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Something about community development corporations (CDCs) is intuitively appealing to American society, particularly when they are compared with community action organizations (CAOs). Consequently, CDCs receive more ready public assent, and ids easier to loosen up strings for their efforts than is the case with CAOs. The efforts of CDCs also seem easier to evaluate; all one has to do, it seems, is count material outputs. However, the sort of evaluation such an orientation engenders is deceptive. Without an understanding of the conceptions of community and of development that ought to govern one's evaluative standards, appraisals are bound to be misleading to those who require them.





In this paper I propose, first, to discuss some of those underlying conceptions as a way of understanding what we need to know in order to assess properly the social impact of CDCs and then to outline a methodological approach that takes into account those conceptual issues.





CDCs are businesses and, as such, they are run on a business�like basis. They produce outputs that can be counted and measured: renovated housing units, new commercial enterprises, and new jobs. By contrast, community action organizations attempt to improve the lives of residents by influencing those with power in the community. As such, CAOs  may "produce" meetings,  public demonstrations, or concessions from those in power, the consequences of which are often vague and difficult to calculate.





Those who run CAOs hope their demands and petitions will bring resources into the community or perhaps prevent further exploitation or neglect. They may be also be pursuing empowerment for their constituencies in order to obtain a larger slice of the national income pie. They also hope that some quality�of�life benefit will evolve out of the process of organizing the community. Perhaps, for example, people will come to share day care responsibilities, or provide "eyes on the street" to reduce crime, or in some other way reduce the burdens of being poor and isolated in the big city.





Richard P. Taub is professor of social science at the University of Chicago. This paper was originally prepared for the community Economic Development Assessment Study Conference, held on June 14, 1989, and sponsored by the Community Development Research Center, Graduate School of Management and Urban Policy, New School for Social Research. The author wishes to thank  Elaine Reardon and David Goldsmith for their reviews of the manuscript of this paper. The views expressed are the author's and do not necessarily reflect those of the Community Development Research Center or the New School for Social Research.








Nuance in Meaning and Evaluation: 


Finding Community and Development


Richard P. Taub





With respect to foundation support, public interest, and other ways to define the acti,6ty of choice, CDCs replaced community action organizations in the late 1970S and the early 1980s. Depending on whom one asked, CAOs were criticized for being unproductive and disruptive, raising expectations that could not be met, undermining authority, supporting disorder on the one hand and, on the other, threatening the establishment, forcing redistribution, and changing the moral order in ways the power elite did not want. In contrast, CDCs produced tangible, measurable goods, and, in order to do whey had to be organized in an orderly fashion and play by the rules of the establishment rather than act as threats to its power structure.





CDCs often succeed because they use a tougher business mentality than the stereotypical exploitative ghetto entrepreneur. They are able to demonstrate that, with the appropriate subsidies, private enterprise can be made to work in the inner city. The CDC world is filled with tales of ruthless screening, fast evictions, and strict enforcement of behavioral standards in order to maintain good housing (housing being the favorite output of CDCs) and a good housing environment for those who are living up to the standards.





But among those involved with CDCs, particularly as they impinge on the quality of life of the poor (in contrast to those CDCs that focus on urban redevelopment), there has been the nagging feeling that although the focus on outputs was a salutary change from the nebulous, perhaps ephemeral and certainly unmeasurable efforts of the old CAOs, this new emphasis pushed out something of value that might be worthwhile reclaiming. If all CDCs did was produce more housing, or even well�run supermarkets and a few shops, they would be indistinguishable from outside entrepreneurs who perform the same function, the only difference being that CDC officials would have more subtle and accurate knowledge of the local terrain and customs.





Some CDCs attempted to keep some CAO goals of organization and empowerment through such devices as community boards. The hope of these CDCs was that community residents on the boards might learn skills they could transfer elsewhere and also that, by participating on the boards, the residents might be able to prevent some of the more egregious trampling on individuals' rights by outside entrepreneurs.





But this aspect of CDCs, unlike the measurement of outputs, has not been studied satisfactorily. Part of the reason is that in the mood of a business�value oriented world, issues of individual rights and community empowerment seem too vague and difficult to measure when compared with tangible outputs. In addition, analysis of these issues raises questions about the basic assumptions of CDCs, and it is simply easier not to ask such questions.





For example, old�time community organizers had some idea of what a "community" was and understood that part of their responsibility was to create ties that helped to generate it.  At some level, the idea of community in American society has a compelling moral force, and to the event that community organizers were, in fact, organizing communities, they had a kind of moral weight on their side.





Yet to ask CDC directors if they are serving or helping to develop a community is to invite incredulity. To the extent that they are successful, they will just point to the physical representations of their achievements. The same is true if you ask them if they are "doing development." If a rehabilitated building or a newly occupied shopping strip is not development, what is?





Understanding the nature of "community" and "development" is not�just an academic exercise. Nor should a thorough examination of CDC efforts succumb to focusing on nuts and bolts issues just because it is easier to evaluate of how many units of housing were produced at what cost for what people. Is a CDC an appropriate response to a community's need for development and empowerment? Furthermore, are CDC activities serving the goals of those who put up the money or are the corporations substituting conventional real estate development methods and calling them community development? These terms � community and development �deserve careful thought as do the concepts of empowerment and participation, and it is to those questions and definitions that I now turn,





The Idea of Community


It may seem unnecessary to move back to first principles and to ask, "What is a community?" But given the explicit goals of some CDCs, it becomes imperative to raise the question.





