the homeownership project. 

 Although there has been a significant lack of information sharing about the 

project, the majority of residents also believed that a homeownership project at Carver 
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Terrace would be successful. Approximately sixty-seven percent of survey respondents 

believed there could be a successful transition to homeownership at Carver Terrace, 

citing the characteristics of their neighbors, their buildings, and the neighborhood as 

positive features of community. Some residents expressed general positive feelings about 

change in their community. The most frequent positive response of why the resident was 

confident that the project would be completed successfully was that it could be if 

problems were fixed at Carver Terrace. Approximately twenty percent of residents did 

not think that the project would be completed successfully and they too cited the 

characteristics of their neighbors and that there were too many problems at Carver 

Terrace. This indicates that a big part of interest in the homeownership project is 

individual residents’ feelings about homeownership and reactions to community 

problems. 

  

 Next Steps  

The next steps for research of trust of low-income residents of cities would be a 

psychological understanding of trust issues. Although this study found that the lack of 

communication between Carver Terrace and outside organizations was related to feelings 

of distrust, a more in-depth study of the residents’ feelings about outsiders in general 

could give more clues about where the distrust comes from. Residents’ past experiences 

of housing discrimination and social isolation in low-income neighborhoods may be a 

serious factor that leads to suspicion of outside organizations with promises to assist them 

in improving their neighborhoods. Contrary to the original hypothesis, the offer of a great 

deal in becoming homeowners was more likely a factor that led to distrust because 



 

 52 

residents did not fully understand the partnership with Telesis. Residents were constantly 

curious of ulterior motives of both Telesis and of the GRT. 

The next step at Carver Terrace should be more transparency between the Telesis 

Corporation and the Carver Terrace residents. This could create inconveniences for 

Telesis because they would have to deal with the complaints of residents, but if Telesis 

wants to actually complete the homeownership process and retain the residents who are 

currently living at Carver Terrace, they must begin to establish a relationship with the 

residents. The lack of knowledge and information sharing is what has prevented residents 

from establishing a relationship with Telesis and has prevented them from trusting 

Telesis. The lack of trust in the partnership will make the transition to homeownership 

impossible. Residents do not trust the Telesis Corporation and will not be willing to enter 

an expensive and time consuming endeavor with an organization with which they are not 

basically familiar. 

 

 
 Qualifications of Researchers  

 
This research project was undertaken by a team of Georgetown University 

undergraduate students, graduate students, faculty, and staff. This report was written in 

the Georgetown University course, Project D.C.: Urban Research Internship as a thesis 

for Social Justice Analysis majors. Researchers have taken or are taking a course in social 

research methods, social statistics, and social theory. Researchers have worked with 

community based organizations over the past four years with the Social Justice Analysis 

major at Georgetown University. 
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Appendix A: Carver Terrace Community Building 
Project Partners 

 
Carver Terrace: Carver Terrace is a housing community located in Northeast 
Washington D.C. and is in the process of becoming a owner-occupied community. 
 
Carver Terrace Tenets and Civic Association: The Carver Terrace Tenets and Civic 
Association (CTTCA) is the board of Carver Terrace residents who, with Telesis, own 
the properties in the housing community. 
 
Georgetown University Research Team: The Georgetown University Research Team 
(GRT) is made of up Professor Sam Marullo, two public policy graduate students R. 
Denise Everson and Jennifer Allen, two seniors in the Project D.C. senior thesis course: 
DeAnn Beckford and Mary Murphy, and three undergraduate students taking social 
methods and social statistics: Katherine Burns Julia Melle, and Jennifer Bonsall. The 
GRT met weekly to plan work and research at Carver Terrace including the focus groups, 
a Community Forum, surveyor training, door-to-door surveys, and research reports. 
 
Neighborhood Association: The Neighborhood Association is the organization of the 
CTTCA an d the Telesis Corporation that will control the sale of properties to residents 
and development at Carver Terrace. 
 
Protected Residents: Protected residents at Carver Terrace are residents who lived in the 
Carver Terrace community before the renovations in 2002. These residents are afforded 
extra protections during the ownership transition process. 
 
Resident Manager: The Resident Manager is an employee of the owner of Carver 
Terrace (the Telesis Corporation). The resident manager is in charge of property 
maintenance and rent collection. 
 
Telesis Corporation: The Telesis Corporation is a private firm based in Washington 
D.C. that has worked in neighborhood and community development across the United 
States. Their website states that, “Telesis Corporation plans, finances and builds urban 
communities that are livable, beautiful, and safe.” Telesis is the fifty percent partner of 
the CTTCA and manages all of the Carver Terrace community (Telesis 2002). 
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Appendix B: Research Timeline 
 

Action Date Actor Product 
Look at demographic 
data gathered at 
Carver Terrace 

10/5/05 
GRT-Eric, 

Katie, Julia, 
Denise 

Descriptive statistics tables and 
graphs 

Develop Focus Group 
Questions 10/11/05 Mary, DeAnn, 

Denise 

Focus Group guideline questions 
to be used in upcoming resident 
focus groups 

Update housing 
attitudes door-to-door 
survey 

10/12/05 All GRT Updated draft of the survey to be 
conducted in February 2006 

Edit Focus Group 
Questions 10/17/05 All GRT Focus group questions ready for 

delivery in upcoming months 

First Focus Group 10/22/05 All GRT 
Three residents (suggested by the 
resident manager) interviewed, 
audio tapes transcribed 

Coding Scheme for 
Focus Groups 11/3/05 DeAnn and 

Mary 

DeAnn and Mary did coding 
schemes for housing attitudes, 
DeAnn- coding schemes for 
attitudes about homeownership, 
Mary- coding for issues of trust 

Second Focus Group 11/10/05 All GRT Protected residents interviewed, 
audio tapes transcribed 

IRB Proposal Due 11/22/05 DeAnn and 
Mary 

Project proposal for approval by 
Georgetown University 
Institutional Review Board 

Youth Focus Group 12/5/05 All GRT 
Youth focus group conducted at 
CT, transcription of data not used 
for this research paper 

Third Focus Group 1/17/06 All GRT 
Randomly selected non-protected 
residents interviewed, audio tapes 
transcribed 

Community Forum 1/28/06 
1/31/06 All GRT 

Talkback session with data 
gathered from focus groups and 
recruitment of residents for 
survey delivery 

Training Sessions 2/9/06 
2/11/06 All GRT 

Trained GU students and Carver 
Terrace residents to deliver 
survey 

Transcribe Focus 
Groups Audio tapes 2/15/06 Denise and Jen Transcription of all Focus Groups 

complete 
Coding of Focus 
Group Data 2/22/06 Mary Finished Coding all focus group 

transcripts for issues of trust 
Housing Attitudes 2/23/06 All GRT Surveyors delivered housing 
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Door-to-door Survey 2/25/06 
2/28/06 

attitudes survey to 92 adult 
residents at Carver Terrace. 

Coding of Housing 
Survey 3/17/06 All GRT 

Coding responses to both closed 
and open ended questions to 
prepare for data entry 

Data Entry of Housing 
Survey 3/31/06 All GRT Data entry completed for housing 

attitudes survey 

Data Analysis of 
Housing Survey Data 4/21/06 

Professor 
Marullo, Mary 

and DeAnn 

Tables and charts generated for 
both the Telesis corporation and 
individual research projects 

Final Research Report 4/27/06 Mary Completed Final Edition of 
Research Project 

CoRAL Conference 
Presentation 4/29/06 DeAnn and 

Mary 
Present our findings on trust and 
attitudes about homeownership  
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Appendix C: Focus Group Informed Consent Form 
 
 

Date: __________________ 
 
 
 

Focus Group Participation Privacy Statement 
 
I understand that this Focus Group is for the purpose of assisting the residents of Carver 
Terrace to improve the quality of life at Carver Terrace and the surrounding community.  
It is part of an ongoing research project that will help to develop a survey of Carver 
Terrace residents’ opinions.   
 