One of the dangers in evaluating CDCs lies reifying the idea of community. Because one can draw boundaries on a map and give the outlined area a name, it seems as if it ought to be easy to tell whether or not something desirable has happened to that area. But the problem is that all one has outlined is a piece of ground. And, unfortunately, what CDCs often mean when they say they have "done development" is that they have fixed up the structures on that ground. We all know this, and worry about it to some extent. But we do not pay enough attention to the consequences of falling into this trap.





A community, however, is not just a defined space. The space has to have meaning for its residents and its boundaries must circumscribe an ongoing, meaningful pattern of social behavior. In a community, networks of relationships and communication should, in some measure, attenuate at its boundaries. There is, as well, some sense of symbolic identification. For example, it is clear that residents of a building in Chicago's Hyde Park area will be more upset by a murder a mile away but within the bounds of the neighborhood than they will be by a murder three blocks away in the adjacent Woodlawn neighborhood. Because of the way communications networks run, residents of a neighborhood will be more likely to hear about the distant crime in their own community than they will about the more proximate one in another community.





Not all bounded areas work like this. The degree to which there are bounded networks of relationships, interdependence, and interaction, shared symbolic definitions of the area and a well�articulated leadership structure can vary from bounded area to bounded area and, consequently, are subject to independent assessment. (To some extent, they are subject to manipulation as well.)





Another problem with bounded urban areas is that they often enjoy high levels of population turnover independent of pressures of displacement. Annual turnover in an average urban community, is between 10 and 20 percent. People die, their life chances change, they are evicted from their apartments for failing to pay their rent or for other reasons, and they add and lose spouses and children. Again, the amounts of moving into and of moving out of an area are variables that like those of personal interaction. and interdependence, can be measured. One might hypothesize that to the extent that communities become better organized, turnover goes down. But those who evaluate CDCs often ignore the possibility of turnover and assume a stable population when evaluating the corporation's efforts.





Many community development practitioners believe that increasing the density of interaction and getting people to work together generating shared symbolic definitions, and developing local leadership are important steps in the process of development. However, I suspect that when one looks at proportions of CDC dollars devoted to these kinds of activities and also compares the number of people who deal with these kinds of questions with those who focus on bricks and mortar, one would find that the resources devoted to "soft" activities are relatively limited. This is partly because it is often more difficult to get dollars for "soft" programs than it is to get dollars for construction projects, which are less intractable than programs involving people.





I will return to the question of what is "soft" and what is "hard" in the CDC world. But at the heart of this distinction are the forces that have made community developers more respected by the wider world than are community organizers, whose sole goal is to increase the density of interaction and communication. Yet, most people who think carefully about CDC activities tend to view them as multiplicative  �that is, the outputs of the corporations generate behaviors that ripple beyond the outputs. These new behaviors might include, for example, additional construction or rehab activity by others in the area, new commitments to neighborhood maintenance or improved educational arrangements, new efforts at self�employment, or new efforts at self �policing. If the ripple effect occurs, something has to happen to the people who live in the area. Their sense of personal efficacy and of being part of a community must increase because if the extent of "communityness" is high, communication, trust, and cooperation will be more probable than if it is low.





One can imagine scenarios in which physical redevelopment does not produce development beyond the structures. For example, one can visualize an area in which a shopping strip has been redeveloped with an array of successful businesses, all opening under some kind of subsidy. Local people hold jobs in them, but the turnover is enormous. In addition, the area has a high rate of residential turnover. There is no way we can demonstrate that the lives of any significant group of local people have been improved.





Such commercial strips give heart to outside evaluators who drive by. The strips may even make life better for people who own property next door (and who are unlikely to be community residents. We do not know what they do for the people who live in the area. In this instance, the built environment is improved, but local residents gain little unless these jobs are stepping stones to something higher, which is by no means necessarily true. My guess is that most systems of evaluation that emphasize cross�sectional rather than longitudinal data and that focus on structures rather than people (even if service to poor people is a criterion) would judge this program as a success.





We can also imagine a case that looks most like displacement and gentrification, although that is not an accurate characterization of it. Suppose a CDC started some businesses in a deteriorated neighborhood and was able to generate measurable new employment (again, something that happens infrequently). We might find that the most enterprising people take up those jobs ��that people come to this area from other poor ones to get the jobs, while there are few gains for local residents, who may even eventually drift away.





We now have an area with good working�class employment, fixed�up buildings, and the like. A better model would be hard to imagine. Nonetheless, it would be a program that did not reach the area's original residents. In addition, as analysts, we are stuck with the problem of substitution effects. We do not know whether the enterprising people would have found jobs somewhere else if the ones in this area were not available. In fact, such an outcome reflects a more general rule, which is that the residents who would gain the most from this kind of development activity will be the least likely to benefit.





Although this scenario is a subtle matter, it is similar to those that raise the fear of gentrification. Structures will be so fixed up that the new, higher rents will displace the original population or will be affordable by only the top part of the group living within the community.





The Idea of Development


If raising basic questions about the idea of community seems contentious, the matter becomes even more so when one asks about development. At a superficial level, everyone knows what development is. And what complicates the question is that it sounds very close to redevelopment, which clearly means just building new buildings.





There are serious issues here. The first concerns who or what is being developed? Is it the built environment or the community? Are social networks being created that enable people to work together? Or are individuals in the community somehow being "developed," that is, are they being offered new opportunities for growth and change?





Despite the fact that most CDC achievements are measured by the creation of physical structures, almost everyone would agree in the abstract that community development ought to involve More than physical structures. This perspective suggests not only that it is possible for people to live in nicer surroundings than they had previously, but that people in communities have the capacity to improve the quality of their lives through their own efforts. In this picture, community development should unleash, or at least encourage, certain social forces that help people improve their lives. However, if one approaches the idea of development in that way, it very quickly moves one away from buildings.





To highlight the complexity in evaluating development, imagine a community that is a port of entry, a community with a rich array of educational programs and minimum �wage job opportunities. All of the adults work and the families who live in tiny, crowded apartments put all of their money and support into education for their children. Because the members of the community are successful in this environment, people rapidly move out of the area, the combination of education and on�the-job training having enabled them to improve their occupational status very quickly.





Under such circumstances, a cross�sectional study of the community and its residents would not look very impressive. There would be a large number of poor people with low levels of English literacy. Because these folks put all their money into education, their buildings would not be well�maintained, their cars would be dilapidated, and there would be few retail establishments, and these would sell basic goods such as used clothing and furniture. The only adults left behind might be the least literate, the disabled, and the elderly as well as a few people who earn their living by selling goods that satisfy the special tastes of this population.





If we came back five years later and again collected cross�sectional data, the community would look exactly as it had before. It might even look a little worse as the concentration of unproductive residents grew. Judged by most kinds of evaluations of community development, this place would be a failure. Evaluators and representatives of government and granting agencies would drive through and shake their heads sadly.








Yet, if one had the appropriate data, one might be able to argue that whatever development projects there were in this community were tremendous successes. Economic development might not have affected the built environment, but a tremendous amount of economic opportunity had enabled a large number of individuals to pass through the community.





This hypothetical example suggests three points. First, economic development is not, or ought not to be, about physical structures. In the evolution of thinking about community�based activities for the poor, it was important to move from the emphasis on organization to the emphasis on physical outputs because the former by itself seemed to deliver so little. But one must think afresh about that as one considers real development (see the third point below). Second, most evaluations of economic development programs are badly designed if they cannot identify the above example as development. Third, implicit in properly construed development is the idea of an independent and successively unfolding process. To paraphrase Shakespeare, development has to grow by what it feeds on.





From this perspective, improving housing is not "development" because although it improves surroundings, it does not generate autonomous growth and change in the area. This is not to suggest that housing construction or rehabilitation can never do this. A properly conceived housing program might teach skills to local youth and generate a new class of housing entrepreneurs who, with limited resources and freshly provided credit, are able to enter the local market, fixing buildings for rentals and then adding new ones as income steams make that possible. In that case (a popular fantasy that, alas, is seldom implemented successfully), new jobs would be continually created as more housing was renovated, and the successful completion of one project would provide the resources for the beginning of another.


Without that unfolding process, a CDC is a band�aid. Band�aids do staunch the flow of blood and are therefore important. But a true CDC should set some process in motion. It may do that through a ripple effect, through bringing a flow of new resources into the community, through inspiring emulation in others, or through changing the way residents think about the resources available to them.





Empowerment, Efficacy, and Their Variations 


Organizers of the old CAOs often talked about empowerment, by which they meant something about community residents entering into the political process. The route for this was participation in the planning or decision�making processes of, first, the CAOs and, then, of government. CDCs often make a gesture in that direction by having community residents on their board of directors. In theory, this helps the community to shape outcomes and makes residents feel part of the development process.





Much of this notion is of course, chimerical. CDC boards still look like autonomous and not very responsible creatures. Representation of community residents on CDC boards does not cut very deeply. In the 1960s, Yugoslavia experimented with having workers on the boards of the nationally owned companies in which they worked. This was supposed to reduce feelings of alienation and generate more whole�hearted participation. Studies showed that this procedure achieved nothing of the sort and that workers were as alienated and hostile as before (Tannenbaum, 1974). People in communities with CDCs seldom perceive the output of the corporations as the product of their own companies working for them.





In fact, community residents often have no idea of the herculean efforts underway on their behalf. The CDC is a "they," not terribly different from the other things that impinge on their lives. Instead of looking at the question of empowerment� in the sense of having a political impact on large, impersonal forces �it might make more sense to think about efficacy, the capacity of individuals to believe that they can change the course of their own lives by their own efforts. In adopting this approach, individuals will not try to influence political or other exogenous outcomes; rather, they will alter their own behavior in ways that will produce more proximate results. They might decide to go back to school to upgrade themselves, to look once again for a job after a period of discouragement and inactivity, or to band together in a day care cooperative to free up friends' time.





Instead of encouraging people to try to change the world, one might think about the small ways in which community residents set out to change their lives and the frequency with which they do so. To some extent, this viewpoint depends on whether one regards development as a social movement or as the "art of the possible." Individuals err if they think of empowerment as only or primarily a political phenomenon. Helping to create the conditions that make it possible for people to get control over their own lives is also empowerment.





To the extent, then, that positive things are happening in their worlds, community residents may not need to know the source or play a role in shaping an outcome in order to understand that conditions have changed and something new is possible. It is not easy to make people pay attention to the source of positive changes, and it may not be worth the effort to do so. By changing things in a positive way and providing resources to help individuals make small changes in their lives, one may create conditions that are liberating �that may not only alter one's sense of efficacy but one's capacity to achieve as well.





It is certainly true that few evaluations pay attention to what is happening in people's heads. The most effective development efforts may alter the way people think about their world and their capacity to alter it. Our studies of Chicago neighborhoods found dramatic changes in the way people viewed the future of their neighborhoods when the development process was visible and not so large and draconian as to be out of their control (Taub, Taylor, and Dunham, 1984). They change from expecting the neighborhood will get worse to believing that it will get better. Such positive expectations have consequences for residents’ own investment and home maintenance activities.  Although not yet demonstrated, I believe that these expectations also have consequences for participation at other levels.