All responses during the Focus Group will remain confidential.  Individual names will 
not be attached to particular responses.  The research team will report on these findings 
only in a summary manner.  Individual quotes will not be released publicly without 
further specific consent of the individual being quoted. 
 
This focus group will last approximately 90 minutes.  The transcript will be made 
available to the research team and to individual participants upon request.  There will be 
additional opportunities for input into the research process. 
 
A twenty dollar stipend will be awarded to participants in appreciation of their time for 
this Focus Group. I understand that this does not obligate me to answer any of the 
questions presented in the focus group.  
 
If you have any questions, comments, or concerns, please feel free to contact the 
Georgetown University Institutional Review Board office at 202-687-1506. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this focus group.  
 
Statement of CONSENT:  I understand the conditions stated above and agree to 
participate in this Focus Group. 
 
 
Name: ________________________________    Date: _________________ 
 
 
Signature: _____________________________ 
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Appendix D: Focus Group Questions 
 
Welcome and Introduction: 
Good day. My name is Sam Marullo and I am a professor at Georgetown University.  I 
have been working with community organizations for the last 10 years in order to help 
improve the quality of life and build affordable, diverse communities here in DC.  I am 
here as part of a team to support you all in helping to shape the future of Carver Terrace 
so that it becomes the kind of community you would most like it to become.  
 
[Introduce the rest of the team members and go round the room here to ask their 
names.] 
 
We’re starting our conversation with you because you are key leaders in the community 
and you will play an important role in shaping the future of Carver Terrace.  We are here 
mostly to listen to you, to find out what your hopes and dreams are for the community, 
and what your concerns are about the issues that may interfere with realizing your hopes 
and dreams.  We would like to ask you a number of questions about your thoughts on the 
community and its features, both positive and negative.  We would like to help you to 
find ways to develop the positive and minimize the negatives and help you find ways to 
develop the kind of community that you could benefit from living in. 
 
So as a first step, we would like to ask you a number of questions today about the 
community, your hopes and your concerns, and tape record your responses.  What we 
will do is transcribe the tapes and give you back the transcripts.  There will not be any 
names associated with who says what, so you can feel free to speak your minds in 
response to our questions.  We will keep everything confidential and we won’t make 
anything public without your approval.  On the transcripts, it will simply identify each 
speaker by number, such as Resident 1, Resident 2, Resident 3 and so on.  So if this is 
okay with you, I would ask you to sign the consent form.   
[distribute and  refer to consent form before them.] 
 
[If some have reservations, let them defer and see if they want to sign afterwards. 
After consent form is signed (or not) and collected] 
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So, let’s get started.  As I said at the beginning, we would like to find out from you what 
you see as a positive vision for Carver Terrace.  As you know, the buildings have all been 
redeveloped, and a new Community Center has been built. But that is all just “bricks and 
mortar.”  What we would like to find out from you today is what would make this a great 
community that you would like to live in for a LONG time.  What would the fabric of the 
community be like?  What kind of “neighborliness” would there be?  What kinds of 
safety and security would there be?  What kinds of services would there be?  What would 
the general appearance of the neighborhood be?  Who would live here?   
 
1.  We’ll talk about these all in just a minute, but for now, let’s just start by going around 
the room and have each one of you say what would be the most important feature for this 
neighborhood to have or to develop that would make it very desirable for you to stay 
here. 
 
Keep rough tally here on coverage of items mentioned: 
 
Services:      Police: 
 
 
 
Physical amenities:     Security measures: 
 
 
 
 
General appearance:     Neighbors: 
 
 
 
 
Social and community relations:   Residents’ Association: 
 
 
 
 
Community leadership and organizations:  Property Management: 
 
 
 
 
Apartment characteristics:    Neighborhood characteristics: 
 
 
 
Other: 
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[Follow up with the most frequent one:] 
 
2.  In listening to you, I hear a number of you referring to ______________ as being the 
most important.  So let’s start with that and talk about that in a bit more detail. 
 
[PROBE] What do you see as most important about __________________________? 
 
[At the same time ask about challenge]  And what do you see as the biggest threat or 
challenge in this area? 
 
PROBE ON THREE MOST FREQUENTLY NAMED SUBSETS OF ITEMS: 
 
_____ Are you aware of the availability of on-site social services?  Their adequacy? 
                 Senior citizen programs 
                 After school programs 
                 Food bank 
                 GED programs 
 
 
_____ What are your concerns regarding police response times? 
                 Gang activity 
                 Loitering 
                 Parking violations 
                 Domestic disturbances 
                 Late night loud noises 
 
 
 
_____ What is your sense of the adequacy of community amenities? 
 Community Center 
 Parking 
          Playgrounds 
           Sidewalks 
          Trash receptacles 
 
 
 
_____ What do you think about the security in the neighborhood? 
 
            Lighting 
         Entrance door security 
       Security personnel 
      MPD beat patrolman 
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_____ What about the general appearance of the neighborhood? 
  Landscaping 
             Trash removal 
             Grounds care  
 
  
_____ Neighbors _____ Neighborhood Characteristics 
 Renters vs. owners  Shopping 
 Racial and ethnic mix  Transportation 
 Socio-economic mix  Churches 
 Age mix   
 Family status mix  Recreation Center 
 Personal characteristics  
  
  
_____ Social and Community relations _____ Apartment Characteristics 
 Types of interactions  Rent 
 Forms of communications  Size 
 Formal organizations  Location 
 Churches  
 Informal networks  
 Strengths and skills of the 
residents 

 

  
  
  
_____ Residents Association _____ Property Management 
 Skills  Maintenance 
 Trust  Repairs 
 Reliability  Loitering 
  Enforcing rules 
  
_____ Community leadership and 
organizations: 

_____ Schools 
Children attending schools here in nbd? 

 Types of organizations  If not, where do they attend? 
 Get names of leaders: Who 
would you see as key leaders in the 
community 

 Quality of schools here? 

  
 
 

REPEAT FOR THE SECOND MOST AND THIRD MOST NAMED 
ITEMS 
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3.  When we first went around, I also heard a number of you referring to 
______________ as being important.  So let’s focus on that for a moment. 
[PROBE] What do you see as most important about __________________________? 
 
[At the same time ask about challenge]  And what do you see as the biggest threat or 
challenge in this area? 
[REPEAT FOR THIRD ITEM] 
 
REPEAT FOR ITEM NOT NAMED ??? 
4.  When we first went around, I didn’t hear any of you mention _the quality of the 
housing and the neighborhood amenities__ 
Does that mean that this is not important to you?  Or that it is already in good shape? Or 
you just didn’t think about it? 
 
[PROBE] What do you see as most important about __________________________? 
 
[At the same time ask about challenge]  And what do you see as the biggest threat or 
challenge in this area? 
 
REPEAT FOR COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IF NOT ALREADY 
DISCUSSED 
 
5.  [Segue to Leadership in Community] 
One of the things we have discovered from our past research is the importance of 
community leadership in defining goals, articulating a vision for the community, and 
organizing people to make their visions turn into reality.  As members of the community, 
do you see yourself as a community leader? 
 
a. Are there some important organizations or informal networks that operate in the 
community?  What are these? 
 
b. Do you know residents who you feel would make good leaders in the community? 
Who? 

 
c. Do Are you familiar with a residents’ association at Carver Terrace?  What do you 
know about it or what have you heard about it?  Are you involved?  Why or why not? 

 
d. Are you aware of other groups that provide services? 
 
 
e. Would you be interested in participating in a residents’ association? Please explain the 
reasons for you answer. 
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f. What issues do you think the Carver Terrace residents’ association should focus on?  
[PROBE: Are there other organizations that do this?] 
 
 
 
g. Do you believe that a residents’ association would increase Carver Terrace’s sense of 
community? 
 
 
6. Finally, we would like to ask you some questions about the opportunities for 
homeownership that could exist here at Carver Terrace.  Currently, you are all renters 
here.  In the District of Columbia, tenants have the right of first refusal to purchase their 
homes.  As a tenant at Carver Terrace, you may have the right to exercise this right of 
purchase for your home in the future.  Would you be interested in that?   
 
 
a.  What are your thoughts on homeownership? [go round] 
 
 
b.  Do you see yourself as becoming a homeowner?  How far into the future would that 
be?  
 
 
c.  [For negative responses] What do you see as some of the obstacles for becoming an 
owner? 
 
 
d. [For positives] Would you like additional information about different forms of 
ownership, such as condos, cooperatives, lease-to-own arrangements, and limited equity 
coops? 
 
 
e. Would you like to know more about the process of getting a mortgage? 
 
 
f. Do you think that folks would like to know more about attaining credit and fixing 
credit-risks? 
 
 
SUMMARY: SM to summarize what have been the key issues and to highlight what they 
want to learn about homeownership.  Then add: 
 
7.  Are there any other issues that you would like to raise that we have not yet discussed? 
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Appendix E: Carver Terrace Survey Informed Consent 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT 
 
Hello, my name is __________and this is my research partner _________. 
  
We are here to do the community survey about Carver Terrace that I spoke 
with you about on the phone.  Our purpose in doing this survey is to assist 
the residents in improving the quality of life at Carver Terrace.  We will also 
ask you about your thoughts on homeownership and your involvement in the 
community.  Is this a good time for us to do the survey? 
 
Before we get started, let me just remind you that this survey is confidential 
and that your name will not be included on the form with your answers.  We 
do this to encourage you to be open and honest about your responses.  Only 
the research team will have access to your name as a survey participant and 
the list of names will be kept separately, under lock-and-key, from the 
survey responses.  We do not believe that there are any risks associated with 
you answering these questions.  However, you are free to refuse to answer 
any question at any time.  Just let us know or say “pass” and we’ll move on 
to the next question. You are also free to end the survey at any time and we 
will not try to convince you to continue. 
 
Is this all clear?   ________  [PAUSE HERE FOR RESPONSE,  

Writing team-partner to initial here] 
 
You will be given a $10 gift card in appreciation for your time at the 
completion of the full survey.  Even if you pass on answering any particular 
questions, we will still offer you the gift card. 
So, if this is agreeable to you, may we begin the survey? 
 
If acceptable, please sign below: 
 
 
 Respondent’s signature 
 
[Respondent to sign this form.  Surveyor must turn in this form with each survey for 
the survey to be considered complete.] 
 

OFFICE USE ONLY 
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Appendix F: Carver Terrace Survey 
 
[PLEASE RECORD THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION UPON COMPLETION 
OF THE INTERVIEW.  IF THE RESPONDENTS WERE NOT AT HOME, 
PLEASE RECORD THE TIME AND DATE AT WHICH YOU KNOCKED ON 
THEIR DOOR.  PLEASE TRY TO REVISIT THE UNIT LATER IN THE DAY IF 
THERE IS NO ANSWER ON YOUR FIRST ATTEMPT.] 
 
 
 
 
Interviewer: ________________________________ 
 
Recorder: ________________________________ 
 
Site supervisor: _____________________________ 
 
Building: ________________________________ 
 
Unit: ______________________________________ 
 
ID Code: ___________________________________ 
 
 
 

 1st visit 2nd visit 3rd visit 4th visit 
Date     

Time     
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Introduction  
 
So, as we said, the purpose of this research project is to help the residents improve the 
quality of life at Carver Terrace.  We are also interested in your views on homeownership 
and community activities.  So first, let’s talk about the Carver Terrace community.  
 
I. Community Strengths 
 
1.1 What do you consider to be the strengths of this community?  

(Do not read categories.  Check all that apply.) 
 

      Priority             
Priority 
      (1, 2, 3)             
(1, 2, 3) 

 Housing/apt prices   Housing/apt features  
 Schools   Exterior features  
 Close to services   Sense of community  
 Location    Recreational facilities  
 Public transportation    Close to family/friends  
 Employment opportunities   Health facilities  
 Close to work   Places of worship, church  
 Shopping/retail   Other____________  
      

 
1.2 What are the top one or two or three features that you like most about the 

community?  [PLACE a 1, 2, or 3 next to their top choices in the table above] 
 
 
1.3 Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about living in 

Carver Terrace? 
    I am happy here and will probably stay for the next 5 years. 
    I am happy here but will probably move in the next 5 years. 
    I am unhappy here but will probably stay for the next 5 years. 
    I am unhappy here and will probably move in the next 5 years. 
    No opinion. 

 
1.4 What would be the features of this community that you like the least? [Record 

the top three items mentioned, write in their exact words as much as 
possible.] 
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For the next several questions, I am going to ask you to respond by using a scale of ONE 
to TEN.  A TEN means that something is absolutely excellent; and a ONE means that it 
is absolutely terrible.  A FIVE is right in the middle, so it means not bad and not good, 
or neutral. 

       WRITE SCORE 
HERE↓ 

1.5 So, on a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the community 
spirit here at Carver Terrace? 

 
 

1.6 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate your safety and 
security here at Carver Terrace? 

 

1.7 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the quality of the 
EXTERIOR of the buildings here at Carver Terrace? 

 

1.8 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the quality of the 
INTERIOR of your apartment? 

 

1.9 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the maintenance of 
the building? 

 

1.10 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the access to public 
transportation for this community? 

 

1.11 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the access to jobs? 
 

 

1.12 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the security of your 
building? 

 

1.13 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the parking situation 
here at Carver Terrace? 

 

1.14 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the recreational 
areas for young people? 

 

1.15 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the programs and 
activities available for the young people in the community? 

 

1.16 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the programs and 
activities available for the Senior citizens living in the community? 

 

1.17 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate trash pick-up and 
storage process here? 

 

1.18 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the responsiveness 
of management to problems that arise here? 

 

1.19 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the effectiveness of 
the Residents’ Association? 

 

1.20 On a scale of ONE to TEN, how would you rate the community 
residents’ willingness to get involved in community improvement 
activities? 

 

 
II. Housing 
 
2.1 How many years have you lived at this current address?  ____________ 

 
2.2 How many years have you lived in this neighborhood? _________ 
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2.3 Have you ever owned a home?  Yes         No 

 
2.4 Are you interested in owning a home someday?  Yes         No 

 
2.5 Would you be interested in attending home buying 

workshops to find out how you could buy a home? 
 Yes         No 

 
2.6 Are you aware of the possibility of purchasing this unit? 

 
 Yes         No 
Ask 2.6a     Go to 2.7 

2.6a [IF YES]  What is it that you have heard about 
purchasing this unit? [write their response here] 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

2.7 Would you be interested in purchasing this unit if there 
is some financial incentive program—such as 
accumulating equity over time toward a down payment? 
 