In my study of Chicago's South Shore neighborhood (Taub, 1988)  I found respondents beginning to say things like "We can do anything here we want to. There is nothing we can't accomplish." This is not a vague, religious wish. Instead, it relates to developments these respondents see taking place around them. This positive orientation sets market forces working in a positive direction and, I believe, induces a mood of activism (a matter I will discuss in more detail below). To require from a CDC a population with newly acquired positive orientations that generate activist behaviors in the personal and economic rather than political realms is, I should add, to set a very high standard of success. More positive orientations about one's community and one’s self may be a worthwhile first step in the process of developing efficacy. Understanding how people's expectations are altered and how the altered expectations can elicit new behaviors is an important element in the development process that takes account of individuals.





An Evaluation Model


'The foregoing discussion is a long introduction to a rather uncomplicated point. Many evaluations of CDCs and similar organizations do not provide an understanding of their underlying processes. The studies tend to be cross� sectional, and they tend to look at changes in the built environment and in demographics (like the proportion of the poor population or the number of poor people being served). In so doing, they overlook the consequences of the CDC's activities for the target population, that is, the original residents of the community. In addition, these evaluations miss subtle consequences of development efforts that are important and that the commonly used indicators I have discussed overlook, for example, changes in the resident population's orientation and, consequently, its commitment of effort.





These changes are often overlooked or undervalued because of both conceptual inadequacy and methodological shortcomings. I have discussed the conceptual inadequacy. There is a set of methodological issues as well. Observers seldom collect data from more than one point in time, and when they do, the data are still cross-sectional rather than longitudinal in character. These researchers do not structure their evaluations either to track individuals over time or to measure changes in individual orientation. 








The model I propose attempts to overcome that shortcoming. In addition to collecting standard types of data �� such as property value changes, tax delinquencies, mortgage foreclosures, vacancy rates for both housing units and businesses �the model uses survey research techniques to follow individuals and their orientations. Surveys are conducted at different points in time so that one can compare differences in responses. Such an evaluation is expensive; however, by hiring community residents to conduct the interviews and by sharing the data collected with other CDCs and community groups, one is, in a small way, providing resources to the community at the same time one is evaluating the CDC's efforts.





Establishing a Baseline


It goes without saying that before one knows whether he or she has gotten anywhere, one has to know where he or she has been. Yet, what is striking in many evaluations is how little care has been taken to define a sorting point. Some researchers believe that a baseline is, in fact, unnecessary, They want to know how many businesses have been started, or how many jobs have been created, or how many housing units have been rehabilitated. These factors are important and cannot be overlooked. Indeed, we want to know about these things because we will need the information to understand net changes in the community. But the problem is that we want to understand the net consequences of activity for the community. New businesses, new jobs, or new housing units may simply be substitutes for old ones, and, consequently, these data may look a little fresher; however, without some evidence of the net consequences for the community, one simply may have evidence of running in place.





What one includes in that baseline depends somewhat on the focus of CDC activities. The baseline will be different if, for example, revitalization of commercial activity in the community is a high priority goal compared with efforts to improve housing or to generate jobs. There is also the problem of comprehensiveness. Does one always want to know about the full range of development possibilities from housing to jobs?





Part of the answer to this question relates not only to the goals of the CDC but also to the son of community under consideration. Some communities are primarily residential, and it would take substantial alteration to transform them into commercial or manufacturing areas. Others vary in the nature of their commercial and other business activity. Sometimes, evaluators and even CDC leaders act as if communities are islands and one must support all varieties of development �housing, commercial, industrial, and other business activities.





But, in fact, the focus of a development strategy often depends upon the kind of community being targeted. Most large cities are highly differentiated as to land use, with residential areas in one section, retail activities somewhere else, and industrial activities still somewhere else. To the extent that good transportation is available, it may make sense for the CDC to focus on what the area specializes in rather than to try to do everything. It may even be that in certain kinds of residential neighborhoods, effective job development might include the development of transportation systems to the sites of jobs or of day care programs that enable mothers to work outside the home with a sense of security about their offspring. Nonetheless, if a CDC has chosen to focus on many areas, it should be evaluated on all of them. Measures of success must emerge from the CDC's stated goals; too often, evaluators judge development efforts based on their own ideas about what should have been done.





In my model, the baseline has two elements: data drawn from existing sources (although the data may have to be massaged in order to be useful) and data generated by a survey. Let us consider each set in turn.





Existing or Easily Generated Data


In our studies of Chicago's South Shore and Austin neighborhoods, we focused on housing. Consequently. our baseline data included property values, tax delinquency rates, and mortgage foreclosures. We also counted boarded�up and other abandoned buildings.





On commercial strips. we counted vacancies. (This type of data causes problems with respect to comparability. When we returned years later during the South Shore study, some of the storefronts had been converted into housing units and others had been torn down.) In a subsequent study, we counted so�called second�class uses (Wittberg, 1982) �� such as for fortune tellers, storefront churches, and wig shops � as a proportion of the total and determined quantities of litter. We also observed levels of housing deterioration and quan6des of litter in residential areas. Although for an evaluation, this approach may be gilding the lily, we collected this information so that we could understand the processes of deterioration and revitalization rather than simply measure a CDC's achievement.





We also collected data, in as finely grained a way as possible, on unemployment and welfare rates. We were able to get welfare statistics at the block level, while unemployment data were available at the zip code level. We also collected crime rate data because we were interested in the relationship of crime rates to investment activity and neighborhood satisfaction. We would have liked to have obtained income data, but the study began between censuses and we were sure that the information would have been unreliable. Our plan, then, was to come back in five and ten years to determine how these elements had changed.





In reality, we were not always able to find the same level of data the second time around. Government agencies vary in their cooperativeness over time, just as cities themselves change. For the South Shore study, we relied heavily in the end on property value data and tax delinquency information.








As measures of a CDC's success, property values that had been declining should have stabilized, while tax delinquency and mortgage foreclosure rates and property abandonment should have declined. Similarly, store vacancies and second�class uses should have been reduced, and unemployment rates should also have declined.





There is some question about how to evaluate changes in welfare rates. A decline in both unemployment rates and welfare rates may be the consequence of displacement or other kinds of population changes. But if a CDC succeeded in attaining its stated goat, there should be more employment opportunities for people in the community. A study we are now conducting in Arkansas, where we use county�level data (substantially lower population densities than in Chicago make this a feasible approach) counts jobs and new business starts.





Survey Data


Providing baseline data from interrelated data sets, however solves only half of our problem. We must still face two problems I discussed at the beginning of this paper, First, statistically measurable improvements to property or even to populations do not tell us much about what has happened to the individuals living in the community. Property values, mortgage foreclosures, and the number of buildings in good shape tell us about the built environment. Income and unemployment data often tell us about the population at time one and the population at time two, and these populations may be quite different even if they share key demographic dimensions.





The second problem is that those statistics cannot tell us much about the nonphysical condition of the residents. Our goal in community development is to improve the lives of the residents and maybe their life chances. An indicator of that is how they feel about their own and their community's future. In addition, as I have already suggested, a positive sense of their own capacity to change things will be related to whether or  not their environment has improved.





To deal with these two problems, one must turn to a scientifically designed probability survey: (1) conduct a survey of community residents in year one to establish a baseline with which to compare future changes; (2) resurvey the community in year five or ten in order to gauge the changes that have taken place. The second survey should include attributes to deal with some of the problems raised above of following individuals over time.





The first component of the survey should aim to learn as much possible about the economic position of households. Most evaluations do not begin in census years; besides, census data do not give individual�level information, nor do they provide sufficient information to enable us to understand the economy of specific households. In this instance, the survey should include data on the incomes of all earners and the kinds of work they do. Furthermore, it should include information about their educational levels and schooling and the educational levels for all household members. In rural areas, one might focus more on in�kind income �the results of growing one's own crops, hunting, and fishing as well as of barter.  In urban areas, it would be desirable to know about informal income, that is, income in cash compared with illegal economic activity, which is difficult to document in a survey.





The second component should focus on neighborhood satisfaction. This variable has two sets of elements, one positive and another negative. The positive set includes the convenience of one's residence to his Or her place of work and to shopping, school quality, housing quality for the money, safety, and appearance of the area. The negative set includes noisy neighbors, inadequately maintained housing of one's neighbors, crime, wandering dogs, and harassment by youths.





The third component is what I would call efficacy�optimism. This relates to an individual's belief in his or her ability to change the course of events as well as to better his or her own life and entails some assessment of how matters will be in the community in the near future. Baselines for different groups will vary on this measure as well as on the measure of neighborhood satisfaction..





In one of our Chicago studies (Taub, Taylor, and Dunham, 1984), we found that blacks and whites, on the one hand, and Hispanics, on the other, who lived in the same neighborhood had quite different outlooks, with blacks and whites depressed about the neighborhood and Hispanics feeling relatively upbeat. Part of the reason for this difference is that for blacks this somewhat run�down older neighborhood represented yet another dead end; the whites were an older group that did not have the resources to move away and had observed the neighborhood's physical decline and increase in crime rates. They were trapped. Hispanics viewed the neighborhood as a lower rung on a ladder of opportunity, often better than the area from where they had come.





I should add that what we now know about crime rates and their relationship to neighborhood satisfaction as well as efficacy provides some clues to clarifying the complexity of these connections. Crime reduction is often on the agenda of community groups. And crime has important consequences for neighborhood satisfaction. Being a crime victim is an experience that clearly reduces satisfaction. Fear of crime is an important influence on the way urban people behave, but it does not have the effect one might predict on property values or on citizen participation in community organizations.





First, although fear of crime can be a useful starting point for organizing a neighborhood, it does not seem to be a source of sustained participation. Community organizations that focus on crime reduction and nothing else do not live very long. Crime is an episodic event, and fear strong enough to mobilize people rises and falls. 


Community groups with multi-pronged initiatives, of which crime is only one, consequently, have a better chance of survival.





The second point is that citizen participation in anticrime activities does not necessarily reduce the fear of crime in a neighborhood. Indeed, what data there are suggest that it often has the opposite effect. Fear of crime brings people into organizations, which then makes them more aware of the extent of crime in the area (information sharing being one of the goals of crime prevention programs) �and therefore more fearful.





The third point is that although fear of crime is often a deterrent to neighborhood growth, this may not always be the case. There are high�crime areas in neighborhoods where growth is quite substantial (gentrified areas, for example), where crime seems not to be a deterrent to either investment or neighborhood satisfaction. Part of this phenomenon relates to how the neighborhood is going more generally. "Hot" areas may continue to say hot, and in those areas, residents downplay the significance of crime. In addition, housing investment in these areas repays the investment quickly in these areas as property appreciates. Finally, residents often see their neighborhoods as bundles of amenities, and one may trade off a high crime rate (after having taken suitable precautions) for closeness to place of work or having people like one's self nearby.