 Yes         No 
 

2.8 Would the prospect of purchasing this unit make you 
more likely to stay at Carver Terrace? 
 

 Yes         No 
 

2.9 Would you be interested in attending debt burden and 
credit repair workshops to help you purchase this unit? 
 

 Yes         No 
 

2.10 Would you be interested in purchasing this unit if it were 
to be converted to a condo or co-op under rules set by 
the resident owners? 
 

 Yes         No 
 

2.11 [IF YES ON 2.10]  Would you prefer a condo, a co-op, 
or it doesn’t matter 
 

 Condo    Co-op 
  Doesn’t matter 

2.12 Would you be willing to have an outside organization 
work with the resident to help work through a home-
ownership process for Carver Terrace?  
 

 Yes         No 
 

2.13 Have you ever lived in a condo before?  Yes         No 
 

2.14 Have you ever lived in a co-op before?  Yes         No 
 

 
 
 
 



 

 71 

2.15 What do you think would be the most important reason for you to buy a home?  
 
 
 
 
 
2.16 What do you see as the biggest challenge to you buying a home? 
 
 
 
 
 
2.17 If you were to buy a home at Carver Terrace, what do think would be the biggest 

problems facing you as a homeowner? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.18  What kinds of changes to Carver Terrace would make you want to purchase this 

unit? 
 
 
 
 
2.19 What types of changes to the surrounding neighborhood would increase your 

desire to purchase your unit at Carver Terrace? 
 
 
 
 
2.20  Do you have confidence that there can be a successful transition to 

homeownership here at Carver Terrace?  ASK: Why or Why not? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[continue to next page] 
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Next, I am going to read to you a list of possible benefits that might occur if you were to 
own this unit.  Please let me know how important you think this benefit would be to you 
personally, were you to own this unit.  That is, would it be VERY IMPORTANT to you 
personally, somewhat important, or not at all important.   
[FOR EACH ONE, START WITH THE LINE:] 
HOW IMPORTANT WOULD IT BE FOR YOU, IF YOU OWNED THIS UNIT, 
TO BE ABLE TO: 
2.21 Avoid increasing monthly rent payments  Not important      Some what important      

 Very important  
2.22 Receive an income tax deduction   Not important      Some what 

important            Very important  
2.23 Receive a homestead property tax 

deduction 
  Not important      Some what 

important            Very important  
2.24 Avoid monthly maintenance fees   Not important      Some what 

important            Very important  
2.25 Know what my monthly housing costs will 

be 
  Not important      Some what 

important            Very important  
2.26 Control my monthly utility costs   Not important      Some what 

important            Very important  
2.27 Fix up the interior of my apartment exactly 

the way I would like it 
  Not important      Some what 

important            Very important  
2.28 Get to know and trust my neighbors better   Not important      Some what 

important            Very important  
2.29 Build up some equity in my home so I 

could save for my children’s college or my 
own retirement 

  Not important      Some what 
important            Very important 

2.30 Keep living in an affordable neighborhood 
if the neighborhood gentrified—that is, 
became mostly middle or upper-middle 
class 

  Not important      Some what 
important            Very important  

2.31 Live in a racially and culturally mixed 
neighborhood 

  Not important      Some what 
important            Very important  

 
III. Community Participation  
 
3.1  Are you currently employed?  

 Yes   (Go to 3.2) 
 No  (Skip to 3.3) 

 
3.2 In what type of industry is your current employment? 

 Manufacturing  Retail/Sales 
 Food industry  Administrative 
 Health  Transportation 
 Education  Maintenance 
 Childcare  Computer/Technology 
 Government   Other _____________________ 
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3.3 Have you ever heard of the Carver Terrace Residents’ Association?  

 Yes   No   [IF NO, GO TO 3.6]  
 
3.4 How have you received information from the Residents’ Association? [Do NOT 

read list.  Check all that apply] 
 

 Word of mouth  Public notices 
 Bulletin boards   Internet 
 Signs   Other _______________________ 
 No info received  Other  

 
3.5 Do you ever attend meetings of the Residents’ Association?  

 Yes   No   
 
 
3.6 How do you usually get information about neighborhood issues, meetings, or 
activities? [Do NOT read list.  Check all that apply] 
 

 Word of mouth  Public notices 
 Bulletin boards   Internet 
 Signs   Other  

 

3.7 How well do you think Carver Terrace’s management communicates its issues, 
policies and activities?  

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Fair 
 Poor 
 No opinion 

 
3.8 How well do you think Carver Terrace’s management screens new tenants?  

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Fair 
 Poor 
 No opinion 
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3.9 Do you participate in any of the following types of organizations? [READ the list 
and check all that apply]  

 Church or mosque  Political organization  
 Civic association  Arts organization  
 Fraternity/sorority   Neighborhood Watch group  
 Recreational group   Hobby group or association 
 Parents’ organization  Any other type organizations? 

____________________ 
 Other  

 
3.10 On average, how many hours do you spend in a normal month taking part in any 

kind of planned group activity (apart from work) that involves other members of 
the community?   ______________ hours  

 
3.11 How interested are you in community affairs at Carver Terrace? 

   Not at all        Somewhat Interested      Very much interested      Don’t know 

 

3.12 In your opinion, how much opportunity is there for average citizens to participate 
in activities and meetings concerning Carver Terrace? 

 None        Little         Some          Very much        Don’t know 

 

3.13 How much interest would do you have in participating in meetings and activities 
concerning Carver Terrace? 

 None        Little         Some          Very much        Don’t know 

 

3.14    How many unpaid activities and meetings concerning Carver Terrace and public 
issues have you attended in the past SIX months? 

 None       1-2          3-5         6-9       10-15      more than 15      Don’t 
know 

 

3.15 Do you ever use the Community Center at Carver Terrace? 

 Yes   No   
  
 [IF YES] What for? 
 
 [IF NO] Why not? 
 

3.16 What types of activities would lead you to use the Community Center more? 
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Which of these community issues are important to you? 

 ISSUE IMPT? 
check all 
that apply 

PRIORITY 
number  
1, 2, or 3 

WILLING 
TO GET 
INVOLVED? 

√ 
3.17 Crime  Yes         

 
______ ______ 

3.18 Economic development  Yes         
 

  ______ ______ 

3.19 Education  Yes        
 

  ______ ______ 

3.20 Elderly  Yes         
 

  ______ ______ 

3.21 Affordable housing  Yes         
 

  ______ ______ 

3.22 Neighborhood appearance and 
cleanliness 

 Yes         
 

  ______ ______ 

3.23 Jobs  Yes         
 

  ______ ______ 

3.24 Youth programs  Yes         
 

  ______ ______ 

3.25 Affordable child care  Yes         
 

  ______ ______ 

3.26 Green space and parks 
 

 Yes   ______ ______ 

3.27 Parking  Yes   ______ 
 

______ 

3.28 Playground for children  Yes   ______ 
 

______ 

3.29 Safety and street lighting 
 

 Yes   ______ ______ 

3.30 Recreational facilities 
 

 Yes   ______ ______ 

 

3.31 From the list above, which of these would be your top three priority concerns? 
[PLACE NUMBERS 1, 2, 3 in the right column next to their top three priorities.] 
 
3.32 Would you be willing to get involved with community efforts to address these 
concerns?  [PLACE A CHECK NEXT TO ANY ITEM THEY ARE WILLING TO 
GET INVOLVED IN]  
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3.33    How interested would you be in learning about the financial management of 
Carver Terrace? 

 Not at all        A little         Somewhat                 Very interested  

 
3.34    Do you have any background in understanding financial management issues? 

 None at all        A little         Some         A great deal   

 
IV. Children, Youth, and Seniors 
 
4.1 Are there any children living here with you?   

  NO              [GO to Question 4.7, for Senior Citizens; Section V if not a Senior]]     

   Yes            How many? _________________ 

4.2 Do/Does the child(ren) in this household attend school?   

 Yes  4.2(a) Which school(s)?  
 

 Charles Young Elementary School  
 Brown Junior High School 
 Spingarn High School 
 OTHER _________________ 

 
 No  
 Not applicable (no school-age children) 

 
4.3 [Ask only if they have a child in school]  How satisfied are you with the 
school(s) your child(ren) is/are in? 
 

 SCHOOL Not at all 
satisfied 

Slightly 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

4.3a School 1: ______________  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

4.3b School 2: ______________   
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

4.3c School 3:_______________   
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
4.4  Do/Does your child(ren) currently attend a pre-school childcare program?   

 Yes  4.4(a) Which program? __________________________ 
 
   4.4(b) And where is that located ___________________ 
 
 No                4.4(b) [IF NOT, ASK] WHY NOT? 
 Not applicable (no preschool-age children) 
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4.5 Do/Does your child(ren) participate in youth after-school programs? 

 Yes  4.5(a) Which program(s)? ____________________ 
 

____________________ 
 

   4.5(b) And where is that located? ___________________ 
 

____________________ 
 
 
 No    [IF NOT, ASK]  WHY NOT?     
 
 
 
 
 Not applicable (no older school-age children) 

 
4.6 What types of activities would you encourage your child/children to participate in 

if it were available in this neighborhood?  (Do NOT read but check all that 
apply.) 

 Music/Band/Singing  Dance 
 Science/Math  Recreation/sports 
 Social activities  Tutoring 
 Arts and crafts  Mentoring 
 Foreign language  Religious instruction 
 Job training/Internships  After-school programs 
 Job opportunities  Weekend programs 
 Life skills/financial literacy  Summer programs 
 Other  

 
 
4.7  [ASK FOR SENIOR CITIZENS ONLY]  What types of activities might you be 

willing to participate in, if they were they available right here in the community?  
(Do NOT read but check all that apply.) 

 Music/Band/Singing  Dance 
 Academic programs  Recreation/sports 
 Social activities  Speakers  
 Arts and crafts  Religious programs 
 Foreign language  Finance and investments  
 Job training  Computer skills 
 Other  
 Other  

 
We’re almost through now, just one more question   : ) 
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V. General Information 
 
Could you please tell me the education level for each of the people that live here in this 
household?   
 
5.1 Let’s start with yourself:  what is the highest grade of school you have completed? 
 
5.2 What about the second person in the house—what is the highest grade of school 

he/she has completed? 
 
5.3 What about the third person in the house—what is the highest grade of school 

he/she has completed? 
 
[CONTINUE UNTIL ALL THE PEOPLE IN THE HOUSE HAVE BEEN 
COMPLETED] 
 

Household 
members 

Highest 
education 

Self/HH head 
 

 

Member #2 
 

 

Member #3 
 

 

Member #4 
 

 

Member #5 
 

 

 
######### 

 
Well, that wraps it up.  Thank you so much for your participation in this survey.   
 
We would like to follow up with you in about six months to see how things are going 
here at Carver Terrace.  Would that be alright with you?     YES      NO 
 
Be sure to verify/get address:   _________________________________________ 
 
Also, our survey supervisor would like to call to confirm that everything went 
smoothly with the survey.  Would you mind if we give him your phone number so he 
can call back in a little while?  Thanks so much. 
 
GET/VERIFY PHONE NUMBER AND PUT IT ON FRONT PAGE, IN “OFFICE 
USE ONLY” BOX AT THE BOTTOM OF PAGE 1.  [check box when complete    
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION! 
[DON’T ASK] BUT CIRCLE THE RESPONDENT’S SEX HERE:     MALE    FEMALE
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Appendix G: Focus Group Excerpts Organized by Codes 
 

Expressions of Trust in Telesis 
 

SUPPTELE Residents express approval of Telesis’ aims. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

KNOWTELE Residents demonstrate knowledge of the Telesis corporation. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 Now, my understanding of it, was that it has to do with a focus 
group on ownership. 

First CTFR1 We’ve already gotten an example of how people have come in now 
with this fifteen year wait before people can buy or think of a 
cooperative.  All of this was talked about before the renovation 
came along.  That was my understanding. 

Second MR6 Through the reorganizational stage, it’s supposed to set up where 
the resident, management – where the tenant association would 
turn into a resident-management corporation. And in that resident-
management corporation, that would be an entity that would be set 
up to own and operate the property. So that’s currently the state 
where the association is in trying to do this transformation into the 
RCM, the resident-management corporation. 

 

INFOTELE Residents demonstrate open information sharing with Telesis. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Second MR6 Brand new playground. We were told her from our developers, 
50% owners of the property Telesis, that money was available; the 
playground was available. 

 

COMMTELE Residents demonstrate past or willingness for future communication with 
Telesis. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

CONFTELE Residents express confidence in Telesis’ work and abilities. 
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Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

FAITTELE Residents express faith in Telesis’ promises during research. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

COOPTELE Residents demonstrate willingness to cooperate with Telesis. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Third FR7 Well see, we’re having this meeting now.  That’s why Ms. Wesley 
and Mr. Coleman should have been here.  They are…she’s the 
assistant manager and he’s the manager.  He should have been 
up here to listen to our complaints. 

 
Expressions of Distrust in Telesis 

 

FRUSTELE Residents express frustration and disapproval of Telesis’ project. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 Unfortunately, the people involved in trying to do the development, 
I guess that has occurred so far, there’re not taking into 
consideration the significance of this.  The cultural, the ecological 
significance, the significance in terms of having a magnificent 
compliment of schools. 

First CTFR1 As far as the buildings proper, the people who did the renovation 
just used the cheapest materials they could find, the most 
incompetent labor they could find, and therefore the wear and tear 
on the buildings, you know, 

First CTFR1 The way they did the whole thing was nasty too!  Because there 
were elderly  people, who always had a two bedroom.  Maybe, a 
three bedroom.   

First CTFR1 They have no regards, no respect for people who had 
accumulated their things.  You know, just little things like that, I 
thought were mean spirited. 

First CTFR1 It’s a mystery to me.  ‘Cause they were, like I said, I took the letter, 
hand carried it, it was written of he head of the association and Mr. 
Coleman.  And when they had the dedication for the center, we 
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attended and hadn’t heard a word. 

Second FR1 But the, the contractor didn’t do what was supposed to be done 
right. 

Second FR1 The contractor didn’t do the job was supposed to been done right. 

Second MR6 Simply because, there have been a lot of logistical stuff, a lot of 
legal stuff that’s been goin’ on, and honestly, we’ve been tired – 

Third FR5 There’s a lot of stuff they did wrong.  They didn’t care.  They just 
wanted to get it done, get it over with, and rent. 

Third FR5 You can’t pay enough to stay.  I can’t take it no more, I’ve been 
here.  I asked them to take me out of my lease when they 
vandalized my car five times.  Can you imagine that?  I’m sitting 
here laughing about it, but in my heart I’m aching because I come 
here, I moved here before I was pregnant.  And they know the 
situation.  And they should have never let people come here if they 
know they not going to help you.  Help me because I’m asking for 
help.   