What has discouraged those who believe that neighborhood development will reduce crime is that there seems to be little evidence to support that idea. In fact, even in gentrifying neighborhoods, crime rates do not necessarily decline. What is true, however (and this may appear paradoxical), is that, as noted above, vigorous anticrime programs may make people feel better about their neighborhood even though their heightened awareness of crime makes them more fearful. If people think that blowing whistles or having "safe houses" reduces the threat of crime, they will feel more efficacious and, consequently, more positive about things in general.





By contrast, in low�morale neighborhoods, crime has devastating effects. People who already feel powerless take extra steps to protect themselves while feeling discouraged. This is a situation in which people who can afford them get guns and big dogs, try not to make their residences look too attractive for fear that they will become target, and avoid involvement with their neighbors, who are perceived to be possible threats. This set of sentiments feeds into a larger sense of pessimism and helplessness. And it is in this setting that authoritarian developers who rigorously screen and police their tenants seem so attractive.





The fourth element in the survey should elicit information about community parti6pation and leadership. Are there activities in the area that will have consequences for the future and that maybe, have already had consequences in the immediate past? And are these activities, in fact, perceived by residents?





Clearly, this set of items has two component. The first focuses on residents' community participation and relates to the efficacy�optimism component. The second is really an assessment of community leadership. In the South Shore study, we asked a series of questions along the line of "Has anything happened here in the last few years that helps you decide about the future?" Some proportion of residents who were optimistic did, in fact, volunteer information about the South Shore Bank, which was the group involved in trying to facilitate development.





But of course, other elements are involved in the evaluation, such as how area residents perceive community leaders. Are they seen as working together in the service of the community as a whole, or are they simply a group of individuals each of whom is tying to maximize his or her own position? In one Chicago neighborhood, a respondent told us that the executive director of a local CDC was doing very well. "How do you know?" we asked. "He gets paid $55,000," was the answer. Ultimately, if community development is to succeed, many residents will probably have to come to understand that there is a leadership or an economic development motor from whose success everyone in the community will benefit.





Self�employment is a strategy that has taken the community development world by storm and may be an element of new and innovative CDCs. For example, because the generation of self�employment is such a central effort of the Southern Development Bancorporation in Arkadelphia, Arkansas, we have added a fifth element to the baseline survey we are conducting in that region, an element that is applicable to our model. In that survey, we are trying to measure "entrepreneurial readiness." Aspects of entrepreneurial readiness include the valuation of self�employment compared with working for the government or a large corporation; a perception that one has marketable skills; and, finally, some level of risk�taking propensity, such as the willingness to borrow money under rather stringent conditions.





To the extent that a CDC is successful, there should be new, positive changes in all of the components evaluated by the survey. Household income, neighborhood satisfaction, efficacy�optimism, perception of community leadership working for the collective welfare, and, possibly, entrepreneurial readiness should all flourish from CDC efforts.





Having gotten this far � that is, having compared statistical indicators at two points in time �we now have some idea of whether or not and to what extent a particular piece of bounded territory and its inhabitants are better off at time two compared with time one.





However, the turnover issue is serious, and our model must address it. As I suggested earlier in this discussion, not only may poorer residents have been displaced, but it may also be that the most successful have left. Certainly, when one looks at studies of rural America, it appears as if investments in human capital make it possible for the best and the brightest to move elsewhere.





There are several ways to use a survey instrument and our survey design to deal with the question of turnover. Obviously, a panel study would be the most informative way to deal with the problem. One could conduct waves of interviews with the same respondents at different points in time. But this strategy is not realistic nor efficient. Low�income populations have very high rates of mobility within and between communities, and therefore the residents are hard to track. The 10 to 20 percent turnover rate mentioned earlier does not even count people who move around within the same community. (This 10 percent turnover each year does not mean that one will get a completely new population at the end of ten years. In any population, there is usually one group of frequent movers and another group of stayers.)





Nonetheless, there is much moving about, and some proportion of such an area's residents will be lost through such sources of attrition as death, militant service, or prison terms. Residents of poor neighborhoods are not easy to follow. William Julius Wilson (1987) found it difficult to track respondents in Chicago's poor neighborhoods in order to interview them six months to a year after a survey organization had listed them as a first step in constructing a sample. The loss of a large proportion of respondents raises serious questions about findings and generalizations about the sample between the two points in time.





One could use two cross�sectional surveys � if both involved reliable samples from a stable population. Then there would be little difficulty in comparing findings at two points and treating respondents as if they were part of a panel. Although this is not an acceptable procedure with a high�turnover population, one could, through this method, derive some evidence of turnover by asking respondents how long they had lived in the area. In the South Shore Study, we discovered that turnover had declined dramatically between time one and time two. At time one, almost 25 percent of the population had lived there less than a year. At time two, that proportion had dropped to 17 percent.





The best compromise, and a substantial innovation, would be to conduct a panel of residences or addresses. Using this method, the identity of the people who live there and the quality of their lives now become attributes of the housing unit. Because units are more likely than residents to remain in a sample, one can get accurate measurements over time of both changing life circumstances of individuals and of turnover. If one also trains interviewers to identify characteristics of housing quality, one has more information on which to base hypotheses to explain turnover rates. In addition, such an approach can provide a good estimate of changes in levels of household maintenance, upgrading, and decline over the five�year period. By making residences rather than residents the focus of analysis, one overcomes some of the statistical problems of panels with high levels of loss, and one can still generalize to the community at large with respect to both place and people.





If costs permitted (and I will return to the matter of costs), one might still try to track down the respondents who had moved away. It is essential to include "locator questions" in the survey for this purpose. In this way, one can attempt to trace some proportion of the movers in order to discover whether or not they moved because of an upgraded situation, because of a decline, or for other reasons related to changes in their life situation. Because the answers are another indicator of satisfaction, we always ask respondents what is the probability that they will move, and we ask those with a high probability ("more likely to move than to stay") to identify causes. Our experience is that people who expect to move give more accurate responses than those who tell us they have no plans to move.