 

LKNOTELE Residents demonstrate lack of knowledge of the Telesis corporation. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 Well, that’s a company.  I think the owners are managers of the 
property.  The property is managed by some people called “Teli 
Corp”, not Carver Terrace.  I don’t know if the people who owned it 
sold it to them or if they are just managing or what, but it is not 
Carver terrace management.  It’s carver terrace management, but 
the Teli Corp is the corporation or concern that Mr. Coleman and 
them work for.  Something like that.  Teli- something. 

 

LINFTELE Residents demonstrate lack of open information sharing with Telesis. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 And I mean when you tell people, Oh you can move back into your 
same apartment, you know, these deceptions. 

First CTFR1 One person on the board called me.  And I called the person back 
all the time and leave messages.  And I had to stop that, ‘cause I 
don’t think they are serious. 

Second MR6 and when I say we, the association – we’ve been tired out with so 
much bickering back and forth with our 50% partners, Telesis, that 



 

 82 

it has not allowed us to do what needs to be done for the residents 
on the property. 

Third FR5 You complain to these people and they do not… 

 

SUSPTELE Residents demonstrate suspicion in Telesis project and aims. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Second MR6 You know, I’m gonna put it where the ghosts is. We’re bein’ priced 
out. You got development that’s about to start across the street 
from the Safeway. 

Second MR6 That was the set up. That was the set up of the original agreement 
that these folks can co-op these units, own, operate and manage 
after the end of the tax credit, which was supposed to been 15 
years, but we maybe about 3 to 5 years into the 15 years already. 

Second FR3 They probably only gave ‘em the names of people they wanted to 
come. 

Third FR5 They just wanna get you in.  As soon as they get you in, they 
forget about you 

Third FR7 The point is, does management care about us as residents. 

Third FR5 You looking at people who are giving you empty promises and you 
not getting no results.   
It’s just empty promises that you’ve been getting here. 

 

DOUBTELE Residents express doubt in Telesis’ ability to successfully complete work. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 See they were promised, see that’s the sad part about it, they 
were promised. 

Third FR5 The problem is, are these people willing to keep this apartment 
decent for those of us who have to go out and work.  Are they 
willing to do that?  Are they willing to take our complaint seriously?  
Are they willing to help us that have to pay. 

 

UNCOTELE Residents demonstrate unwillingness to cooperate with Telesis. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 We couldn’t get that going.  Not even with the management here.  
And he felt that his hands were tied.  It was always sending you 
around. 
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Expressions of Trust in GRT 
 

SUPPGURT Residents express approval of GURT’s aims. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

KNOWGURT Residents demonstrate knowledge of GURT project. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

INFOGURT Residents demonstrate open information sharing with GURT. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

COMMGURT Residents demonstrate past or willingness for future communication with 
GURT. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

CONFGURT Residents express confidence in GURT’s work and abilities to conduct 
research. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 You can just walk around the neighborhood and pretty much have 
data.  No one would refute it, if it is a reasonable person 
observing.   

 

FAITGURT Residents express faith in GURT’s promises during research. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

COOPGURT Residents demonstrate willingness to cooperate with GURT. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Second MR6 Now I’d talk with many of you all, until we’d turn blue in the face, 
and we talk about saying things. But we’re gonna – and even if 
you all come together and you all are bombardin’ the meetings, 
which I would suggest you do, bombard one of the meetings and 
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let ‘em know this is what you want. You’re paying for this. And if 
we’re supposed to be on your side, and we’re supposed to be, you 
know, protecting your rights and your interests, then this is 
something you all have to advocate for, you know. 

 
Expressions of Distrust in GURT 

 

FRUSGURT Residents express frustration and disapproval of GURT’s project. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Second FR2 We only got ‘em twice. I’m very upset with you. 

 

LKNOGURT Residents demonstrate lack of knowledge of GURT project. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Second FR2 I didn’t know nothin’ about it. 

 

LINFGURT Residents demonstrate lack of open information sharing with GURT. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Second FR11 FR4: ‘Cause we got a letter in the mail. 
FR11: My mother didn’t get one, she’s a protected resident. 

 

SUSPGURT Residents demonstrate suspicion in GURT project and researcher’s aims. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 No, there are some things that I would like to…questions to have 
answered. 

First CTFR1 And that’s why I’m suspicious about what your doing.  Because 
now the intellectuals are serving big business, you and I know 
that. 

First CTFR1 And the way our system is going now, the later is the one that they 
want you to have.  They don’t want you to have a sense of 
humanities.  You know.  Or be able to argue with Mr. Marullo 
about the nature of his research.  You see. 

Second MR6 And that’s a very good question. But you know what? I’m in shock. 
Because, you know, the tenant association has been trying to 
obtain a list of the protected tenants. You guys come in and get it 
with no problem. 

Second FR3 If you think about it, that’s probably what they did. I got a letter. 
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Maybe they went through the list and picked out who they wanted 
to come. 

Second MR6 But, I – I don’t see anyone else from the – the leadership that’s 
here. So, I guess my question to you would be, is this an attempt 
to reorganize a new tenant association and to do away with the old 
one? I’m just tryin’ the figure out what exactly – ‘cause I mean, 
one, you had to talk to president in order to be in here, so you had 
to talk to somebody from the association to get in. But I – I, just 
listen – I just don’t – I’m not – I’m not putting this all together. So, is 
this an attempt to undermine the association already? 

Second FR1 Where is this information that you gettin’ from us goin’ to? 

 

DOUBGURT Residents express doubt in GURT’s ability to successfully complete work. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 Well, I think that this community cannot be developed from 
Georgetown, if that’s what you’re up to.  That’s number one.   

 

UNCOGURT Residents demonstrate unwillingness to cooperate with GURT. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 So, I mean, you know, I just don’t have very much patience with 
this.  With all due respect to you, Georgetown, and your project.   

 
Expression of trust in Homeownership Project 

SUPPHOME Residents express approval of project and support projects’ aims. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 Which brings me to another thing I think ought to happen in this 
community.  We need a mixed income community. Definitely. 

Third FR8 A way to still have a place to be back where I grew up and so 
forth, just in case I decide to move somewhere else, I’ll still have a 
place I can go back to and say that this is something I made an 
investment in.  But, I would like to see.   

Third FR11 SM:  So, if we go back to Gloria’s point about thinking about 
cooperative ownership, ways for the residents to come together, 
and create maybe a coop.  Is that something, as kind of an 
investment that would be worthwhile for, would you think about 
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wanting to explore that option that possibility? 
FR11:  Most definitely. 

 

KNOWHOME Residents demonstrate knowledge of project. 
 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Third FR11 Do you understand what I’m saying.  And then, like you said, the 
way the city is developing now.  It’s going to be hard to live in the 
city anywhere 

Third FR8 ‘Cause I’ve read articles and it seems like when the tenants decide 
to go that route, it was big changes that not only happened within 
the building, but within the community itself when they decided to 
do a coop.  Based on articles that I’ve read and doing my own 
personal research about homeownership.  So, that’s something 
that I would… 

 

INFOHOME Residents demonstrate past or willingness for future information sharing about 
project. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

CONFHOME Residents express confidence in projects’ successful completion. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Third FR8 I am definitely interested in, if that would be the case.  If they 
involved the tenants here to purchase the home only because it’s 
more of an investment in the long term.  If the area improved, 
especially with the environment and so forth.  I would definitely be 
interested. 

 

FAITHOME Residents express faith in projects’ completion and delivery on promises. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

COOPHOME Residents demonstrate willingness to cooperate in order to complete project. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

Third FR8 There should be someone who is designated who can come to 
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those meetings out of each building.  And they will notify also the 
people who live in the units with them to say this is what’s going 
on.  You should attend this event if you can make it.  But, that 
representative should always be at those association meetings.  
‘Cause I look at it like this.  If something’s already in place, it just 
needs to be enforced. 

 
Expressions of Mistrust in Homeownership Project 

 

FRUSHOME Residents express frustration and disapproval of homeownership project. 

Focus group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 And another thing that can be done is, since the federal 
government and HUD and all of ‘em and Bush, they’re interested in 
homeownership, then they should figure out a way that we can get 
out of this fifteen year wait before we can do anything. 

First CTFR1 The way they did the whole thing was nasty too!  Because there 
were elderly  people, who always had a two bedroom.  Maybe, a 
three bedroom. 

First CTFR1 They really work to keep it clean, but you can tell the materials are 
cheap. 

First CTMR SM:  To buy your place here?  Anything that would make it 
worthwhile? 
CTMR:  No. 

First CTFR2 I mean, in ten years, in ten years most of these places this place 
will rundown in ten years. 

Second FR1 Would you want this place? What would you do with this building 
right now? 

Second FR11 When they first told us about the plan, you gonna pay this, you 
gonna pay that, except for Section 8. For the people that were 
protected, right? Ok, your kids grow up, ok, and you got that – you 
got that protection when your kids were still in school. Your kids 
grow up. Your rent doubles because your child is not in school, like 
mine did. When my daughter graduated from high school, my rent 
doubled. I don’t have Section 8 anymore, so that means if she 
moves out tomorrow or my son moves out tomorrow, I’m still payin’ 
double the rent. And I don’t want to pay double rent for what I’m 
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payin’ for this apartment. That’s why I don’t want to own. Because 
the rent is not the way they said it was gonna be. 

Third FR8 I’m very disappointed.  ‘Cause when I moved in here the first time, 
everything was nice, the doors worked.  But, everything just went 
down.  I was concerned, did something happen within the year or 
the past six months that caused the place to deteriorate?   

 

LKNOHOME Residents demonstrate lack of knowledge of project. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 That’s the critical…I think, that’s the number one priority ‘cause that 
doesn’t make any sense to me.  That makes no sense whatsoever.  
You know, we got at most, ten more years for people who were 
here before the renovations. 

Second FR3 Can you explain a co-op? 

Second MR6 I think that – think that’s very important. I think that’s very important. 
And I’m just assumin’ – I could be wrong – from the silence that we 
not be speakin’ out about this. A lot of us are just not familiar with 
co-op – 

 

LINFHOME Residents demonstrate lack of past or willingness for future information sharing 
about project. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

   

 

SUSPHOME Residents demonstrate suspicion in projects’ aims. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 So, I just think that we are really, if you want to know my opinion, 
we are placeholders.  As in, for example, clinics for low-income 
people, small health places, shelters, group homes, liquor stores 
and all of these kinds of places.  They are holding a place until 
developers come. 

Second MR6 We bein’ priced out. I appreciate havin’ this meeting. I think this is a 
start, but what should happen is you all oughta get together. You all 
oughta do a petition. 

Second MR6 So if that’s the idea, I would strongly suggest, jump on that. Jump 
on that. Because if not, again, I mean, let me tell you up front. You 
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bein’ priced out. You bein’ priced out. Now some folks may 
disagree sittin’ in here, but let me tell you. I work with these folks, 
ok. I’m in politics, I know. You’re bein’ priced – and I’ve seen the 
master plan. You’re bein’ priced out, so if we don’t own this, we not 
gonna live here. That’s just the bottom line, you know. So – 

Third FR5 See, this apartment complex run us out of DC. 

 

DOUBHOME Residents express doubt that project will be successfully completed. 

Focus Group Resident Quote 

First CTFR1 Well, I agree with that, but for me, I am very impatient with these 
kinds of enterprises because, you know, nothing really comes out 
of it.  

First CTFR1 They didn’t do that.  So, I don’t have much faith in something 
happening out of here except, if eventually it would be taken over 
in some sort of gentrification proposal or proposition. 

Second MR6 The apartments are nice. But, but when the first concepts and 
notions that we wanted to buy this, we were sold under the 
impression that the rent that they were currently paying before the 
renovation would be the same. And it was only supposed to be 
raised, maybe, I think 2, 3 percent on a certain amount of years. 
However, that’s been the total opposite of what’s been happening. 

Second MR6 And so what’s gonna happen at the end? When they come back 
and say, hey look, this is the end of the tax credit period, are you 
guys ready to take over this property? We gonna be in a position 
where we say no. And guess what they gonna do? They gonna 
sell it off to somebody else, they gonna tear these down, and they 
gonna build it up for some folks who can afford to live here. 

Third FR11 It’s hard to say yes to buying something that you won’t be satisfied 
with and feel safe.   

Third FR5 I’m even moving. I’m not gonna lie.   I’m just waiting for them to 
just say that…the loan has been approved already, I just waiting 
for the house to come through.  I’m out.  I can’t stay because for 
one year I’ve complained and they have not done anything for me 
and they don’t care. 

 

UNCOHOME Residents demonstrate unwillingness to cooperate in order to complete project. 
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Focus Group Resident Quote 

Second FR1 Why should we have to pay for, after 4 years, if the blinds ‘cause 
they’re cheap blinds and they start fallin’ apart. 
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Appendix H: Letter to Focus Group Invitees 
 

 

 
[GU Letterhead] 

 
 
 
Dear _________________, 
 
 
We would like to invite you to join us as part of a focus group for the purpose of 
gathering information to help us assist the residents of Carver Terrace in improving the 
quality of life at Carver Terrace and the surrounding community. This focus group will 
take place on ___________ at the Patsy V. Hartsfield Community Center (2nd floor). This 
session will take approximately 90 minutes and refreshments will be served. In addition 
to asking you your views on the Carver Terrace community, we will also ask you to share 
your views on your vision for the future of Carver Terrace and your concerns about 
challenges facing the community. 
 
In appreciation of your time we will be offering a $20.00 stipend to those in attendance at 
the focus group. Please remember that participation in the focus group is completely 
voluntary and your responses will be confidential. If at any point during the focus group 
you wish to not answer a question you are free to do so and will still receive the $20.00 
stipend. 
 
This project is being undertaken by researchers at Georgetown University. If you have 
any questions or would like additional information, please contact me at the phone or e-
mail address below. Please let me know whether of not you are able to attend by calling 
the number below and leaving a message. 
 
Thank you for your participation in this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Sam Marullo 
202-687-3582 
marullos@georgetown.edu 
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Appendix I: Invitation of Focus Group Attendees to 
Recruitment Seminar 

 

 
20 January 2006 

 
 
Dear {ATTENDEE LETTER full name here}, 
 
Thank you for attending the Focus Group we conducted at Carver Terrace.  The 
comments made by you and your neighbors were quite informative concerning the 
community.  As you know, the next step in the community research project is to 
undertake a survey of a large number of your neighbors at Carver Terrace.   We are 
contacting you now to invite you to attend a Community Survey Recruitment Seminar in 
which we will invite you to assist us in undertaking the survey (as a paid work 
opportunity).  In addition, at this Seminar we will share with you some of the results from 
the Focus Group discussions.   
 