At any rate, by knowing the dynamics of the relationship between housing quality and movers (e.g. all upgraded units now house new residents), we can understand better the changes in population parameters we face.





I should add that we are currently designing a study to measure the impact of housing upgrades on people's lives in the Chicago neighborhood of Austin. We plan to use the basic model described above, except that for our baseline, we will compare a random sample of Austin residents at large with those who have moved into the newly renovated buildings. We will return to those buildings in five years to repeat our survey. We will also be able to make additional comparisons of subgroups of people who moved into the rehabilitated housing, giving us some idea of how variations in administration and management of units affects residents' outcomes.





Controls and Other Means of Evaluating Change


When one finds a change, either positive or negative, in a neighborhood, it is often difficult to know how to apportion the blame or credit for the change. Powerful macroeconomic forces may wipe out or override any discrete local effects. This is particularly true on the negative side, where it is clear from changes in employment patterns that minority communities suffer more acutely than others from downturns in the business cycle �and respond more slowly to upturns (Wilson, 1987). One can easi1y think of the range of permutations on this pattern. For example, a community is in decline during a period of high unemployment, and CDC officials claim that things would have been even worse were it not for their efforts. Or a community shows gains, but although CDC officials claim the credit, the change is actually the result of rising property values in the adjacent communities and the desire for realtors to make a killing.








Many other possibilities lie between these patterns. Consequently, it is essential to find points of reference that will serve as controls, although to label them so is to give them unmerited scientific status. In this case, one would not use survey data because the cost would be prohibitive. The challenge is to make comparisons with the data compiled from the existing baseline set, comparing changes one finds in a community with changes taking place elsewhere.





The first point of comparison would be the region of which the community is a part. This might be the city or the county or simply a municipal subunit that is larger than the community. If trends in the community mirror trends in the region, it is difficult to attribute much of the change to CDC efforts. Similarly, one can attempt to find communities with attributes similar to those of the target community and to compare changes in them with changes in the target.





Unfortunately, one can never find isomorphic communities. One simply must decide what are the relevant dimensions and look for similarities. In the South Shore study, for example, we compared communities that had undergone racial change in approximately the same interval as had South Shore, but those communities did not have South Shore's locational amenities nor its range of quality in housing stock. To find communities with similar locational amenities, we had to settle for those that had experienced the process of racial change at an earlier period.





One must add in this regard that the macro forces are, in fact, very powerful. I have been discussing matters as if a CDC only succeeds when it turns things around. It is possible that one might attribute success to a CDC that both managed to stay alive and slowed the rate of decline of its community, even if it did not reverse the pattern. In this instance, it is useful to have historical data for both the community under consideration and comparison locales �that is, statistics from several points in time prior to the CDC intervention. Changes in trajectory or in rate may be as informative as out�and�out reversals of direction.





In the South Shore study, we were able to assert that the area was in better shape than comparison communities �it had made a comeback while they continued to decline � and that it was also doing better than the region as a whole, even though some Chicago neighborhoods were doing phenomenally well on measures of property appreciation. This conclusion satisfied us. But some critics still claim that South Shore benefited from property appreciation in nearby Hyde Park (other nearby communities did not) and that it had so much going for it in external amenities (it is not far from the downtown business area, is well connected to it by good transportation, and has the lakefront and lakefront parks that add a certain amount of attraction) that any development effort would have succeeded. (Other communities with similar locational advantages have also suffered severely, but it is true that probably none is so well situated as South Shore with its attractive lakefront parks and views.)





In response to these critics we then used the strategy of making comparisons within the community � that is, following the investment pattern of South Shore Bank and its affiliates and showing that where those investments were more intense, changes in both property values and in attitudes along the optimism�efficacy dimension were most noticeable.





In fact, when attempting to establish causality, one makes comparisons from the top down or from the outside in, on the one hand, and, on the other, from the bottom up or from side to side within the area. One starts by tracing investment patterns and activity strategies to see where they lead, and then one seeks to make internal comparisons, looking for nuance and variation. It is true that one also asks respondents if they know what is taking place and who is responsible. Nonetheless, the discovery of systematic variation in either existing data sets or in the survey data provides lines to pursue.





I have not discussed the role of fieldwork in evaluation because that is the subject of another paper. But in some instances, it helps to have an understanding of the planning and development process on a day�to�day basis as well, and that can be provided by sensitive observers.





In the ideal research situation, one can observe the planning and development process at work from the beginning. To stand at some point in the present and to look at the past is to see a straight path to the present, that is, an overly rationalized and simplified form of decision making that may have evolved not because of a massive planning effort but because of patterns of success and failure, the presence of particular kinds of staff people, and the availability of external resources �all of which, taken together with planning, shape responses and ultimately outcomes. For example, the present organizational structure of the CDC in Arkansas is the consequence not only of planning but also of responses to requirements set by federal banking regulators and the interpretation of banking laws.





Two noted political scientists (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984) have discussed why such analysis is necessary:





How well [programs] respond to opportunities, how well they facilitate adaptation and error correction, 


are qualities insufficiently discussed.... It is not policy design but redesign which occurs most of the time.... 


Indeed, old patterns  of behavior are often retrospectively  rationalized to fit new notions about appropriate 


objectives.... (p. 186).





[To ignore this] is to leave out the detours, the blind alleys, the discarded hypotheses the constraints 


tightened and loosened, the lumpy stuff of life in favor of a predigested formula... (p. 179).