This Community Survey Recruitment Seminar will be repeated at three different 
times, but you need attend only the one that is the most convenient for you.  The 
times are: Saturday, January 28th at 2 pm and again at 3:30 pm; and Tuesday, 
January 31st , at 7:00 pm at the Patsy V. Hartsfield Community Center (2nd floor).  
The session will last about one hour and refreshments will be served. We will be offering 
door prizes as well, so please do attend! Our discussion will describe the next steps in the 
project and how you can become involved as a community surveyor.  This will be a paid 
work opportunity and provide you with an opportunity to meet and talk with your Carver 
Terrace neighbors while conducting a survey.   
 
Let me encourage you to attend this Seminar so that you can become involved in this 
project and get to know some of your neighbors in the community.  I am looking forward 
to seeing you again at one of the Seminars.  If you have any questions or would like 
additional information, please contact me at the phone number or e-mail address below.   
 
Thank you for your participation in this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sam Marullo 
Professor    
202-687-3582 
marullos@georgetown.edu 

mailto:marullos@georgetown.edu
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Appendix J: Invitation of Non-Attendees to Recruitment 
Seminar 

 

 
20 January 2006 

 
Dear {NON-ATTENDEE LETTER full name here}, 
 
As you know, we have been conducting a community research project designed to help 
improve the living conditions at Carver Terrace.  We invited you earlier to attend a Focus 
Group to discuss your views on the community.  We are sorry that you were unable to 
attend, but several of your neighbors did attend and their views were quite informative 
concerning the community.  The next step in the community research project is to 
undertake a survey of a large number of your neighbors at Carver Terrace.  We are 
contacting you now to invite you to attend a Community Survey Recruitment Seminar in 
which we will invite you to assist us in undertaking the survey (as a paid work 
opportunity).  In addition, at this Seminar we will share with you some of the results from 
the Focus Group discussions.   
 
This Community Survey Recruitment Seminar will be repeated at three different 
times, but you need attend only the one that is the most convenient for you.  The 
times are: Saturday, January 28th at 2 pm and again at 3:30 pm; and Tuesday, 
January 31st , at 7:00 pm at the Patsy V. Hartsfield Community Center (2nd floor).  
The session will last about one hour and refreshments will be served. We will be offering 
door prizes as well, so please do attend! Our discussion will describe the next steps in the 
project and how you can become involved as a community surveyor.  This will be a paid 
work opportunity and provide you with an opportunity to meet and talk with your Carver 
Terrace neighbors while conducting a survey.   
 
Let me encourage you to attend this Seminar so that you can become involved in this 
project and get to know some of your neighbors in the community.  I am looking forward 
to seeing you at one of the Seminars.  If you have any questions or would like additional 
information, please contact me at the phone number or e-mail address below.   
 
Thank you for your participation in this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sam Marullo 
Professor    
202-687-3582 
marullos@georgetown.edu 

mailto:marullos@georgetown.edu
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Appendix K: Surveyor Recruitment Flyer 
WE NEED SURVEYORS! 

 
We are a Georgetown University research team that is working on a 
homeownership project with the Carver Terrace housing community in 
Northeast Washington D.C. We need your help to gather information from the 
residents that we will use to help them make the transition to homeownership 
at Carver Terrace and to make the community a more  desirable place to live. 
 

THIS IS AN OPPORTUNITY TO HELP OUT IN THE 
D.C. COMMUNITY AND MAKE MONEY WHILE DOING IT! 

 
To be a surveyor, you must: 
 

• Be interested in the future of housing in Washington D.C. 
 
• Be willing to meet and interact with Carver Terrace residents 

 
• Attend one training session (you will be paid $15/hr) 

o Training sessions are scheduled for: 
 Thursday, February 9 (evening)  
 Saturday, February 11 (afternoon) 
 

• Commit to conducting the surveys (you will be paid $10/interview) 
o Survey collection days are scheduled for: 

 Thursday, February 23 (evening) 
 Saturday, February 25 (afternoon) 
 Tuesday, February 28 (evening) 

 
Job Description: 
 

You will attend one training session where you will learn how to conduct 

the interviews. Then, you will be given the names of several residents, 

and you will be asked to call and set up interview appointments with 

them for any of the survey collection dates. Finally, on those dates, you 

will be paired with a Carver Terrace resident and together you’ll go 

door-to-door and interview the residents of Carver Terrace. 

 
If you have any questions, please contact Sam Marullo at: 

marullos@georgetown.edu  OR    (202) 687-3582 

mailto:marullos@georgetown.edu
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Appendix L: Student Surveyor Application 
 
SURVEYOR APPLICATION FORM 
 
Name __________________________________________________________________ 
 
Address ________________________________________________________________ 
           
              ________________________________________________________________ 
 
   ________________________________________________________________ 
 
Phone Number  (_______)__________________________________________________ 
 
Email Address ___________________________________________________________ 
 
Current Year in School ____________________________________________________ 
 
Major __________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Which training session do you plan to attend? 
 
 _____ Thursday, February 9 (evening) 
 
 _____ Saturday, February 11 (afternoon) 
 
 
NOTE: In order to be a surveyor, you must be available to work on the following dates: 
 
 Thursday, February 23 (evening) 
 
 Saturday, February 25 (afternoon) 
 
 Tuesday, February 28 (evening) 
 
Do you have any conflicts with this schedule? If so, when? ________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix M: Resident Surveyor Application 
 
SURVEYOR APPLICATION FORM 
 
Name __________________________________________________________________ 
 
Address ________________________________________________________________ 
           
              ________________________________________________________________ 
 
   ________________________________________________________________ 
 
Phone Number  (_______)__________________________________________________ 
 
Email Address ___________________________________________________________ 
 
Highest Educational Degree Attained _________________________________________ 
 
Current Job, if employed ___________________________________________________ 
 
Previous Job (if not currently employed) _______________________________________ 
 
 
 
Which training session to you plan to attend? 
 
 _____ Thursday, February 9 (evening) 
 
 _____ Saturday, February 11 (afternoon) 
 
 
NOTE: In order to be a surveyor, you must be available to work on the following dates: 
 
 Thursday, February 23 (evening) 
 
 Saturday, February 25 (afternoon) 
 
 Tuesday, February 28 (evening) 
 
Do you have any conflicts with this schedule? If so, when? ________________________ 
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Surveyor Appointment Script 
PHONE SCRIPT: 
Hello.  My name is________.   I am working with the 
Georgetown University research team that will be 
interviewing residents for the Carver Terrace community 
survey.  The community survey is intended to gather 
information about your concerns with the neighborhood, 
your likes and dislikes about the neighborhood, and your 
views on homeownership.  As you may or may not know, we 
have conducted four focus groups involving Carver Terrace 
residents.  Those focus groups provided us with a lot of 
information, but we still need to hear from you.  You have 
been randomly chosen to be interviewed. The interview 
should take about twenty minutes and you will be 
compensated for your time with a $10 gift certificate. 

 
If this sounds like something that would be of interest to you, 
we have three available dates and several available time 
slots.  They are: 

*Thursday, February, 23 (7-9 pm) 
*Saturday, February, 25  (10am -4 pm)   
*Tuesday, February 28 (7-9 pm) 
 

 
Which of these dates would be convenient for you? 
Which time would be good for you? 
Thank you.   
My partner and I will be at your home at ________ .         
(Confirm the date and time). 
See you then.   
Good bye. 
 
*Important:  If they do not want to meet at their home, you 
may invite them to the community center to conduct the 
survey. 