With that view in mind, it becomes important to track organizational efforts and structuring from the first day in order to understand how the development process works and outcomes axe reached. Without this knowledge, the process is hard to control and harder to replicate. The areas of interest include decisions about the structure of the organization; the composition of boards and the role of their members; the sources and the nature of the funding; how to shape subsidiaries; who is hired and who is not. At another level, decisions will be made about how to allocate resources and how to pick one project instead of another. How options are understood and perceived will be filtered through the evolving structure. Monitoring this effort requires regular interviews with key participants, perusal of organizational memos, and analyzing data on lending and investment activity.





Even with all these elements taken into account, one cannot rest content with identifying linkages directly. As heartwarming as the tales might be, one knows from experience that "cream�skimming" (that is, making only the easiest, safest loans or training and hiring the most employable) is a real possibility, even in organizations with the best of intentions, and that the net result of such efforts, even when filled with such stories, is often less than zero.





The problem of evaluating CDCs already in place is not easily solved by this model. There are, however, ways to fill in many of the blanks. Baseline data from existing data sets are available retrospectively, although sometimes difficult to find. Tax delinquency, mortgage foreclosure, unemployment, and welfare rates are archived and accessible. If the starting point were close to the time of a census, that information would be helpful as well.





One will still not have the benefit of the original survey.  There is, however, a growing body of retrospective survey techniques that can be utilized. Time and event calendars, for example, help respondents in recall. One can glean information from old newspaper articles or newsletters. One could then examine current efforts with this added dimension in order to measure achievements. However, to generate good quality baseline data, these techniques work best when introduced at the start of the period to be evaluated.





Because the kind of evaluation outlined in this paper is expensive, it is not the ideal tool to evaluate every CDC. It works best with newer organizations, especially in looking at innovative efforts. Because this kind of model focuses on process as well as outcomes, it has the capacity to identify those elements of innovation that are likely to work or to be replicable.





Costs


Survey research is substantially more expensive than most other forms of evaluation. A single survey will cost from $50,000 to $150,000, an expenditure that often seems difficult to justify. However, two important points can be made in support of such an expense. First, a substantial proportion of these funds can be spent in the


community �that is, local people can be found and trained to conduct interviews.





The second point is more important. In this model, the research project becomes part of the development process. The baseline data collected become a resource the CDC can use for planning and for finding additional resources. Good descriptive data about a community are hard to find. In the case of South Shore, survey data were used to demonstrate to the city that it was necessary to upgrade the area's infrastructure; to help find a secondary market for housing development bonds; to apply to foundations for funds; and to persuade investors that things were better in the community than their stereotypical conceptions allowed.





From a planning perspective, the same information was used in considering how to develop a shopping strip, how to market the South Shore Bank to the community, and whether or not there was room for market�rate housing. Our baseline data keepers were able to inform the South Shore Bank that  it was cream skimming in its initial mortgage program and that it was not doing well in marketing its services to the community.





During its construction the survey questionnaire should be shared with CDC officials and representatives of other community groups, asking them if there are questions they would like added or if there is useful information that, perhaps, could be gathered through the survey process. After the data are collected, the tabulations should be reported in simple form so that community groups can understand them. In South Shore, we also provided special tabulations or analyses for groups that had specific questions we thought we could answer.





A consequence of this cooperation with community groups is that the evaluation is not done by someone who stands outside the process making detached observations. If the process works correctly, the evaluator becomes an ally in the struggle. In recognition of the perspective, I call what I do impact analysis instead of evaluation. This label takes the judgmental element out of thinking about the activity and makes the evaluation process less threatening to the community and the CDC.





Such an approach entails costs as well as benefits. To the extent that one becomes a partisan of development, some pressure may arise to make things look good. And sometimes, in a community with different factions, alliance with the CDC may look as if one were siding with one faction and therefore not to be trusted by others.





But on balance, a cooperative approach seems worthwhile. Better quality and more comprehensive information can be collected. And the expense of conducting the survey produces a value beyond the results of the evaluation itself.





The data are not proprietary. Community groups can use them for their own purposes, such as for grant applications, for discussion topics in town meetings, and for confrontations with city government over its policies that have consequences for the community. For example, the Chicago Department of Parks had taken over a country club and was planning to tear down the elegant old clubhouse and replace it with a cinderblock structure. Our data were used to show the city that the community could support a finer facility and were used further in an application for federal funds for the rehabilitation of historic buildings. Community clubs used the data to get funding for special projects, and others used the data for planning. Grantors seldom see applications with such well �put-together data sets and are often responsive to them.





In short, data collection becomes part of the development process. We hear about the desirability of action research. The trick is to collect data according to the highest scientific standards so that the data are acceptable to people with different orientations. Once that is done, there is no reason why the research should not be part of the process under study.





Nonetheless, the costs are high enough so that one would not use this approach to evaluate every community development corporation. Instead, the approach should be seen as a data�gathering method to learn how to improve the development process. It is best utilized in innovative settings so that the ramifications of those innovations can be better and more widely understood.





In summary, I have tried here to show what a comprehensive CDC evaluation should look like, and in the process, I have tried to explore underlying conceptual issues. At one time, it was useful to shift the emphasis of community organizations from organization to construction and to push such groups to produce measurable outputs. But given the proper resources, anyone can build new buildings, and for long�term consequences for the people who live in those areas, it is deceptive to measure achievements by counting those outputs. Instead, one has to understand the extent to which CDCs have strengthened their communities and the capacities of the individuals who live out their lives in those communities.
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